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‘What’s the fracking problem?’ An investigation into the social 
acceptance of shale gas fracking in Fylde, North West 

England. 

Abstract — The globally expanding industry of shale gas hydraulic fracturing is a 

significant source of controversy, most recently in the United Kingdom. Concerns 

regarding localised seismic activity within the region of Fylde resulted in a temporary 

pause on Cuadrilla’s fracking activities, as well as fresh political thinking as to how 

unconventional gas reserves slot in to wider national energy policy. There is growing 

recognition of the necessity to understand public attitudes towards fracking and the 

need to incorporate these into decision-making, if social acceptance of fracking is to 

increase. This study represents the first detailed investigation into the social acceptance 

of fracking in Fylde. Using a questionnaire (N= 131), one focus group, and five 

interviews, this study examines existing support; the environmental, economic and 

social factors that influence perceptions; and whether opposition of fracking in Fylde 

can be explained by environmental justice, rather than the NIMBY concept. Analysis 

reveals that women affiliating with the Labour Party, and those who associate fracking 

with health and environmental impacts, are more likely to oppose fracking. Whereas 

individuals who are more likely to support fracking are politically Conservative, 

associate the process with positive economic or energy supply outcomes, and view 

shale gas as a transition fuel. Through further thematic analysis, findings revealed that 

fracking opposition is better explained through environmental (in)justice, rather than the 

over-simplistic ‘NIMBY’ concept. Investigation should focus on how environmental 

justice is framed and reframed in the issue of fracking and examine how certain values 

towards fracking are held. Based on these findings, this study discusses 

recommendations for future research and potential policy. 

 

Keywords — fracking, contested, social acceptance, NIMBY, environmental 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The rapid development and extraction of shale gas- particularly though hydraulic fracturing 

(hereafter referred to as ‘fracking’) is an increasing source of global environmental controversy, 

not least in the UK (Bouet et al., 2014; Cotton, 2014) In February 2011, the European council 

announced that “in order to further enhance its security of [energy] supply, Europe’s potential for 

sustainable extraction and use of conventional and unconventional fossil fuel resources should 

be assessed”. Consequently, gas became a fundamental addition in the Roadmap to Renewables 

strategy (Sorrell et al., 2012). Advocates like the UK government, emphasise the possible 

economic, environmental and (energy) security benefits of shale gas, such as mitigation of global 

price shocks, cheaper gas and the momentum to transition away from carbon-intensive, coal-

based electricity generation (The Perryman Group, 2008; Considine et al., 2010; Schulz et al., 

2010; Hultman et al., 2011; US EPA, 2011; McGowan, 2014). Whereas opponents highlight the 

unavoidable environmental, health and climate risks linked to fracking at several scales (Osborn 

et al., 2011; Perry, 2012; Stedman et al., 2012) (see appendix A).  Debate in the UK demonstrates 

the distinctive contrast between government and public opinion of fracking, and the increasing 

emphasis on issues of social acceptance and local governance and control (Bomberg, 2017).  

Persistently, the UK government has struggled to attain social acceptance of fracking. A UK 

survey conducted by Whitmarsh et al., (2015) revealed that 42.8% of participants entirely rejected 

fracking; whilst a 2017 survey by the Business and Energy Department showed just 16% 

supported shale gas extraction (The Guardian, 2017). This diminishing level of support has 

resulted in the derogatory NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) concept becoming an associated blanket 

expression used to undermine opponents and their reasons for opposition (Devine-Wright, 2010; 

Cotton and Devine-Wright, 2010). However, there is growing acknowledgment that fracking 

opposition and the influencing factors must be better understood and infused into decision-making 

(Whitmarsh et al., 2015). Therefore, government bodies and developers are being urged to drop 

the NIMBY label, and instead consider the concept of environmental justice to better understand 

and improve the social acceptance of fracking (Cotton, 2017). 
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1.1 The NIMBY Concept 

 

NIMBY is both a concept and a label applied to individuals or groups who oppose 

development based on the proximity of development in relation to them (Esaiasson, 2014). Ian 

O’Hare first devised NIMBY in 1977; the acronym stands for “Not In My Backyard” (Wu et al., 

2014). Typically, a NIMBY is typified as “a local homeowner who is to varying degrees belligerent, 

selfish, and amoral; unwilling to think about the ‘big picture’; unable to grasp the complexities of 

engineering, technological risk, and energy policy; unwilling to bear costs of energy production 

but willing to reap the benefits; and predominantly concerned with local house prices, hazily 

defined environmental degradation, and loss of visual amenities” (Cotton, 2013, p 8-12).  

Cotton and Devine-Wright (2013) argue that the ramifications of this pejorative label allow 

opposition to be more easily discredited, since opposition can exclusively be attributed to NIMBYs 

holding an egocentric and protectionist attitude- recognising the value of fracking sites outside 

their local area only. Subsequently, institutions and governing bodies involved in development 

can discredit both local and general opposition as selfish and illegitimate: ultimately leading to 

environmental injustice (Cotton and Devine-Wright, 2010; Bomberg, 2017).  

If the UK is to successfully and effectively transition towards a low-carbon energy profile 

through fracking, then research and practice must move beyond the over-simplistic NIMBY 

concept (Cotton, 2013; Bomberg, 2017). Research has shown that in fact, stakeholders’ 

arguments for opposition are scientifically grounded, broad reaching, and ethically reasoned- 

comparatively inaccurate to the assumptions that their arguments are founded upon ignorance 

and local selfishness (Cotton, 2017). With this considered, it becomes clear that communities 

desire both procedural and distributive justice in the decision-making process (Peterson and 

Hansson, 2004). Therefore, it is perhaps more appropriate to examine fracking development and 

governance through the concept of environmental justice (Cotton, 2017). 

 

1.2 Environmental Justice 

 

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and involvement of all people irrespective of race, 

colour, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and 

enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies (Clough and Bell, 2016). 
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Environmental justice is constituted by both distributive and procedural fairness in the 

decision-making process. Distributive justice involves how positive and negative effects are 

distributed between those who experience the impacts and those who profit; procedural justice 

involves how the site is decided, the possible alternatives, who regulates the industry, and who is 

present in the process (Cotton, 2013). 

 

1.3 Aim and Research Questions 

 

Using a mixture of both qualitative and quantitative methods, this study aims to examine 

levels of support and opposition Fylde residents hold towards fracking, and the factors which 

influence such perceptions. It further investigates whether environmental justice, specifically 

distributive and procedural justice, can better explain the level of social acceptance towards 

fracking, as opposed to NIMBYism. The following questions guided the research: 

1) What support exists amongst the residents of Fylde for shale gas fracking? 

2) What perceptions of fracking are driven by social, economic and environmental factors? 

3) Does environmental justice influence local opposition and social acceptance of fracking? 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Hydraulic Fracturing in Discourse  

  

Simultaneous to increasing public debate, scholars have demonstrated growing interest in 

how fracking is constructed, presented and understood by the public (Bomberg, 2017). Until 

recently, most literature has focused on the USA, highlighting how demographics, environmental 

attitudes, risk factors and media, influence perceptions of fracking (Brasier et al., 2011; Jacquet, 

2012; Truelove, 2012; Boudet et al., 2014; Schafft et al., 2013; Davis and Fisk, 2014). However, 

there is now a growth of studies outside the US. For instance, Metze’s (2017) study of the 

Netherlands highlights how the disputed fracking technology has evolved into a ‘boundary’ object, 

attracting a variety of actors attempting to frame and reframe fracking as either a planning or 

economic issue. Jaspal et al., (2014) study of media coverage in Poland reveals how a highly 

positive image of fracking has successfully been fabricated concurrently to a portrayal of any 

criticisms of shale being regarded as ‘un-Polish’. Tosun (2015) shows how public acceptance of 

shale was shaped by different institutions of the European Union through postulating rivalled 

‘policy images’ of fracking and its impact.  

Focusing specifically on the ethics of fracking in the UK, Cotton (2017) applies a normative 

framework of policy evaluation to understand how the inherent contradictions of fracking, policy 

and support impacts host-communities. He substantiates findings from O’Hara et al., (2015), that 

the declining public support and criticisms from environmental NGOs does not reflect the UK 

Government’s pro-shale “transitional fuel” discourse, which consequently, leads to further conflict. 

However, despite weakening support and intense controversy, the social acceptance of fracking 

has failed to be extensively studied in the UK (Jaspal and Nerlich, 2014). 

 

2.2 Social Acceptance 

 

Throughout the 1980’s, social acceptance was also largely overlooked as part of renewable 

energy technology implementation. It was not until 1984, that Carlman first defined energy social 

acceptance as a “matter of public, potential and regulatory acceptance” (Carlman, 1984, p.339). 

Academics soon accompanied her in defining and analysing the issues faced by implementation 



9 

 

(Wolsink, 1987; Thayer, 1988; Bosley and Bosley, 1988), and later began applying social 

acceptance to other forms of energy generation, and eventually shale gas. Initial studies however, 

did not resolve why particular opinions were held, and failed to further expand on the factors that 

determined effective support. Subsequently, Wustenhagen et al., (2007) distinguished three 

dimensions of social acceptance: socio-political acceptance, community acceptance, and market 

acceptance, although market acceptance will not be discussed.  

‘Socio-political acceptance’ is social acceptance at a large-scale, whereas ‘community 

acceptance’ is associated with the acceptance of specific developments by local stakeholders, 

such as local authorities and residents. It is within this category that the argument of NIMBYism 

becomes apparent. In relation to wind energy, Toke (2002) posed the question; “if approximately 

80% of the public in the UK support wind energy, why is only a quarter of contracted wind power 

capacity actually commissioned?”. The most prevalent answer throughout research, planning and 

policy makers, is that it is a form of NIMBY. Again, this concept is applicable to fracking. With this 

interpretation, Bell et al., (2005), argues a gap exists between two attitudes: an attitude driven by 

concern for the ‘common good’ and behaviour motivated by ‘self-interest’. Ultimately, individuals 

who favour fracking generally, oppose developments proposed in their area. However, many 

academics have recently criticised the NIMBY concept because it fails to recognise the intricacy 

of human motives and their interaction with political and social institutions (Toke, 2002; Bell et al., 

2005; Cotton and Devine-Wright, 2010; Cotton, 2017) 

 

2.3 Hydraulic Fracturing in the UK 

 

Despite estimates remaining uncertain, the British Geological Survey (BGS) proposes that 

the UK’s shale reserve is possibly as large as 150 billion cubic metres (BGS, 2013). However, 

despite the UK shale policy being in its infancy and no wells currently in full operation, there is 

intense debate surrounding proposed fracking development. Central UK government are keen to 

promote the extraction of shale; in 2013 the UK chancellor assured the ‘kickstart’ of shale gas 

exploration (Daily Telegraph, 2013) and Prime Minister David Cameron declared they would go 

‘all out for shale’ (The Independent, 2014). The UK Government has implemented various support 

schemes and policies designed to promote fracking, encourage investment and reduce 

opposition, including tax incentives and a new regulatory framework and community benefits 

package for fracking host communities (The Guardian, 2014). 
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Regardless of promising geological estimates and significant support from central 

government, public support is equivocal, and succeeding 2013 has been typified by growing 

opposition and protest (see Cotton et al., 2014; McGowan, 2014).  The occurrence and intensity 

of protests across the UK is extensive, indicated through a concatenation of public demonstrations 

over recent years, including Balcombe 2013, and ongoing demonstrations in Fylde. Heightening 

public scepticism is also evidenced through successive opinion polls conducted between 2012-

2014. O’Hara et al., (2015, p.2) found a “turn against fracking, representing an increasing sense 

of unease with the environmental implications of fracking techniques”. Additionally, Stevens 

(2013) stresses how investors are hesitant to commit to UK shale, since those who object to 

fracking can ‘move from one scare story to another’ in their attempts to discourage industry. 

Ultimately, regardless of central government’s strong advocacy for fracking, the opponent’s 

portrayal of fracking as primarily negative has become deep-rooted in public consciousness and 

debate. 

 

2.4 Hydraulic Fracturing in Fylde 

 

In 2007, the energy firm ‘Cuadrilla Resources’ received a license for shale gas exploration at 

three different sites along the Fylde Coast in Lancashire. These sites include: Grange Road 

Singleton, Roseacre Wood and Preston New Road (Frack Free Lancashire, 2016). Cuadrilla 

claimed there could be up to 5.6 trillion cubic metres of shale located in the Bowland Shale, 

potentially reducing Britain’s dependence on over-seas fuel and the dwindling North Sea gas 

reserves (Stephenson, 2012). During March 2011, exploratory drilling commenced in Fylde, 

however, public concerns intensified following tremors measuring 2.3 and 1.5 on the Richter Scale 

(Jaspal and Nerlich, 2014). Fracking was subsequently suspended in June 2011. Although, 

despite acknowledgement of fracking-induced seismic activity in Fylde, the UK government lifted 

the suspension on fracking in December 2012, and later overruled a local decision to allow 

fracking at Preston New Road during 2016 (BBC, 2016). 

 These decisions have been met with widespread opposition, including continuous protests 

by Frack Free Lancashire and Friends of The Earth. Regardless of this large ongoing public 

reaction, studies conducted on the social acceptance of fracking in Fylde remain scarce. 

Moreover, Boudet et al., (2014) argues, whilst environmental and economic impacts of fracking 

remain a large focus, social impacts like the physical and psychological changes communities 
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face, receive less attention. Therefore, there is a need for research to be conducted in Fylde, 

which considers not only natural-science research, but also environmental, economic and social 

impacts, so that policy makers and planners can consider an overall comprehensive outlook. 
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3 METHODOLOGY  

 

Accurate identification as to how and why social acceptance of fracking differs among Fylde 

residents was paramount. Thus, the research used primarily qualitative methods, given their 

capacity to employ an interpretative approach (Jones, 1995). To determine and understand the 

context, significance and complexities of the social acceptance of fracking, three methods were 

utilised to comprehensively address all three research questions: questionnaire, interviews and 

focus group, which included tools like a risk ranking exercise to elicit more detailed perspectives 

(Evans, 1998). These methods can be used individually, but since understanding intended to be 

maximised and the nature of fracking is inherently complex, all three were used conjunctively as 

a means of triangulation (Valentine, 2005). 

 

3.1 Questionnaire Data Collection 

 

Questionnaires were used a fundamental foundation, given their ability to explore different 

perceptions, attitudes, experiences, behaviours and spatial interactions of people (McLafferty, 

2008). The core questionnaire questions formed a 5-point Likert type scales (1= Strongly Agree, 

5= Strongly Disagree). The content and scale of the questionnaire were developed based on the 

analysis of similar studies examining attitudes of different forms of energy generation and place-

based perceptions (see Whitmarsh et al., 2015). 

A hybrid of Dunn’s (2005) funnel and pyramid structures were adopted within the 

questionnaire as to maintain motivation and interest; participants also had the opportunity to 

express their opinion freely with evenly-dispersed open-ended questions (McLafferty, 2008) (see 

Appendix C). The wording and clarity of questions were also carefully constructed, since the 

design of questions can significantly impact answers obtained (Groves et al., 2009). 

The questionnaire was created using Qualtrics online survey software, conducted between 

July and August 2017, gathering 131 responses. Participants were provided basic information 

about shale gas fracking and the key dates concerning fracking within Fylde- specifically, Preston 

New Road. Before participants could progress, they were asked to tix a box to signify their 

consent, with the understanding they and their answers would be anonymous, and could 

terminate the questionnaire at any time.  
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Email and social media forums exclusive to Blackpool and Fylde residents were used to 

recruit participants, as well as distribution via local politicians. Not all politicians responded 

however, perhaps explaining the proportional difference in respondent’s political identity. Initially, 

questions focused on demographics and location, then preliminary understandings and attitudes 

of fracking technology, values, place identity, and climate change attitudes. Questions then 

focused on support for fracking, influencing factors, and elements of environmental justice. 

Online questionnaires were used to maximise reach and response rate, minimise cost and 

the use of resources (Muhtaseb, 2004; Wright, 2005; McGuirk and O’Neill, 2005). However, it can 

incur bias, e.g. those who do not use computers (Wright, 2005) 

 

3.2 Interviews and Focus Group Data Collection 

 

Following three pilot interviews and one pilot focus group, a total of five interviews and one 

focus group were conducted between 11/08/17 – 24/08/17. Two males and four females 

comprised the focus group, whilst three males and two females participated in individual 

interviews. Participants were recruited through snowball sampling (Valentine, 2005). For data to 

be representative, an even spread of demographics was selected. 

Before partaking, participants had to validate their consent via a signature on a cover letter 

outlining the research topic (see Appendix D). The letter also included the researcher’s contact 

details as well as the guarantee that participants would remain confidential and could withdraw at 

any point.  

Both interviews and focus group were conducted in quiet, easily accessible cafés, so that 

rich data could be collected in non-imposing, neutral environments (Longhurst, 2008). They were 

both recorded via a mobile phone, then transcribed soon after, so that full interaction between 

participants and researcher was possible (Valentine, 2005). 

The methods explored participant’s place identity, existing support and perceptions of 

fracking, and the influencing factors of these perceptions. Two exercises were devised to explore 

greater conceptual understandings of both perception of risks and benefits, and distributive and 

procedural justice. The exercises are listed below: 
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Informed attitudes: Participants were given a sheet containing information about the process 

and impacts of fracking (see Appendix D). Participants were then asked to describe their thoughts 

about the technology, the associated risks and benefits, and whether they would be ‘happy’ to 

live near a fracking site. 

Risk and Benefit Sort: Participants were then given two sets of cards, one with the perceived 

risks and one with the perceived benefits of fracking. They were asked to rank the cards according 

to perceived risk severity and which they felt were most beneficial. 

The open-responses allowed the unique complex opinions, emotions and experiences 

behind fracking to be explored in detail (Longhurst, 2008), and further allowed participants to use 

the ideas of others to stimulate their own perceptions on fracking; creating a more extensive 

exploration of concerns, issues and challenges (Dunn, 2005). 

 

3.3 Data Collection Analysis  

 

The quantitative data that was collected through the Likert scales within the questionnaire 

were analysed using Excel. A constant comparison process of thematic analysis (Glaser, 1992) 

was applied to the qualitative data collected from the open-ended questionnaire questions. 

Focus group and interview transcripts were compared against the initial voice recordings for 

accuracy and completeness. The transcripts were coded using a thematic analysis approach 

predominantly associated with Boyatzis (1998) and later coded into themes using Glaser’s (1992) 

grounded theory. The themes were analysed using a hierarchical procedure (Miles et al, 1984), 

where the categorisation reflected frequency and similarity of responses. Throughout the study, 

transcripts and recordings were revisited to confirm frequently occurring opinions, as well as any 

surprising material that provided unusual evidence.  

Several participants were unable to justify some of the given risks, so therefore excluded 

them from their ranking order. For the cards not classified as risks, they were assigned the value 

’16’ in order to classify them as ‘non-risks’ and to complete mean rank calculations. 
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4 RESULTS 

 

4.1 Support for Fracking 

 

Support for fracking was limited; 38% strongly disagreed with support for fracking, 14% 

somewhat disagreed, 16% somewhat agreed, 14% strongly agreed and 19% neither disagreed 

nor agreed. Gender heavily influenced support for fracking; 19% of males strongly disagreed with 

the support for fracking, whilst 51% of females strongly disagreed with support for fracking. 

Contrastingly, only 6% of females strongly supported the use of fracking, as opposed to 23% of 

males. Age had minimal influence on the support of fracking (see Table 1). It was anticipated that 

there would be a positive correlation between age and support, with the youngest category having 

least support and the eldest having the most support. This presumption was based on Firestone 

and Kempton’s (2007) work, although this trend was not visible in this study. 

 

Age Category  Support (%) Neither (%) Don’t Support 

(%) 

16-24 30 28 42 

25-34 43 0 57 

35-44 50 0 50 

45-54 0 16 84 

55-64 20 20 60 

65-74 51 16 33 

75 and over 33 34 33 

 

Table 1. Table 1 shows the percentage of support each age category has towards fracking. 

 

Political identity was also of influence. Those who were more politically conservative held 

higher support for fracking; 52% of those who identified as Conservative and 50% of those who 

identified as UKIP supported fracking. Those who identified with Labour were least likely to 
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support fracking (11%). These results confirm Boudet et al., (2014), who found that conservatism 

is a strong predictor of support for fossil fuel development. However, there were some results 

which did not support this predictor; 75% of those identified as Liberal Democrats, and 29% of 

those who identified as Green, supported fracking. 

When asked about fracking in relation to renewable energies, the latter were generally 

perceived with greater support and as preferable (75%), despite criticisms of being expensive, 

ineffective and unreliable. Those who believed in climate change (51% strongly agreed and 31% 

somewhat agreed) were less supportive of fracking. A further 68% strongly agreed and 29% 

somewhat agreed that fracking would contribute to climate change, ultimately reducing support 

for fracking.  

Perceptions of benefits and risks were in line with lack of support; 47% answered that the 

risks of fracking far outweigh the benefits, whereas 13% answered that the benefits of fracking 

far outweigh the risks.  However, when investigating in greater detail through the interviews and 

focus group, it became clear that support was multi-dimensional, and individuals often had 

conflicted opinions. In one sense, fracking was viewed as a finite resource, polluting and 

damaging to health and environment: ultimately suggesting there were better alternatives. On the 

other hand, fracking was seen to provide economic gains such as jobs- both local and national- 

and energy security in a politically turbulent world, thus suggesting that the risks mentioned above 

were justified (see appendix B Figure 1). It was apparent throughout that fracking was perceived 

with some ambivalence and there were evident subjective trade-offs between environmental and 

economic factors. There was often frequent reference to fracking in the USA and media coverage 

in the UK which led to perceptions of fracking as controversial and reduced support. 

 

4.2 Factors Influencing Perceptions of Fracking  

 

Environmental concerns proved to be the most influential factors in shaping perceptions of 

fracking, closely followed by associated health impacts and economic concerns (see Table 2). 

Regarding questionnaire results, disturbance to natural habitats and wild animals was the most 

significant factor associated with fracking opposition, with 52% of the sample strongly agreeing 

they have concerns. Concerns over risk of water contamination and the treatment of waste water 

closely followed, with 50% of the sample strongly agreeing they are concerned. In terms of health 

impacts, 42% strongly agreed they were concerned. However, in contrast to NIMBY literature, the 
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sample demonstrated greater apprehension for the health impacts of individuals outside of Fylde 

if a fracking site were to be developed, with 43% strongly agreeing they would be concerned. 

When considering economic factors, fear of unequal distribution of economic benefits within the 

community was of most concern, with 41% strongly agreeing they were concerned. However, 

economic factors also featured positively in shaping perceptions of fracking; participants primarily 

viewed economic factors to be the greatest benefits of fracking (see Table 3).   

It is important to note however that not all environmental factors were ranked as severely; 

noise pollution and unsightly drilling sites for example, were often regarded as inconveniences 

rather than risks. Furthermore, only 35% strongly agreed that they were concerned with the risk 

of earthquakes. 

 

 

Table 2: Mean ranking of fracking-related risks from risk card sorting exercise. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mean Rank Risk  

1 (most severe) Air Pollution  

2 Health Impacts  

3 Wildlife disruption/disappearance 

4 Impact of treating waste water 

5 Waste water pollute local water sources 

6.5 High water demand 

6.5 Earth tremors and land subsidence  

8.5 Impact on global climate change 

8.5 Impact on services 

10 Noise pollution from gas extraction point 

11 Impact on local infrastructure 

12 Impact on people’s house prices 

13 Impact on people’s place identity and attachment to area 

14 Impact on economy 

15 (least severe) Unsightly drilling sights 
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Mean Rank Benefit 

1 (most beneficial)  Increases the UK’s energy independence/security 

2 Provides jobs 

3.5 Lowes electricity bill prices 

3.5 Acts as a transitional fuel between fossil fuels and renewable energy 

5 Adds to UK energy mix 

6 (least beneficial) Communities living near fracking site receive £100,000 for community 
projects 

 

Table 3: Mean ranking of fracking-related benefits from benefit card sorting exercise. 

 

Environmental and Health Factors 

Many participants spoke of environmental impacts and health concerns synonymously, with 

the two often being inherently linked. The most prevalent example was air pollution and 

respiratory diseases, as clean air was seen as a rudimentary human right. There was also mention 

of pollution of water sources (see Table 2). The positive effect of wildlife on wellbeing and place 

attachment was also highlighted; it was felt that fracking may threaten this, and thus caused areas 

of concern. Participants expressed that as a result, their stress levels were increasing, furthered 

by a growing sense of uncertainty about the future (see appendix B Figure 2). Additionally, there 

was frequent association between degraded environments and poor health, reflecting the finds of 

Behringer and Friedell (2006) and the interconnectedness of health, identity, and place (see 

appendix B Figure 3).  

Since fracking in Fylde is still in the exploratory stage, most participants had not directly 

experienced health concerns, i.e. respiratory diseases, so instead spoke speculatively of what 

may occur (see appendix B Figure 4). However, of those participants who had experienced 

changes to their health- mainly nausea- primarily attributed it to polluted water sources (see 

appendix B Figure 5). Nevertheless, there were some participants who did not express the same 

level of concern over the possible health impacts, largely because they regarded them as short-

term risks. In some cases, fracking was regarded as a healthier alternative to other fossil fuels 

(see appendix B Figure 6).  

When examining in isolation, environmental impacts were approached with some 

ambivalence and mixed framings. Both central government and industry portray shale gas as a 

transitional fuel that can ensure economic dependence on fossil fuel to continue, whilst 

simultaneously decreasing greenhouse gas emissions (Arthur et al., 2009; DECC, 2009). Many 
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participants who are supporters of shale agreed with this framing and thus, saw shale gas and 

renewable energy development as non-conflicting of one another. Discussions focused on 

refuting claims about the negative environmental, health and social impacts of fracking, especially 

climate change, seismic activity and water contamination. Concerns were also expressed over 

the media unnecessarily prompting public fears over the risks. Claims of fracking threatening 

sense of place attachment and identity were also significantly disputed; participants deemed the 

proposed fracking sites too small-scale to cause local residents to move away (see appendix B 

Figure 7). 

However, not all individuals shared this opinion. Many expressed concerns that ‘going all out 

for shale’ will curb investment in renewables, rather than providing a successful transition fuel 

between traditional fossil fuels such as coal, and renewables. In this sense, shale gas was viewed 

as an unclean fuel. This perspective is predominantly founded on concern over fracking’s 

contribution to global climate change, since it releases more greenhouse gases than renewable 

technology. Individuals who exhibited this opinion were less likely to support fracking and believed 

in climate change (see appendix B Figure 8). 

There are also concerns about the government and energy policies; 35% strongly agree and 

22% somewhat agree that if politicians think shale gas fracking is a possibility, it will make them 

less likely to pursue other policies to tackle climate change. These results dismiss the claims of a 

‘NIMBYist’ attitude, since Fylde residents demonstrated national and global scale concerns. It 

also reveals some scepticism and mistrust towards the government. 

 

Economic Factors  

When discussing benefits of fracking, economic factors were the most influential in shaping 

perceptions. A large proportion of participants viewed fracking as a measure of achieving energy 

security and independence in an increasingly turbulent political world, with particular reference to 

the economic benefits and UK-owned energy. Fracking was also regarded as a measure to 

reduce uncertainty, both economically and in terms of supply (see appendix B Figure 9). An 

overarching theme frequently present within the idea of achieving energy independence and 

security, was the concept of progress. Many participants viewed progress synonymously with 

energy security and independence, as well as economic growth. Moreover, progress was seen to 

trump all potential risks, to the point where it made once unacceptable risks, acceptable. A small 

proportion of participants even viewed it as a risk not to progress (see appendix B Figure 10 and 
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11). However, the theme of progress was not exclusive to fracking; many extended the idea of 

progress towards transitioning to complete renewable energy generation. Although several 

stressed that achieving energy independence and security currently, is most likely achievable via 

fracking, rather than renewables.  

Nevertheless, there were concerns as to whether the economic impacts would be distributed 

fairly within the community. Participants frequently expressed that they were not economically 

supported by national government for things such as maintenance to services and infrastructure 

impacted by fracking, leading them to feel like their community was being punished for hosting 

fracking development (see appendix B Figure 12). These concerns reduced support. 

 

4.3 Influence of Distributive and Procedural Justice on Social Acceptance of 
Fracking 

 

Results of this study refuted popular claims that fracking opposition can purely be attributed 

to NIMBYism and self-interest. Participants demonstrated much wider concerns at several 

different scales, including local, national and global - particularly regarding health and 

environmental impacts. When asked about hypothetical fracking sites located in other parts of the 

country, participants displayed the same level of concern for the environment (local, national and 

global) and individuals exposed to risks. In some circumstances, national and global scale were 

more important than local scale, especially considering climate change. Consequently, global 

environmental awareness proved to be a more significant contributor to opposition than once 

thought. This indicates a general lack of support for fracking, not just exclusively in Fylde (see 

appendix B Figure 13). 

Nevertheless, despite a general lack of acceptance for fracking, participants highlighted that 

the risks of fracking in Fylde impacted local people disproportionately to the rest of the UK. 

Frequently, participants expressed a feeling of distributive injustice, since they were to be subject 

to the risks of fracking, whilst the nation benefited (i.e. energy generation), without harbouring any 

risk. Even participants who supported fracking demonstrated a sense of distributive injustice. 

They felt that the North had been treated unfairly in comparison to the South when deciding upon 

which sites to frack. Participants felt a strong ‘North South Divide’, which fostered feelings of 

animosity, suspicion and unequal treatment within the country. Participants highlighted the highly 

political nature of fracking, and the influence this has on distributive injustice (see appendix B 
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Figure 14). Participants felt they were trialling fracking for the rest of the nation, given the relative 

infancy of UK fracking and the uncertainty surrounding the impacts. Thus, most participants felt 

undervalued and marginalised by the government and nation.  

The sense of worthlessness and anger over distributive injustice was intensified by 

participants feeling ignored and frustrated by the procedural injustice demonstrated by both the 

national government and Cuadrilla. Respondents felt that the procedural process for the Preston 

New Road site was unjust; 34% strongly disagreed that they felt listened to and engaged with in 

the siting process, whilst only 7% strongly agreed. However, a large proportion (32%) neither 

agreed nor disagreed, which perhaps indicates a lack of interest, engagement or awareness 

surrounding the whole siting process. This itself is a problem and potentially fosters future 

opposition.  

The decision of central government to overrule the local council’s verdict of refusing fracking 

at Preston New Road received heavy criticism. It left many feeling angry and betrayed; there were 

feelings of resentment and exclusion, which fuelled feelings of mistrust and increased opposition 

to fracking in general. Again, individuals felt ignored and undervalued (see appendix B Figure 15). 

Furthermore, participants felt that it was unfair that a select few in central government had the 

right and autonomy to decide upon something that would be so influential on their health, 

environment and life in Fylde. It fostered not only animosity, but a sense of detachment from 

central government, and a lack of understanding and empathy throughout the whole procedural 

process (see appendix B Figure 16).   

On the contrary, some individuals welcomed the overruling from central government; they 

felt they were more objective than the local council, so thus, were more credible and reliable in 

making a decision benefiting the greater good. Essentially, the local council were regarded as 

emotionally invested, therefore making their decision to refuse fracking, irrational. This opinion 

however, was typically held by those more supportive of fracking in general and who perceived 

national benefits to outweigh local risks. They therefore viewed the procedural process as less 

flawed (see appendix B Figure 17). 

However, a common consensus existed around the issue of compensation. Many expressed 

anger and mistrust towards the compensation offered by Cuadrilla to the affected communities - 

making them question the procedural process. With other energy technologies, compensation 

schemes have been proposed as a method to counteract opposition and address NIMBY 

responses. However, as Walker (2006) highlights, there is a risk of negatively reacting to the 
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perceived compensation. Most participants believed the compensation offered by Cuadrilla to be 

a form of bribery, often causing a lack of trust and sense of suspicion surrounding the fracking 

activities and procedural process. It was argued that if fracking was risk-free, which is the framing 

by central government and industry, then no compensation would be offered, as no risks would 

need compensating. However, simultaneously, there was also a perception that if no 

compensation was offered, then that would also look unfavourable. Quintessentially, 

compensation failed to reduce opposition, instead, it instilled a significant sense of mistrust and 

suspicion, with compensation frequently being interchanged with the word ‘bribery’. 

There was also substantial criticism that the only form of compensation offered was 

monetary; some participants displayed contempt at this, and felt annoyed that their health and life 

had been reduced to a monetary value. Furthermore, a large proportion felt that the £100,000 

compensation offered by Cuadrilla was insufficient; in some cases, it was taken as an insult and 

increased opposition and distrust in the procedural process (see appendix B Figure 18).  

Opposition towards fracking was also intensified by a deep distrust of industry transparency 

surrounding health risks, intentions of central government to sponsor the industry, and whether 

local economic benefits would be provided. When asked whether the siting and decision process 

for fracking in Fylde was fair and transparent, only 12% strongly agreed, as opposed to 39% who 

strongly disagreed. Participants appealed for the central government and Cuadrilla to make 

information about fracking activities more available. Frequently, participants discussed how the 

government and Cuadrilla failed to engage and communicate with them and were inadequate in 

sharing information on why things were happening and the justification surrounding the decisions 

made. They felt “in-the-dark” (see appendix B Figure 19). These results therefore show the innate 

issues within the procedural process and highlight need for improvements. 

 

4.4 Protests 

 

It became apparent from many participants - regardless of the level of support for fracking- 

that the protests at Preston New Road are seen more of an inconvenience to daily life than the 

fracking process itself. Frequently, the protestors are not even associated with the fracking 

process, and are instead a disconnected inconvenience. Participants did not associate 

themselves with the protesters, often viewing them as ‘others’ despite living in the same area, 

and perhaps sharing a similar view on fracking.  
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Often, more hostility was demonstrated towards national protestors, as they were viewed as 

outsiders, and not legitimate members of the community with the right to be protesting for an issue 

in Fylde. Some even spoke of national protestors ‘taking over’. This result counters those of 

Cotton (2015) who found NIMBY to play no role in activism. Participants failed to sympathise that 

the national protestors may oppose the national and global impacts of fracking, such as climate 

change, and instead accused them of not having the same emotional attachment to fracking, and 

were instead there to add inconvenience (see appendix B Figure 20). This distancing and lack of 

association suggests the social dynamics around fracking are perhaps more complex than once 

thought. 

Many viewed the protests as justified, based on the concept that everyone has the right to 

exercise their opinion; however, perspectives differed when discussing protest origins. Some 

attributed the protests to a lack of open discourse and transparency from Cuadrilla and the 

national government. It was felt that the protests are of last resort and the only way for the people 

of Fylde to be heard (see appendix B Figure 21). Whereas others argue the origin as the 

opposition of progress: protesters essentially do not like change. With this perspective, protesters 

were viewed as irrational for not wanting progress, resultantly harbouring lots of anger and 

frustration against them. Participants with this viewpoint frequently branded the protestors as 

NIMBY (see appendix B Figure 22). 
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5 DISCUSSION  

 

There is growing recognition of the need to understand public attitudes towards shale gas 

fracking and integrate them into policy-making and risk communication. This study represents 

one of the first detailed UK investigations into the social acceptance of fracking, and the first 

investigation into the social acceptance of fracking in Fylde. Using a combination of quantitative 

and qualitative data, this study examined the levels of support for fracking and analysed how 

different social, economic and environmental factors influenced these perceptions. It also 

examined whether distributive and procedural justice have an influence on the social acceptance 

of fracking. 

 

5.1 Support for Fracking 

 

The findings from this study support the wider trends witnessed throughout the UK: fracking 

is not extensively supported by the public (Williams et al., 2017; Guardian, 2017). 

Demographics findings mirror conclusions on risk perception and social acceptance of 

emerging technologies (Besley, 2010), with the exemption of age and education. In relation to 

gender, Siegrist et al., (2007) found that women are more likely to oppose fracking. This study 

substantiated this, finding that women in Fylde are less supportive of fracking technologies and 

have a higher perception of risk than males. This result is possibly explained by the ‘white male 

effect’- the idea that white males typically have lower perceptions of risks than others. It is thought 

to be influenced by greater social and formal decision-making power; reduced exposure to 

environmental harm; and income, education and political orientation (Satterfield et al., 2004; 

Kahan et al., 2007). 

Political attitudes also shaped levels of support and opposition within Fylde. This was 

expected, given that political ideology is highly significant within energy and environmental issues 

when considering partisan divisions (Smith, 2001; Keller et al., 2012). Results supported Boudet 

et al., (2014) and found that those who identify as Conservative and UKIP are more supportive of 

fracking in comparison to those who identify as Labour or Green, who tended to favour renewable 

alternatives. However, 29% of Greens supported fracking; this was much higher than anticipated, 

given the environmental emphasis of the Green Party. A possible explanation, is that those 
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identifying as Green possess greater knowledge of energy generation and its impacts compared 

to others. Their possible rationale therefore, is that currently the UK’s energy demand cannot be 

met with renewables alone, thus, the next favourable option is fracking, since it produces less 

CO2 than alternative fossil fuels (Cooper et al., 2016).  

Younger age and increased education level were predicted to lead to less support for fracking 

(Firestone and Kempton, 2007; Jacquet, 2012), yet this study highlighted no influence between 

levels of support and the variables. This may allude to the contentious role of natural gas in the 

UK’s energy future; either as a transition fuel to renewable energy or a transition fuel to nowhere 

because of continued dependency on fossil fuels (Boudet, 2011). It is possible those with higher 

education levels are more aware of this debate and possess greater knowledge of fracking, so 

therefore, are unable to take a decisive stance (Niederdeppe, 2008; Boudet et al., 2014). 

Furthermore, the influence of both age and education may be more complicated to elicit, due to 

the uncertainty and contested nature of fracking as an issue – e.g. as a fossil fuel that may also 

be argued as green. The more aware people are of fracking, the more unpredictable their position 

on it may be – namely the surprising Green Party result. These inconsistencies suggest that 

support and opposition cannot simply be attributed to demographics; the dynamics behind 

fracking are inherently complex, with many factors intertwined with different values placed on 

them. 

 

5.2 Factors Influencing Perceptions of Fracking 

 

Findings indicate substantial conflict surrounding the framings of shale gas in broader 

discourses and policies. For instance, this study revealed extensive conflict between ‘unclean’ 

and ‘clean’ framings; replicating findings from previous qualitative studies around competing 

discourses associated with the ethical dimensions of shale gas. Cotton et al., (2014) highlights 

how cleanliness is a means for society to exercise its moral obligation, whilst others are seen 

unethical for extracting ‘dirty’ fuels. The notion of cleanliness can also be applied to conflicts over 

how shale gas is perceived as a transition fuel from fossil fuel technology to renewable 

technology. This is thought to be attributed to the way in which energy investment is perceived 

(Bomberg, 2017); some participants viewed it as a zero-sum game, in which shale gas minimises 

renewable investment, whereas others viewed there to be no conflict. This contestation is likely 
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to persist, given the absence of any clear and ‘objective’ fact of the matter that can decide this- 

as it is future-orientated and irreducibly uncertain. 

This overlap and contestation was evident when discussing influencing factors; it became 

clear that there ceases to be a clear-cut division between environment and economy. Many 

expressed their inability to favour one over the other and frequently found them hard to separate, 

given their intrinsically connected nature. The lack of indecisiveness and inability to commit to 

either the environment or economy could be attributed to a lack of knowledge, familiarity, time 

and interest. Yet it could also be accredited to the ‘information haze’ (Boudet et al., 2014), a 

concept constituted by “conflicting, contradictory, multiparty, and multidirectional communications 

that fail to clarify the risks” of siting decisions (Futrell, 2003, p.365).  

Those placing more importance on environmental impacts overall held less support for 

fracking and could be interpreted as identifying with a sustainable development discourse (Cotton, 

2015). They emphasised the need for environmental protection to ensure social sustainability, 

whilst also holding suspicion towards the economic incentives and health impacts. Moreover, 

participants with this attitude stressed the potential loss to wellbeing if habitat and/or wildlife were 

disrupted. They frequently voiced concern over the loss of habitat and wildlife, given that it was 

not assigned a monetary value and therefore not as highly valued by government. Other concerns 

focused pertinently over issues of water contamination, air pollution, and associated health 

impacts. Participants expressed concern over environmental impacts at both local and global 

scale, thus, demonstrating environmental consciousness. This consciousness could also be 

conceived as environmental citizenship, a concept involving citizens upholding a dutiful approach 

to the planet and acting virtuously to support the environment- regardless of their own opinion 

(Dobson, 2006). The fact multi-scalar environmental impacts were rated so highly implies a 

greater concern for general environmental damage as opposed to the locale of fracking sites; 

further connoting that some Fylde residents are more environmentally conscious than initially 

thought. 

Contrastingly, participants placing most emphasis on the economic benefits, could be 

interpreted as mediating between ecological modernisation and economic rationalism discourses 

(Cotton, 2015). Frequently, participants stressed the market benefits of cheaper gas resources, 

job creation and national economic growth, as well as increased energy security. Yet they also 

highlighted the simultaneous benefit of greenhouse gas emission reduction in conjunction with 

local economic development and reduced levels of health and ecological impacts in comparison 

to other fossil fuels.  
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As Cotton (2015) highlights however, it is important to note that these alternate discourses 

are of subjective nature; it is imprudent to extrapolate these representations and associate the 

perspectives with a particular demographic of society (Brown, 1980). The complexity of issues 

and the ways in which positions overlap- and perhaps are changing and/or entrenching- calls for 

new way of attempting to understand this dynamic and multi-levelled landscape of public opinion. 

The problem is that public opinion is not neatly divided up into ‘pros’ and ‘cons’ that can be 

mapped on to familiar and apparently stable divisions of society (e.g. into ‘left’ and ‘right’ or ‘old’ 

and ‘young’ or ‘environment’ and ‘economy’, etc). In reality, they overlap and share intertwined 

complexity. Yet public opinion remains a crucial- if not a definitive- mediator of the trajectory of 

fracking’s development in the UK. Hence the question arises inescapably; how can public opinion 

on this issue be gauged and grasped, and thence engaged with, in ways that accept its complexity 

and ‘unformed-ness’, rather than ways that are heavy-handed and perhaps responsible for 

shaping public opinion in negative ways.  

 

5.3 NIMBYism or General Opposition to Fracking 

 

The NIMBY phenomenon was witnessed towards protests- especially non-local protestors, 

which counters findings of Cotton (2015). Participants dismissed protestors as selfish and 

disassociated themselves from them regardless of their stance on fracking. Many delegitimised 

and invalidated the arguments of the protestors, by dismissing their contributions as narrow-

minded, selfish and of NIMBY nature.  

Participants viewed the NIMBY protests as short-sighted, intolerant and hugely inconvenient. 

Simultaneously however, public participation in decision-making and local governance was 

strongly promoted, the idea being that those who are involved were exerting their democratic 

rights. Therefore, a dichotomy amongst fabrications of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ participation, ‘welcome’ 

and ‘unwelcome’ contributions to the procedural process were produced. Generally, protestors 

were seen to engage in protectionist participation, that was selfish, uncivil, yet limited 

consideration was given as to how residents could engage without receiving criticism. 

Participants commented upon the difference between local and national protestors, 

highlighting how the protest at Preston New Road developed social and organisational capacity 

similarly witnessed by Wynveen (2011) in Texas. The initially local protest lead to continued 

activism beyond its original campaign, arguably substantiated the dichotomy of ‘good’, ‘bad’, 
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‘welcome’, ‘unwelcome’, with the addition of national protestors viewed as ‘bad’, ‘unwelcome’ and 

illegitimate. 

However, it was evident that none of the participants personally reflected solely a self-

interested, place-protectionist, NIMBY opposition stance, motivated primarily from the threat of 

decreasing house prices. This was further substantiated by the consensus that the fracking at 

Preston New Road would not compromise personal sense of place attachment and place identity 

to local area, as it was agreed the site was too small-scale. Together, these factors suggest that 

the purely derogatory connotations of NIMBYism associated with local opposition are absent 

within these accounts - ultimately signifying that local opposition is not solely driven by self-

interest and ignorance. The consensus is that fracking is not supported in general, regardless of 

the locale. These findings substantiate Williams et al., (2017) work, in which general fracking 

support and social acceptance was found to be sparse within the public.  

By labelling fracking opposition as NIMBY- even by some residents towards ‘national’ 

protestors - it is possible that frustration is exacerbated by the blanketing effect of NIMBYism, 

which resultantly intensifies the ferocity of opposition. It creates a vicious cycle by which residents 

become frustrated, and this emotional response is manipulated and dismissed as NIMBYism. This 

slander has become so profound in blanketing valid dialogue, that Burningham (2000) calls for 

the complete avoidance of the term NIMBY. Fundamentally, NIMBY falsely villainises individuals 

as selfish for opposing technology they reject in general. Participants’ concerns over fracking and 

global climate change is a primary example of this; expressions of concern were precisely national 

and global issues, not local ones. Furthermore, opposition was frequently broad-reaching, 

ethically reasoned and scientifically grounded, and therefore, more suitably attributed to 

environmental justice and wider environmental concerns (Walker, 2006). 

 

5.4 Fracking and Environmental Justice 

 

Although participants opposed to fracking did perceive the development as costly and risky, 

their main apprehension was not a stereotypical NIMBY concern, but instead, it was a concern 

centred around environmental justice. Environmental justice in itself is a precarious concept; it is 

an underlying issue that is an arena in which its very meaning is being struggled over and thereby 

constructed. For this essential contestation to occur, ‘environmental justice’ must first be 

acknowledged to be what is in play, while, in fact, it is generally ignored and overlooked- and 
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systematically so when opinions of those with whom powerful interests disagree are simply 

dismissed as ‘NIMBYists’ (Cotton, 2017). 

Environmental justice is intensely geographical (Walker and Bulkeley, 2006), yet also an 

inherently philosophical concern involving fairness in both the distribution of outcomes and the 

process by which outcomes are decided (Cotton, 2017). As an issue of distributive justice, it is 

crucial to assess the geographical and scalar dimensions of impacts; for instance, when the 

associated environmental risks from extraction become focused within certain localities, whilst 

wider benefits from fuel extraction and energy use (e.g. tax revenues, fuel profits and energy 

security) are distributed to individuals outside affected communities (Cotton and Devine-Wright 

2010). Fylde residents argued most environmental risks like water contamination, would be 

confined to the local area, whilst wider benefits from fuel extraction and energy use are spread 

beyond Fylde. Participants mirrored findings from Peterson and Hansson (2004) and felt as 

though the national government and Cuadrilla’s utilitarian moral case (the greater good) was 

unfair, since residents were expected to suppress individual concern and think towards national 

energy policies instead (i.e. that this definition of environmental justice was not in fact 

environmental justice).  

Harmful environmental and public health impacts exist together with compound sociocultural 

impacts and unequal distributions of socioeconomic gains of a regional and national scale. 

Cooperatively, these features are an important issue for environmental justice. Therefore, when 

examining fracking and its governance, it is essential to both extrapolate beyond the narrow 

definitions of national supply and demand for fossil fuels as a public good, and also focus on 

associated environment and socioeconomic impacts to local communities (Cotton, 2017). If this 

extrapolation fails in both research and practice, fracking could continue to be met with low levels 

of social acceptance and support, since uneven distributions of negative externalities and 

environmental and economic benefits cause frustration and perceptions of a supererogatory act 

(Peterson and Hansson, 2004; Cotton 2013). This was witnessed over concerns that jobs would 

not stay local and the services of Fylde would disproportionately be exploited in relation to 

received benefits by government and Cuadrilla. A study by Wrenn et al., (2015) mirrors these 

findings. 

Environmental distributive injustices must therefore be addressed if social acceptance is to 

improve within the inherently uncertain and contested nature of fracking. The national government 

intends to improve environmental injustices primarily through economic redistributive measures; 

guaranteeing that councils and local communities are compensated for impacts, and through 
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improving equality of economic opportunity in relation to local skills development (Cotton 2017). 

Initially, the economic benefits appear explicitly local and community-related, however, this 

system is potentially subject to abuse if the guidance on the payment types, definition of 

community, or mechanisms for fair distribution decision-making is unclear.  

The second aspect of environmental justice, is the issue of procedure. Fylde residents felt 

injustice in the procedural decision-making process; they expressed a lack of transparency and 

felt that the national government had committed to fracking and other decisions regardless of their 

opinions. This alongside already negative perceptions of Cuadrilla and widespread mistrust in 

government, exacerbated opposition to fracking.  

According to Gross (2007), even if the outcomes of a siting process remain unwelcomed, it 

is more likely that the outcomes will be accepted if the decision process was perceived transparent 

and fair- something that cannot be said for participants experiences’ surrounding Preston New 

Road. Therefore, in agreement with other scholars (see Devine-Wright, 2005), this study argues 

that there is a need to move beyond geographic notions of proximity, and instead, deeply examine 

more abstract social concepts, such as the striking contrast of local suspicion married to trans-

local concerns. This study’s findings support work by Cotton (2014), and corroborate the 

assumption that the over-simplistic NIMBY term is an uncongenial, over-simplistic framing device 

in fracking opposition and therefore, should be removed from industry and government discourse. 

This is on the basis that NIMBY label entrenches movement in precisely the opposite movement 

to that needed- namely towards explicit engagement with environmental justice. It would be more 

appropriate for fracking to be approached through a framing of environmental justice, specifically 

procedural and distributive justice. 

 

5.5 Confronting Essential Uncertainty by Explicitly Addressing Environmental 
Justice 

 

Throughout the decision process, participants displayed a sense of mistrust and suspicion 

towards both the national government and Cuadrilla, given the lack of transparency and 

communication on their behalf. This issue was also intensified through Cuadrilla’s compensation 

scheme, which instead, was perceived as bribery. As Cotton (2013) explains, it is challenging for 

a shale gas-extraction company to both reason from a moral position and offer monetary 

compensation, since this undermines the authority of the moral claim.  
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Contrastingly, it could also be argued that the problem is not that monetary compensation is 

offered, but actually, that it is being offered for the loss of valued things that are deemed not 

financially measurable. Losing one’s house, for instance, may well be ethnically compensated 

with payment. But losing one’s health, where one has no real say in the matter- is not. Essentially, 

the problem is that the type of ethnical reasoning Cuadrilla and the national government use, is 

incommensurable with the concerns of the Fylde citizens. Instead, it would be more appropriate 

to address environmental justice explicitly. Quintessentially, the sowing of distrust is because 

judgements of environmental justice implicitly made by the Fylde residents are not being 

acknowledged, let alone actioned on, by powerful parties who are functioning according to other 

calculations of ‘justice’ and assuming their definition of ‘justice’ is the only (and only legitimate) 

one.  

Therefore, in accordance to findings from Wachinger et al., (2012), Cuadrilla and the national 

government must build trusting relationships with the Fylde community to improve the social 

acceptance of risks. As found from this study, monetary compensation damaged trust between 

stakeholders, since it undermined the perception of fairness and honesty, and ultimately 

transformed the relationship to a transactional one. A relationship between the multiple actors 

should therefore adopt a more engagement-based approach, which emphasises aspects other 

than acceptance or rejection, such as the creation of trust and knowledge and dialogue 

surrounding impacts (Haut et al., 2010; Boudet, et al., 2014). 

This study agrees that this would be helpful for the conflict at Preston New Road, but also 

recognises these approaches are contingent on people’s inclination to engage with information 

that tests deeply held views on an issue. Furthermore, several features that are shown to drive 

support/opposition to fracking, are intertwined with existing embedded attitudes (e.g. political 

ideology) that are not always malleable to persuasive or informational messages.  

Therefore, this contestation around fracking is likely to persist. Traditionally, as Cotton (2015) 

suggests, this conflict and opposition would have attempted to have been addressed though 

central government better communicating the impacts of fracking. However, given that the issue 

is essentially uncertain and contested, more central government and Cuadrilla communication 

may be likely to exacerbate the uncertainty and polarisation of opinion, rather than lead to a more 

stable consensus- let alone one that is in favour of fracking. Therefore, this study suggests 

another, and potentially more productive, way to approach fracking- one which treats fracking as 

contested and does not try to fix it. It proposes that a more concerted and explicit engagement 
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with prima facie concerns of locals regarding environmental justice, is what is needed instead- 

especially considering the essentially uncertain and contested nature of the issue of fracking. 

 

5.6 Suggestions for Future Research 

  

As recommended by Whitmarsh et al (2015), future work should involve longitudinal analysis 

pre- and post-development of fracking infrastructure in Fylde and the UK, to investigate the 

process and origins of attitudinal change. There is also significant opportunity to examine attitude 

and perspective change by varying the media, source and framing of fracking information. This 

study also concludes that research and policy should also focus on the role of trust and 

transparency within government and energy developers, as it is critical for social acceptance 

(Devine-Wright, 2010; Whitmarsh et al., 2015; Cotton, 2017). 

 

5.7 Limitations of Study  

 

Despite generating interesting findings, a pertinent limitation of this study was sample size. 

Only a small proportion of Fylde’s population was sampled, largely due to time and cost restraints. 

If a larger sample was utilised, results would be more representative and reliable. The effects of 

a small sample size are perhaps especially evident when considering education level and political 

identity. The education spread was relatively low and only four people within the whole sample 

identified as Liberal Democrat, which is significantly less than the other political parties included. 

This could have possibly distorted results. 

Although participants were randomly selected for the questionnaire, the participants for the 

focus group and interviews were not; individuals who left their contact details may be the most 

concerned community members. Therefore, their opinions may not reflect the wider perspectives 

of community residents in Fylde.  
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6 CONCLUSION 

 

The findings from this study highlight the unique relationships between the environmental, 

economic, social, and institutional value-domains associated with social acceptance of fracking. 

Support for fracking in Fylde mirrored that of national opinion, with environmental and health 

impacts proving to be the most influential in shaping opposition, whilst economic factors the most 

influential in shaping support. Instead of dismissing opposition as NIMBY this study found that it 

is more suitable and effective to approach opposition through the lens of environmental justice- 

specifically procedural and distributive justice. This was seen to provide a much more viable 

explanation and offered more towards improving social acceptance. 

The nature of fracking is complicated and contested, since different stakeholders value 

different factors. Conflict is immanent and irreducible in energy systems, so instead of hoping to 

‘resolve’ it, there is a need for process of explicit engagement with environmental justice as a 

productive and creative process, not in the hope of either ‘getting the answer right’ or even 

reaching a stable and legitimate consensus, but instead trying to manage and harness it to 

productive ends.  

Moreover, it perfectly illustrates an issue of environmental justice re-transitioning an energy 

system that is fundamentally uncertain and contested; it is not just a ‘good example’ of 

environmental justice, but one that really points unwaveringly to the importance of an 

environmental justice framing. By framing fracking as a national issue, an ethical justification of 

the ‘greater good’ is mobilised by central government to justify the violation of political equality in 

planning decisions. However, unequal distributions of risks and impacts to host communities must 

be balanced against the economic benefits to users and industry. Achieving balance is difficult, if 

not impossible in the ‘abstract’, so it must be done in practice, through processes of local 

engagement with the impossibly tricky questions of environmental justice that it raises. Uneven 

decision-making powers must be discussed between local and central governments, Cuadrilla, 

and the Fylde community, otherwise, opposition to fracking is expected to remain high, since 

senses and grievances of environmental injustice will simply grow and fester. 

 Nevertheless, more research needs to be conducted to further examine how the complex -

possibly overlapping- perspectives of fracking relate to one another and investigate why certain 

environmental and economic values are held. The landscape of public opinion needs to be 

understood without denying its complexity and fluidity. Instead of investigating why these values 
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are held, investigation should focus on illuminating how these values are held, so that they are 

put into conversation with each other, not just illuminated for a top-down ‘fix’. 
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9 APPENDIX 

 

Appendix A 

A.1 Hydraulic Fracturing Process 

Hydraulic fracturing, or more commonly, ‘fracking’, is the process of horizontal drilling to release 

natural gas otherwise unreachable from conventional vertical drilling. In contrast to vertical drilling, 

horizontal drilling involves the injection 2-20 million gallons of a highly pressurised mixture of 

water proppants, sand and chemicals to crack the sedimentary shale rock and release the tightly 

packed shale gas for collection (Wheeler et al., 2015). The physical composition of sand keeps 

the shale rock open, whilst also allowing the gas to easily pass through the sand molecules 

(Stephenson, 2012). 

Fracking initially started in the US in 1949 and has since grown in popularity (Wynveen, 2011). It 

is estimated that the shale basin reserves of New York, Ohio and Pennsylvania are worth $500 

billion and would be able to equal total US energy consumption for 45 years and account for 50% 

of domestic gas production by 2030 (Sovacool, 2014). 

 

A.2 Associated Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing 

In conjunction with increasing political concern over insufficient public health regulations, 

significant social, economic and environmental impacts have been documented in regions hosting 

fracking development (Centner and Eberhart, 2015). The extent and management of these 

impacts are contingent upon several factors, such as the development time frame, legislation, 

population, and characteristics of impacted area (Brasier et al., 2011). 

There is much debate surrounding the potential economic impacts of fracking development. Kay 

(2011) proposes that potential benefits could include: increased energy security; job creation; 

increased local business opportunities, for both direct (i.e. construction) and indirect services (i.e. 

hotels and cafés); subsequent increases in household revenue; and increased tax revenue for 

host communities. In the US alone, by 2010 fracking had created 600,000 jobs, and this figure is 

expected to increase to 1 million by 2025. Similar trends are predicted in the UK; some 65,000 

jobs are expected to be created if 4000 wells are drilled (Stephenson, 2015). Furthermore, it is 
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highly likely that improvements to public services and local economic development would be 

witnessed through the capital generated from fracking (Kinnaman, 2011; Weber, 2012; Boudet et 

al., 2014; Sovacool, 2014).  

Contrastingly however, Jacquet (2009) argues that public services in host communities may be 

strained given the increased demand from workers and industry locating to the area. These 

services may include; healthcare, schools, water and sewage, recreation facilities, and 

infrastructure such as roads. Furthermore, there is some contestation as to whether the jobs 

created will be local to the community; a study by Kinnaman (2011) found that in Pennsylvania 

(2008), out of the 29,000 jobs created through fracking, 70% originated from outside the state. 

This trend is likely to be reciprocated within the UK as it’s fracking industry grows.  

Social impacts, although understudied, are thought to be related to sudden community change 

as a result of fracking and consequent economic migration. Industrialisation, decreased 

community cohesion and interactions, uneven economic benefits, and increases in crime and 

substance abuse have been suggested as potential contributors to health effects attributable to 

psychosocial stress (Braiser et al., 2011; Stedman et al., 2012). Furthermore, the effect of an 

arrival of temporary workers (usually young men) has been demonstrated to increase the cost of 

living, and been connected to higher levels of drug and alcohol use, violence, and mental illness. 

Such implications tend to fall disproportionately on the most vulnerable community members 

(Finkel and Law, 2011). 

Reported environmental impacts include seismic activity and subsidence (Ellsworth, 2013); 

habitat disruption (Gillen and Kiviat, 2012); drought (Rahm and Riha, 2012); ground and surface 

water contamination with thermogenic methane, heavy metals and naturally occurring radioactive 

materials (Myers, 2012; Rahm and Riha, 2012; Konkel, 2015); and air, noise and light pollution 

associated with flaring of gas and traffic-related impacts as a result of gas pad construction and 

drilling (Howarth et al., 2011; Jenner and Lamadrid, 2013), as well as accompanying amenity 

value depletion (Meng and Ashby, 2014). These environmental impacts are thought to be 

associated with health impacts such as respiratory illnesses from air pollution. This concern 

relates to the chemical content of the fracturing fluids and resultant gases, in which evidence 

shows it contains numerous known carcinogens and materials. According to Colborn et al., 

(2011), ingestion of these chemical could impact gastrointestinal, respiratory, endocrine and 

central nervous systems.  
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However, high-volume hydraulic fracturing is relatively new (approximately 10 years), and 

diseases like cancer, can take several years to present; therefore, it is hard to confidently say 

whether fracking is associated with these types of diseases (Finkel and Law, 2011). Meanwhile, 

it would be useful to examine trends in mortality and morbidity in areas with oil and gas extraction 

and compare data to neighbouring areas void of such activity. For instance, numerous 

reproductive and respiratory conditions are known to be affected by environmental 

consequences, similarly to many cancers like thyroid, bladder and leukaemia (Finkel and Hays, 

2015). People living in close proximity to drilling sites are presenting with symptoms that include; 

headaches, dizziness, skin rashes, abdominal pain, nausea, eye irritations, nosebleeds, 

respiratory difficulties, throat irritation, anxiety and stress, all of which require further investigation 

(Finkel and Law, 2011). 

From an anthropogenic climate change outlook, it is possible to argue greater concerns over total 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) increases relative to renewable technology (Schrag, 2012) and 

atmospheric fugitive methane emissions (Wigley, 2011; Howarth et al., 2011).  

 

A.3 Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

In 2012 the UK’s domestic gas production was comprised of 39% shale gas; this is projected to 

increase to 49% by 2035 (Boudet et al., 2014). In a study conducted by Sovacool (2014), it was 

proposed that global Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions would be reduced if fracking technologies 

were to replace current fossil fuel alternatives such as coal. Furthermore, the study also argued 

that shale gas would produce less nitrogen oxides, sulphur oxides, mercury and reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions by 50% in comparison to oil and coal. This claim is challenged. It is 

largely agreed upon that shale gas produces less CO2 than other fossil fuels, yet there is 

widespread disagreement on the lasting effect of methane in the atmosphere produced from shale 

gas. Howarth et al., (2011) discovered that methane emissions are much worse; methane has 

greater radiative forcing than CO2 and given a consistent emission source from fracking, would 

lead to an accumulation in the atmosphere that would be 35% higher than crude oil. Sovacool 

(2014) further substantiates this claim and argues that methane is 21-23 times more destructive 

than CO2 over 100 years. This discrepancy is not only witnessed in research, but also in practice 

too. Currently, the Department of Energy and Climate Change support the notion that shale gas 

produces relatively minimal CO2, whereas the UK Committee on Climate Change (CCC) disagree 

and support the claims that shale gas is not a low carbon fuel source (Cotton, 2016). The 
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consensus however, is that shale gas produces fewer sulphur oxides, nitrogen oxides, mercury 

and CO2, but higher concentrations of methane, with the lasting effect of methane being 

significantly contested.  
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Appendix B – TRANSCRIPT EXTRACTS AND BRIEF ANALYSIS 

 

Figure 1. 

 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes  

owned Inequality of power  Who has the agency/power 

whim Uncertainty  Sense of vulnerability  

pay Economic factors Most significant influence. 
Everything reduced to money 

Energy independent  Security  Creates freedom and power 

 

 

Figure 2. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Together  affect one another  They cannot be separated and 
both equally important 

top  priority  of greatest concern 

Worries Signs of vulnerability and lack of 
confidence  

Uncertainty surrounding the 
outcome. Little faith it will be 
regulated 

 

 

“at the moment we are dependent on other countries for the supply… almost exclusively for 

the gas… the electricity we receive is owned by foreign countries… alright it may be generated 

here… but it’s certainly not owned by us… so therefore we are at the whim of external 

suppliers… the change in political climate could quite easily have an impact on how much we 

pay for our gas and electricity… gas in particular with electricity not that far behind it… so if 

we can put ourselves in a position where we are energy independent… producing our own 

gas and possibly our own electricity in the future… then that has to be a positive thing for all 

sorts of reasons” 

 

“air pollution and health I’ve put together at the top because they are both synonymous… if 

you’ve got air pollution it’s obviously going to affect people’s health… and that worries me a 

lot”.  
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Figure 3. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Obviously/potentially/supposedly Juxtapose one another  Infers a lack of knowledge 
surrounding the impacts of 
fracking. Nevertheless, this lack 
of knowledge does not detract 
from value placed on 
environment and health 

Cancer Emphasis placed on being 
biggest concern 

Aware of worst case scenarios 

 

Figure 4.  

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Could/perhaps  Uncertainty Lack of knowledge and 
awareness. However, basic 
understanding.  

Health impacts/birth defects/ill Vague Realises the potential harm 
fracking can cause. Speaks 
collectively of community. 

 

Figure 5. 

 

“obviously air pollution can cause respiratory problems potentially… and I think erm… 

supposedly there is a lot of talk that is can cause cancer and other illnesses as well”. 

 

“waste water could pollute local water resources… well obviously we don’t want chemicals in 

the water and perhaps this is the cause of the health impacts and birth defects … so you don’t 

want polluted water because it will make people ill”.  

 

“mine [tap water] has started to taste a bit strange within the last week or so… the water has 

had a muddy or metallic taste most of the week” 
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Figure 6.  

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes  Analytical Codes 

Possibly/possibility/suspect/might/don’t 
know for certain/may change 

Sounds suspect. Lack of 
knowledge and confidence 

Implies they feel suspicious 
as to whether these impacts 
are true/confirmed.  

Short term Time influence Risk could be perceived as 
less severe if it is only for 
short-term.  

Coal in bygone times Archaic fuel. World and 
society has progressed. 

Implies they think of 
traditional fossil fuel as 
outdated, shale gas fracking 
could represent the future. 

Produces less CO2 so perhaps produces 
less noxious gases 

Making an assumption Doesn’t have sound scientific 
knowledge, but is drawing 
associations and justifying it 
as ‘better’ 

 

Figure 7. 

“…okay so sixth I’ve put air pollution… possibly… short term… whether or not that’s going to 

have a long term effect on people’s health living within that region… living within that area… 

that’s a possibility… but then again if you compare that to say the extraction of something 

like coal in bygone times because nearly all of the pits have closed… you think of the knock 

on effect the extraction of coal had… especially the people involved in the mining of it… 

yeah that certainly had profound impacts on their health… you know cancer rates that sort of 

thing… and I don’t know… I suspect that the effects of extraction of shale gas might be 

much less than say the extraction of fossil fuel like coal (2)… I’m thinking that it produces 

less CO2 so perhaps produces less noxious gases that have a direct impact on people’s 

health… I don’t know that for certain… but erm… so far… like I said with reports I’ve heard 

and read… they don’t suggest shale gas has such a profound effect… but again… that may 

change” 

“people have suggested that it causes earthquakes… they’ve suggested it contaminates the 

local water supply… I’ve even read claims where flames have come out of people’s taps 

because of it in America… some of these may be a little bit dubious and erm… you know… 

particularly the flames coming out of the taps… I think it’s something that needs to be 

examined a little bit closer…but I think… my understanding is that fracking and shale gas is 

being erm… being successfully extracted in the USA… probably since the late 1940’s and… 

if this… you know if the extraction was going to be so much of a big problem with huge 

implications and drawbacks for everybody concerned… we would have heard about it by 

now… something would have happened… and at the same time… you have to consider which 

side of the fence are these scientists on who come up with these impacts… I mean do they 

have a particular agenda in it… it’s all got to be considered” 
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Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Suggested/claims/dubious  Unconvinced  Participant not convinced by the 
possible risks of fracking. Could 
be choosing to deny/ignore 
them given their strong support 
for fracking. 

Going to be so much of a big 
problem with huge implications  

Undermining risks and those 
against fracking  

Does not view fracking as risky 
and disputes claims 

Consider which side of the fence 
these scientists are 

Implying scientists are bias Does not trust those who are 
declaring the risks of fracking. 
Suspicion held. 

 

 

Figure 8. 

 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Discourage  Does not want fracking to 
become widespread  

Fracking has a wide reaching 
effect and influences other 
bodies 

Overall more negative to the 
environment  

Cares for the environment and 
worried about the impacts 
fracking may have 

Looking at fracking as an issue of 
national and global concern in 
the long-term 

I don’t want there to be less 
focus on renewables 

Renewable energy is preferable 
to that of fossil fuel and shale gas 
fracking 

Views renewables as a better 
alternative and believes that 
investment should be focused 
on renewable energy rather 
than shale gas fracking 

 

“I think if other countries decided to do it and it gathered momentum… I think it would 

discourage other people and countries to use more sustainable resources… so I guess it could 

actually be overall more negative to the environment… if fracking gathered pace globally with 

other countries doing it… it would shift focus from investing and developing in other sources 

that are more sustainable… I don’t want there to be less focus on renewables” 
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Figure 9. 

 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Dependable/control Vulnerability  Feels like the UK is at the whim 
of external bodies and therefore 
not very secure 

Political advantage Need to ensure political strength 
in turbulent world 

Fracking is also inherently 
political and is part of a much 
wider network 

 

 

Figure 10. 

 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Probably has caused Aware of impacts of fracking Accepted that fracking poses 
risks, but still supports fracking 
as they view them to be 
acceptable   

Whatever the situation Progress viewed as the most 
important 

Regardless of the risk, society as 
a whole must progress- fracking 
is the way to do this 

 

Figure 11. 

“I think at the moment we’re quite dependable on exporters in the EU… erm and we can’t 

really control… they might pass costs onto us… I think they might also get a political 

advantage… say if we’re dependent on Russia.. they’re giving us all this gas… erm I don’t 

watch a lot of politics… but I guess that gives them an advantage… and as I said before… 

until we get to a position where we become fully sustainable… I think being able to have more 

control over the stuff we’re using… erm… would be a good idea” 

 

“I mean it probably has caused those tremors from a few years ago… it probably has… but 

I’m still of the opinion that we need to progress… whatever the situation”  

 

“well the risk of not extracting shale gas would that impact… or directly influence the cost of 

other fuels that are consumed in mainly gas and electricity… you know if we’re not extracting 

shale gas… then that could in turn mean that the cost of gas and electric are going to go up… 

exponentially… simply because there is a cheaper alternative available” 
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Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes  

Risk of not extracting  Not a typical/standard risk 
presented by scientists. People 
are forming own opinions 

The UK would be worse off if it 
did not invest in fracking. 
Fracking seen as a measure to 
increase certainty of the future  

Influence the cost/are going to 
go up/ cheaper alternative 
available 

Economic factors feature 
pertinently. Risk of not fracking 
largely driven by economics 

It would not be economically 
justifiable to prevent fracking. If 
risk is to be minimised, the UK 
must develop the fracking 
industry 

 

Figure 12. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Brunt/ that’s your price Burdened with the extra cost Seen as a negative to have 
fracking in the area as the 
community is not fully 
supported (economically) by 
national government 

Borne by the local council tax 
payer and the tax payer for that 
area 

Isolating the local community Distributive injustice when it 
comes to the economic costs 

not really sure if that’s 
altogether fair 

Sense of economic injustice Fracking costs are not 
distributed evenly and leaves 
people feeling frustrated and 
undervalued  

Spread across the nation as a 
whole/ cost was borne by 
national government 

Wants fracking to be a national 
issue 

Currently feels abandoned by 
the government economically. 
Distributive justice would make 
fracking fair 

Happening in your patch… your 
local people should be paying for 
it… get on with it 

Sense of isolation and 
marginalisation from the rest of 
the county 

Feels like the community is 
taking a ‘double blow’. 
Experiences risks of fracking and 
also the economic repercussions 
without any economic support 
form national government  

“I can’t help feeling that the brunt of that cost is going to be borne by the local council tax 

payer and the tax payer for that area… I’m not really sure if that’s altogether fair… I mean if 

that cost was spread across the nation as a whole… you know say if the cost was borne by 

national government… central government… that may be a different thing… but I can’t help 

but feel that’s it’s going to be a case of… it’s happening in your patch… your local people 

should be paying for it… get on with it… sort of attitude… if you want shale gas… then 

that’s your price” 
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Figure 13. 

 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

National issue/ whole 
environment 

Fracking is not framed as a local 
issue 

Thinks of the environment as a 
collective body, not just limited 
to Fylde 

Climate/ affect the whole nation 
and the rest of the world 

Recognises implications of 
fracking beyond local scale 

Suggests environmental 
awareness is substantial  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14. 

 

“it’s a national issue… although it sounds like it affects locals more so… but everybody should 

be bothered about it… because it could have impacts on the whole environment… (3) I think 

that the risks are national because a change in the environment… and the climate and 

everything… could affect the whole nation and the rest of the world… so I think fracking is a 

national issue…” 

 

“although it is interesting to mention at this point that the trillions of tonnes that have been 

identified in the south of England have not been earmarked for extraction at any time soon… 

it’s also interesting that they’ve headed up towards the north of the country… to initiate these 

developments before they move into the South East… so what will probably happen if it 

transpires that the developments in the north of England are all hunky-dory and everyone is 

okay with it and nobody dies and flames aren’t coming out the taps and cancer rates don’t 

increase… then you’ll see these develops creeping further south…. because the South and 

the South East are regarded as the economic powerhouse of this country and any 

government… irrespective of their colour their hue… has got to consider its votes it’s voters  

and has to consider its position at the next election and potentially how many voters their going 

to lose… so if they start sticking up these drilling sites all over the South East and the South 

then that’s potentially gonna cost them millions of votes and they’re not going to put that at 

risk… however they are prepared to take that gamble in the North end of the country where 

possibly they don’t have any safe seats should we say in the next election… so yeah… from 

that perspective… its’s a gamble their willing to take” 
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Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

South of England have not been 
earmarked for extraction at any 
time soon/ headed up towards 
the north… before they move 
into the South East 

The north always gets the worst 
deal 

Displaying feelings of injustice. 
Notion that fracking is 
exacerbating the north south 
divide 

All hunky-dory North being used as ‘guinea 
pigs’ in a trial  

Applying humour to the 
situation as there are feelings of 
betrayal and anger 

South and the South East are 
regarded as the economic 
power house 

Economic disparity Need to protect the power 
house at all cost, fracking may 
jeopardise this, so not willing to 
take the risk  

Got to consider its voters Fracking is political  Do not want to place something 
that is not largely supported in a 
place where the government 
receives most votes.  

Prepared to take that gamble in 
the north 

Does not have full confidence in 
fracking 

Feel like the north is being used 
as a trial, where it does not 
really matter if things go wrong 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55 

 

Figure 15. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Not really bothered about local 
communities/ not really 
bothered about us 

Feeling marginalised, 
undervalued  and abandoned 

Does not view the community 
and national government as the 
same. There is a sense of 
‘othering’ which creates 
distance between the two 
bodies 

Looking for a fast, cheap 
option… renewable energy 

Fracking is seen as a quick fix 
and not the best alternative 

Renewable energy is preferred. 
The quick returns of fracking are 
felt to be valued above the lives 
of people in Fylde 

I don’t think its fair that the 
whole country benefits from 
this energy… people where the 
fracking sites are, are more 
exposed to respiratory 
problems and other risks 

Feeling undervalued and 
treated unfairly by the 
government  

Opposition is due to distributive 
injustice, as they do not feel it 
fair that they are burdened with 
the risks for the benefit of the 
rest of the nation. Disproves 
NIMBY argument 

Lied to / kept in the dark / the 
truth hasn’t been told 

Things have been hidden from 
the residents of Fylde 

Communication has been very 
poor and heightened feelings of 
mistrust 

Always been this agenda / no 
matter what they say 

Their opinion is made to feel 
worthless and invalid 

Felt like the outcome was 
decided before Fylde residents 
were even consulted. Their 
participation was viewed more 
like a tick box exercise 

“no I don’t think it’s fair because the fact that the government did a vote and there was an 

overwhelming vote of no… against fracking in Blackpool and Fylde… I just think that it shows 

that they’re not really bothered about local communities… they’re not really bothered about 

us… like I said before they’re just looking for a fast cheap option… rather than investing in 

renewable energy and I don’t think it’s fair that the whole country benefits from this energy… 

which is still bad… but not as bad as coal and oil… when the people where the fracking sites 

are happening are obviously more exposed to respiratory problems and other risks” 

“on the face of it… yeah… simply because there’s certainly quite a degree of mistrust there… 

where people who are opposed to fracking basically feel as if they’ve been… lied to… and 

kept in the dark… the truth hasn’t been told… and they can’t help feeling that all the time… all 

along there’s always been this agenda that this extraction this development this drilling that is 

going to take place no matter what they say or do and they probably feel as if they’ve been 

disenfranchised by the whole process and feel quite strongly about it… which is expected and 

which could have been remedied and countered by better transparency from the beginning… 

rather than just being economical with the truth and with the information that was provided” 
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Countered by better 
transparency from the 
beginning 

Improved transparency and 
communication would have 
minimised problems, opposition 
and feelings of frustration 

Procedural injustice. Procedural 
process needs a lot of 
improvement in order to make 
fracking fair 

 

Figure 16. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Right to decide upon someone’s 
risk 

Abuse of power Does not like the power the 
government hold over them. 
Creates feelings of anger 

Big of an impact on someone’s 
life 

Fracking is seen to create large 
scale impacts 

Unfair that their own life is 
dictated by someone they do 
not know and who does not live 
in the area. They have no say in 
their own life 

“but I still don’t think that it’s fair that the government have the right to decide upon someone’s 

risk to respiratory illness or increase risk of cancer by choosing to locate fracking in x 

location… what gives them more autonomy or right to decide that big of an impact on 

someone’s life” 

 



57 

 

Figure 17. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes  

Responsibility of any national 
government  

Government have the right to 
decide for other people. 

Their decision was justified 

Also got to be considering 
everyone else/ they’re in a 
position where they have to 
decide whether this is good for 
the country as a whole 

Have that larger responsibility 
and thus are more rational  

They are given the right and 
responsibility to make decisions 
on behalf of everyone else. This 
is accepted 

UK government are going to 
appreciate the bigger benefits / 
bigger picture 

The national government are 
looking at the greater good 

The government will make the 
right decision for the country as 
a whole, they are not clouded 
by local issues 

The people here are offsetting 
the benefits against to local 
negative impacts / nothing 
would really get done 

The local people are less 
rationale as they are 
emotionally invested 

Emotional investment prevents 
progress. National government 
do not have an attachment to 
the area so have no emotional 
investment 

 

“I think it’s the responsibility of any national government… any local council of anybody in that 

position of… influence and power if that’s the right phrase… but they are elected members… 

they’re in a position where they take onboard people’s opinions and… but nonetheless... they’ll 

take those things onboard they’ll listen to them… again like I said… if they consider that the 

benefits outweigh the risks then… it might be a case of… not exactly ignoring the wishes of 

the local people… but then again… they’ve also got to be considering everyone else who may 

be affected both economically and otherwise…the UK government are going to appreciate the 

bigger benefits more than people round here are because the people here are offsetting the 

benefits against the local negative impacts” 

“because I think national government has got a responsibility to look at… to quote a cliché… 

the bigger picture… they can’t… if they were to simply confine themselves to you know… 

kind of… abiding by the wishes of every local council and every local objection and protest 

and reasons why not to do something and I think it would be a case of nothing would really 

get done… they’d always be some protest… there would always be some objection… there’s 

always a reason why not and I think the government are in a position… national government 

are in a position to arbitrate in these situations and consider the pluses and the minuses… the 

good and the bad and the risks and benefits and think well… is this going to be good for 

the country… is this going to be good for the UK… is this going to be good for the economy… 

and they’ve got to weigh up a far greater bunch of propositions and prospects than the local 

government have… and they’re in a position where they have to decide whether this is good 

for the country as a whole… and they’ll consider the protests and objections locally… and 

think well… is it a case of the greater good again… is this going to be good for the country 

and economy nationally… and if it is… I think they should go with it” 
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Figure 18. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

What’s £100,000… at greater 
risk 

Risks cannot be made 
acceptable via money 

However much money is 
offered will never compensate 
the added risk 

Can’t really put a price on that 
can you 

Money is not worth the same as 
health 

Money cannot replace 
someone’s health. Health is 
something that cannot be 
assigned a monetary value 

A kick in the face and it 
devalues people’s wellbeing, 
health and life 

Feel offended that their lives 
have been reduced to that 
amount of money  

Other forms of ethical 
compensation need to be 
found, or environmental justice 
needs to be established  

 

Figure 19. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes  

Not been widely publicised Government and Cuadrilla has 
not utilised many media 
platforms to educate on 
fracking 

Government and Cuadrilla have 
not made the public aware of 
fracking. Poor communication 

“because what’s £100,000 if you’ve got people living in Blackpool and Fylde who are 

potentially at greater risk to respiratory problems and cancer… you know you can’t really put 

a price on that can you (2)… so what I’m essentially saying is… £100,000 is a bit of a kick in 

the face and it devalues people’s wellbeing, health and life… it’s sort of saying that we’re 

exposing you to all these poisonous gases in the air and water… and destroying your wildlife 

and what not… but we’ll give you £100,000 for community projects… the negatives outweigh 

the positives by a mile there” 

 

“well… it’s alright putting leaflets through people’s doors (2)… but if they’re not interested in 

it… they’re just gonna pick it up from the front door where it’s been posted through… walk 

through to the back and shove it in the bin at the back… but if… if there’s enough information… 

i.e. through the tele… I mean it’s been on the tele… but it’s not been widely publicised has 

it… and if you were to see it on the tele prior to all this not waiting until they’re ready to start 

drilling it… but years in advance as to what they were going to do and it were brought to the 

attention… you know we get enough adds on the tele… if it came on instead of ads and stuff 

like that… then you’d be more inclined to take an interest in it if you like (2)… but a leaflet to 

be passed through the front door… and you don’t know what the heck is fracking… it’s a dirty 

word isn’t it… and you pick the leaflet up and think ooo what’s this about I don’t understand 

that… straight through the back door and in the bin” 
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be more inclined to take an 
interest  

Science and implications behind 
fracking process are not 
appealing to the general public 

People choose to engage with 
fracking. Need to make it as 
interesting as possible to 
improve knowledge 

straight through the back door 
and in the bin 

Lack of interest  If public do not have a basic 
knowledge of what fracking is, 
they will not be inclined to read 
about it on leaflets 

 

Figure 20. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Don’t really care National protestors do not have 
same level of concern for Fylde 
and fracking  

National protestors are there 
just for fun, they do not have 
the same level of concern as 
local protestors. Fails to 
consider their global concerns 

Come over Don’t belong to community Sense of othering. National 
protestors are viewed 
differently to local protestors 

Don’t think its acceptable / gets 
a bit ridiculous  

National protestors are viewed 
as bad and unwelcome  

National protestors are 
contrasted against local 
protestors and are seen as less 
unacceptable, more 
unwelcomed and there without 
justification 

 

Figure 21. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Only way the government 
listens to them 

Last resort  Communication has been so 
poor that the community is 
driven to extreme measures 

“I think that the protests are justified… and I think they’re very necessary (2)… but the fact 

that national protestors who don’t really care about the fracking have come over and are just 

lying in the middle of the road to provoke the police… I just don’t think is acceptable… I think 

that peaceful protests are justified and acceptable… but when it gets to stuff like that it just 

gets a bit ridiculous” 

 

“…. But if the protestors were to say that the only way the government listens to them is 

through the protests… then yeah it’s justified… if they don’t listen then yeah it’s justified”. 
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If they don’t listen then yeah it’s 
justified 

Protests are the only way to be 
heard 

A poor procedural process 
justifies the inconvenience of 
the protests 

 

Figure 22. 

Descriptive Codes Interpretive Codes Analytical Codes 

Stand in the way of progress / 
basically luddites 

Protests are an inconvenience 
and protestors are unwilling to 
accept much needed change  

Their opinions are not valued 
and are dismissed, as progress 
is seen to trump everything 

Yeah it’s their democratic right 
to protest 

Acknowledges that they are not 
breaking the law 

Just because they have the right 
to progress, does not mean it 
will change anything  

Wasting their time Fracking is inevitable  National government have 
decided it will happen, no 
amount of protesting will 
change the decision  

I don’t think that they should be 
allowed to stop the 
development and the extraction 

Progress should and needs to 
happen 

Fracking needs to happen in 
order to achieve progress. The 
protests are just an 
inconvenience in the inevitable 
end goal 

 

 

 

 

  

“well obviously the people who are protesting feel strongly about this… they have their reasons 

for protesting… but ultimately… it is a token gesture (2)… as far as I can see… they are going 

to stand in the way of progress… they are basically luddites… and I think rather than just 

saying no no no to any new technology that comes along… you’ve seen this in the past where 

people will object to it for all sorts of different reasons… and in the end those reasons those 

worries those concerns those fears have all been borne out… and it’s actually been a good 

thing it’s actually been a beneficial thing… so for those guys out there protesting yeah it’s their 

democratic right to protest… let them carry on with that… but really I think that… it’s harsh to 

say that I think they’re wasting their time… but they are… they’re standing in the way of 

progress and I don’t think they should be… well they should be able to… but let them stand 

and protest… but ultimately… I don’t think that they should be allowed to stop the development 

and the extraction” 
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APPENDIX C – QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS 

Hi all, 

I am a Geography student and Lancaster University and I am currently collecting research for my 

dissertation on the social acceptance of fracking in Lancashire. I would greatly appreciate it if you 

could donate 10 minutes of your time and complete this short survey (below) I have created to 

gather data. Everyone and their answers remains completely anonymous. THANK YOU! 

Shale gas is a natural gas that forms within a particular type of rock, formed from clay and other 

minerals. This rock is known as ‘shale’.  To extract gas from the shale, a process called ‘hydraulic 

fracturing’ is used (known more commonly as ‘fracking’).  Water, sand and chemicals are injected 

at high pressure into the shale, cracking it open and allowing the gas to escape. The water is then 

allowed to flow back to the surface where it is collected and treated or reused. The gas can then 

be collected and burnt in a power plant to generate electricity. 

In 2014 an oil and gas company called Cuadrilla applied for planning permission to develop two 

new sites to explore for shale gas by drilling, hydraulically fracturing, (fracking) and testing the 

flow of gas. The county council received applications for: 

• Preston New Road – Little Plumpton, Fylde West. Located north of Preston New Road (the 

A583), to the west of Little Plumpton. 

• Roseacre Wood - Roseacre, Fylde East. Located to the south of the village of Roseacre. 

In June 2015, the county council's development control committee met to decide on the planning 

applications for shale gas exploration at the two sites at Preston New Road and Roseacre Wood, 

and for the associated applications for the monitoring arrays to each site. The committee refused 

planning permission for both exploration sites, and the monitoring array at Preston New Road. 

The monitoring array at Roseacre Wood was approved subject to conditions 

In September 2015, Cuadrilla lodged four appeals to the Secretary of State against the decisions 

to refuse planning permission for both exploration sites, the monitoring site at Preston New Road 

and against one of the conditions imposed on the planning permission for the monitoring array at 

Roseacre Wood. The appeals were heard at a public inquiry by an inspector in early 2016, who 

following the inquiry prepared a report and recommendations, which were forwarded to the 

Secretary of State for determination. 

On the 6 October 2017, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government allowed 

Cuadrilla's appeal against the County Council's decision to refuse permission for fracking at the 

Preston New Road site and granted planning permission, subject to conditions.  

 

In the same decision, the Secretary of State said that he was minded to allow the appeal relating 

to the Roseacre Wood site but that the public inquiry should be reopened to allow further evidence 

to be submitted by the appellant in relation to highway impacts. The reopened public inquiry will 

commence on 10 April 2018. 
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Q1 - Which gender do you most identify with? 

 

# Answer % 

1 Male 32.46% 

2 Female 59.65% 

3 Trans-gender 2.63% 

4 Other 5.26% 

 Total 100% 

 

 

Q2 - Please indicate the age bracket you fall into 

 

# Answer % 

1 16-24 52.63% 

2 25-34 6.14% 

3 35-44 11.40% 

4 45-54 12.28% 

5 55-64 9.65% 

6 65-74 5.26% 

7 75 and over 2.63% 

 Total 100% 
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Q3 - What is your highest qualification? (including studying for) 

 

# Answer % 

1 No formal qualifications 4.39% 

2 GCSE/O-Level 9.65% 

3 A-Level/ Higher/ BTEC 15.79% 

4 Vocational/ NVQ 13.16% 

5 Undergraduate degree 50.00% 

6 Postgraduate degree 7.02% 

 Total 100% 

 

 

Q4 - Which political party are you most likely to support? 

 

# Answer % 

1 Conservative 24.56% 

2 Labour 44.74% 

3 Liberal Democrats 5.26% 

4 Green Party 6.14% 

5 UK Independence Party (UKIP) 6.14% 

6 Other 2.63% 

7 Undecided 6.14% 

8 Prefer not to say 4.39% 

 Total 100% 
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Q5 - What is the first part of your postcode? (e.g. FY3) 

 

 

FY6 

Pr4 

FY3 

Fy3 

Pr4 

FY3 

Fy3 

FY4 

Fy3 

Fy3 

FY3 

Fy3 

FY3 

Fy3 

Fy3 

Fy6 

FY% 

FY5 

M1 

BL5 

LS19 

W6 

FY3 

SE5 
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LA1 

Fy5 

La1 

NN4 

FY5 

LA1 

Fy5 

FY3 

Fy4 

FY3 

FY4 

FY3 

Fy3 

FY4 

FY3 

FY6 

Pr4 

Fy7 

FY4 

FY6 

Fy2 

FY3 

FY6 

FY7 

s11 

FY1 

FY7 
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FY8 

pr4 

M32 

FY8 

Fy3 

fy4 

FY3 

Fy3 

FY3 

FY3 

FY3 

Fy3 

FY3 

Fy3 

Fy3 

FY3 

Fy3 

Fy3 

Fy6 

FY3 

FY3 

Fy6 

FY3 

FY3 

FY3 

FY3 

FY3 
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FY6 

PR3 

LA1 

M20 

FY4 

FY6 

LS5 

LA1 

SY12 

FY6 

L25 

M3 

PR4 

Fy8 

LA1 

Pr3 

fy2 

fy2 

FY3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



68 

 

Q6 - How many years have you been living in this area? 

 

# Answer % 

1 Less than 1 year 2.63% 

2 1-3 years 15.79% 

3 4-6 years 8.77% 

4 7-10 years 6.14% 

5 More than 10 years 66.67% 

 Total 100% 
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Q7 - Which of the following best describes the area in which you live 

 

# Answer % 

1 Urban 22.81% 

2 Suburban 36.84% 

3 Rural 40.35% 

 Total 100% 
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Q8 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I feel like I 
belong to the 

community 
where I live 

36.17% 36.17% 10.64% 10.64% 6.38% 94 

2 

I can influence 
decisions that 

affect the area 
where I live 

8.51% 28.72% 23.40% 21.28% 18.09% 94 

3 
The place I live is 

very special to 
me 

42.55% 36.17% 7.45% 9.57% 4.26% 94 

4 

Other places in 
the world are 

just as important 
to me as the 

area where I live 

31.91% 31.91% 18.09% 13.83% 4.26% 94 

5 

I am very 
attached to the 

natural 
environment in 

my area 

43.62% 30.85% 13.83% 8.51% 3.19% 94 

6 

I would feel less 
attached to my 

area if the 
wildlife that live 

here 
disappeared 

41.49% 25.53% 13.83% 11.70% 7.45% 94 

7 

I would feel less 
attached to my 
area if the land 

use changed 
(e.g. agriculture 

to industry) 

41.49% 29.79% 17.02% 8.51% 3.19% 94 

8 

If I need advice 
about something 

I could go to 
someone in my 
neighbourhood 

20.21% 27.66% 17.02% 20.21% 14.89% 94 
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9 

I believe my 
neighbours 

would help in an 
emergency 

41.49% 32.98% 11.70% 6.38% 7.45% 94 

10 

I regularly stop 
and talk with 
people in my 

neighbourhood 

29.79% 37.23% 10.64% 13.83% 8.51% 94 

11 

Given the 
opportunity, I 
would like to 

move out of this 
neighbourhood 

12.77% 19.15% 20.21% 19.15% 28.72% 94 

12 

I rarely have a 
neighbour over 
to my house to 

visit 

29.79% 25.53% 13.83% 13.83% 17.02% 94 

13 

People in my 
local community 
pull together to 

improve the 
area 

23.40% 36.17% 15.96% 18.09% 6.38% 94 

14 

I think of myself 
as someone who 

is concerned 
about the 

environment 

46.81% 32.98% 13.83% 2.13% 4.26% 94 

15 

I would be 
embarrassed to 

be seen as 
having an 

environmentally-
friendly lifestyle 

8.51% 10.64% 10.64% 24.47% 45.74% 94 

16 

Being 
environmentally-

friendly is an 
important part 

of who I am 

26.60% 34.04% 22.34% 13.83% 3.19% 94 
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Q9 - Using the scale below, please rate your feelings regarding environmental protection versus 

economic growth, choosing the option closer to the statement you most agree with: 

 

# Field Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std 

Deviation 
Variance Count 

1 
Economic 

Growth:Environmental 
Protection 

1.00 10.00 6.60 2.28 5.22 84 
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Q10 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

My 
knowledge 

about 
hydraulic 

fracturing 
(fracking ) 

is high 

17.05% 35.23% 21.59% 15.91% 10.23% 88 

2 

Energy 
from shale 

gas 
(fracking) 

is an 
essential 

component 
for 

securing 
the UK's 

energy 
future 

12.50% 14.77% 18.18% 26.14% 28.41% 88 

3 

I support 
the use of 
shale gas 

and 
fracking 

13.64% 15.91% 19.32% 13.64% 37.50% 88 

4 

I prefer 
shale gas-
generated 
electricity 

over all 
sources of 

electrical 
power 

generation 

5.68% 5.68% 20.45% 26.14% 42.05% 88 

5 

I prefer 
renewable-

generated 
electricity 
over fossil 

fuel 

55.68% 19.32% 17.05% 2.27% 5.68% 88 
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generated 
electricity 
(e.g. coal, 

oil, natural 
gas) 
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Q11 - Do you support the government's investment in shale gas and fracking? Please explain 

your answer. 

 

Do you support the government's investment in shale gas and fracking? Please explain your answer. 

Yes, I think it is one of the country's strongest/most viable options of producing power at this point in 
time 

No...it can kill. Poluting the air and land we live on all so save a bit of money. 

No not at all it will ruin wat I grew up with as a child and I wanted my daughter to grow up with and 
hers etc! There are so many options other than this! 

No we do not know the long term impact fracking coyld have on purr environment 

No. Not enough us known about the effects the operation is too close to Villages towns etc. This is an 
experiment to see what happens the Fylde coast are guinea pigs for the future of fracking 

Yes 

No 

Yes - essential to explore all options 

NO ,NO ,NO ,NO, WE SAID NO !!!!!! 

No 

I somewhat support it on the basis it is safe and it will provide a boost to local economy on the fylde. 
I.would also like a proportion of tax revenue retained for the local community and renewable energy 
schemes. 

Yes, to support the economy and reduce the deficit 

No- it is bad for the environment. Especially the surrounding area 

Yes, it could fill the energy shortfall which is predicted. 

No - investment should be made in renewable energy 

Yes and no - there are pros and cons 

Yes 

Somewhat - although i feel information about fracking is limited i do feel it os somewhat a natural 
progression from reduction in fossil fuel availability - better acceptance of renewable energy needs to 
be developed further by making it more renewable and more in the public eye 

NO!!!! Renewable energy is the way forward, with less pollutants, cleaner and safer for the 
environment for us and future generations! 

No. If an industry is viable it does not need government support. 

i don't know much about fracking as I haven't done any research into it so I could neither agree or 
disagree. 
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Yes, as much as renewabpe energy is the future. Until we are able to provide the countries energy 
needs by renewable energy some fossup fuels will have to be burnt. Gas is the most environmentaly 
of all the foasil fuels and changong oil and coal energy production to gas would achieve a lot. 

I am neither here nor there on it, I feel as though we see people acting to support or go against 
fracking without them really providing much information to the subject. What i am trying to say here 
is that i dont believe the average person in my area has enough knowledge on the subject to be in 
opposition or support of fracking. 

No as it is non renewable 

No. Admittedly I don't know a lot about fracking but the negatives I have come across outweigh any 
benefits and I generally oppose the introduction of non-renewable energies in any way. I think it is 
more important to phase out non-renewables in place of renewables, not bring new ones in. 

I do not feel I know enough to have an opinion. 

Yes. It is an obvious choice which can generate huge amounts of energy. 

No, will negatively impact the environment 

Yes, it is available, cheap, low impact(except for protesters), readily available. Will give security to our 
power supplies which at present will not meet near future demands. Independent national source. 

No, i believe it will cause damage to the earth for future generations, there are much more cleaner 
ways of making the same amount of energy 

It is not known what the true danger is from fracking. it appears to have affected water supplies 
already. what is the true cost to the environment. will there be gas explosions contaminated water 
deaths businesses nearby failing houses that can't be sold.  who knows 

Yes. The UK should be energy independent and concentrate on nuclear fuel and possibly fracking until 
sources of renewable energy are able to catch up to the levels required. I do not like the blight on the 
landscape that wind turbines have become, they are also extremely inefficient. Research should be 
done in to tidal power generation instead. 

No, google it. 

No because I don't feel that the general public have been given enough information on the pros and 
cons of fracking. 

Do not support as this will destroy the area we live in 

no i dont agree i dont think its good for our enviroment  our water supply or our homes due to 
drilling. its all about money not protecting our future. 

Not at all. Local decision was taken to not allow fracking. The govt  needs to focus on green 
renewables. 

No the fact that our water could be contaminated is enough to say NO 

It is needed,no matter what the protesters imply 

No I feel there are better ways of producing energy on the gulden, wind turbines for example. 

No 

No, I'd prefer to not have to worry about earthquakes and water contamination and the long term 
efficency of shale is poor 
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Not sure I totally agree, but therd is more nuisance from the protestors than there is from the 
developers! 

We need to produce our own fuel and not be held to ransome by impoting 

No, dangerous contamination, quakes 

yes to a certain extent - we need a new source of fuel. 

No 

No - they are biased if they are invested in it. 

No. It is damaging for our environment and against what we voted. 

No I believe the process is unproven regarding effects upon the environment 

No. The Govt should be investing in less polluting energy sources. The UK shoule be moving towards a 
high percentage of engery generated from tidal, wave, wind (on and offshore) and solar generation 
with top-uop from nuclear if necessary. 

More energy sources are requited due to growing population and demands. 

Proven track record of boosting the economy by lowering gas prices in the US. Would encourage U.K. 
to be more self sufficient with a clean source of energy reducing the need to use non renewables and 
weather dependent renewables. I think a lot of the opposition seem to be driven by the emotional 
response to possible environmental harm and the 'not in my backyard' concept but sometimes I think 
a trade off is necessary in order to compete with other countries and boost the economy. 

I don't know much about fracking but I know it is bad for the environment so I should be against it! 

I believe there should be a greater energy mix, and therefore investment in various sources are 
needed. If shale gas and fracking is seen as both a sound economic and environmental, then I'd 
support it. Further disclosure is needed for me to fully decide my stance on the position. 

I do not support this. The fracking process has the potential to inflict numerous issues including 
increased earthquake frequency, which directly affects communities and wildlife. The substantial 
opposition to fracking appears to be largely ignored, resulting in deep upset, anger and 
disillusionment in the local authorities. 

No, I feel the investment would be better spent on other renewable sources 

There should be heavier investment into renewable sources of energy rather than fracking 

No. In the long term it still remains more financially viable as well as ethical to focus on renewable 
energy. 

Yall mind if I think on it🤔 

No - it is often termed as a bridge between renewables and fossil fuels by the government, but the 
pressing need for a renewable and green future is so urgent in that we should be developing new 
technologies to progress green energy sources. The government's overruling of the local area's 
decision regarding fracking is also appalling, and suggests our society is not a democracy. The 
government need to balance between economic growth and environmental protection - rather than 
focussing on the most economically profitable energy source. 
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No, it's not environmentally friendly or sustainable and has more negatives than positives. 

No, fossil fuel. Dangerous. 

I do not. Direct investments in renewables are vital in reaching short term emission targets. 

No as I believe it is harmful to the environment and renewable energy sources are available instead 

Naht really 

Yes, it will reduce the United Kingdom's need for imported energy and reliance on other countries. 
Whilst also studying the subject at university and numerous work experience in the industry I have 
witnessed the right regulation which are present compared to other industries(e.g mining) 

No, I feel this is a waste of resources and money which could be used to advance renewables 

Don't know enough to support an opinion 
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Q12 - Do you believe that more research should be conducted on fracking to better understand 

the process before it can be implemented? Please explain your choice. 

 

Do you believe that more research should be conducted on fracking to better understand the process 
before it can be implemented? Please explain your choice. 

I think those involved are well educated in the process, however I think the general public need to 
engage in more research in order to fully appreciate and weigh up the advantages and disadvantages 
of the process 

Wholeheartedly 

No it should not be done full stop! 

Yes no enoufh has been done! 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes - too many questions still unanswered 

No, only need to look at other countries, and what it has done to commuties, wildlife and land 

No 

Research into fracking in this country needs to be done this is not america and thus the current data 
can only be used to understand the risks partly. 

Yes. in the terms of the effects need to be explored and explained more to the public. 

Yes- people need to be 100% sure on the implications 

Yes, the environmental issues surrounding fracking seem unclear 

Yes - risk is still not fully understood 

Yes 

No 

Yes, as with all environmental effects, the choices we make today will effect future generations and 
therefore a better understating through research allows for arguable cases for either side 

Certainly!!! We are not an experiment! 

More research needs to be put into the effects on fracking but I would prefer it not to be 
implemented at all. 

Although I have limited knowledge about fracking. I believe it wouldn't do any harm to conduct 
further research to get the best possible outcome. 
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No, fracking has been taking place for over 100 years and much is known about it, as long as the 
industry is regulated and the local population Is properly educated. 

Yes i do, as i stated in my previous explanation i dont believe that the average person has enough 
information on the fracking process to comfortably form an opinion. With more research and answers 
readily avaliable i believe it will be easier for the local society to form an opiniom on fracking and act 
accordingly. As we currently stand i dont believe fracking should be implemented before we have a 
better understanding of the process along with its pros and cons. 

Yes as more research needs to be done as to the ways in which it can affect the environment 

Yes. I have only heard vague info (which might just be my fault but..) more research and 
communication of this research to the public is vital for people making up their minds in a fully 
informed way. 

Yes however again I do not feel i have enough knowledge on the subject. 

No. Enough research has been carried out already, yet we still have counter-arguments due to 
environmentalists and anti-fracking advocates. It is perfectly safe and legitimate. 

Yes, so people understand its consequences 

providing sensible safety/production practice monitoring takes place(HSE) Reserch will naturally 
continue to enhance the effecasy of the operation. 

Yes 

yes. this is still in its infancy. we do not know the dangers. gas escaping (like that which caused deaths 
in dolphinholme nearby many years ago) we need to know the much longer term what will happen. 
would this have been passed if they were cracking in fields next to MPs homes? I think not 

Yes of course but it has proven to be relatively safe in the US where it is now commonplace. 

We know it's dangerous. We said no. 

Yes I do think more research should be done because the government hasn't provided enough 
independent evidence. 

I do agree more research is needed 

i dont belive in fracking full stop 

Yes. The fact its banned in multiple other countries should give the govt cause to re think. 

Yes definitely especially when Wales, Scotland, France, Germany and many other places have banned 
it. 

The nervy is needed so the fracking needs to be done 

No I think we know the process and don't believe it's safe in our area. 

Yes 

Yes, several places have already banned it based on current research 

I believe the area to be fravked should be researched better. However the decision right of wrong was 
made anc should be allowed to continue to see if it is viable. I am afraid but the protestors have now 
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made more peopld anti protestors than anti fracking and should be ashamed of themselves for such 
despicable actions! 

No it has been done for years in us 

No to fracking experience has proved 

no - I think they will have researched what they need to, but I don;t think it';s been explained properly 
to the communuies it will affect, causing a lot of scaremongering and suspicion 

Yes 

Yes- more evidence on what is does to the environment is needed. 

Yes. Research independant of the fracking companies that is reliable 

Yes 

No. it should not be implemented at all. 

I feel further research should be conducted. 

I think there's sufficient research out there re the science behind the process and the implications on 
the environment. Maybe more research could be done which could be used to quantify location 
specific environmental and social impact. 

Yes definitely! For people like me who don't understand fracking or it's consequences very much. 

Yes. It's currently very unclear what the consequences are. There is a need for greater transparency. 

Yes. I believe investment would be better focused on developing and optimising renewable energy 
sources. Fracking appears to be a short-term solution, whereas renewables is idealistically in the 
countries best interest going forward - both environmentally and economically. 

No, I do not support the spending of any more money on fracking 

Yes, full extent of its effects are not completely known (e.g. Earth tremors) 

No, it should be abandonned 

🤔 

If we are to go ahead with using fracking and shale gas as an important part of our energy mix - it 
should most definitely be further researched. Much of our current knowledge is reliant upon research 
within USA, where the geology of gas stores is different to that of the UK. If more research is to go 
ahead, it should also be done by an independent, unbiased body, rather than private companies such 
as Cuadrilla. Results should be made publicly available, to ensure the public is able to make their own 
decisions regarding the environment around them. 

Yes, I think the companies should be more aware of how detrimental it can be to the environment 
and not just focus on the economic gains. 

No, more research and investment in renewables. 

I would always welcome continued research but to my understanding there is already consensus that 
fracking is environmentally invasive and shale gas is an embrace of a carbon based economy 
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Yes, the measure of harmfulness to the environment needs to be confirmed and pros and cons 
against renewable/ shale gas should be explored before commuting to fracking for shale gas 

Definitely 

No, there has many peer reviewed research conducted by scientists, with the large majority of the 
researchers agreeing that it can be done safely as the Fylde geology is safer than other fracking sites 
which have failed and have been used in other research papers. The type of Fracking which many 
people disagree with is oil fracking(the kind which occurs in the vast sites in America and Australia) 
however, the type of Fracking occurring on the Fylde is gas, and therefore cannot be subjected to the 
same research as to those oil sites which have been problematic. All research of the process has been 
done by the best geologists and scientists! Much more research and regulations have taken place 
already for Fracking than more invasive industries(mining). 

If it must be done, doing research to get a full view of the process and impacts is important 

More research can't be a bad thing so yes 
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Q13 - From what you know or have heard about shale gas fracking in Britain, on balance, which 

of these statements most closely reflects your own opinion? 

 

# Answer % 

1 The benefits of shale gas fracking far outweigh the risks 12.68% 

2 The benefits of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the risks 5.63% 

3 The benefits and risks of shale gas fracking are about the same 9.86% 

4 The risks of shale gas slightly outweigh the benefits 18.31% 

5 The risks of shale gas fracking far outweigh the benefits 46.48% 

6 None of these 7.04% 

 Total 100% 

 

 

 

  



84 

 

Q14 - Please explain your answer above. 

 

Please explain your answer above. 

Although there are risks, I think they are minimal in comparison to the benefits 

Australia...USA 

As mentioned 

Not enough is known for certain! 

No one knows the effects thus will have on my property, a few years ago when the initial investigative 
programmes began, there was numerous earthquakes my house shook & after doors would no longer 
close properly. I was in the house when this happened. So if thus fracking goes ahead which will pay 
out if a sink hole appears & my house falls down 

Any risk is too much risk 

We said no !!! 

Should be focussed on if the benefits/risks of shale gas fracking outweigh the benefits and 
risk/environmental damage of coal 

See previous answers 

Through what the public know, risks have been justified by benefits however the truth in this 
advertisement is unsupported so the public is left to believe it or be undecided 

As previously stated, not environmentley friendly! 

We are a small crowded island without the space to accommodate the possible effects of fracking or 
the waste produced. The seas around our island will suffer from the disposal of " fracking water". 

the answer above would best reflect my personal opinion as tremors were caused in my local area. 
I'm open to new ways of sourcing energy but the risk of a worse tremor occurring in the future would 
slightly outweigh the benefits for me. 

Gas production is the most envirnonmentally friendly fossil fuel and so energy production using gas is 
important in the short term. If the industry is well regulated and the people informed about the true 
facts then it can benefit the local area through jobs and the country due to less reliance on imports. 

I would assume that the pros and cons of fracking would be about the same in the short run as we 
would need to become accustome to the new way of living along with the effects on the 
environment. While taking into account what the change can do for us and the earth in the long run. 

Don't know enough to say 'far outweigh' but as said previously, don't support new non-renewables 

There are much cleaner ways to produce 

See previous. 

I think the long term environmental impact out ways the ben 
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we neec to know further what happens. this process has been banned in some countries. why should 
it be allowed in the uk 

Other than nuclear power fracking is the only source of energy production which can give us fuel 
independence. 

I have done research. And we said no. 

I don't believe that drilling into the earth will not be without consequences. 

Safety is not put first 

i just think its all bad and it will poison our waterways and damage our health also damage property 
and wildlife 

This is a polluting fosil fuel thats exytaction method pollutes, using it pollutes and both slow down the 
.gov desire to move to renewables 

Just not worth the risk of polluting our water and the risk if further earth tremors and the unseen 
damage they do. 

We need the gas 

We should look at other ways to produce energy which are less risk. 

Imoact on health 

Water contamination, waste, earthquakes, subsidence etc 

In the UK It has not yet been proved either way and should be allowed as a pilot scheme to research 
better. 

We need more sources of energy 

Proven 

- 

My opinion 

Risk to environment and not overuse of water. 

when there are so many other options why would the government pick the one with the greatest risk 

As previously noted 

Fracking will produce gas for a few years. The damage to the local environment could last far longer. 

Energy is required and the landscape will retuen to its original state eventually 

See other comment 

Fracking is bad for the environment but we need fuel 

I don't know enough about the subject, though whilst there are environmental benefits from the 
reduction in the use of traditional sources of energy, documentaries such as Gasland show the other 
side such as water pollution. it's unclear which is most valuable in terms of economic/environmental 
benefits, it'd depend what your preference is. 
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Fracking in the USA has shown economical benefits with environmental drawbacks. As the process 
currently stands, there appears to be justified skepticism. Environmental risks aside, the financial 
benefit is crystal-clear, hence the rush to kickstart fracking in the UK. 

Long term issues are unknown and I prefer to avoid unnecessary risk 

Energy can be sourced from other renewable means that have less adverse effects than fracking and 
for this the risks of fracking e.g gas leaks to obtain energy could be avoided if alternative methods are 
used 

Causes far too many local concerns and frustrations. 

I know frack all about fracking I'm sorry 

The benefits in this situation are minimal - in my opinion shale gas is no much better than the current 
fossil fuels in which we use. Therefore, by adding fracking to our energy mix we are most definitely 
add risk to our society - both physically and socially. 

There are more negatives than positives and these negatives are often not considered 

Fossil fuel! And all associated with that. As well as the inherent dangers to the water table, the land 
etc 

The country's fossil fuel emissions need to be cut to the lowest point possible. Investment in 
renewables is an effective and affordable way of doing this while fracking does far less to lower 
emissions and far more to damage local environments. 

As far as I know fracking is harmful to the environment and I deem it unnecessary as renewable 
energy is readily available 

What I've heard 

Renewable energies are, although improving, not up to the task of supplying the UK with electricity 
independence. The UK has three winter Triad periods where energy consumption a spike, usually in 
winter and all periods are unpredictable. Currently with all renewable and fossil fuel generation the 
UK still has to import electricity through the grid from European Nations such as France and gas and 
oil from Russia which has planned a new pipeline called the White Stream to Central Europe to 
further intensify its grip on European power generation. Fracking will reduce the UK's reliance on this 
import. Fracking is a very regulated industry, perhaps one of the highest with multiple fail safe options 
in machinery for events which are also known as never events( should never happen) just incase and 
to ensure local populations. 

I have heard more about this damage than the risks 

We're not sure off all the consequences but it could be good for energy supply and the local economy 
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Q15 - Do you think that in the next 20 years, shale gas fracking will: 

 

 

# Answer % 

1 Improve our lives 9.09% 

2 Make our lives worse 49.35% 

3 Make no difference either way 23.38% 

4 Not sure 18.18% 

 Total 100% 
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Q16 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

If there was 
a vote on 

whether or 
not 

Lancashire 
should use 

fracking 
technology 
to produce 
energy FOR 
Lancashire- 

I would 
vote in 

favour of 
fracking 

10.39% 14.29% 15.58% 7.79% 51.95% 77 

2 

If there was 
a vote on 

whether or 
not 

Lancashire 
should host 
fracking to 

produce 
energy 

OUTSIDE of 
Lancashire- 

I would 
vote in 

favour of 
fracking 

11.69% 10.39% 11.69% 12.99% 53.25% 77 

3 

Natural gas 
reserves in 
the UK are 

public 
resources 

and should 
benefit all 
citizens of 

the UK 

29.87% 33.77% 19.48% 2.60% 14.29% 77 
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4 

Natural gas 
reserves are 

private 
resources 

and should 
benefit 
private 
energy 

developers 
and 

individual 
landowners 

5.19% 5.19% 19.48% 23.38% 46.75% 77 

5 

Developers 
should 

compensate 
members of 

the 
community 

for 
developing 
fracking in 
their area 

46.75% 19.48% 19.48% 7.79% 6.49% 77 
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Q17 - Would you support the investment of more fracking sites within the UK? 

 

 

# Answer % 

1 Yes 19.48% 

2 No 59.74% 

3 Yes, as long as it was not near me 10.39% 

4 Other 10.39% 

 Total 100% 
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Q18 - Please explain your answer above. 

 

Please explain your answer above. 

Fracking is beneficial to our country as a whole. It is unfortunate that it has immediate disadvantages 
for those who live nearby, I think it is important to see the bigger picture. 

Fracking should be banned. 

As mentioned 

I do notagree with  fracking at all 

Not enough has been done to investigate the long term effects if this industry numerous countries 
have rejected fracking ask the question WHY??? 

More investigation necessary 

We said no !! 

as it supports moving towards cleaner energy 

Should invest in more environmentally friendly sources 

More information on fracking is needed by the public to make sound decisions 

No way!!! Re other answers! 

I do not believe that fracking should take place in the UK 

They are an eyesore 

If done right, fracking is not noticeable. Once the initial exploratory drills are done most 'drills' are 
nothing more than small boxes in the corner of fields. In fact fracking has been taking place on a 
commercial scale less than a mile away from my village (Elswick) for over 20 years and no one has 
ever had an issue. The current backlash towards fracking is caused entirely by far-left propaganda 
presenting false statements on the dangers of fracking based on unconfirmed reports in the USA 
where the industry is a lot less regulated than ours. 

I'd need a better understanding of the pros and cons to formulate an answer for this. 

Non renewable 

Wound not support fracking in any form 

We need a reliable power source. I live<2k from proposed site. 

There should be more money put in to greener energy to proserve earth for future generations 

as before 

For the reasons already stated 
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It is not safe. Also we said no. 

As I explained any drilling into the earth won't be without consequences 

The safety issues need to be strongly researched before it. Goes ahead, it is not at the moment 

iv already explained 

We live on a windy island, we need to get self sufficient on renewable energy sources only 

Not worth the risk when there are so many opportunities for renewable energy, look at France with 
solar panels on their highways 

Nimby!! 

I don't think that fracking is appropriate in the UK. 

Thwre are othet options 

The unpredictable future of a tracking site is poor and doesn't create a stable longterm economy 

It all depends on the cost benefit. 

It is progress 

Risk of pollution and quakes 

We need a source of readily available fuel 

The e a s not enough known about the long term effects of fracking 

Not enough evidence that it is safe for the environment 

Renewable options would be much better 

The process is unproven 

The UK should be putting it's increasingly limited investment resources into long term renewable 
engery. Not short-term fixes. 

More energy is required 

More sites equates to more cheap energy and jobs 

It's more important to think about long term effects than short term ones- we should invest more in 
renewables than fracking 

If it meant more research, yes. 

No, until it was considered more environmentally safe than at this current moment. 

I do not support any increase in fracking, no matter where 

Investment in renewable sources of energy should be prioritised 

Not a safe or ethical method 



93 

 

🤔🤔🤔🤔 

I would support the further research of fracking sites within the UK, but would not support the 
investment of sites. We should be placing investment in sources that are more viably beneficial in 
terms of energy security and greener energy sources. 

I generally think it's very negative and bad for the environment so wouldn't support fracking wherever 
it was taking place. 

Already explained 

Investment should be in a green economy, not a carbon based one 

Same as above 

Long live the king 

After drilling, Fracking pads are barely visible. 

I believe the resources and money can be used for better projects 

It's producing energy which stimulates the local economy so better than oil from abroad 

 

Q19 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
process for 

finding 
communities 

to host 
fracking 

technology 
is not fair 

27.03% 24.32% 31.08% 5.41% 12.16% 74 

2 

I have been 
actively 

involved in 
opposing 

fracking 

9.46% 20.27% 14.86% 17.57% 37.84% 74 

3 

I have been 
actively 

involved in 
opposing 

12.16% 16.22% 13.51% 17.57% 40.54% 74 
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fracking in 
the 

Lancashire 
area 

4 

I have 
intended to 

take an 
active role in 

opposing 
fracking 

12.16% 17.57% 24.32% 20.27% 25.68% 74 

5 

I have 
intended to 

take an 
active role in 

opposing 
fracking in 

the 
Lancashire 

area 

10.81% 17.57% 24.32% 14.86% 32.43% 74 
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Q20 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 

 

# Answer % 

5 Strongly disagree 39.19% 

1 Strongly agree 12.16% 

4 Somewhat disagree 17.57% 

2 Somewhat agree 6.76% 

3 Neither agree nor disagree 24.32% 

 Total 100% 
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Q21 - Please explain answer from above. 

 

Please explain answer from above. 

I know very little about this process so it would be unfair for me to comment! 

The people were over ruled. 

Everyone voted against it in LCC 

U.K. Government totally overruled LCC which us totally undemocratic big brother strikes again, if thus 
had been in East Sussex (initially there was a fracking site there( totally went quiet again WHY??? 
Nimbyism 

Unaware what makes an area suitable 

We said no !!! 

Local councils should be respected not just overturned, how ever it is not just their decision. 

This was forced on the area by central government 

I knew nothing about this and i am local, very little information received on the matter 

Local council said No! Government said yes! How can that be???? 

The decision of the local authority (LCC) was ovèturned by national Government withou recourse for 
further appeal. 

I don't know enough about it 

Opinions were listened to, however those who oppose fracking are much more vocal than those who 
support it or dont mind it happening. Therefore the councils desicion, I belive was made to due to 
political point scoring rather than what would help Lancashire in the long term 

I didn't receive much info 

The full process was completed 

Lcc to in to concidoration the opinions of locals the higher authorities chose to disregard us and 
looked at the money they could make 

as before 

While rejected at the local level, National government must do what is right and proper for the whole 
country and not just an individual area. While disappointing that local views were rejected, 
government policy on energy and the environment is a national policy not a local one. 

We said no. 

No because we said no! 

the area surrounding this site is too near houses and habitation 
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our council was given a choice and choice no to fra king them the goverment went against our 
descision 

It was voted against yet its still here?!?! 

Local democracy overruled 

It is needed 

The decision should have been made by and stuck to by the council not overruled by government. 

Public not listened to 

A local decision was made and over ruled 

The Government should have taken more note of the local planning officers. 

It has been well researched 

. 

It was obviously done for a reason - I think they should be given a chance to prove that it can work 
with the community and environment. 

No consultation 

This was refuse locally then overturned by the government. Unfair on the decision makers of 
Lancashire 

Democracy was left behind 

The decision making process is hindered by personal interest rather than the good of all stakeholders 

The decision to engage in Fracking was taken by Central Govt with no regard to local concerns. 

Dont know anything about it 

Not sure on this one 

I'm not aware of the decision making process 

I don't know enough about the subject. 

n/a 

To overturn a community decision is not appropriate unless the community decision is fundamentally 
unlawful or immoral 

Don't know much about the decision process in this case 

I dont think all the discussion was openly shared. 

🤔🤔🤔 

It was 'unfair' to overrule the local area's decision to oppose fracking within the area. 

I haven't looked into the reasons for why they've chosen this area. 



98 

 

Over rode the local CC decision without good reason. 

I think fracking is unfair wherever it happens therefore I would oppose fracking everywhere, not just 
Lancashire 

Would need to know more about this issue 

Don't know anything about it 

When I was younger and before studying I apossed Fracking. After watching the first decision with 
anti voters bringing evidence to which pro's could not answer, this first vote was void and had every 
right be overridden as no judgment could be made from the scene that occurred( the vote can be 
watched on YouTube). 

I don't know anything about this 

It's a local issue it should of been salt with locally 
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Q22 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 

 

# Answer % 

1 Strongly agree 6.76% 

2 Somewhat agree 10.81% 

3 Neither agree nor disagree 32.43% 

4 Somewhat disagree 16.22% 

5 Strongly disagree 33.78% 

 Total 100% 
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Q23 - Please explain choice above. 

 

Please explain choice above. 

Again I know very little about this 

They were ignored. 

I am badly disabled & cannot take part 

Total bullshit 

Plenty of objections from the start 

We said no !!! 

Not involved in our local community 

Local council acted correctly and listened to the community 

Opinions in my community are rarely shared to be listened to 

Re- last answer! 

The local authority listened to the electorate but national Government did not! 

Many friends and family oppose fracking and don't feel their voices have been heard. 

Yes, enough meetings were planned across the areas affected to gauge public opinion 

Have been away from home for a while so not entirely sure what the response has been to fracking 
opposition 

A huge amount of meetings, liturature hearings and debate took place. 

:) 

as before 

Clearly the majority of the local population were against the decision, therefore despite my own 
positive view on the benefits of fracking, I would have supported the local democratic choice. 
However, it was more of a national issue, therefore local views while noted were ultimately ignored. 

We said no. 

We said no but things went ahead anyway! 

The government overruled the decision the councils made 

as before reversed our descision 

We said no 
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Local democracy overulled 

Lac said no but government says it is needed 

The decision was overturned by government. 

They werent 

Local opinions where ignored 

Certainly were listened to locally. 

We were well informed most people welcome it 

. 

Perhaps putting it to a vote would have been fairer 

Community views ignored by gove nment 

I didn't go to anything during the decision process. 

councils listened and fought against however not the government  government 

Local decision was nationally over ridden 

The decision to engage in Fracking was taken by Central Govt with no regard to local concerns. 

No idea 

Not sure on this. Difficult to determine whether opposition to government incentives fall on deaf ears 
or whether decisions are based on all the facts 

As above 

Same as before. 

n/a 

The decision was ignored bubgovernment 

See above 

I know local residents who were not contaced sufficiently. 

🤔🤔🤔 🤔🤔🤔 

I did not take part in the decision making process for fracking in Lancashire. 

I'm not aware of the extent to which the community tried to oppose fracking and the reactions to 
this. 

As above 

As above 
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I would again have to know more about this specific situation 

Dry dry ruins 

Most business owners agreed with many supporters requesting not to be named for fear of backlash 
from protesters. 

I don't know anything about this 

The government overthrew the local descision 

 

Q24 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I am 
concerned 

that 
fracking 

may have a 
negative 

impact on 
human 
health 

41.67% 29.17% 13.89% 5.56% 9.72% 72 

2 

I am 
particularly 
concerned 

about 
health of 

individuals 
living less 
than and 

including 2 
km from 
fracking 

sites 

43.06% 20.83% 15.28% 8.33% 12.50% 72 

3 

I am 
particularly 
concerned 
about the 
health of 

individuals 
living 

between 2 

43.06% 20.83% 18.06% 4.17% 13.89% 72 
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km and 5 
km from 
fracking 

sites 

4 

I am 
particularly 
concerned 
about the 
health of 

individuals 
living 

greater 
than 5 km 

from 
fracking 

sites 

37.50% 15.28% 23.61% 8.33% 15.28% 72 

5 

I would be 
concerned 
about the 
health of 

individuals 
if fracking 
sites were 

to be 
developed 

in different 
areas of 

the 
country 
besides 

Lancashire 

44.44% 19.44% 16.67% 5.56% 13.89% 72 
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Q25 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I am 
concerned 

that fracking 
sites lower 

property 
values 

32.39% 28.17% 23.94% 7.04% 8.45% 71 

2 

I believe 
that fracking 

site 
installations 
will supply a 

net gain in 
stable an 

local 
employment 

14.08% 23.94% 16.90% 22.54% 22.54% 71 

3 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
distribution 

of economic 
benefits 

from 
fracking site 
installations 
may not be 
distributed 

fairly within 
the local 

community 

40.85% 23.94% 22.54% 5.63% 7.04% 71 

4 

Shale gas is 
a cheap 
energy 
source 

15.49% 15.49% 35.21% 12.68% 21.13% 71 

5 

Producing 
energy from 

shale gas 
will reduce 
energy bills 

15.49% 7.04% 32.39% 18.31% 26.76% 71 
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6 

Producing 
energy from 

shale gas 
will reduce 
reliance on 

foreign 
energy 

sources 

16.90% 25.35% 32.39% 9.86% 15.49% 71 

7 

Producing 
energy from 

shale gas 
will ensure a 

reliable 
source of 

energy for 
the UK in 

the future 

14.08% 12.68% 32.39% 16.90% 23.94% 71 
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Q26 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement:  

I am concerned that the economic gains to the local community of fracking sites do not 

adequately offset the negative impact of risks to the community (e.g. health and 

environmental). 

 

# Answer % 

5 Strongly disagree 9.86% 

1 Strongly agree 46.48% 

4 Somewhat disagree 11.27% 

2 Somewhat agree 15.49% 

3 Neither agree nor disagree 16.90% 

 Total 100% 

 

 

Q27 - Please explain choice above. 

 

Please explain choice above. 

I believe the benefits outweigh the risks 

Too many risks to count. 

No 

Is any amount of economic gain worth risking our health for? 

Economic gains will be greater if it's a success. 

Risks still not adequately proven 

Benefits may be felt but at a much lower rate than initially expected - everyone wants to make the 
most money they can 

The question is the answer, no amount of money is worth the risk Fracking will put to ant community! 

Nothing is worth the destruction and pollution of our environment 

If well regulated, health risks will be non-existent and due to the amount of time and work that has to 
go in to producing all the country's energy needs by renewables, gas offers a more environmentaly 
friendly source of energy as we make the transition to renewables 
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I think economics rarely outweigh environmental costs altogether 

Downside minimal, upside massive. 

I believe the health and future environmental impacts will out way the benefits 

health risks. possible deaths. property prices falling. businesses losing money hand over fist 
9waterworld and ma bakers) with road closures etc 

Environmental risks have not been fully proven whereas the economic benefits clearly have. 

Is there an economic gain that offset peoples health? We said no. 

Good health has no economic value! 

The information we have gathered proved that fracking is bad 

its about money they dont care about communitys 

There wont be qny local gains seen in the communities that suffer 

Not worth the risk, if you fracture our earth nothing can fix it 

But it is needed 

I  unsure of the above. 

Government mafe decioion no mattaer what 

You only have e to see the shale ghost towns of America where the gas ran out within 2-5years and 
then they are left destroyed 

Sorry but this is obviously a very biased questionnaire, research should always be neutral. 

We have to move with the times 

Pollution and quakes 

- 

Not many locals will be employed 

Concerned with risks to the environment. 

Health is way more important than any economic gain 

The positive effects on the local communities and environment will be minimal 

There appear to be very few local economic gains. 

I feel the local community should benefit economically a lot more than it is 

See other comments 

Health and the environment should be of higher importance than economical considerations 
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Not enough information is available. 

Short-term benefits to energy industry vs. long-term environmental damage. 

Economic gains are meaningless in the face of emotional health 

Is the reduction in price of energy bills and increase in jobs really worth the potential risks to health, 
wellbeing and the environment? 

. 

🤔🤔🤔🤔🤔🤔🤔🤔 

The negative impacts imposed by fracking are an ongoing process - such as constant earthquakes or 
water contamination. There is no way an economic bribe can outweigh the constant hindrance caused 
by the opening of a fracking site. There is a stage where the economic gain becomes bribery, which 
suggests that if a bribe has to be used, there is opposition to the process - and the public's voices 
should be listened to, rather than being plugged with money. 

There are many environmental and health risks that are not accounted for and that cannot just be 
solved by simply paying compensation to those it affects. 

Fossil fuel 

Prices of gas maybe cheaper for some consumers (dependent on provider) but compared to what? 
Renewable energies can launch a new green economy and subsequent employment and the more 
mature the technology becomes the cheaper it will become. Again, I'm focused on the national not 
the local. Makes economic sense to me at least 

Don't believe it's a long term solution and is harmful there for more cons than pros 

When I wake up, I'm gonna be the man that wakes up next to you 

All writings on health have stated that it 'might' or won't cause a certain illness, ones which have 
falsely claimed such as the British Heart Foundation has been forced by researchers to remove said 
content due to misleading content. House prices will only be reduced through scaremongering, as 
fracking on the Fylde coast has occurred since 1990's (rosachere wood and other sites) this did not 
reduce house prices then. Research into this subject has occurred and there has been no correlation 
between house price reduction and Fracking in the USA at both types of Fracking pad, instead in most 
places it saw a house price rise over the fracking period. 

I don't think it's a long term solution 

I'm unsure of the negative health problems so economically it makes sense 

 

Q28 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
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# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
noise from 

the fracking 
technology 

may be 
annoying 

30.99% 25.35% 16.90% 14.08% 12.68% 71 

2 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
visual impact 

from the 
fracking 

technology 
may be 

unattractive 

26.76% 28.17% 19.72% 12.68% 12.68% 71 

3 

I am 
concerned 
about the 

impact 
fracking 

technology 
may have on 

existing 
infrastructure 

28.17% 23.94% 19.72% 14.08% 14.08% 71 

4 

I am 
concerned 
about the 

risks of 
earthquakes 

from fracking 

35.21% 29.58% 12.68% 4.23% 18.31% 71 

5 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
fracking drill 

sites may 
alter the 

appearance 
of the area 
which I live 

30.99% 32.39% 16.90% 5.63% 14.08% 71 
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Q29 - If your gas supply originated locally and was distributed locally without the need for 

heavy transportation, would it make you more likely to favour shale gas extraction in 

Lancashire? Please explain your answer. 

 

If your gas supply originated locally and was distributed locally without the need for heavy 
transportation, would it make you more likely to favour shale gas extraction in Lancashire? Please 
explain your answer. 

Yes I think it would because it would be easier to appreciate the benefits 

No because the land is going to be destroyed to get that shale gas. 

No because that us not the intention of quadrille, what happens if we have a drought in the area 
apparently they get first in the queue for water 

Not at any cost 

Yes, as a cleaner source of energy and it would eliminate most the transportations costs and 
environmental effects. 

Not really - I don't think we should be going down the fracking route at all 

Yes if it was cheaper 

No!! Nothing is worth the environment or health risks! 

Gas can be distributed via the existing pipe network without recourse to heavy transportation. 
Fracking however requires transportation of water, diesel, machinery, concrete and radioactive 
waste. 

No, energy prices are decided in a narionwide basis and therefore any change in price would 
negligible on a nationwide basis. Also the transportation of the gas is not an issue as infrastructure the 
area is alredy in desperate need of improvements and new sources of traffic could encourage 
improvements 

Only slightly - benefit to local community and less eco impact via transport 

ambivilent. 

No 

. 

Yes but only if the offset transportation cost were given directly to the consumer. 

No. 

Not at all 

Safety would have to be guaranteed 

no im against it totally 
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No. Id rather be in reciept of a grant for installing mico-generation plant at my home  than be able to 
set the water in my taps on fire. 

No to many other risks involved 

No 

No. 

No 

No it doesn't change the environmental impact 

The infrastructure is designed as such that gas is delivered from whichever source. This is a very naive 
question. 

Definitely would help the traffic situation 

No 

yes 

No 

No- would support more environmentally friendly ways in the area such as wind farms or solar energy 

No. It is the process I have more of a problem with 

Yes reduces impact on the environment 

No. Fracking is not an acceptable energy source. 

Yes 

My support for fracking is more based on the bigger picture re the economy and the UK having less 
reliance on other countries 

No because I'm more concerned for the environment than transportation considerations 

No. I care more about other impacts, ie water contamination. 

No, as this single benefit does not justify the other disadvantages. 

No, as although this would reduce the environmental impact of transporting fuel, the impact of 
fracking may well outweigh this 

This reduces transport costs etc and ensures that energy prices are kept low in Lancashire but the use 
of shale gas will not have a huge impact if it's consumption is not widespread 

No, heavy transportation is a local conjestion trigger. 

Yes 

No - the same process is still in place, no matter if it is only being transported locally. 

No, I wouldn't support fracking whatever the situation was. 
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No! Fossil fuel! 

No, shale gas will never be a clean energy so I feel I cannot support it 

It would be easier and cut transportation costs but I wouldn't like to see a change to the Lancashire 
environment for shale gas 

Probably. More gas for me. 

No 

No, this doesn't affect my long term concerns 

This could be good for the environment 
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Q30 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I believe 
fracking 

would 
contribute 
to climate 

change 

31.43% 30.00% 22.86% 11.43% 4.29% 70 

2 

I am 
convinced 

that climate 
change is 

really 
happening 

54.29% 22.86% 8.57% 8.57% 5.71% 70 

3 

I do not 
believe that 

climate 
change is a 

real 
problem 

5.71% 5.71% 14.29% 17.14% 57.14% 70 

4 

There is 
solid 

evidence 
that the 
Earth is 

warming 
because of 

human 
activities 

61.43% 18.57% 5.71% 5.71% 8.57% 70 

5 

Climate 
change is 

just a 
natural 

fluctuation 
in the 

Earth's 
temperature 

and is not 
related to 

human 
activities 

7.14% 18.57% 4.29% 25.71% 44.29% 70 
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Q31 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

I am 
concerned 

that the 
construction 

and operation 
of the fracking 

sites may 
disturb the 

natural 
habitats of 

wild animals 

52.31% 23.08% 10.77% 7.69% 6.15% 65 

2 

I am 
concerned 
about the 
volume of 

water used in 
the process of 

fracking 

44.62% 21.54% 13.85% 12.31% 7.69% 65 

3 

I am 
concerned 
about the 

risks of water 
contamination 

from fracking 

50.77% 18.46% 10.77% 10.77% 9.23% 65 

4 

I would 
support the 

disclosure of 
the chemicals 

used in 
fracking 

(injected 
underground) 

58.46% 18.46% 12.31% 6.15% 4.62% 65 

5 

I am 
concerned 
about the 

treatment of 
waste water 
and the cost 

of this (e.g. 

50.77% 23.08% 10.77% 7.69% 7.69% 65 
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removing 
Benzene) 

6 

I am 
concerned 

about the air 
pollution 

fracking will 
cause 

44.62% 24.62% 13.85% 7.69% 9.23% 65 

7 

Producing 
energy from 

shale gas will 
reduce the 

UK's 
greenhouse 

gas emissions 

15.38% 13.85% 24.62% 21.54% 24.62% 65 
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Q32 - Please explain whether or not you think that the energy produced from shale gas justifies 

the environmental impacts of fracking. 

 

Please explain whether or not you think that the energy produced from shale gas justifies the 
environmental impacts of fracking. 

Yes I think it does because other forms of energy production that we currently rely on have much 
worse impacts 

Yes as it's a cleaner energy than coal. 

No I don't think it does 

Re other answers! Nothing is worth the risk to health and community! Especially when there are 
other greener options! 

The environmental impacts of fracking are unknown in the UK as is the efficiency of extraction. You 
cannot basc justification on unknowns 

Impacts minimal. gains massive. 

No it doesn't 

. 

A version of this question has already been asked. 

Watch Gaslands. We said no. 

Not at all 

Safety must be guaranteed 

i dont think they should be risking harm to our health and wildlife and evirement 

Fracking should be banned in the UK just as it has been in a number of other countries 

Never 

Needed 

I do not feel the benefits from shale gas outweigh the risks 

It doesnt 

No it doesn't 

We have yet to have the true answers, there is a lot of false information from the USA in the media 
about all of this. 

Because it is a simple operation 

No 
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Any form of energy production has an impact in differing ways 

The impact is to great 

I think it would be better to concentrate on more environmentally friendly ways of producing energt 

No. Not when there are renewable options 

The process is to invasive and destructive to justify the end result 

Fracking produces gas, gas is burnt to produce energy. The by-products of teh extraction, production 
and combustion of this gas add to the carbon footprint og the UK. Fracking is not acceptable as an 
energy source. 

I think the environment will eventually return to as it was. 

See other comments 

I'm not sure but I think we should consider more environmentally friendly options 

Depends upon the energy produced... there are many other alternatives which have less impacts, 
however, they are more intermittent than gas. 

No justification. Energy produced from shale could be produced from better optimised renewable 
sources, which could recover similar if not more economic benefits over a long-term basis. 

I do not.  Far better to reduce our energy needs by changing lifestyle 

no, I don't believe any effects no matter how significant can really offset the environmental damage 
fracking ultimately causes 

. 

. 

There are other energy sources which have a less detrimental effect on the environment than fracking 
- so no, the energy produced from shale gas does not justify the negative environmental impacts. 

I don't think it justifies the environmental impacts because the energy will only be available for so 
long whereas the environmental impacts will be severe and will not go away 

No investment in renewables is essential. Even nuclear is preferable! 

Energy can be produced in many ways that don't have to contribute to global warming 

No, renewable green energy should be optimised 

Bad 

Fracking pads are the size of one to two football pitches when drilling and when football pitches are 
built little is said about the environmental impacts 

It does not justify as there are better alternatives 

We have to produce energy it can't be as bad as extracting other fossil fuels and done locally means 
less transport costs 
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Q33 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

# Question 
Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

1 

Knowing 
shale gas 

fracking is 
a 

possibility 
makes me 

feel less 
inclined to 

make 
changes in 

my own 
behaviour 

to tackle 
climate 
change 

10.77% 18.46% 18.46% 18.46% 33.85% 65 

2 

Knowing 
shale gas is 

a 
possibility 

will reduce 
other 

people's 
motivation 

to make 
changes in 
their own 
behaviour 

to tackle 
climate 
change 

13.85% 24.62% 30.77% 9.23% 21.54% 65 

3 

If 
politicians 

think shale 
gas 

fracking is 
a 

possibility, 
it will 
make 

35.38% 21.54% 23.08% 6.15% 13.85% 65 
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them less 
likely to 
pursue 

other 
policies to 

tackle 
climate 
change 

4 

I feel that 
current 

rules and 
regulations 

are 
sufficient 

to control 
any risks 

from shale 
gas 

fracking 

10.77% 9.23% 15.38% 26.15% 38.46% 65 

 

Q34 - Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 Knowing fracking is a possibility makes me less inclined to stay in the current area which I live. 

 

 

# Answer % 

5 Strongly disagree 23.64% 

1 Strongly agree 12.73% 

4 Somewhat disagree 16.36% 

2 Somewhat agree 23.64% 

3 Neither agree nor disagree 23.64% 

 Total 100% 
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Q35 - Please explain choice above. 

 

Please explain choice above. 

it doesn't affect my opinion on where I live 

It doesn't affect it 

My job means I need to stay 

Because Fracking is planned throughout the the North west, it's our home! I don't want to be driven 
out of our home by some land rapers! 

I  still hopeful that sanity will prevail and it will no go ahead 

I have no fears of a well managed operation. Some minor initial disruptions may take place but worth 
the gains. 

When the fracking unpacks show I won't want to live here for long 

. 

Unless definitive proof of negative impacts to health is forthcoming it doesn't bother me too much. 

Concerns for familys health. 

This is my home and it probably won't be so easy to sell my house to move elsewhere similar 

Fracking can occur in lots of areas 

i dont want to live here sith fracking just up the road but cant afford to move which scares me 

Whod want to live on a gas field with contaminated water to drink, cook with and bathe in 

I love the Village and community I live in 

I'm too old to move 

I do not want to risk my family's health which may be a possibility. 

X 

I would look at moving 

Sorry but industry has developed all around here already, with nuclear sites, aerospace and numerous 
other activities. The reason I would consider moving most is from the state that Blackpool has become 
an area attracting criminal behaviour. 

I am quite happy with process 

. 

It hasn;t made me want to move away from the area. 



121 

 

Too many possible hazards 

Worried about risks to the environment 

I would consider moving in the event of contamination from fracking 

This is my home 

Fracking could create an unpleasant environment for my family. 

It will not directly effect my area 

I think the impact to local environments are remote enough to not encourage moving area 

It may have a slight impact on my decisions, particularly if it affected house prices and there were 
health risks 

Need to see what the real impacts are. 

n/a 

Although there might be little point moving within the UK as fracking will spread if the current 
political climate remains the same, I would move to another country if that is still an option after we 
exit the EU 

Fracking site is somewhat far away from where I live, plus as a university student I live away from 
home and don't have a huge say in where I live 

I am not currently living in a fracking area. 

Don't do cocaine 

Within a democratical society, fracking is a process that should not deter residents from living in an 
area, as their voice should be heard. However, with the county council being overruled, the issue then 
becomes politicised and suggests that even if a resident was to move, a negative factor could arise 
elsewhere that could once again be overruled. 

There is no proposal for fracking in my area so I wouldn't need to move 

I live in an area where they are proposing gas storage in the salt 'mines'. This will have a much bigger 
impact. As the fracking site is less than 10 miles from this my biggest concern is how they will impact 
on each other. Fracking in the area will surely have an impact on the bedrock storing the gas?!?! 

Fracking is unlikely to be implemented close to where I live 

Would not be immediately affected 

Bad 

Little scientific evidence back Anti-Frackers 

It wouldn't influence my decision, there are other more important factors eg work 

I don't think it alters where I want to live 
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Q39 - If you have any further questions or wish to add anything else, please write in box below. 

If not, please state N/A. 

 

If you have any further questions or wish to add anything else, please write in box below. If not, 
please state N/A. 

N/A 

N/A 

Please can I be notified of the collected results? 

N/A 

The early question about land change from agriculture to industry is misleading as a fracking site will 
be small and hardly be seen. 

n/a 

N/A 

N/A 

On a personal level I am concerned because the properties in my neighbourhood are on a sceptic 
tank. During a planning application nearby an email was submitted from Blackpool Council showed 
that there was great concern that fracking would cause damage to the weir, jeopardising the 
watercourses. This would have a serious impact on our sceptic system. 

N/A 

Na 

N/A 

N/a 

N/A 

Na 

N/a 

I worked all my life in the nuclear industry a so called clean energy source. Whilst being not sure 
about fracking and I was supportive of the decision by LCC of rejecting the application, the nuisance 
that the anti frackers have caused on Preston New Road have had the opposite effect. Let Cuadrilla go 
about their lawful business and then see the results. 

Na 

N/a 

NA 
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N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

The decision to allow fracking in Lancashire was taken by Central Govt, to allow th UK to extend it's 
reliance on fossil fuel. This was done despite vociferous local disagreement, and local planning 
decisions were overturned by the Home Office. Fracking is thewrong solution and has been forced 
upon the local area by a Government that has no long-term plan for renewable energy expansion. 

N/A 

Na 

NA 

Hope my input is useful! Good luck with your dissertation. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

:) 

N/A 

I'm not sure the question asking me to place myself on a scale between wanting growth and 
environmental protection was very fair. Why should these be in opposition? Surely we can have 
economic growth that could even improve our environment in many ways. Green politics and 
economic literacy are not mutually exclusive 

N/A 

N to the A 

N/A 

NA 
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Appendix D – TRANSCRIPTS  

D.1 Cover Letter 

 

 

Consent Form 

Lancaster University student interview as part of Jane Hardy-Jones' 

Dissertation  

Thank you for agreeing to take part in an interview/focus group as part of my research. I am a student 

based in the Lancaster Environment Centre at Lancaster University, and I am interested in exploring the 

social acceptance and level of support for fracking in Fylde. I am also interested in what factors may 

influence perceptions of fracking. Any information gathered during this interview/focus group will be kept 

completely confidential and used only during the production of this academic thesis. Unless you wish to 

be identified, all personal details will be anonymised and if you wish, you can choose a pseudonym to be 

used in the thesis. You have the right to withdraw from the research at any point in time, without any 

justification needed.  

The interview will cover the following general themes:  
 

• Place identity 

• Support for fracking 

• Factors that shape support for fracking 

• Distributive justice 

• Procedural justice 

• Protests 
 
If you have any other questions about how the information you provide will be used or any general 
questions about my research, please feel free to ask.  
 
Jane Hardy-Jones 
 

Email: J.HARDY-JONES@LANCASTER.AC.UK  
 
Name of Individual: 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Signature and Date: 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

mailto:j.hardy-jones@lancaster.ac.uk
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D.2 Information Sheet 

 

Shale Gas 

Shale gas is a natural gas that forms within a particular type of rock, formed from clay and other 

minerals. This rock is known as ‘shale’. To extract gas from the shale, a process called ‘hydraulic 

fracturing’ is used (known more commonly as ‘fracking’). Water, sand and chemicals are injected at high 

pressure into the shale, cracking it open and allowing the gas to escape. The water is then allowed to 

flow back to the surface where it is collected and treated or reused. The gas can then be collected and 

burnt in a power plant to generate electricity. When finished, the sand that has been injected fills and 

stabilises the cracks in the rock. Shale gas could increase global gas reserves by over 40%. Natural gas 

already accounts for 21% of the world’s electricity.  

 

 

Benefits  

- Hydraulic fracturing enables engineers to reach underground gas deposits that may be too deep 

or difficult to get using conventional methods. Using this process might generate substantial 

quantities of gas globally and contribute to energy self-sufficiency.  

- A natural gas burns more cleanly (releasing less CO2 and other pollutants) than other fossil fuels, 

it is considered a viable alternative to coal and oil in reducing climate change. 

 

Risks 

- Waste water used to fracture the rock underground needs to be safely extracted and disposed 

of because it contains chemical additives and other residues that could pollute local water 

resources. 

- Air quality near the extraction point may be affected by the release of gases into the 

atmosphere. The gas extraction point can also be very noisy. 

- Hydraulic fracturing of shale rock to extract gas may cause minor earth tremors and land 

subsidence.  
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D.3 Transcript 1(Interview 19/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this interview… it is part of my 

dissertation research…. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it…. Just a quick reminder that your identity and responses will 

be kept anonymous throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the 

interview at any point you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned… the interview will 

also be recorded to aid with transcription later… before we begin do you have any questions? 

Participant S: no… I’m fine to begin now  

Facilitator: okay fabulous… I’m going to start off with a few questions that aren’t related to 

fracking and then progress onto some that are related to fracking… I’m just letting you know so 

that you don’t think you’re in the wrong interview haha… so… first question… do you feel like 

you belong to the community where you live? 

Participant S: erm (3)… do I feel like I belong… (2)… yeah for sure 

Facilitator: why? 

Participant S: because I grew up here… I know a lot of people here… I go to… I socialise in 

places where there are a lot of people from the community and I am friends with a lot of them  

Facilitator: do you feel as if you could influence decisions that affect the area where you live? 

Participant S: no 

Facilitator: why  not? 

Participant S: I wouldn’t know where to go  

Facilitator: do you feel like if you knew where to go you could? 

Participant S: erm (2)… if I felt strongly about it then yeah  

Facilitator: okay… so would you feel less attached to the area where you live if it were to 

change… for example if the wildlife disappeared or the land use changed? 

Participant S: hmm… it would depend how drastic the change was 

Facilitator: erm say... say if you’re area was predominantly housing and agriculture and it 

changed to a heavily industrialised area… would you feel less attached 

Participant S: yeah if my area changed that much then I would  

Facilitator: okay… so are other places in the world just as important to you as the area where 

you live? 

Participant S: (4)… erm (2)… no 

Facilitator: why not? 
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Participant S: haha I knew that was coming (2)… erm because this is my home and you 

always feel attached to your home… I think other places erm… it’s difficult (2)… I tend to go to 

other places because I have need to go there… erm whereas I’m home because I belong here  

Facilitator: fair enough… so would you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about 

the environment  

Participant S: yeah 

Facilitator: to what extent would you say that you are? 

Participant S: what you mean like one to ten? 

Facilitator: well are you actively doing stuff to help the environment  

Participant S: erm I always recycle and put rubbish in the correct bins haha… erm what else do 

I do (5) … what else do I do (3)… yeah I do recognise the importance of it… but maybe I’m not 

very proactive in saving the environment  

Facilitator: why would you say that you struggle to be proactive… is it to do with things like cost 

or convenience or effort 

Participant S: I mean what can I do to change it… I think to make a change you’d have to 

erm… like not protest but put your ideas across to try and encourage other people to do it as 

well… erm so I’d have to like market it and stuff and I couldn’t imagine myself doing that at 

present… I can’t imagine what else I could do other than that  

Facilitator: okay interesting point… I’m going to move onto fracking now (2)… how much 

knowledge do you have about fracking currently? 

Participant S: yeah not much… erm I know that it extracts gas from the ground (3)… erm yeah 

I know some of the key drawbacks and benefits and stuff 

Facilitator: okay so other than that… that’s all 

Participant S: erm (2)… I know it uses a lot of water  

Facilitator: yeah you’re right with that… okay so moving on… do you view shale gas as clean 

energy? 

Participant S: I mean although I know it’s not very clean… I think it’s better than a lot of the 

non-renewables that we use… I think that was one of the things that was talked about… it is a 

relatively clean gas… a relatively clean source of energy… I mean I know it’s not as good to the 

environment as the renewables are… but I think until we have the technology to become 100% 

sustainable… it’s not a bad idea if we’re using something that isn’t that harmful 

Facilitator: oooo you’ve sort of gone onto my next question there… how favourable or 

unfavourable are your overall impressions and opinions of shale gas fracking currently… five 

being very favourable and one being very unfavourable  

Participant S: erm four 

Facilitator: why? 
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Participant S: erm… I know it’s tried and tested in America (3)… I think it helps promote a 

stable price… erm I think at the moment we’re quite dependable on exporters in the EU… erm 

and we can’t really control… they might pass costs onto us… I think they might also get a 

political advantage… say if we’re dependent on Russia.. they’re giving us all this gas… erm I 

don’t watch a lot of politics… but I guess that gives them an advantage… and as I said before… 

until we get to a position where we become fully sustainable… I think being able to have more 

control over the stuff we’re using… erm… would be a good idea 

Facilitator: okay cool… very interesting (3)… so do you support the use of fracking in the UK 

Participant S: yeah… for the reasons mentioned above 

Facilitator: okay that’s great… so do you believe that more research should be taken out on 

fracking to better understand the process before it can be implemented? 

Participant S: I think the research is probably out there… erm it’s just not been made 

available… erm well it probably has been made available it’s just that people don’t know where 

to find it… I’m sure it will be out there 

Facilitator: okay… so you don’t think that more research needs to be done? 

Participant S: erm I think it’s unlikely 

Facilitator: okay great… now we’re going to move on and I’m going to hand you a fact sheet 

which contains some information about fracking on it as well as a couple of the risks and 

benefits… so please have a read of this 

Participant S: okay will do 

Facilitator: okay now that you’ve finished… what thoughts came to mind when reading the 

sheet? 

Participant S: erm potential risks… they’d have to be managed… also that shale gas is an 

ideal substitute for non-renewables with higher emissions  

Facilitator: what do you mean by that? 

Participant S: well from what it says… it seems quite clean I guess… releasing less CO2 than 

other fossil fuels 

Facilitator: okay cool… so does anything on the sheet surprise you? 

Participant S: erm (4)… hmm… not really 

Facilitator: so was it what you expected? 

Participant S: yeah I would say so  

Facilitator: okay 

Participant S: Participant S: these were the headline benefits and drawbacks that I was aware 

of 

Facilitator: how were you aware of it… from the media or your own research? 
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Participant S: news… and people I spoke to about it 

Facilitator: okay cool…so now I’m going to ask you to do a risk ranking exercise… I would like 

you to rank these different cards in order of risk severity… they all have a risk written on them… 

the most severe being at the top and the least severe being at the bottom… and then give me a 

rationale for the ranking of the risks  

Participant S: okay sounds good  

Participant S: earth tremors… are they local… like does it depend on where we are and if 

we’re on a tectonic plate or whatever? 

Facilitator: well the earth tremors spoken about in relation to fracking… they’re caused from the 

drilling itself… because it’s disrupting the rock and gas under the ground… which is then 

altering the pressure and strain in the rock itself… so remember a couple of years ago and there 

was that minor earthquake  

Participant S: yeah 

Facilitator: well that is thought to have been caused by Cuadrilla testing certain potential drilling 

sites 

Participant S: ahhh really… if I’m honest I’m not really sure how severe the earth tremor stuff 

is… like if it happened could it cause damage 

Facilitator: well when the two earthquakes happened a couple of years ago… they we’re only 

minor and measured around two on the Richter scale and they didn’t cause any damage 

Participant S:  okay… so do we know what it could cause? 

Facilitator: erm no… I think it is too early to say… especially given how hard earthquakes are 

to predict  

Participant S: okay… let me just read the other ones hold on (12)… right okay… so I’m going 

to put these inconvenient ones… like the noise pollution and unsightly drilling sites towards the 

bottom (6).. . how big are the drilling sites to cause wildlife disruption? 

Facilitator: how much disruption to wildlife will it cause? 

Participant S: yeah 

Facilitator: well they’re proposing to do 6 wells at the Preston New Road site at the minute and 

they’ll be spaced out… so obviously they’ll need to build roads to get to each site… they’ll have 

to dig in the ground… they’ll be noise scaring the wildlife… It’s hard to give a number or a 

quantitative figure on how much disruption it will cause at the minute  

Participant S: yeah okay (6)… right so I’ve had a read… and as my high risk ones… I’m going 

to go for impact of treating waste water and waste water polluting local water resources… erm 

the earth tremors… then I’m going to go for (3)… I think I’ll go for impact on global climate 

change… because although it is… I know it said on your other document it can lead to more 

sustainability… self-sufficiency or whatever… I think if other countries decided to do it and it 

gathered momentum… I think it would discourage other people and countries to use more 

sustainable resources… so I guess it could actually be overall more negative to the 
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environment… so I’ll put that one up there (3)… erm and then I’ll have high water demand 

because it’s likely going to use a lot… and I don’t think that so much water should be allocated 

to one process or thing… next I’ll put air pollution (4)… and then the rest seem to be limited to 

certain people who live close to it (2)… and I’m not really arsed about that 

Facilitator: what… so you’re not bothered because it doesn’t affect you? 

Participant S: no not that… it’s just I think it could… I think that their viewpoint could be 

managed… I think that there could be a settlement or whatever… because I think there a lot of 

people who voice their concerns in the community because their directly impacted… they might 

not actually be bothered about fracking itself… it’s just going to affect them individually  

Facilitator: okay… so what you’re saying is… is that they’re emotionally invested in fracking 

Participant S: yeah… that’s what I’m trying to say  

Facilitator: okay cool… so do you think that the risks impact everyone equally? 

Participant S: erm… I think they’re localised for fracking… I mean I think in terms of polluting 

the water supply that will be localised… erm I think some of the traffic will be localised 

obviously… the far reaching stuff like impact on global climate change… obviously that will 

impact everyone… erm (2)… but in terms of the hard hitting drawbacks… I think that they’re 

local… so I think it will be like… what’s the word I’m looking for (3)… erm it’s going to reduce as 

you get further out… with the people right next to it suffering the most… the impact radius 

becomes less severe the further away you get from the fracking site itself  

Facilitator: right okay… so how would you feel if I told you that your house falls within the 

impact radius? 

Participant S: what how I’d be affected by things like traffic and stuff? 

Facilitator: well in terms of some of the risks you’ve ranked and identified… you would be 

experiencing some of those if they were to happen  

Participant S: okay… well I guess I’d be a bit annoyed that they weren’t in other areas of the 

country… like why is it not in the south and stuff (2)… but if I had… if it were… what am I trying 

to say… if the government were to come out and say this is why we’re having it here and this is 

how it benefits you… I’d be fine with it… even though I’ve suffered the risks a lot more than 

other people  

Facilitator: okay… so from what you’re saying… you’re essentially saying that you want 

transparency  

Participant S: yeah (3)… and also I’ve changed my mind… I want impact on global climate 

change to be on top… from what I said before… that if fracking gathered pace globally with 

other countries doing it… it would shift focus from investing and developing in other sources that 

are more sustainable… I don’t want there to be less focus on renewables  

Facilitator: okay that’s great… you’ve raised some really interesting points there… I would now 

like you to do another ranking exercise… but this time the cards have benefits written on them… 

I would like you to rank them with the most beneficial at the top and the least beneficial at the 

bottom  
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Participant S: okay good 

Participant S: yeah so my top one is that it acts as a transition fuel from fossil fuels to 

renewables… that’s my main advantage  

Facilitator: if fracking turned out not to be used as a transitional fuel and the government just 

used it as any other resource like oil 

Participant S: yeah that’s the danger  

Facilitator: would you be less supportive of fracking if that’s what happened  

Participant S: yeah… long-term yeah  

Facilitator: okay 

Participant S: I think it’s a good short to medium-term transition fuel… as it says (3)… so I’ll 

have transition at the top and then I’ll have… increase in the UK’s energy independence and 

security (5)… and then I’ll have lowers electricity bill prices (3)… then I’ll have the 100k compo 

(3)… provides jobs… and then the UK’s energy mix 

Facilitator: okay… so how come you’ve put provides jobs towards the bottom 

Participant S: I think that will be local community stuff… I’m not sure if you took that in the 

context of the whole country it’s going to be very small… unless it gathered huge momentum 

and we started putting wells all over the UK 

Facilitator: just in terms of Lancashire and thinking just about Lancashire… would you still put 

jobs towards the bottom? 

Participant S: (3)… I’d put it after transition fuel and energy independence 

Facilitator: so you’re ranking of benefits alters on whether or not you’re looking at it as a local 

or national scale 

Participant S: ermm I guess it depends on the employment in the area… if it was high 

employment I’d put it near the bottom… but if it were low employment I’d put it near the top… 

well above lowers electricity bill prices… but I’d still have transition fuel and energy 

independence at the top… because they’re the overarching benefits to the whole country I think  

Facilitator: okay cool… so before you were saying about compensation… would you say that 

£100,000 from Cuadrilla… is enough for the risks that fracking poses 

Participant S: is that for everyone or each 

Facilitator: it’s for community projects  

Participant S: well no… that’s not enough  

Facilitator: so would you want more 

Participant S: yeah I think it would have to be done on a scale basis… so you’d look at people 

individually and see how this person is individually affected… like their property has fallen by x 

amount… they need to be compensated by x amount… I think that it’s really unfair that the 
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people who live really close to it… to the wells… that they’ve been given the short straw… erm 

I’m not sure how they’re going to benefit as well from the community projects 

Facilitator: okay… so would you give any other form of compensation besides monetary 

compensation 

Participant S: well what other compensation is there… money is everything… I don’t really 

know any other form of compensation other than money  

Facilitator: yeah I guess that’s the sad truth isn’t it (5)… okay so… looking at those risks and 

benefits… as well as the fact sheet you read earlier and your prior knowledge and opinions to 

this interview… which statement most closely reflects your opinion on fracking (2)… the benefits 

of shale gas far outweigh the risks… the benefits of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the 

risks… the benefits and risks of shale gas fracking are about the same… the risks of shale gas 

fracking slightly outweigh the benefits… or the risks of shale gas fracking far outweigh the 

benefits 

Participant S: erm… I think that the benefits outweigh the risks 

Facilitator: why 

Participant S: erm (6)… because I think the risks can be managed… I know it’s been done in 

the US and I think that the risks in terms of waste water pollution stuff… I think if they were 

properly managed… so there was a regulator who did monthly checks… and everyone was fully 

aware of what organisations had to do to maintain things… they couldn’t let these things 

happen… like the waste water stuff… I think the benefits would outweigh it (3)… saying that… if 

it were poorly managed I think the benefits probably wouldn’t outweigh the risks 

Facilitator: okay cool… so looking at the risks and benefits again… do you notice anything 

about them… like any themes or contrasts 

Participant S: erm haha (3)… are most of the risks environmental whist most of the benefits 

are to do with the economy 

Facilitator: yeah… so on that note… do you think that avoiding harm to the environment should 

be given priority or that economic growth should be given priority 

Participant S: erm it’s difficult… I think long term definitely the environment… erm (4)… so 

yeah I think the environment should be prioritised 

Facilitator: okay… so would you be happy to live near a fracking site 

Participant S: probs not 

Facilitator: why 

Participant S: erm… house prices and all these possible air pollution… traffic 

Facilitator: you said that you supported the use of shale gas fracking… 

Participant S: haha 

Facilitator: but you wouldn’t want to live near it 
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Participant S: I wouldn’t want to live on the doorstep of it  

Facilitator: I’m going to play devil’s advocate here haha… do you think that someone else 

should have to live near it 

Participant S: haha (3)… erm (2) can I retract my statement of saying I support fracking haha… 

that’s difficult… no of course not 

Facilitator: okay haha… by happy I don’t mean that you’re ecstatic to have a drill outside your 

door… but would you put up with it 

Participant S: yeah I’d put up with it  

Facilitator: okay so just to try and make you feel better haha… you’re not the only one who is 

going to have that opinion… you support fracking in general… but if it is proposed to be 

developed near you… you wouldn’t support it 

Participant S: yeah I think that it is a widespread opinion… because like you said… people are 

emotionally attached and involved based on their own circumstances… so yeah  I’d say that 

Facilitator: okay cool… on… are you aware of the planning and siting process and how the 

fracking site on Preston New Road was given the go ahead  

Participant S: erm briefly yeah… did Cuadrilla just put in a motion to local government  

Facilitator: well initially the local government refused their planning application for drilling 

Participant S: and then it got overruled  

Facilitator: yeah in 2015 the Secretary of State overruled it and then granted Cuadrilla 

permission to drill… that’s the essence of it  

Participant S: okay  

Facilitator: so with that in mind… do you approve of the way the UK national government has 

handled the issue of fracking in Lancashire? 

Participant S: no… but I think if it were more transparent then yes… because I think it 

highlights the more national benefits as opposed to localised 

Facilitator: yeah okay… so do you think that the community were listened to by the government 

on their opinion of fracking and whether they wanted it or not 

Participant S: no 

Facilitator: why 

Participant S: just because they overruled the local government… it’s hard to believe that there 

was any sort of debate involved… sort of like it was a tick box exercise to consult them… but in 

the end it didn’t really matter what they said because the government were going to go ahead 

with it anyway (2)… because I think that the national government has more of a responsibility 

for… well for example… if the decision to put it in Lancashire… then encourages other local 

governments to say well yeah actually we’ll use it as well… we’re gonna get more benefits… as 

opposed to if it were refused… it would probably delay development for years 
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Facilitator: yeah okay… also in terms of the government deciding to drill here… if you knew 

that there was also shale gas reserves in the South of England… and they decided to rule a 

local decision in a northern county not to drill… how does that make you feel  

Participant S: yeah you’d be pissed off then (2)… I think that if there were no transparency at 

all and they just did it… and why they’re not approving wells in the south… then erm I’d be really 

annoyed… but if they were to say why they’re not doing it in the south… like it would affect 

infrastructure and it would hinder the economy… then I’d be more willing to accept it  

Facilitator: okay cool… bearing in mind that they did overrule the local decision… do you think 

that the protests are justified 

Participant S: erm  (15)… erm yeah 

Facilitator: why 

Participant S: why… erm everyone has the right to express their opinion and I think everyone 

has the right to know why they’re not being listened to… erm (4)… I guess it could be organised 

better… I don’t think it’s benefiting anyone 

Facilitator: the protests 

Participant S: yeah… I think if they were more erm (3)… what’s word I’m looking for (6)… if 

they were to open up an actual dialogue with the government to answer some of the questions 

as opposed to just wasting everyone’s time and costing money…. But if the protestors were to 

say that the only way the government listens to them is through the protests… then yeah it’s 

justified… if they don’t listen then yeah it’s justified 

Facilitator: cool… so you mentioned before about transparency… is there anything else that 

you think could improve the siting process 

Participant S: erm (5)… maybe… more scientific reports maybe… if the government set up a… 

like a regulator who is in charge of approving sites and then managing the risks involved… and 

then they issue a report saying they think we’re gonna need this area… because… and then it’s 

got everything specific to that area… I think that would be good 

Facilitator: okay interesting… moving on to the penultimate question… do you think fracking is 

a local or national issue… or both 

Participant S:  both 

Facilitator: tell me more 

Participant S: erm… I think it’s both because… ya’know nationally we’re responsible for long-

term sustainability and I think that using shale gas… although it’s not totally clean… it’s a lot 

better than some of the stuff that’s readily available… erm and I think approving sites across the 

country is a national issue because that affects the momentum of how quickly we can get that 

nationwide… (2)… erm locally it’s an issue because people suffer on a scaling basis… so 

people close to it are going to be more affected 

Facilitator: okay cool… so remember at the beginning when I asked you about how favourable 

or unfavourable your opinion of fracking was on a scale of one to five 
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Participant S: yeah… and I answered four 

Facilitator: yeah… has your opinion changed at all after learning a little bit more about it and 

thinking about the risks and benefits of fracking 

Participant S: erm my eyes have been opened a little bit but I’m going to remain a four 

Facilitator: okay… so you’ll be happy to know that concludes our interview… I would like to 

thank you again for your time and your enthusiastic attitude to get stuck in and involved… you 

gave some really interesting points… if you are interested in any of the results of my dissertation 

please let me know and I will contact you and give you a copy of my results… as for now… do 

you have any questions? 

Participant S: no I’ve got nothing to add 

Facilitator: okay fabulous… thank you again for your time 
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D.4 Transcript 2 (Interview 24/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this interview… it is part of my 

dissertation research…. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it…. Just a quick reminder that your identity and responses will 

be kept anonymous throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the 

interview at any point you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned… the interview will 

also be recorded to aid with transcription later… before we begin do you have any questions? 

Participant N: no… no I don’t have any questions… I’m ready to start 

Facilitator: okay brilliant… so to begin with I’m going to ask a few questions that aren’t directly 

related to fracking… the first one being… do you feel like you belong to the community where 

you live 

Participant N: (3)… yes… and no 

Facilitator: how come both yes and no 

Participant N: because… I… because I feel more family orientated (3)… so I don’t get involved 

with the community… I don’t really have the desire to  

Facilitator: okay… so do you feel like you could influence decisions that affect the area where 

you live 

Participant N: I can’t influence people… people will do what they want to do  

Facilitator: what about decisions made at council level… do you think you could influence 

decisions there 

Participant N: I can put my point over if it meant… filling in some sort of questionnaire… I could 

put my point over… if I felt strongly about something 

Facilitator: do you feel as if the questionnaire you filled could influence any decisions 

Participant N: (2)… probably not because I think a voice would be heard more so than a 

questionnaire would  

Facilitator: okay… so would you feel less attached to the area where you live if it were to 

change… for example if wildlife disappeared or if the land use changed  

Participant N: yeah… yes I would  

Facilitator: why  

Participant N: because when I moved here… I moved here because I like the area (3)… and I 

wouldn’t want it to change… and if it did change I would feel inclined to want to move away 

Facilitator: okay fair enough… so are other places in the world just as important to you as the 

area where you live  

Participant N: yes 
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Facilitator: what’s the reason for that  

Participant N: it’s interesting to know how other people live and deal with situations  

Facilitator: okay cool… so do you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about the 

environment  

Participant N: (2)… no… no I’m not really concerned… but I would be concerned at how the 

powers at be deal with it 

Facilitator: what do you mean by that  

Participant N: well (3)… I would want to know how they would deal with certain things 

Facilitator: who… the government 

Participant N: yeah… the powers at be  

Facilitator: so you don’t regard yourself as someone who is concerned about the environment  

Participant N: yeah obviously I’m concerned to a certain extent if it’s gonna kill off certain 

things in the area you know (3)… I would definitely be concerned about that… whether I could 

do anything about it is another question isn’t it  

Facilitator: are you more concerned about the local environment rather than the global 

environment  

Participant N: no… I’m concerned about the global environment as well as the local 

environment… and I always try to do my bit that’s required of me  

Facilitator: okay so… I’m going to move onto some questions about fracking now… so… how 

much knowledge do you have about fracking currently  

Participant N: none whatsoever haha 

Facilitator: do you know what it is 

Participant N: I understand that they’re going to drill for oil is it 

Facilitator: shale gas  

Participant N: gas okay… they’re going to drill for gas okay… well I don’t know much about it… 

but the way I see it (3)… we’ve got to progress in some way (2)… and whether it’s killing off any 

of the… wildlife or whatever… I don’t really know I don’t understand it… I think (2)… we need 

progress 

Facilitator: okay that’s fine… so do you view shale gas… the thing that they drill for in 

fracking… as a clean energy… do you know what I mean by clean energy  

Participant N: (3)… erm go on explain  

Facilitator: okay… so with renewable energy technology like wind turbines… they are viewed 

as clean energy because they don’t produce any greenhouse gases or harmful gases… so 

therefore viewed as clean energy… whereas fossil fuels like oil and coal… they do produce 
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greenhouse gases and other harmful gases when they’re burnt… so they’re viewed as dirty 

fuels if you will (2)… so do you view shale gas as a clean energy  

Participant N:  well obviously I’d sooner have the clean energy… but like I said before… if it 

means progress (2)… and the other situation… then it’s got to happen because otherwise we’d 

be at a standstill really wouldn’t we 

Facilitator:  so do you think shale gas is a fossil fuel  

Participant N: do I…  

Facilitator: do you know what a fossil fuel is 

Participant N: no 

Facilitator: okay so essentially fossil fuels are things like coal oil and gas… like traditional 

power sources  

Participant N: yeah that are going to cause greenhouse gases 

Facilitator yeah  

Participant N: okay so… no… I’d like to think that the progress would be leading to the cleaner 

fuel  

Facilitator: okay cool… so currently… how favourable or unfavourable are your overall opinions 

and impressions of shale gas fracking… five being very favourable and one being very 

unfavourable  

Participant N: I think five… go ahead with it  

Facilitator: why… because of the progress you mentioned earlier  

Participant N: yeah  

Facilitator: okay so that sort of answers the next question… do you support the use of shale 

gad fracking  

Participant N: yes 

Facilitator: is that both UK wide and in Lancashire as well 

Participant N: yeah in Lancashire as well  

Facilitator: cool… so I know that you have said that you support shale gas fracking… but do 

you think that more research needs to be carried out to better understand the process of 

fracking before it can be implemented  

Participant N: well I’d like to think that the research has already happened before they start 

fracking 

Facilitator: yeah okay… so do you think more should be done 

Participant N: well because I don’t understand most of it… I would like to think that the 

research has happened… before they start digging the earth up if you like  
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Facilitator: okay fair enough… have you received any information from the council or any other 

body about what fracking actually is  

Participant N: not that I’m aware of… I’ve not seen any 

Facilitator: have you seen it on the news or anything   

Participant N: yeah I’ve seen it on the news 

Facilitator: have you learnt anything about fracking from the news or anything  

Participant N: the only thing I’ve learnt from seeing it and passing through it in the car… is the 

disruption that people are causing by being on the side of the road… in the road taking 

photographs and shouting 

Facilitator: so you’ve not leant any facts about fracking and what it is from the news 

Participant N: I’ve heard that they’re going to drill for oil… erm gas… like you said… but other 

than that… no… I just see it as progress  

Facilitator: okay that’s great… so now I’m going to give you this sheet that’s about fracking… is 

has bit of information explaining what fracking is as well as a couple of benefits and risks… after 

you’ve read it I’m going to ask you a little bit about it… is that okay 

Participant N: yeah that’s fine  

PARTICIPANT READS SHEET  

Participant N: does that mean that they’ll be in the area permanently or a set time and then 

they’ll move off to somewhere else  

Facilitator: well I think it’s predicted that Cuadrilla will be there for around six years  

Participant N: six years! 

Facilitator: yeah depending on the gas reserves and how much they’ve extracted and what not 

Participant N: oh right… well what about all these houses that they’re building in the area… 

could there be gas under there 

Facilitator: the houses being built near the drilling site  

Participant N: yeah… where they’re going to frack there are houses being built in the area at 

the moment isn’t there  

Facilitator: yeah it is possible that there is gas under there 

Participant N: so that means that they’ll be gas under there… but surely that means they would 

have had to have done some tests  

Facilitator: yeah… they would have done some tests… I would like to think… but they’re not 

just doing one drill… they’re putting numerous drills in the site… and when they dig down into 

the ground they then put pipes horizontally across under the ground… which may be 

researching those new houses being built  
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Participant N: oh right… that’s not very reassuring is it  

PARTICIPANT READS ON  

Participant N: base that they create… will be filled by sand 

Facilitator: what that means is that… during the process of actually extracting the gas… they 

need to pump a mixture of water and sand at high pressure through a pipe to cause cracks in 

the rock to extract the gas… because the gas escapes and then travels up the pipe 

Participant N: so where that gas has been… that will create an empty space 

Facilitator: yeah it will create an empty space in the cracks in the rock where the gas once was  

Participant N: well they can’t just leave it… they’ll have to put something in it (2)… otherwise it 

will just collapse  

ALSO PLAYED VIDEO TO PARTICIPANT TO AID IN THE UNDERSTANDING OF 

FRACKING SINCE IT WAS QUITE LOW. – BBC VIDEO SEE FOCUS GROUP 

Facilitator: okay… so what did you think about that information sheet about fracking  

Participant N: the empty space where the gas has come from… that’s the thought that comes 

to mind… what are they going to fill it with  

Facilitator: okay so you have concerns about how stable the ground will be  

Participant N: yeah how stable will it be… and erm (2)… what will they fill it with… they’ll have 

to fill it with something otherwise there will be holes in the ground… that’s gonna… like it said on 

the sheet… create tremors or something was it (2)… but bearing in mind we get earth tremors 

all year round don’t we… we do get tremors throughout the year… we’re not really aware of 

them but we do get them  

Facilitator: do you remember a couple of years ago where we did get two earthquakes which 

you could feel  

Participant N: yeah  

Facilitator: well they are thought to be caused by the test drilling Cuadrilla were doing 

Participant N: to be quite honest I never actually felt them but my friends did… and they were 

asking if I felt it at what not… but bits of coal out of my fireplace fell out during the 

earthquakes… two bits of coal… I thought the spirits were trying to talk to me haha 

Facilitator: haha… so does anything else from the sheet surprise you other than the empty 

space 

Participant N: erm… again… we’ve had earth tremors before… I remember when I lived in my 

old house… we had bits of movement here and there… I mean it probably has caused those 

tremors from a few years ago… it probably has… but I’m still of the opinion that we need to 

progress… whatever the situation  
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Facilitator: okay… so I’m now going to ask you to do a risk ranking exercise… I would like you 

to rank these cards which have risks written on them… I would like you to put the risk you think 

as most severe at the top of the list… and the least severe risk at the bottom 

Participant N: so the most severe at the top and the least severe at the bottom… in my opinion 

yes 

Facilitator: yeah exactly  

Participant N: okay yeah that’s fine  

PARTICIPANT RANKS CARDS 

Participant N: I think at the top of the list would be the impact on people’s houses… erm… not 

so much the price… but whether there’d be tremors round the houses… so I think I’d put that 

one at the top  

Facilitator: okay that’s fair enough… are you concerned about the impact on house prices  

Participant N: not the prices (2)… but the earth tremors below people’s houses 

Facilitator: in case of damage and stuff like that  

Participant N: yeah because that would be frightening wouldn’t it… so that’s where a lot of… 

investigation needs to be focused on  

CONTINUES TO RANK CARDS 

Participant N: impact on people’s place identity and attachment to area… that’s important 

because you would feel the need… you would have to move really… you would feel like you’d 

have to move but your house price would be affected wouldn’t it.... so maybe that one there 

(3)… impact on services for example the police (3)… the police that were there sorting out the 

people protesting… all that money to keep the police there to look after them people (3)… 

because there was… every time I pass there’s been disruption there (2)… if people are going to 

protest they need to know how to behave don’t they (5)… then for unsightly drilling sights… 

okay it could be unsightly… it probably will be unsightly… but if they’re only going to be there 

about six years… and it’s (3)… it’s not in an area… well at the moment it’s not in an area where 

you’d be looking at it all the time… but if they’re building houses next to it… it’s going to be 

unsightly for them isn’t it those people where the new houses are being built  (3)… I mean you 

could probably also see it from Little Plumpton too… because at the moment I think they’re the 

closest to it 

CONTINUES TO RANK CARDS  

Facilitator: okay so is this your risk order 

Participant N: yes I would say that this is my order  

Facilitator: okay great… please would you give a rationale for why you have ordered the risks 

in this way  
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Participant N: okay so the first one… the most severe risk… is air pollution (2)… well we all like 

clean air don’t we… to breathe… we’ve got to live haven’t we (2)… and then the next one is 

health impacts… I’m not quite sure what health impacts fracking would cause  

Facilitator: in America it’s said to have caused respiratory illnesses  

Participant N: right so breathing… that comes under air pollution doesn’t it… because you 

need clean air to be able to breathe  

Facilitator: yeah… it’s also thought to increase the risk of developing cancer too 

Participant N: right… so it’s known to cause cancer… I guess that’s down to the air pollution 

and water contamination then  

Facilitator: yeah it’s believed so  

Participant N:  right… so the earth tremors is next… we’ve had earth tremors long before 

fracking took place (3)… erm 

Facilitator: if we had earth tremors before fracking took place… how come you have ranked it 

quite high 

Participant N: because (4)… because… why have I put it so high (3)… I see it as disrupting the 

houses that they’re already starting to build there (3)… because tremors that we’ve had in the 

past… over the past 80 odd years that I’ve been around (2)… they’ve always been connected to 

natural tremors of the earth… but because this fracking thing is taking place… if that causes 

more tremors… it’s going to affect the houses that they’re building round that area… so I don’t 

understand why they’re building houses in that area if that’s going to happen 

Facilitator: yeah it makes you wonder doesn’t it  

Participant N: yeah… and then of course the high water demand… again… it’s like the air 

pollution… you need clean water to live a healthy life don’t you… so we need clean water… but 

if it’s going to affect the purity of the water (3)… I don’t know they need to sort that out as well 

don’t they (3)… so the next on is impact on house prices… I’m not so sure about that… it’s 

obviously going to affect the house prices for those living there… but those houses that are 

being built now… at this moment whilst they’re in the business of doing fracking… that’s 

something that the people who are buying these houses in the area… it’s something they need 

to look into… it’s their problem isn’t it (3)… and the next one… impact on wildlife… it’s nice to 

see the wildlife isn’t it (2)… you know it’s nice to see… they’ve got to go somewhere haven’t 

they… these rabbits these foxes and goodness knows what… hedgehogs 

Facilitator: so would you be sad if they were scared away or disappeared from the area  

Participant N: yeah… because that’s what living in the country is all about isn’t it (3)… so then 

impact on people’s place identity and attachment to the area… again… if you’re attached to the 

area… they’re not fracking in an area where people were originally in houses there… they’re 

fracking in an area where they’re now building houses… so it’s up to these people who are 

buying these houses in the area… to investigate and look into it in real depth as to how it’s 

going to affect them  

Facilitator: would it affect the way you feel towards the area 
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Participant N: I certainly wouldn’t buy a house in the area 

Facilitator: what about now… because you live pretty close to the fracking site… would it affect 

the way you feel about the area 

Participant N: I mean yeah I am close to it… but I feel as if… I live far enough away to not… to 

not be disrupted too much… I’d like to think that I wasn’t in the immediate area… but there you 

go 

Facilitator: yeah that’s fair enough  

Participant N: okay so the next one is… impact of treating waste water (2)… well they treat 

waste water at the moment don’t they  

Facilitator: yeah but what it’s referring to… is that because the fracking process uses such a 

high volume of water… which contains chemicals and sand… there will be a lot more water to 

treat… and a lot more chemicals that need to be removed 

Participant N: so they need to get rid of the chemicals in the water  

Facilitator: yeah and because there’s a lot more water and a lot more chemicals… it’s going to 

take a lot of energy to do and it’s going to cost quite a bit as well 

Participant N: ah okay I see (3)… my next one is impact on global climate change (3)… so like 

I said… I’m no expert on this… so I don’t know if it’s going to have an impact on global climate 

change… I have no idea… but I would like to think that enough investigation had taken place 

before all this digging goes on (3)… next one is waste water pollutes local water sources (2)… 

yeah like I said… they already treat waste water at the moment… so they… again it’s up to the 

powers at be the scientists to look into all this before it all takes place (4)… and impact on 

economy… that’s the next one… I don’t think this will be so much of a risk… I think it will 

definitely create jobs that’s for sure... okay so the next one (2)… impact on infrastructure for 

example traffic… well they chose the place didn’t they… if it’s going to have an impact on 

traffic… extra traffic (3)… well the road was there before the fracking took place… so they 

should be fracking elsewhere where there aren’t any roads… where there isn’t any extra traffic 

going on 

Facilitator: yeah there’s going to be trucks on the road that transport equipment and shale gas 

to and from the site 

Participant N: oh you mean the heavy duty trucks that sort out the… oh so to take the gas 

away… so that’s unavoidable that isn’t it… it’s progress… it’s progress and we’ve got to have 

progress cos otherwise we’d be like in the 16th century and way back over there wouldn’t we if 

there isn’t any progress (3)… okay so the next one is noise pollution from gas extraction point 

and unsightly drilling sites… well there’s unsightly housing sites whilst they’re building the 

houses isn’t there… so that doesn’t bother me that much  

Facilitator: are you not bothered about the noise pollution either  

Participant N: oh… I’ve heard noise throughout my life… if there’s noise there’s noise… you 

just put your ear plugs in and try and forget about it haha 
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Facilitator: yeah that’s a good point haha…great so that exercise went well… it was interesting 

to hear your rationale behind it… I’m now going to ask you to rank the benefits of fracking… with 

the most beneficial at the top and the least beneficial at the bottom… is that okay 

Participant N: yes of course that’s fine  

PARTICIPANT RANKS CARDS  

Participant N: I’ve put provides jobs at the top… to get all those people who are out of work 

sitting on their backsides when they could be working… instead of claiming benefits… give them 

a job  

Facilitator: what if someone poses the argument that the jobs directly involved with fracking 

require training and these people out of work would not be suitable  

Participant N: oh they’ll be cleaning up jobs and stuff like that to do won’t there… and then 

these people will probably turn round and go oh it’s more than my job’s worth to go out and… 

it’s a cycle ride away… I can’t ride up there (2)… they need to work some of these people… 

they need to work and find out what works all about… even if it does mean cleaning up and 

making cups of tea for other folk get on with it (3)… erm right… (6) communities living near the 

site receive £100,000… that was on the video wasn’t it 

Facilitator: yeah… Cuadrilla give £100,000 for community projects  

Participant N: okay… so that’s for the community that 

Facilitator: yeah  

Participant N: it sounds a lot but it probably isn’t… when you think of the profits they’ll be 

making  

Facilitator: yeah  

Participant N: ooo I’m all for lowering electricity bill prices (3)… what about this one… 

increases the UK’s energy independence and security… what does that mean  

Facilitator: erm well at the moment the UK gets a significant amount of its gas supply from 

Russia and other countries… so essentially the argument is that if we frack we will have more 

gas that we can produce ourselves which increases our energy independence and security  

Participant N: yeah for the next 40 years I believe it said on the video  

Facilitator: yeah correct  

Participant N: acts as a transition fuel from fossil fuels and renewable energy… what does that 

mean  

Facilitator: they say that because shale gas produces less greenhouse gases than other fossil 

fuels like coal and oil  

Participant N: yeah  

Facilitator: the argument is that it acts as a transitional fuel from the fossil fuels to renewable 

energy like wind turbines because it produces less greenhouse gases… so in the meantime 
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whilst we’re developing renewable energy… if we burn shale gas instead… it produces less 

greenhouse gases  

Participant N: ah I see… 1 2 3 4 5 6… I think I’ve finished my order 

Facilitator: okay so are you happy with that order  

Participant N: yeah  

Facilitator: okay great… please explain why you have them in that sequence  

Participant N: well like I said… I’m all for providing jobs (3)… and it will lower the electricity 

prices… that’s good (3)… erm… increases UK’s energy independence security (4)… that’s 

good isn’t it  

Facilitator: why do you think it’s good 

Participant N: well again (4)… if it’s going to create enough fuel for the next 40 years… that’s 

got to be good hasn’t it (4)… yeah it’s got to be good (3)… and the next one… adds to the UK’s 

energy mix (2)… mix being 

Facilitator: well at the moment the UK’s energy is supplied by coal oil nuclear gas… so shale 

gas is another one to add 

Participant N: okay… so again it’s progress to the other energy… people then isn’t it (3)… what 

was that one… acts as a transition fuel… what does that mean  

Facilitator: because shale gas produces less greenhouse gases than other fossil fuels like coal 

and oil they’re saying that whilst they develop renewable energy technology… shale gas is the 

next best thing because it produces less greenhouse gases 

Participant N: well again it’s progress isn’t it (3)… so again… I agree with the progress… you 

don’t want to be stuck behind everything do you… you’d never get anywhere in life (3)… 

communities living near the site receive £100,000 for community projects… well I think that’s a 

load of bollocks… but erm… is this why people are moving in the area thinking… ooo 100 

grand that sounds good 

Facilitator: well it’s not every individual who receives £100,000… it’s only for a community 

project  

Participant N: no but it could be deceiving that couldn’t it… ooo 100 grand that looks good lets 

move into the area  

Facilitator: haha yeah it could be misunderstood (2)… so looking at those risks and benefits 

that you’ve ranked… do you think that they impact everyone equally  

Participant N: oh yeah… yeah 

Facilitator: why 

Participant N: because (2)… we don’t want to be at standstill do we… if you didn’t take a risk… 

if nobody took a risk… then we’d still be living way back in the dark ages  
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Facilitator: okay… so you put air pollution at the top of your list… do you think that the air 

pollution risk would impact someone the same here as it would to someone living in Bristol  

Participant N: (2)… it would be more of an impact here I would think… say if you lived in 

Bristol… so like are we all going to move to Bristol to escape the greenhouse gases… I don’t 

think so… it’s like I say… you’ve got to progress… because if you don’t progress you’re not 

going to get anywhere  

Facilitator: so are you willing to/ 

Participant N: / face the music… take the risk  

Facilitator: so you would be willing to take the risks for the benefits  

Participant N: yeah… probably because I’m nearly 80 years old… but no I’m thinking about 

other folk as well… you’ve got to take a risk now and again… because if you don’t take a risk 

then you’re going to stay put 

Facilitator: yeah that’s a fair point (3)… so when you were ranking those risks and benefits… 

did you notice that the risks were predominantly environmental whilst the benefits were 

predominantly economic… so did you notice that a lot of the benefits were to do with the 

economy whilst most of the risks were environmental risks 

Participant N: yeah yeah  

Facilitator: okay so on that note… in terms of developing fracking… which would you agree 

with more… economic growth should be given priority or should avoiding harm to the 

environment be given priority  

Participant N: (2)… I think that the environment needs to be given priority but if… if enough 

investigation has gone on before all the fracking (2)… then it’s up to the professionals… 

whoever the powers at be… to make sure that they’re doing the right thing 

Facilitator: okay… so I would like you to read these statements here and say which one most 

closely reflects your own opinion… the benefits of shale gas fracking far outweigh the risks… 

the benefits of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the risks… the benefits and risks of shale 

gas fracking are about the same… the risks of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the 

benefits… the risks of shale gas fracking far outweigh the benefits  

Participant N: I would say the top one… the benefits of shale gas fracking far outweigh the 

risks 

Facilitator: why does that one most closely reflect your opinion  

Participant N: because I would like to think that it’s been investigated enough to carry on with 

it  

Facilitator: okay… so… would you be happy to live near a fracking site  

Participant N: I’m happy where I live at the moment… I wouldn’t like to live right on it where 

those houses are being built… because I feel as if there’s more of a risk to them  

Facilitator: so if you were living in those houses you wouldn’t be happy living there 
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Participant N: I wouldn’t be happy living there… I wouldn’t be there in the first place  

Facilitator: so you wouldn’t be happy to live there 

Participant N: no definitely not 

Facilitator: but you support the use of fracking  

Participant N: yeah because they’ve got a choice… those houses are new… they’ve got a 

choice those people  

Facilitator: what about in Little Plumpton where they were already in their houses and their 

right next to the drilling site… they don’t have a choice because they were already living there 

before the fracking started  

Participant N: (2)… I wasn’t aware of that situation until you’ve just told me… I’m aware of it 

now because you’ve just told me… erm (2)… no I wouldn’t be happy… but if I had to protest I 

would protest in a sensible way… not in the way that people have protested on Preston New 

Road 

Facilitator: okay fair enough… so moving on… do you think that other energy technologies 

should be developed and invested in  

Participant N: yes 

Facilitator: which ones… would you say more fossil fuel technology or more renewable energy 

technology  

Participant N: renewable energy  

Facilitator: okay… why  

Participant N: progress again isn’t it  

Facilitator: okay cool… so are you aware of the siting process that they went through at 

Preston New Road… where initially the local council rejected Cuadrilla’s application to drill 

there… but then Cuadrilla went to the national government to appeal that decision… then the 

national government overruled the local council’s decision and granted Cuadrilla permission to 

drill at Preston New Road 

Participant N: yeah I’m aware of that  

Facilitator: okay fabulous… so with that in mind… do you approve of the way the UK national 

government have handled the issue of fracking in Lancashire  

Participant N: I think so yeah  

Facilitator: okay… so you approve the national government’s decision to overrule the local 

council  

Participant N: yes  

Facilitator: how come  

Participant N: I just think it’s progress again… we need progress… we need to move forward 
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Facilitator: so you’re not bothered that they overruled the local council or the majority of the 

people that voted against fracking at Preston New Road 

Participant N: well again… I wouldn’t move to the area that’s for sure… but if I were already 

living in the area… I would have probably… I mean who knows what you’re going to do in a 

situation like that… you just don’t know until that situation arises for you… but if I was going to 

protest… again I would protest in a sensible way… differently to the way that those who have 

been protesting on Preston New Road have… but again we need progress all the time… 

we’ve got to move forward 

Facilitator: okay so… in terms of Cuadrilla asking for planning permission and putting it to the 

community… do you think that the community’s opinion was listened to by Cuadrilla and the 

national government  

Participant N: (4)… it would be listened to… and I would like to think that again the 

government… researched it… in depth… to be able to… so that when they gave their 

permission for the drilling to go ahead… that there was enough investigation to outweigh the 

risks that would affect those people  

Facilitator: so with the majority of the community not wanting the fracking site there… do you 

think they were listened to  

Participant N: yes I do… I think the government… I would like to think that the government had 

listened to them in depth  

Facilitator: but they still overruled their decision  

Participant N: yeah I would like to think that they listened to them in depth… but like I say if 

there’s been enough research  

Facilitator: so do you think that enough research justifies overruling the local community’s 

decision  

Participant N: again I’d like to think so… I mean the government does make mistakes… 

everyone make’s mistakes… but if they’ve gone ahead with it 

Facilitator: but could you not argue that by the government going ahead with fracking 

anyway… they’ve not listened to the community very well… since they didn’t want fracking  

Participant N: well they obviously think that they haven’t been listened to  

Facilitator: yeah  

Participant N: and that wouldn’t be annoying wouldn’t it… really annoying… because if you’ve 

already got a house there and you’re right near the site… then you’ve just got to sit back and 

wait to see what happens… what can you do about it… because if you put your house up for 

sale you’re not going to get the price that you asked for because of that situation going on 

around you  

Facilitator: yeah fair point… so given that the government did overrule the local council’s 

decision… do you think that the protests are justified 
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Participant N: they’re justified to protest (2)… you know anyone is justified to protest in a 

sensible way 

Facilitator: so you don’t think they’re doing it sensibly now  

Participant N:  no I don’t think they’re doing it sensibly… they all need… the people that… the 

way I see it is that those people on Preston New Road pitching up tents by the side of the 

road… they’re creating a situation that’s dangerous for the traffic… I know that the traffic has to 

come down to 20mph… and I know some people were doing 20mph or whatever… but it 

created a situation because there were little kids there running about… and you know it was 

just… I felt… I felt strongly about that because if you’re going to protest you need to do it in a 

sensible way… you don’t need to be there siting there drinking cups of tea and chattering whilst 

there’s kids running about and stuff like that… it’s probably why they need to police there to 

keep law and order… which there wasn’t law and order because I’ve seen the police on many 

occasions when I’ve been passing having to deal with groups of people  

Facilitator: yeah that’s a good point… so with that in mind… do you think that the siting 

process… by the siting process I mean deciding where to frack… needs to be improved… for 

example maybe opening up the process a bit more… make it more transparent and 

cooperative… or maybe engage members of the public more 

Participant N: well… I understand that there’s only gas in certain areas of the country 

Facilitator: yeah that’s right… there’s some gas down south as well as the north  

Participant N: so… they couldn’t sort of frack on the moors or anywhere like that  

Facilitator: no they have to frack where the gas is… but the North West doesn’t have the only 

gas deposit in the UK 

Participant N: no… no… I wonder why we’ve got more gas over here than anywhere else  

Facilitator: it’s to do with the geology and the history of the area and how it was formed… but 

there are also trillions of tonnes of shale gas deposits in other areas of the country as well  

Participant N: hmm yeah… like I say… the ideal situation would to have done it out…  way out 

in the country away from people… and away from people and where they live (2)… but 

because they’ve found that gas in this area… I still think they’ve got to go for it 

Facilitator: so do you still think that the whole process of deciding to drill there… would you 

improve it in any way… so the process of deciding that we will drill there… like the process of 

consulting people about it and the process of engaging the community about it… would you 

improve it 

Participant N: well they’ve consulted all… they’ve got in touch with all the people concerned in 

the area… but it amazes me why they’re building in the area… why are they building houses 

in the area when they know that… the powers are be are saying that there could be a risk... 

there could be a risk… so if I were… if I were a builder… a house… a developer and I were 

buying land in that area to build… say 100 houses or something like that (2)… those people 

who have bought the land to build houses to sell onto people… they must have gone into… well 
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it would be silly not to… they must have gone into deep investigation as to… before they even 

bought the land to see if it was worth buying in the first place 

Facilitator: you said before that you’ve not received any information about fracking 

Participant N: yeah  

Facilitator: do you think that could be improved… the way they consult people in the 

surrounding areas 

Participant N: well… it’s alright putting leaflets through people’s doors (2)… but if they’re not 

interested in it… they’re just gonna pick it up from the front door where it’s been posted 

through… walk through to the back and shove it in the bin at the back… but if… if there’s 

enough information… i.e. through the tele… I mean it’s been on the tele… but it’s not been 

widely publicised has it… and if you were to see it on the tele prior to all this not waiting until 

they’re ready to start drilling it… but years in advance as to what they were going to do and it 

were brought to the attention… you know we get enough adds on the tele… if it came on 

instead of ads and stuff like that… then you’d be more inclined to take an interest in it if you like 

(2)… but a leaflet to be passed through the front door… and you don’t know what the heck is 

fracking… it’s a dirty word isn’t it… and you pick the leaflet up and think ooo what’s this about I 

don’t understand that… straight through the back door and in the bin 

Facilitator: yeah cool… that’s very interesting… so now moving onto the penultimate 

question… do you think that fracking is a local or national issue… or both  

Participant N: I’d say national issue 

Facilitator: why  

Participant N:  well it’s going to affect the whole country (3)… but if they’re going to benefit 

from it financially… cheap electricity and so forth (2)… then it’s going to affect the whole country 

isn’t it 

Facilitator: uh hmm… you said earlier that the risks would impact people living closer to the 

fracking site more severely… does that change your opinion on whether fracking is a local or 

national issue  

Participant N: well in that sense I think it’s a local issue more so than anything   

Facilitator: okay… so would you say that fracking is both a national and local issue then  

Participant N: yeah… because once you think about it in depth… it is quite complex… and 

there are a lot of things that are linked together which are hard to separate… so in that sense… 

it becomes very challenging and hard to identify just one problem in isolation  

Facilitator: yeah that’s very true… and very interesting (2)… so finally… remember at the start 

of this interview when I asked you about how favourable your opinion on fracking was… 5 being 

very favourable and 1 being very unfavourable… after your interview… the ranking exercises… 

the sheet abd the videos helping you to understand fracking a little bit more… has your opinion 

changed  

Participant N: no I’m still a 5… I still believe that we need to progress  
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Facilitator: okay… so you’ll be pleased to know that the interview has now finished… I would 

like to thank you again for your time and your brillaint attitude to get stuck in and involved… 

especially since you initially didn’t know a lot about fracking… you gave some really interesting 

points… particularly about improving public consultation and recognising fracking as a complex 

issue… if you are interested in any of the results of my dissertation please let me know and I will 

contact you and give you a copy of my results… as for now… do you have any questions? 

Participant N: oh thank you… I found it quite interesting learning a bit more about fracking… I 

would definitely say that I now know more 

Facilitator: oh that’s great  

Participant N: as for questions… no I don’t have any  
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D.5 Transcript 3 (19/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this interview… it is part of my 

dissertation research…. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it…. Just a quick reminder that your identity and responses will 

be kept anonymous throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the 

interview at any point you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned… the interview will 

also be recorded to aid with transcription later… before we begin do you have any questions? 

Participant M: no I’m ready to begin 

Facilitator: okay great… I’m going to start off with a few questions that aren’t related to 

fracking… do you feel like you belong to the community where you live? 

Participant M: yeah  

Facilitator: why? 

Participant M: erm… because it’s a village and I’ve been involved with things like the gala in 

the past…. Erm we get invited to meetings about housing developments and we have a village 

hall for the community… we have a local primary school and a local shop and all those local 

things.. everybody kind of knows of people  

Facilitator: okay cool… to expand a little bit… do you feel as if you can influence decisions that 

affect the area where you live? 

Participant M: erm… yes… because once I wrote a letter to the council when we got a letter 

about a local development at the back of my street… and I wrote in protest about the effect it 

would have on the bird wildlife  

Facilitator: would you feel less attached to the area where you live if it were to change…. For 

example if the wildlife disappeared or the land use changed? 

Participant M: (2) yes probably because I like it… we have a bridle path near us where we can 

go… and we have a wildlife nature reserve on our doorstep at Marton Mere… erm so if any of 

that changed I’m not sure if I would still like to live round here… no 

Facilitator: are other places in the world just as important to you as the area where you live? 

Participant M: yes of course they are 

Facilitator: why are they just as important to you? 

Participant M: because they’ll be different but they’ll have different natural habitat for things 

that don’t live round here… they are different to where I live but it doesn’t mean they’re any less 

special… they’re all special in their own way  

Facilitator: you’re putting a lot of emphasis on the wildlife… is that a big thing for you? 

Participant M: yes I would say so… because I’m a member of the RSPB and I do like wildlife… 

I enjoy the countryside and I like the great outdoors… I do like the British countryside  
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Facilitator: so would you not like it if the countryside as you know it… changed? 

Participant M: no… I want it to keep as green as possible  

Facilitator: so you wouldn’t welcome any developments on it? 

Participant M: well I understand that developments are to some degree inevitable because of 

increase in population and what not and houses have to be destroyed and new ones have to be 

built… and when there are new houses and developments and higher populations… obviously 

new infrastructure needs to built like schools and shops roads and things like that 

Facilitator: so you accept that the countryside has to change? 

Participant M: yes… it’s inevitable  

Facilitator: so would you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about the 

environment? 

Participant M: erm (5)… concerned no… but I enjoy the environment that we’ve got… I don’t 

know whether I’m erm… (2) proactive enough or have the inclination to do anything about it… 

when perhaps I should do really  

Facilitator: so do you believe that climate change is happening? 

Participant M: climate change… well there’s a lot in the media about climate change erm (2)… 

I believe it’s happening to some degree yeah… because there’s so much media coverage on 

it… it’s not something I have looked into and researched myself… erm but I do believe that 

these people… scientists… who are coming up with it… they’re not just anybody are they… so 

there must be something in it… erm… how much of an effect it has on the Earth I’m not sure… 

it’s not something I really know a lot about 

Facilitator: do you believe humans are having an impact on the climate? 

Participant M: erm we’re bound to be yes… but I’m not sure if it’s as big as an effect than some 

people would lead us to believe 

Facilitator: okay… so I’m going to move onto some questions about fracking now… how much 

knowledge do you have about fracking currently? 

Participant M: very little… do you want me to tell you? 

Facilitator: yeah you can give a brief overview 

Participant M: okay… so I understand that there are several sites across the county… there is 

one near us… the Preston New Road site…. Then the nearest one after that is probably miles 

away…. they’re not everywhere… erm but I believe that’s the one in Lancashire… (2) I 

understand that they’re drilling for what they call shale gas… as an energy source… erm and I 

believe there is a lot of controversy as to whether it’s been researched enough… like the 

harmful effects on humans or the environment 

Facilitator: okay… so would you view shale gas as a clean energy? 

Participant M: what do you mean by clean? 
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Facilitator: well the most unclean energy sources are fossil fuels like coal and oil… whereas 

clean energy is seen as better for the environment and consists of technology like wind turbines 

and tidal energy 

Participant M: oh okay… well in that case… no… I would view shale gas as dirty… because 

they’re drilling and going into the ground… so it’s invasive  

Facilitator: some say that shale gas is a transitional fuel from coal and oil to renewable 

energy… because shale gas produces less CO2 than coal and oil for the same amount of 

energy generated… would that change your opinion on whether or not shale gas is viewed as 

clean? 

Participant M: erm (3)… possibly yeah… although I think more research needs to be done on 

it… is it done in any other parts of the world? 

Facilitator: yeah fracking takes place in America 

Participant M: and what’s there research… have they researched it more than us? 

Facilitator: Well they’ve been doing it for over 40 years… but there is a lot of controversy over 

whether or not it has been well regulated because of some of the impacts fracking is claimed to 

have caused…. Anyway moving on… how favourable or unfavourable are your overall opinions 

or impressions of shale gas ‘fracking’ currently… 5 very favourable and 1 being very 

unfavourable? 

Participant M: well I would say one… between one and two because… erm (2)… there are 

other methods of energy… and other methods that we can use that are better… I don’t know…. 

Erm (3)… and it’s just not seen… its seen as unfavourable by a lot of people isn’t it 

Facilitator: okay… so would you say you support the use of shale gas fracking? 

Participant M: I wouldn’t say I support it… and I wouldn’t say that I’m anti it… I’ve probably just 

got a lazy complacence about it… and erm just presume that it is safe and let them get on with it  

Facilitator:  so would you support it on a UK wide scale where it was developed nationally all 

around the country? 

Participant M: not until it was proven to be safe 

Facilitator: would you support the use of it in Lancashire? 

Participant M: no because it’s on the doorstep isn’t it  

Facilitator: so the fracking site being closer to you makes you support it less? 

Participant M: yeah because we might get the effects first before anyone else if there are any 

nasty side effects 

Facilitator: so would you rather it be developed somewhere else first? 

Participant M: no I’d rather it not be developed at all  

Facilitator: you’ve sort of answered this already… but do you believe that more research 

should be taken out on fracking to better understand the process before it can be implemented? 
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Participant M:  yeah yeah absolutely… because we just don’t know if it’s harmful to people or 

the environment  

Facilitator: okay great… I’m now going to give you a fact sheet with a bit of information about 

fracking on it… along with a couple of risks and benefits… I would like you to have a read of it 

and then tell me your thoughts at the end 

Participant M:  okay 

READS SHEET 

Facilitator: have you read it all? 

Participant M: yes I’m done 

Facilitator: okay great… what thoughts came to mind when reading the text? 

Participant M:  well it was interesting to know erm… (2)… that it’s a rock they go into… I didn’t 

really know that… erm also I didn’t know that it could increase global gas reserves by 40%... 

erm the benefits sound quite good… especially the fact that shale gas burns more cleanly than 

coal and oil… that’s about it 

Facilitator: so has anything surprised you from reading that? 

Participant M:  erm I didn’t know it could cause earth tremors  

Facilitator: if you remember a couple of years ago there was a couple of minor earthquakes 

Participant M:  yeah 

Facilitator: well there is reason to believe that they were attributed to Cuadrilla test drilling  

Participant M:  oh really… I didn’t know that… other than that… nothing else really surprised 

me  

Facilitator: okay that’s fine… now I would like to move onto a risk ranking exercise… I’m going 

to give you a number of cards with different risks listed on them… I would like you to rank them 

in order of severity… the most severe risk being at the top and the least severe risk being at the 

bottom…. Is that okay? 

Participant M: yeah that’s fine 

PARTICIPANT SORTS CARDS 

Facilitator: okay… so why have you ordered them in the way that you have? 

Participant M: erm air pollution and health I’ve put together at the top because they are both 

synonymous… if you’ve got air pollution it’s obviously going to affect people’s health 

Facilitator: do you know some of the health impacts fracking is predicted to cause? 

Participant M:  yeah things like respiratory illnesses and airway diseases from the air 

pollution… but also if there are birth deformities like its’s been reported in the US… then 

obviously that’s a concern… but the air pollution… it’s not just a concern for humans… it’s also 

effecting the environment and... ozone layer and climate change possibly 
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Facilitator: if you’re mentioning climate change… how come you have ranked it quite low 

down? 

Participant M:  oh right… well perhaps that should be up there then  

Facilitator: there’s no right or wrong answer  

Participant M:  oh yeah yeah I know (4)… impact on economy… obviously if there’s a negative 

impact on the economy that’s not good for us as a country… erm but if there’s a positive 

impact… you just don’t know… so I’m not sure about that one (3)… waste water could pollute 

local water resources… well obviously we don’t want erm chemicals in the water and perhaps 

that’s the cause of the health impacts and the birth defects possibly… so you don’t want 

polluted water because it will make people ill… (2) erm I’ve put wildlife disruption slash 

disappearance high up-ish… because wildlife is important for the environment… not just for 

people enjoying it… but for the food cycle and… we need it for…. If you get rid of wildlife it can 

affect lots of things like…. It’s all part of how we live and if we lose one aspect of it… like if we 

lose tree’s we wouldn’t have oxygen and it would affect the air… just like wildlife going… it 

would break a chain in the cycle of life or whatever you call it… erm the ecosystem…. So it 

would affect wildlife humans everything… because if we didn’t have one or two species it might 

have a negative impact…. (2)… okay so moving on to impacts of treating waste water… please 

can you explain this a bit? 

Facilitator: yeah sure… so basically what it means is… is that the waste water from fracking 

needs to be treated in order for it to go back into the water system or to be consumed by 

humans… this has both and environmental and economic cost as a lot of energy is required to 

treat the water… the energy required costs a lot of money and also needs to be sourced from 

somewhere… usually fossil fuels…. Which contributes to climate change as they release 

greenhouse gases when burnt… there is also a risk that not all of the chemicals are removed 

from the water and they then enter the environment  

Participant M:  so the energy required to treat the water isn’t worth generating the energy from 

shale gas 

Facilitator: not that it’s not worth it… but it takes a proportion out of it… it’s all about balancing 

it 

Participant M:   high water demand… I was putting all these water ones together… is that 

water needed for the process? 

Facilitator: yeah they inject the water into the rock 

Participant M:  okay… well we obviously don’t want to be using more water than we should 

be… because that can have an effect on the environment  

Facilitator: would you say that the high-water demand is a particular issue round here? 

Participant M:  well possibly… because we do have droughts… where there are things like the 

hosepipe ban… but we also have a lot of flooding…. So possibly yeah (2)…. Earth tremors and 

land subsidence… obviously that is really bad… because it could change the whole way the 

land lies… it could affect houses as well… erm… it’s dangerous isn’t it.. it can be really 
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dangerous… roads have been known to collapse and things haven’t they….. (3) okay so we’ve 

talked about climate change…. I should have put that up higher…  

Facilitator: why? 

Participant M:   because it ties into air pollution… but also the wildlife… the economy… the 

water… everything really… so maybe I should have put it first because it sort of determines 

everything (3)… noise pollution… well nobody wants to live next to a noisy place… and not just 

that… it could have an effect on your hearing ultimately… people who have noisy jobs have 

been known to lose their hearing 

Facilitator: would you be able to tolerate the noise pollution? 

Participant M:   erm no I wouldn’t… so I’m not sure why I’ve not put that higher… but I can’t put 

everything at the top can I haha 

Facilitator: would you tolerate noise more so than the earth tremors? 

Participant M:  (3)… no… I wouldn’t like it at all if it were noisy where I live… it would affect 

your calmness and wellbeing…. And your hearing like I said earlier (2)… right so moving onto 

impact on services 

Facilitator: do you think that there is an impact on services already? 

Participant M:  yeah I do especially with the police…. Because one time when I drove past the 

protestors I think I counted about eight police vans at the protest site… and you know there 

wasn’t just one in each… there were about two or three police officers in each van…. So I would 

say that the police resources are being wasted on the protestors when they could be doing 

other stuff 

Facilitator: would you say that the protests are justified? 

Participant M:  erm well they’re trying to make a point… erm because they’ve tried other 

methods… but it seems to me though that the trucks they’re trying to stop going into the sites 

and all the equipment and what not… they’re still getting through anyway… even with the police 

being there… so it’s a bit futile I would say… but the protesters feel as though… erm… they 

need to do it to be heard…. (3) so moving onto impact on infrastructure… obviously yeah the 

extra roads and traffic etc are costly... with more cars and work vehicles and what not….. (2)… 

erm unsightly drilling sites…. I’m coming to the bottom now… Well yeah they’re ugly and what 

not…. Suppose we can put up with unsightly drilling sights because you don’t have to look at 

them… but if I had to pass them every day I might think differently….. impact on people’s place 

identity and attachment to area… so yeah… if they started drilling round here… I wouldn’t be 

happy at all I don’t think 

Facilitator: would it change the way you would identify to the area? 

Participant M:  yeah… I wouldn’t be happy to say I live in such a place… like I am now 

Facilitator: so would it make you feel less attached to the area? 

Participant M:  yeah I would think uh god I don’t like it here anymore… and I would want to 

move probably… I wouldn’t be happy telling people where I live no…. and the impact on 
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people’s house prices… yeah I wouldn’t be happy if it meant my house price went down… but I 

think in the grand scheme of things… that’s the least of your worries isn’t it 

Facilitator: okay that’s great…. I would now like to move onto benefits of fracking…. Again I’m 

am going to ask you to rank some cards… but this time they will have benefits of fracking 

written on them and I would like you to rank them in order of most beneficial…. The most 

beneficial being at the top and the least beneficial being at the bottom…. Okay? 

Participant M: yep… there’s a lot less benefits aren’t there 

Facilitator: It would appear so yes 

Participant M: right… I’ve finished  

Facilitator: happy with the order 

Participant M: yes 

Facilitator: okay… so please explain your order 

Participant M: okay so… I’ve put increase UK’s energy independence and security at the top… 

yeah if that’s a benefit… that’s got to be good because it’s something we can export… I also 

know at the moment that we import a lot of our energy from other countries… so we can use our 

own gas… and if it’s really effective we can export it… so it would improve our economy and 

give us security… so yeah obviously that’s a good long-term thing 

Facilitator: do you think it’s quite important then that we have our own energy security in the 

current global climate? 

Participant M: yeah definitely … because we need something that we can do… erm 

independently rather than buying it in…. particularly with Brexit because they can start 

increasing the prices of things can’t they… and it adds to the UK energy mix… so we’ve got 

different forms of energy then haven’t we… we’ve got a choice… erm… not so much a choice… 

but options if one of them had a problem or something… life wouldn’t stop would it because 

we’d have different options (2)… erm this one… acts as a transition fuel or a bridge between 

fossil fuels and renewable energy… so you’ve kind of got the best of both worlds there… it’s 

neither a fossil fuel or…. 

Facilitator: shale gas is a fossil fuel… do you understand what that benefit means? 

Participant M: erm no not really  

Facilitator: well fossil fuels are like your traditional coal and oil and renewables are like wind 

turbines and tidal energy… shale gas is seen as the middle because although shale gas is a 

fossil fuel… it releases less greenhouse gases for the same amount of energy produced 

compared to coal and oil… so it’s argued to be used as transition fuel whilst in the meantime 

renewable energy technologies are being developed 

Participant M: ah I see… I understand that now… I think I’ll keep it in the same position (3)… 

obviously lowers electricity bill prices… that’s good because they’re really sky high at the 

moment and everyone would like lower bills (2)… it will provide jobs… yeah because it’s an 

industry 



159 

 

Facilitator: do you think that fracking will provide jobs locally or nationally? 

Participant M: nationally I should think if they’re going to be doing it all over 

Facilitator: what about just in terms of Lancashire with the proposed sites here…. Do you think 

the jobs provided will be local or national? 

Participant M: (3)… well they’ll just be local won’t they… unless there’s any bureaucracy or 

anything needed for it  

Facilitator: if the jobs were local… would you rate this benefit any higher than you have done 

already? 

Participant M: no it would still be there I think (3)… okay so moving on… communities living 

near the site will receive £100,000 for community projects…. That’s not a lot at all for a 

community is it…. £100,000 is nothing… just like it’s nothing for Cuadrilla… I mean if they were 

giving £100,000 per family then that would be more reasonable… but £100,000 is absolutely 

nothing… you wouldn’t get much with that at all… you wouldn’t even get a building or a 

village hall or anything would you… I would say that’s a kick in the face… an insult  

Facilitator: so would you not be happy with that compensation? 

Participant M: no… absolutely not… I’d tell them to beep off haha 

Facilitator: haha so moving on… after you’ve ranked all of those benefits and risks… do you 

think that the benefits and risks will impact everyone equally? 

Participant M: no… because everyone has got different priorities… and everyone has different 

ways of thinking… everyone has different circumstances… some people have families some 

people haven’t… so I think some of them will be common… but others will be an individual basis  

Facilitator: what about in terms of risks… for example you ranked health impacts and air 

pollution quite highly… do you think that they would impact everyone equally… in terms of the 

local area… also water pollution and high water demand… would they impact everyone the 

same (2)… because obviously the energy generated from this shale gas will be used and 

benefit nationwide… but would the risks/  

Participant M: the risks will be a lot worse for the people living close by compared to the rest of 

the nation because they’re nearer to it… so yeah definitely worse for the local people… they’re 

nearer to it and more exposed to it 

Facilitator: would you say that’s fair? 

Participant M: no… because the people in Lancashire have to endure the risks for the rest of 

the country to have energy… and is that worth it? It’s not fair until a lot more research is done… 

it’s not fair to expect the people of Lancashire to do that and to be guinea pigs and to put up 

with all those disadvantages 

Facilitator: so what if somebody said to you that the fracking in Lancashire is for the greater 

good… what would you say to that? 

Participant M: I’d say prove it 
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Facilitator: so do you not have a lot of trust in it? 

Participant M: no I don’t think so… that it’s for the greater good… they’d have to have a good 

argument for it… no I wouldn’t trust it  

Facilitator: so what you’ve just done with the fact sheet, the risk and benefit ranking and what 

you knew about fracking already… which would you say most closely reflects your opinion… the 

benefits of shale gas far outweigh the risks… the benefits of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh 

the risks… the benefits and risks of shale gas fracking are about the same… the risks of shale 

gas fracking slightly outweigh the benefits… or the risks of shale gas fracking far outweigh the 

benefits 

Participant M: erm the last one… the risks of shale gas fracking far outweigh the benefits  

Facilitator: why? 

Participant M: well there’s a lot less benefits… (3) I’m not kind of… erm (2)… secure in the 

mind that they’re right… erm… there just seems to be a lot more risks… especially living closely 

(3)… and I’ve also noticed that most of the risks are environmental and most of the benefits are 

economic  

Facilitator: good spot… so on that note… do you think that avoiding harm to the environment 

should be given priority or should economic growth be given priority…. Or none 

Participant M: hmmm that’s a difficult one isn’t it (2)… so what you’re saying is… do you think 

economic growth should be given priority… or protecting the environment (3)… well protecting 

the environment is good for the future… but on the other hand… so is economic growth… that’s 

good for the future and future generations… they both are… hmmm so it’s a tough one that isn’t 

it…. And that’s the dilemma… that’s the dilemma… I’ll have to kind of sit on the fence for that 

one I think…  

Facilitator: yeah it’s tough isn’t it… it depends on the one you value more doesn’t it 

Participant M: yeah well this is it isn’t it… but its not about valuing the economic situation 

now… it’s about the future economic position of the country isn’t it 

Facilitator: yeah… and also to play devil’s advocate… some argue that without an environment 

to support human life… you wouldn’t have an economy anyway as you wouldn’t be able to 

live… but then people also say that without money… you can’t protect the environment  

Participant M: hmm… well I think I’ll have to stay undecided on that and I’ll have to think about 

it haha 

Facilitator: haha that’s understandable…. Okay so moving on… would you be happy to live 

near a fracking site? 

Participant M: well I do don’t I… but I should think we live about 8 miles away… but I still think 

that my house is in the direct radius zone of impacts… oh my goodness…. (4)… erm would I be 

happy to live… well I guess yes… because I am through ignorance 

Facilitator: well I don’t mean happy as in content… but would you be able to put up living next 

to a fracking site… or would you rather it were somewhere else 
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Participant M: well I guess I’d have to put up with it because I am putting up with it… but even 

if fracking was developed somewhere else… it’s still the same situation isn’t it… although it’s not 

me… it’s still affecting other people and other communities (3)… I’m trusting… I’m trusting that 

the government have done their research and they’ve been well informed… whether it’s by 

Cuadrilla or by other sources… I’m trusting the government  

Facilitator: do you not think the government may have a bit of vested interest or bias? 

Participant M: well yeah… especially if there’s economic growth to be had 

Facilitator: it’s a tricky one isn’t it… lets move on… are you aware of the siting process and 

how it happened… how it was decided that Cuadrilla would be allowed to conduct hydraulic 

fracturing in the certain locations around the Fylde coast and Lancashire? 

Participant M: erm please can I have a quick refresh haha  

Facilitator: haha yes that’s fine… I’ve got a quick fact sheet explaining the process… 

essentially the local council rejected Cuadrilla’s proposals to frack in the Fylde area as the 

majority of Fylde residents voted against it as well as many other people in the area who 

opposed it… but the government.. the secetary of state in particular… overruled that decision 

and then gave Cuadrilla the go ahead to frack after they launched an appeal… and as a result… 

there has been a continuous protest at the Preston New Road site because the national 

government overruled the local government  

Participant M: right I see 

Facilitator: so with that in mind… do you approve of the way the national government has 

handled the issue of fracking in Lancashire? 

Participant M: well if what you’ve told me is right and they’ve just gone to… well it sounds like 

they’ve just gone to councils who haven’t put up a fight at the time 

Facilitator: well they did oppose it 

Participant M: right… well why have we ended up with it then… and other places haven’t  

Facilitator: do you think that the national government should have done anything differently? 

Participant M: perhaps they should have let the public know before it all started… we should 

have been more informed… you know like we were about the advantages and disadvantages of 

Brexit well… well that’s debatable whether we were well informed… but in terms of fracking… 

they should have done more to inform us with more leaflets and things (2)… I don’t know if the 

general public knew enough about it all 

Facilitator: so would you say there was a lack of information provided? 

Participant M: yeah 

Facilitator: do you think that the community were listened to? 

Participant M: clearly not no… because they had all these meetings and whatnot and planning 

meetings… erm…. But in the end they just disregarded what they said 
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Facilitator: do you think that the actions by the government could instil a lack of trust in the 

whole fracking process? 

Participant M: yes… because the government are just going to do what they want to do 

Facilitator: so do you think the public should have more involvement? 

Participant M: yes definitely 

Facilitator: and given the fact that the national government overruled the decision… do you 

think that the protests are justified? 

Participant M: do I think the protests are justified… erm (4)… some form of protest is justified 

but I’m not sure about the way they’re going about it 

Facilitator: why? 

Participant M: camping out in tents gypsy style and causing disruption to the local 

community… they’re actually causing more disruption with traffic jams and all sorts of things at 

times 

Facilitator: I know that some of the protestors are arguing that the disruption the protestors are 

causing now in terms of traffic jams… is a lot less than the disruption caused by fracking… what 

do you think of that? 

Participant M: well yeah yeah possibly… but erm (3)… I’m not sure how else they could protest 

because it’s quite an active and aggressive protest… (2)… it’s not as passive as it perhaps 

could be… but then they’re argument is that the government wouldn’t listen otherwise… (2) so 

yeah… it’s one of them  

Facilitator: so do you think that the siting process should be improved… maybe open the 

process up a bit more or for the process to be more transparent and cooperative… or maybe 

involve the public from the very beginning? 

Participant M: yes that would be very good to be more transparent and open 

Facilitator: do you think it would create more trust? 

Participant M: yes… because even if they were to outline the risks and the benefits… if they 

were more honest about it… it may instil more trust from the beginning  

Facilitator: so remember at the beginning when I asked you about how favourable your opinion 

of fracking was on a scale of one to five… one being very unfavourable and five being very 

favourable… after doing this interview and the included activities… has your opinion changed at 

all? 

Participant M: I would say I am still the same… still around one or two 

Facilitator: okay cool… and finally…. Would you say that fracking is a local or national issue? 

Participant M: it’s a national issue… although it sounds like it affects locals more so… but 

everybody should be bothered about it… because it could have impacts on the whole 

environment… (3) I think that the risks are national because a change in the environment… and 
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the climate and everything… could affect the whole nation and the rest of the world… so I think 

fracking is a national issue… but it’s more of a pertinent issue for the locals because there are 

more risks involved… risks such as the water pollution and everything like that and the 

possibility of the health impacts 

Facilitator: okay great thank you… that concludes our interview… I would like to thank you 

again for your time and you’re wonderful attitude to get stuck in and involved… you gave some 

really interesting opinions… if you are interested in any of the results of my dissertation please 

let me know and I will contact you and give you a copy of my results… as for now… do you 

have any questions? 

Participant M: no… none at all… glad I could help 

Facilitator: okay thank you again… I very much appreciate it 
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D.6 Transcript 4 (Interview 20/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this interview… it is part of my 

dissertation research…. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it…. Just a quick reminder that your identity and responses will 

be kept anonymous throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the 

interview at any point you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned… the interview will 

also be recorded to aid with transcription later… before we begin do you have any questions? 

Participant L: nope… I’m ready to start  

Facilitator: okay great… I’m going to start off with a few questions that aren’t directly related to 

fracking… so please don’t get confused haha 

Participant L: okay haha 

Facilitator: okay so… do you feel like you belong to the community where you live? 

Participant L: erm (3)… yeah 

Facilitator: why 

Participant L: erm I know people on my street I talk to people on my street… my neighbours… 

erm (2)… yeah I speak to dog walkers in the area so I feel like I know quite a few people  

Facilitator: do you feel as if you can influence decision that affect the area where you live 

Participant L: no 

Facilitator: how come 

Participant L: because I’m not really involved in the… in like community groups or discussion 

groups or anything like that  

Facilitator: do you want to be or is it just because you don’t know where to go 

Participant L: erm well both… I don’t really know where to go and I’m not that fussed about…. 

Well I am fussed… erm (2)… one I don’t know where to go and two it’s not that I’m not fussed… 

it’s just erm… what I say isn’t probably going to influence anything anyway  

Facilitator: okay… so do you feel attached to the area where you live 

Participant L: yeah 

Facilitator: in what sense 

Participant L: I’ve been here for nearly fourteen years now so… it’s erm (3)… it’s an area 

where I’ve been living in throughout part of my childhood and early adult life… so (2)… yeah 

Facilitator: so the length of time you’ve been here makes you feel more attached 

Participant L: yeah… I know the area well and I know the people in the area so I guess it 

makes me feel more attached  
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Facilitator: would you feel less attached to the area where you live if it were to change… for 

example if the land use changed or if the wildlife disappeared  

Participant L: (2)… erm… yeah I guess so… especially if the fields… the dog walking fields 

behind my house and the horse fields were removed say for… for building more houses 

etcetera… I think it would make me appreciate the land a lot less… well less appreciative of 

where I live I mean  

Facilitator: so the countryside behind your house behind your house makes you feel more 

attached to where you live 

Participant L: well yeah it’s easy access to walk the dog and it’s round the corner and it’s a 

nice area as well  

Facilitator: do you enjoy being in that space 

Participant L: yeah I like the countryside  

Facilitator: okay cool… so are other places in the world just as important to you as the area 

where you live 

Participant L: erm… yeah of course (3)… erm I feel like all places should be treated fairly and 

have a say in what goes on in their own personal communities  

Facilitator: so would you feel less attached to another place that wasn’t where you lived 

Participant L: well yeah you’d obviously be less attached because you don’t live there… you 

don’t know the people and you don’t know what it’s like… so I guess you’re always gonna be 

more attached to your place or be a bit more bias towards your place… but it doesn’t mean that 

you don’t care about other places… it just means that your more attached to your own  

Facilitator: okay… so do you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about the 

environment 

Participant L: (2)… erm (3)… I would say so yes to a degree… like I don’t litter or stuff like 

that… so in that sense I try my best not to contribute to things that can impact the 

environment… but I’m not a fanatic like ecowarrior  

Facilitator: would you say that you actively do things to reduce the impact you have on the 

environment 

Participant L: how do you mean 

Facilitator: well like… do you recycle… do you walk where possible… do you turn electrical 

appliances off when not in use… stuff like that  

Participant L: erm… in terms of recycling… we put the correct stuff in the correct bins that get 

taken by the bin men so… is that classed as recycling 

Facilitator: yeah if you put them in the recycling bins and not the general waste bin  

Participant L: yeah okay… so I recycle… I don’t always turn off electrical appliances… but 

that’s just bad habits… I don’t do it purposely to harm the environment… and yeah I don’t drive 
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either… so I’m pretty good not contributing to carbon emissions from cars and vehicles… so I 

tend to walk to quite a lot of places 

Facilitator: okay… so are your more concerned about your local environment or the global 

environment 

Participant L: (2)… erm (3)… erm it’s a tricky question really (2)… I would say obviously the 

global environment is more… more so… not more important because it all sort of… even local 

environments contribute to the global environment… but I would say I consider the global 

environment more important because… it can affect everyone in the world… everyone who lives 

in the world rather than a specific area  

Facilitator: okay… I’m going to move onto questions surrounding fracking now… which will 

hopefully seem more relevant to you now haha 

Participant L: okay  

Facilitator: how much knowledge do you have about fracking currently  

Participant L: very little 

Facilitator: can you tell me what you know 

Participant L: what about Lancashire or just in general 

Facilitator: just in general to begin with  

Participant L: okay… well fracking is when they… dig and frack for shale gas… in order to erm 

(2)… it’s a… urgh (3)… they use the shale gas for oil I think… is it oil… I think they use it for oil 

and gas… they use it to power different things… but it’s really difficult… well not really difficult to 

get hold of… but it’s quite dangerous to try and get out of the ground 

Facilitator: okay cool… so what do you know about fracking in Lancashire? 

Participant L: I know that a company called Cuadrilla… they erm… they proposed that they’ve 

found a few shale gas locations which have been clustered in and around Blackpool… and 

erm… they’ve proposed to come and export it… or whatever they do… and then they would 

obviously once done… sell it on to different companies or whatever for energy (3)… and erm… 

there’s also… the government put in a erm (2)… sort of a referendum for the people of 

Blackpool and Fylde and… to vote whether they wanted fracking or not… and the vote was 

overwhelmingly no… yet the government overturned it anyway… which is why there are loads 

of protests going on  

Facilitator: okay fabulous… so do you view shale gas as a clean energy… do you know what I 

mean by clean  

Participant L: good for the environment  

Facilitator: or better… yeah  

Participant L: erm no… I don’t know why… but people have told me it’s not… yeah I would say 

no… because people have told me that it’s not clean… I think it’s not clean because of the way 
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it’s exported from the ground… because it can cause earthquakes etcetera and stuff like that… 

and also when it’s being used… the gases it gives off into the atmosphere… they’re harmful 

Facilitator: okay cool… so currently… how favourable or unfavourable are your overall opinions 

of shale gas fracking… 5 being very favourable and 1 being very unfavourable  

Participant L: erm… I would say I’m somewhere around three or two… because I don’t really 

know enough about it to comment really… I know there are positives and negatives to fracking 

shale gas… and some people say the positives outweigh the negatives whilst the negatives 

outweigh the positives… I mean there’s always going to be different views… but yeah I don’t 

know enough to comment… because I don’t know all the positives and all the negatives… so I 

can’t really work up a decision for myself on that one  

Facilitator: okay fair enough… if you had to vote or had to respond… how would you answer 

the question… do you support the use of shale gas fracking in the UK 

Participant L: erm… I would say no… because of the risks it takes to actually frack… like it can 

cause… I know a few negatives it can potentially cause are earthquakes and earth tremors… 

erm and also it can… supposedly cause greater risks to serious illnesses like cancer because of 

the poisonous gases that come out whilst extracting the shale gas (2)… so it’s not a safe 

thing… I wouldn’t say I support it… but if there’s no other options (3)… then I guess it’s 

something you’ve got to live with… but if… I guess it’s just a cheaper option than spending 

money on investing in renewable energy (2)… which isn’t the right way to go really… but I 

wouldn’t say I support it  

Facilitator: cool… an interesting point there… so would you say that more research should be 

taken out on fracking to better understand the process before it can be implemented 

Participant L: erm… yeah… I think that when they’re potentially setting up… erm shale gas 

fracking sites… I think that they should send out leaflets to people in the local… in the local 

places where they’re doing it… so they tell the local communities all about it and maybe hold 

meetings in local community centres so they engage with it and see what they think about it… 

and then I think they should hold a vote in every single place where they decide to frack the 

shale gas… and then actually stick with the result… rather than overturning them 

Facilitator: so do you believe that more scientists need to research fracking and its potential 

impacts 

Participant L: yeah I would say so… because some of the risks are unknown… or are just 

speculative accusations… so before actually commencing fracking… we should know all the 

positives and all the negatives that could potentially happen… rather than ifs or buts… which 

we’ll have to find out in 30 years… and also what the effects actually were  

Facilitator: okay cool… so I’m going to give you an information sheet now about fracking with a 

couple of benefits and risks listed… I want you to have a read of it as I’m going to ask you a bit 

about it afterwards… okay 

Participant L: yeah cool  

READS SHEET  



168 

 

Facilitator: okay… so what thoughts came to mind when reading that sheet 

Participant L: erm (2)… I think it was very informative of shale gas actually is  

Facilitator: did that give you some clarification as to what it is 

Participant L: yeah… I now know it isn’t oil… I know that it is gas that is extracted from a rock 

called shale… and there are some advantages of it that I didn’t know… for example it burns 

more cleanly than coal and oil… so it releases less CO2 into the atmosphere… but it still does 

release a considerable amount of CO2… and I pretty much knew most of the risks on the sheet 

anyway 

Facilitator: okay… so did anything surprise you 

Participant L: erm… I didn’t know it produces less emissions than coal and oil… but other than 

that… nothing really surprised me  

Facilitator: okay… so I’m now going to ask you to do a risk ranking exercise… I would like you 

to rank these cards which have risks written on them… I would like you to put the risk you think 

as most severe at the top of the list… and the least severe risk at the bottom… is that okay 

Participant L: yeah sure  

RANKS CARDS 

Facilitator: okay… so please can you give a rationale as to why you have ordered the risks in 

the particular order  

Participant L: we’ll start with the one that I put as the most severe 

Facilitator: okay  

Participant L: so first is health impacts… because I feel like our health is obviously more 

important than anything else really… because I don’t know (2)… I just feel like our health is 

more important than getting gas… that is not necessarily needed and sort of seen as a cheap 

way out… rather than paying and spending money on renewables  

Facilitator: do you know what sort of health impacts fracking is believed to cause  

Participant L: I know there is a potential risk… apparently a lot of them aren’t actually 

confirmed… but I think it’s just like… obviously erm air pollution so it can cause respiratory 

problems potentially… and I think erm (2)… supposedly there is a lot of talk that it can cause 

cancer and other illnesses as well 

Facilitator: okay cool… I wouldn’t disagree there 

Participant L: what I put second was wildlife disruption or disappearance… I think this is one of 

the most important ones as well… because if one species within the ecosystem is disrupted… 

then that doesn’t just disrupt them… it disrupts the whole ecosystem… so for example.. y’know 

(3)… if there were no frogs… then they wouldn’t eat the flies and then the flies would just grow 

and grow and grow and it would just become a problem for pesticides and stuff like that… and I 

also I think wildlife is a part of local communities and where your from… and it’s nature as 

well… so I think that’s pretty high up… because if wildlife was disrupted… then we’re even more 
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like… what’s the word… urbanised than what we think if we’re not even bothering about the 

wildlife and nature  

Facilitator: do you value nature quite highly then 

Participant L: (2)… erm I would say I do yeah… sort of… because I feel like animals are just as 

important to the planet as we are 

Facilitator: okay  

Participant L: third is impact on global climate change… I put that pretty high because the 

effects that it can have impact everyone in the world potentially… so obviously the shale gas 

that is fracked goes on to be used in power stations… which reduces CO2 emissions… which 

goes on the affect global climate change… so… which we all know the… well most of us know 

the potential impacts of global climate change 

Facilitator: so would you say that fracking is good or bad for global climate change  

Participant L: bad… I wouldn’t say that the fracking itself is bad… I mean it’s not good because 

it can potentially cause earth tremors and wildlife disruption… so it is quite bad the actual 

fracking… but I would say the more dangerous part as well is… once it’s fracked and used in 

power stations… that’s when it contributes to climate change even more because of the CO2 

that’s released  

Facilitator: would you say that fracking and shale gas has lesser impact on global climate 

change compared to coal and oil or would you say that fracking is still bad  

Participant L: fracking is obviously still bad… but from the sheet I read before… it’s less… it’s 

not as bad as fossil fuels like coal and oil… but it’s still bad… and it’s still seen as a cheap way 

out rather than spending money on renewables… which are much more sustainable to the 

environment  

Facilitator: okay cool… good point  

Participant L: okay… so the next one is waste water pollutes local water sources… I put this 

pretty high cos of the health risks again… the health impacts to people if the local water sources 

are polluted… then that can have devastating effects on people who drink the water… I don’t 

know if there’s a gas or element in the water that enters the human body can be deadly 

potentially… I mean an example from two or three years ago actually in Blackpool… where 

people couldn’t use tap water for like a week… people couldn’t have water for about a week 

because of bacteria in it… so it just shows that effects to local water resources… it near enough 

effects the whole town 

Facilitator: do you think that the pollution of local water resources effects the wildlife as well 

Participant L: yeah yeah… wildlife as well because they drink from the rivers…  and fish as 

well who live in the rivers and stuff like that 

Facilitator: uh hm okay  

Participant L: next I did air pollution… purely on the fact that it represents gases that fracking 

gives off to the atmosphere… the gases that people obviously breathe in… which I think is 
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probably the biggest contributor to possible respiratory problems because of the gases that are 

entering the body… so it’s not good for the lungs or the body in general (3)… earth tremors and 

land subsidence… I put that one next… but I wasn’t sure if it meant like really violent or big 

earth tremors  

Facilitator: do you remember a couple of years ago when there was an earthquake here… 

2011 I think it was  

Participant L: oh yeah  

Facilitator: well it was around two on the Richter scale and that was caused by Cuadrilla testing 

drilling sites… it was only minor  

Participant L: could it get worse 

Facilitator: nobody knows really… it’s hard to predict  

Participant L: well I guess if nobody knows and there’s a serious earth tremor… that’s why I 

put it quite high… not too high because I don’t think there’s a chance of a serous earthquake… 

but I think if there’s a chance of an average… or mediocre earthquake… I think it can still be 

quite harmful to houses… especially old ones… and maybe the older generation who aren’t as 

able on their feet (3)… okay so the next one I did was impact on the economy purely because of 

the fact it’s erm (3)… are these considered negative or positive  

Facilitator: I put this one in purely as a curve ball to see what you made of it… if you don’t 

consider it as a risk… then you don’t have to include it in your list if you don’t want to  

Participant L: yeah okay… I guess I put impact on the economy quite high because I saw the 

card related to house prices… would they be increasing… if so… it would mean people would 

have less money if they’re having to pay more for houses  

Facilitator: it’s actually predicted that house prices in the local area will drop 

Participant L: oh really… well I think I’m going to get rid of impact on economy because I’ve not 

quite worked out what impacts it would have yet… I guess it’s one of those things that you only 

understand and find out whilst it’s actually happening  

Facilitator: okay that’s perfectly fine  

Participant L: okay so the next one I put was impact on services… this is because I’m currently 

serving as a special constable for the Lancashire Constabulary and I know how much the police 

are stretched with protestors who are just being pure stupid and not even using their brains at 

all… it’s not even the people… it’s not anti fracking protestors who are actually doing it… it’s 

other protestors from around the country that come as well just to cause agro… I’ve forgotten 

what the group is called… but it’s got quite a lot of members and they just go to local protests to 

cause a stir and to sort of (3)… provoke the police… and erm (2)… yeah… that’s why I put that 

quite high because its’s a strain on the police and they have to use more staff… police are 

having to do ten to fifteen hour shifts… I mean if they’re on a night shift from 10pm till 7am… a 

lot of them have to go at 7am in the morning to watch the fracking protestors until 12pm the next 

day… so yeah (3)… okay so the next one… impact on infrastructure… I put that one next… 

please can you explain it a bit  
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Facilitator: yeah sure… so it basically means that there will be extra traffic going by… for 

example extra cars on the road due to the fracking site workers commuting to work… the lorries 

carrying all the equipment and gas to and from the site… also the extra services that will be 

needed round there such as shops… and also the effect this has on the road surfaces… more 

roads may have to be built… or existing roads widened… more traffic lights or roundabouts… 

whether or not the current infrastructure can cope with that extra demand  

Participant L: erm (4)… I think I’ll probably take that one out as well 

Facilitator: so you don’t think that the fracking site will have an impact on infrastructure  

Participant L: erm no… well if there is… I’m struggling to see how so… I’ll just take that out… 

not because I’m ruling it out… it’s purely for the fact that I’m not that clued up on it (3)… so next 

I put impact of treating waste water (2)… what does that mean  

Facilitator: it means having to remove that chemicals that they’ve put in the water during the 

drilling process so that the water is then safe for general consumption and to be in the 

surrounding environment  

Participant L: yeah I’ve put that there purely for the fact that the chemicals… if… it’s just extra 

work to remove the chemicals… and obviously they’re not going to be able to remove all of the 

chemicals out of the water… and if that ends up in local rivers… then it can have effects on the 

wildlife (4)… and people wouldn’t be able to obviously drink the water again  

Facilitator: okay 

Participant L: next one is high water demand… I put that one pretty low because… I just didn’t 

really see it as a major risk or impact compared to health impacts or destruction of wildlife 

habitats or impact on global climate change… purely for the fact that because there is plenty of 

water to go round… so I put that pretty low (3)… and then I put these things down here… well 

I’m going to take impact of people’s house prices out because I wasn’t too sure about that… 

because I thought they would increase rather than decrease  

Facilitator: why did you think they would increase  

Participant L: because… I don’t know… I just thought they would  

Facilitator: well what do you think would have made them increase... in terms of fracking  

Participant L: I don’t… erm (2)… I honestly don’t know why I thought that because decrease 

would be the most obvious option  

Facilitator: why  

Participant L: because the potential health risks and noise pollution and where some of the 

house are based it would bring the house prices down significantly  

Facilitator: okay… so do you still want to keep it out 

Participant L: (3)… erm (2)… yeah I’ll keep it out because I’m not that clued up on it  

Facilitator: you don’t have to be clued up on it to include it  
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Participant L: nah I’ll keep it out because if I do it more appropriately represents what I’m doing  

Facilitator: okay that’s fair enough  

Participant L: okay… so the last three… I didn’t really consider that important because it’s just 

sort of… it’s not exactly harmful to people like physically… but I do understand how in a way it 

could be more of a nuisance… so I put noise pollution from gas extraction point third from 

bottom…. Obviously it would be annoying for a lot of noise pollution to be near your house or in 

the background continuously… but it’s not near the top because I didn’t consider it as a serious 

sort of physical risk… or I didn’t value it as high as the others (2)… second from bottom is the 

impact on people’s place identity and attachment to the area (3)… purely for the fact I think… 

that just because they’re fracking there… they’re not ruining (3)… I know that they’re potentially 

damaging the sort of environment… it’s not… I don’t think that I should affect people’s place 

identity and attachment to the area  

Facilitator: okay… why not 

Participant L: because you still live there… say if you’ve lived there for several years… I don’t 

see why you should suddenly start losing like… your attachment to it or identity… cos like the 

fracking sites aren’t permanent are they… I understand that it can be a hindrance and can 

potentially make you feel like you don’t sort of belong there anymore sort of thing and feel 

connected to the community… but I think that because it’s not permanent that it isn’t that much 

of a problem  

Facilitator: okay fair point 

Participant L: and then last I put unsightly drilling sites (3)… I’m sure that like bird watchers or 

nature watchers would regard this one quite highly but… I just didn’t think it was that important 

particularly  

Facilitator: so do you think you could put up with looking at them drilling 

Participant L: yeah… personally… but on someone else’s list it might be quite high… but on 

mine… it just doesn’t really bother me  

Facilitator: okay cool… so looking at those risks that you’ve ranked… do you think that they 

impact everyone equally 

Participant L: how do you mean 

Facilitator: well would… health impacts would they impact someone who is living really close to 

the drilling site… would they impact someone the same who is living 5 miles away from the 

drilling site… or would the impact on services impact everyone or just a few  

Participant L: oh… I would say from the list… that only… only the impact on global climate 

change is a global thing… I would say that everything else is mainly local 

Facilitator: so are you saying that the risks don’t impact everyone equally  

Participant L: I would say that the risks impact people who live local to the fracking sites a lot 

more than people who don’t live anywhere near it… because they don’t have to suffer from the 
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gases in the atmosphere… breathing in polluted gases and stuff like that… but it does impact on 

climate change potentially  

Facilitator: do you think it’s fair that people who live close or locally to the fracking site should 

be burdened with all these risks… whereas the rest of the nation who don’t live close to the 

fracking site who don’t have to burden these risks but still receive the benefit of the energy from 

the gas 

Participant L: no I don’t think it’s fair because the fact that the government did a vote and there 

was an overwhelming vote of no… against fracking in Blackpool and Fylde… I just think that it 

shows that they’re not really bothered about local communities… they’re not really bothered 

about us… like I said before they’re just looking for a fast cheap option… rather than investing in 

renewable energy and I don’t think it’s fair that the whole country benefits from this energy… 

which is still bad… but not as bad as coal and oil… when the people where the fracking sites 

are happening are obviously more exposed to respiratory problems and other risks 

Facilitator: okay yeah… that’s really interesting… I’m now going to move onto the benefits of 

fracking and I’m going to ask you to rank the benefits written on the cards…. I want you to rank 

them in order of most beneficial… the most beneficial being at the top and the least beneficial at 

the bottom… got it 

Participant L: yep that’s fine  

RANKS BENEFITS  

Facilitator: okay so if you’re done I would like you to explain to me why you have chosen the 

order that you have  

Participant L: okay so… I’ve put provides jobs first… at the top because I feel like obviously if 

jobs are given to people… like the builders and those who work on the drilling site… it obviously 

means that they’re not on benefits and that and a lot of the money is pumped back into the 

economy so… that’s why I put that at the top because I think it’s one of the biggest benefits  

Facilitator: do you think that the jobs will be provided locally or nationally  

Participant L: how do you mean  

Facilitator: do you think that the jobs will be exclusively for Fylde and Blackpool or do you think 

the jobs will expand nationwide  

Participant L: oh I think they’ll be jobs for people from around the country… because they 

won’t just focus on people in Blackpool to give jobs to will they 

Facilitator: would you still rate it the most beneficial if the jobs provided are nationally as 

opposed to just locally  

Participant L: yeah yeah  

Facilitator: okay fair enough  

Participant L: next I put increases the UK’s energy independence slash security… I put this 

here because obviously we get a lot of gas and fossil fuels at the moment from Russia and 

other countries like that… so us actually getting our own gas from our own country means that 
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we can control prices and stuff like that so… whereas if we had to rely on other countries still… 

they could just cut our supplied energy and gas and whatever or increase prices… and we just 

wouldn’t be able to do anything about it as a country… which would obviously damage our 

economy… which is why I put it as a high benefit (2)… next I put lowers electricity bill prices 

because if bill prices were to lower… it would mean that people would obviously have more 

money for themselves… which means the country becomes wealthier and people have more 

money which is always nice (2)… next I put adds to the UK energy mix because currently the 

UK has coal oil gas… nuclear… and a bit of renewable… so I just feel like fracking is not as bad 

as coal and oil… but its not as good as renewable energy… I think it is the start of moving onto 

renewable energy hopefully… but because shale gas isn’t as bad as other fossil fuels I would 

say that it is good that it adds to the UK energy mix (2)… and then acts as a transition fuel 

between fossil fuels and renewable energy… well like I said just then… it’s sort of… it’s good 

that were not purely on coal and oil on their own anymore… we are getting better-ish… but we 

need to focus more towards renewable energy (2)… and last… or the least beneficial… I put 

communities living near the site receive £100,000 for community projects… I felt like this was 

last by an absolute mile because it doesn’t matter about getting £100,000 if you’re breathing in 

toxic gases every day from fracking sites and… your wildlife and natural habitats are being 

destroyed around you  

Facilitator: would you say that £100,000 from Cuadrilla makes up for all the risks that fracking 

could potentially have  

Participant L: no… not at all… because what’s £100,000 if you’ve got people living in 

Blackpool and Fylde who are potentially at greater risk to respiratory problems and cancer… 

you know you can’t really put a price on that can you (2)… so what I’m essentially saying is… 

£100,000 is a bit of a kick in the face and it devalues people’s wellbeing, health and life… it’s 

sort of saying that we’re exposing you to all these poisonous gases in the air and water… and 

destroying your wildlife and what not… but we’ll give you £100,000 for community projects… the 

negatives outweigh the positives by a mile there  

Facilitator: well you’ve sort of answered my next question there haha… so from what you’ve 

heard about shale gas in the UK… which of these statements most closely reflects your own 

opinion (2)… the benefits of shale gas fracking far outweigh the risks… the benefits of shale gas 

fracking slightly outweigh the risks… the benefits and risks of shale gas fracking are about the 

same… the risks of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the benefits… the risks of shale gas 

fracking far outweigh the benefits  

Participant L: erm I would say that the risks of shale gas fracking slightly outweigh the benefits  

Facilitator: why  

Participant L: because there are… having started this interview… I would say there are quite a 

few benefits… good benefits… that it would potentially have on the UK as a whole… so sort of 

leaning towards renewable energy… not as much CO2... but it’s at the expense of potential 

health risks… erm it still contributes to global climate change because it does produce CO2… 

just not as much as coal and oil… and also it’s destroying the local environment… so that’s why 

I would say that 
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Facilitator: okay so when you were doing those ranking activities… did you notice anything 

about the risks and benefits… did you notice any themes or anything along those lines  

Participant L: erm I noticed that there were far more negatives than positives… and I also 

noticed that the risks were mainly potential health hazards and environmental impacts… whilst 

the positives were mainly to do with money… like lowers electricity bill prices… provides jobs 

etcetera  

Facilitator: yeah cool… so with that in mind… do you think that priority should be given to 

avoiding harm to the environment or priority should be given to economic growth… or maybe 

neither  

Participant L: I would say that the environment should be given priority… as well as… I think 

they should both be given priority without sort of interlocking or destroying each other (3)… I 

think both should obviously be prioritised because if you don’t grow as an economy you don’t 

grow as a country… but also obviously the wildlife and nature is a huge part of the country and 

fighting climate change as well because of the amount of trees… (2) and also some people 

argue that it if you don’t have economic growth… then you don’t have any money to invest in 

protecting the environment… but at the same time… people say that without the environment 

and protecting the environment… there would be no economy as the human race wouldn’t be 

able to survive… it’s all ifs and buts 

Facilitator: yeah that’s very true… it’s very complex isn’t it… I’m just going to move on a little bit 

now (2)… would you be happy to live near a fracking site 

Participant L: erm… personally no… although technically I already do… but personally no… 

because although a lot of the risks aren’t confirmed I just don’t think they would be… I just don’t 

think it would be appropriate and it would be an unnecessary risk to live there 

Facilitator: so would you move away  

Participant L: I wouldn’t move away… but I wouldn’t move there in the first place 

Facilitator: so you feel like you’ve been lumped with it 

Participant L: yeah… it is what it is isn’t it  

Facilitator: so would you say that you don’t like it but you’ll put up with it 

Participant L: yeah  

Facilitator: okay so in general… do you approve of the way the UK government has handled 

the issue of fracking in Lancashire  

Participant L: I think they’ve handled it abysmally to be honest… the fact that they give out a 

vote to the people of Blackpool and Fylde… and people overwhelmingly voted against it…. I 

think that the fact they’ve overturned it just shows that the government don’t actually value the 

people in this country… I think it’s a bit of a disgrace to be honest  

Facilitator: okay… so do you think that the community were listened to  

Participant L: no… not at all  
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Facilitator: do you think that their opinions were pushed aside 

Participant L: yeah… I think in a way they were listened to in a way… so the government were 

sort of saying that… if they vote yes… that’s great… we’ll go with it anyway… so I think they 

were kind of hoping that the people would say yes… but the fact that they said no… they 

government were like oh god what do we do now… we have to do it… we’ll just overrule it 

anyway  

Facilitator: so do you think that the public should have more or less involvement in the process 

Participant L: more involvement… there should be meetings explaining properly the benefits 

and negatives of shale gas fracking and also real formative votes should be taken out and 

counted and stuck with  

Facilitator: okay… so the fact that the national government overruled the local council’s 

decision… with that in mind… do you think that the protests are justified  

Participant L: I think that the protests are justified… and I think they’re very necessary (2)… but 

the fact that national protestors who don’t really care about the fracking have come over and are 

just lying in the middle of the road to provoke the police… I just don’t think is acceptable… I 

think that peaceful protests are justified and acceptable… but when it gets to stuff like that it just 

gets a bit ridiculous 

Facilitator: so as a member of the police… you obviously experience the protests quite 

frequently… would you say that the government have handled the protests as well as they could 

have  

Participant L: no I don’t think they have… because they’ve sort of ignored the protests and 

the protestors… and they’ve just left it to the police to deal with it themselves  

Facilitator: are the police given any extra support 

Participant L: no… the police have to work extra shifts to stop the people protesting 

inappropriately… so like lying in the road and obstructing highways so traffic can’t get through… 

it’s just ridiculous… it’s got nothing to do with the fracking… that’s just stupidity  

Facilitator: do you not feel like the protestors have done all they can… and the only way to get 

the government to listen… is to lie in the road… because their voices just haven’t been heard  

Participant L: yeah I guess… so that’s why I think that the government should get involved and 

listen to the community… because since overruling their voting decision… they’ve kept quiet 

about it and left it down to the police to deal with… which isn’t fair… and it isn’t fair on the 

protestors either  

Facilitator: interesting… okay so do you think that the siting process to decide where the 

fracking drilling sites are located needs to be improved… so the whole process to decide where 

to frack  

Participant L: no because either way they’re going to go wherever the gas is… and they’re 

going to go to different local communities… causing a stir there as well… so I don’t think there’s 

anything wrong with the actual process of deciding where to frack… but I still don’t think that it’s 

fair that the government have the right to decide upon someone’s risk to respiratory illness or 
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increase risk of cancer by choosing to locate fracking in x location… what gives them more 

autonomy or right to decide that big of an impact on someone’s life 

Facilitator: yeah yeah it really raises quite a few questions that doesn’t it… okay so I’m going to 

move onto the penultimate question… do you think that fracking is a national or local issue… or 

both  

Participant L: erm both…  I would say both because… local because of the impacts that it can 

have on people… wildlife… the communities as well… and nationally… because it’s still giving 

out CO2 emissions… it’s still contributing to climate change… in fact you could even argue that 

fracking is global on that basis 

Facilitator: yeah interesting… so would you say that the risks are predominantly local and the 

benefits are predominantly national  

Participant L: I would say so yeah… the risks are definitely more local… the benefits are 

mainly local but also national too  

Facilitator: okay… so to conclude with… remember at the start when I asked you about how 

favourable your opinion of fracking was on a scale of one to five… and you answered either two 

or three… after completing the ranking activities and being interviewed about fracking… has 

your opinion changed at all 

Participant L: no… it’s still two or three the same… because there are risks and there are 

benefits… but there always will be  

Facilitator: okay… so you’ll be happy to know that concludes our interview… I would like to 

thank you again for your time and your brilliant attitude to get stuck in and involved… you gave 

some really interesting points… especially about fracking being a global issue… if you are 

interested in any of the results of my dissertation please let me know and I will contact you and 

give you a copy of my results… as for now… do you have any questions? 

Participant L: haha thanks… and no I don’t have any questions  
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D.7 Transcript 5 (Interview 19/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this interview… it is part of my 

dissertation research…. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it…. Just a quick reminder that your identity and responses will 

be kept anonymous throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the 

interview at any point you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned… the interview will 

also be recorded to aid with transcription later… before we begin do you have any questions? 

Participant D: no… no questions I’m ready to begin  

Facilitator: okay great… so to begin with I’m going to ask a few questions that aren’t directly 

related to fracking… the first one being… do you feel like you belong to the community where 

you live 

Participant D: yes 

Facilitator: why do you feel like you belong  

Participant D: erm (2)… because I live here and erm… I feel comfortable in my surroundings… 

I like my home I like my environment and I like the place where it is situated… I feel like I fit in  

Facilitator: do you feel as if you can influence decisions that affect the area where you live  

Participant D: to an extent… yes… I have a vote in local elections… council elections… the 

same as everyone else really (2)… to a limited degree I have an influence… but directly… 

probably not 

Facilitator: okay… so would you feel less attached to the area where you lived if it changed… 

for example if the land use changed… for example agriculture to industry… or if the wildlife 

disappeared 

Participant D: yeah yeah… because it wouldn’t feel the same anymore… I mean one of the 

reasons I came to live here was because it is a semi-rural environment… if it became more 

urbanised or industrialised… it would be like living in a town or city… so yeah I would feel less 

attached  

Facilitator: okay yeah so you’d feel less attached… on a slightly different note… are other 

places in the world just as important to you as the area where you live 

Participant D: (3)… can you expand on that  

Facilitator: okay so the area where you live now… would you regard say… Nottingham as 

important to you as the place where you live now… it doesn’t have to be Nottingham it can be 

anywhere in the world  

Participant D: erm… so essentially do I value them as much  

Facilitator: yeah  

Participant D: no… probably not  
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Facilitator: why not  

Participant D: well I don’t live there… I don’t have any attachment to them… I don’t know 

anybody who lives there… I’ve never visited most places… they’re places I’ve heard of… but I 

probably feel a closer bond or a closer tie to the place and the environment that I live within… 

more so than a place that I’m not as familiar with… I think that could be the same for most 

people  

Facilitator: do you think that’s because if something happened in one of those areas it wouldn’t 

affect you 

Participant D: possibly  

Facilitator: okay so moving on… do you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about 

the environment  

Participant D: yes 

Facilitator: to what extent would you argue yes  

Participant D: these are very open questions… please could you give me a few leads 

Facilitator: okay so for example… do you care about climate change… erm the deforestation or 

the loss of wildlife  

Participant D: well yes… yes I do… because nobody wants to see deforestation or the 

destruction of habitat for wildlife (2)… I think it’s something most people are concerned about… 

whether or not they can do anything about it… is perhaps two different things… but yeah they 

will have thoughts and ideas and opinions about it… and concerns… but that’s probably quite a 

long way away from feeling like you can do something about it  

Facilitator: would you say you have an active role in trying to conserve the environment  

Participant D: directly actively no I don’t  

Facilitator: would you like to 

Participant D: erm if time permitted… if circumstances allowed for it… then perhaps yeah I 

would give it some consideration  

Facilitator: so generally, would you regard yourself as someone who is concerned about the 

environment  

Participant D: yes… just because I’m not in a position to do something about it directly doesn’t 

mean to say that I don’t care  

Facilitator: okay great… so now I’m going to move onto some questions around fracking… in 

particular Lancashire… so… how much knowledge do you have about fracking currently  

Participant D: limited  

Facilitator: please can you give a brief overview of what you know so far  



180 

 

Participant D: erm… well the extent to what I know is what’s been given to me by certain 

aspects of the media… certain aspects of the internet… what’s been broadcast to me on the 

news… radio stations that sort of thing… other people’s opinions… expert opinions 

apparently… so perhaps the formulation of opinion that I have is probably given to me by other 

people… if you’re asking me if I’ve done any independent research… then no I haven’t  

Facilitator: okay that’s fine… do you know that fracking involves drilling for shale gas 

Participant D: yes 

Facilitator: okay… so do you view shale gas as a clean energy  

Participant D: erm… yes… I appreciate it perhaps has potential drawbacks… that’s been 

highlighted and illustrated more than once by aspects of the media pressure groups etcetera… 

who are firmly against it… but at the same time… other aspects of the media other aspects of 

other groups if you will… governments for example have also kind of… erm… emphasised that 

the benefits are positive… or could be positive… for the economy… environment… well maybe 

not economy perhaps… but certainly for the economy (2)… and it’s (5) essentially it is clean 

energy but it can potentially have it drawbacks but I think that the benefits outweigh the possible 

drawbacks to it 

Facilitator: okay interesting… have you heard of shale gas being used as a transitional fuel  

Participant D:  (4)… no… I don’t understand what that means  

Facilitator: okay so basically it means that shale gas is being used as a transitional fuel from 

traditional fossil fuels such as coal and oil to renewable energy such as wind and tidal… 

essentially shale gas is to be used in the meantime whist more research development and 

investment occurs in the renewable energy technology sector… shale gas is being used in the 

meantime because it produces less CO2 for the same amount of energy created compared to 

coal and oil  

Participant D: so it’s only being used as a temporary measure  

Facilitator: that’s what the government say yes… the government are saying that shale gas will 

be used as a transitional fuel whilst renewable energy is being developed because it is a 

cleaner energy source than other traditional fossil fuels 

Participant D:  well that can’t be a bad thing can it 

Facilitator: well it depends on how you look at it 

Participant D: yeah I guess so  

Facilitator: okay so… how favourable or unfavourable are your overall opinions or impressions 

of shale gas fracking currently… five being very favourable and one being very unfavourable  

Participant D: erm four 

Facilitator: please explain  

Participant D: erm well… I understand that there is a great deal of concern around the 

extraction of shale gas… in particular the impact it has on the local environment… people have 
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suggested that it causes earthquakes… they’ve suggested it contaminates the local water 

supply… I’ve even read claims where flames have come out of people’s taps because of it in 

America… some of these may be a little bit dubious and erm… you know… particularly the 

flames coming out of the taps… I think it’s something that needs to be examined a little bit 

closer… but I think… my understanding is that fracking and shale gas is being erm… being 

successfully extracted in the USA… probably since the late 1940’s and… if this… you know if 

the extraction was going to be so much of a big problem with huge implications and drawbacks 

for everybody concerned… we would have heard about it by now… something would have 

happened… and at the same time… you have to consider which side of the fence are these 

scientists on who come up with these impacts… I mean do they have a particular agenda in it… 

it’s all got to be considered  

Facilitator: okay so you rated your opinion as four… does that mean that you would support 

shale gas fracking in Lancashire 

Participant D: yes I would… simply because I understand that there are trillions of tonnes of 

this stuff underneath us… and I think that we would be foolish and daft not to exploit the 

potential economic benefits that it would have for our country and the economy… just to close 

your eyes to that… and to sort of say… it’s too dangerous… it’s not worth the risks… I think 

that’s akin to the... well the luddites of the 19th century  

Facilitator: okay that’s an interesting comparison… would you say that more research needs to 

be carried out to better understand the process before it can be implemented  

Participant D: yes… yeah it can only be a good thing… there are potentially problems and 

unforeseen circumstances that need to be examined closely… more closely… just to establish if 

it’s going to be 100%... or as best as can be… safe to extract it without putting people at risk… 

yeah that’s got to be a good thing  

Facilitator: okay… so now I’m going to give you this information sheet… is has bit of 

information explaining what fracking is as well as a couple of benefits and risks… after you’ve 

read it I’m going to ask you a couple of questions on it  

Participant D: okay  

PARTICIPANT READS SHEET  

Participant D: done  

Facilitator: okay… so what thoughts came to mind when reading the sheet…were you 

surprised by anything or was it stuff that you already knew… did anything stick out to you   

Participant D: erm… there were one or two positive benefits that I wasn’t aware of (2)… this bit 

about natural gas burning more cleanly releasing less CO2 than other fossil fuels like coal and 

oil… and (2)… the positive impact on reducing climate change which is encouraging  

Facilitator: how do you understand it as reducing climate change  

Participant D: well it says here that because of the extraction of this particular gas… releases 

less CO2 and I understand the damage that allegedly at least CO2 has on the atmosphere… 

particularly the ozone layer… so erm… yeah that can only be a good thing 



182 

 

Facilitator: okay cool… so anything else from the sheet  

Participant D: (3)… erm I’m looking at some of the risk like the waste water… could pollute 

water… could could could… the key word there is could… it doesn’t mean to say that it 

actually will… but there is a possibility that it might… which is to me… isn’t a reason as to not do 

it… there are risks attached to any form of energy production or manufacture development… 

whatever you want to call it… but erm… you’ve got to kind of consider the benefits and the 

risks… if the benefits of production or extraction outweigh the risks… then I think you have to do 

it… simply for that reason alone  

Facilitator: okay… that’s an interesting opinion… so I’m now going to ask you to do a risk 

ranking exercise… I would like you to rank these cards which have risks written on them… I 

would like you to put the risk you think as most severe at the top of the list… and the least 

severe risk at the bottom… is that okay 

Participant D: yeah that’s fine  

RANKS CARDS 

Participant D: there’s one here missing  

Facilitator: what’s missing 

Participant D: well the risk of not extracting shale gas would that impact… or directly influence 

the cost of other fuels that are consumed in mainly gas and electricity… you know if we’re not 

extracting shale gas… then that could in turn mean that the cost of gas and electric are going to 

go up… exponentially… simply because there is a cheaper alternative available 

Facilitator: yeah that is a very valid point… I’m glad you’ve mentioned that because I’ve not 

looked at it like that before 

Participant D: yeah I think it definitely needs to be considered… right I’ll go onto explaining my 

order now 

Facilitator: okay great  

Participant D: I’ve only selected nine of them… out of a possible fifteen  

Facilitator: okay interesting… please explain your rationale 

Participant D: well the first one I’ve chosen as the highest priority is the… disruption to wildlife 

and the disappearance of the probable habitat for wildlife… which is something I feel quite 

strongly about… you know I wouldn’t like to see certain species… local species… unique 

species to that area put at risk… or even disappearing because of development for shale gas… 

whether or not I’d consider that an acceptable thing… I don’t know that’s one for your conscious 

and moral compass isn’t it… sometimes you’ve just got to accept that when things are 

developed and when things are improved and things come along… there is going to be a knock 

on effect and somebody or something is going to pay the price (2)… it’s happened before and it 

will continue to happen again… I don’t like to see it happen but if it’s going to happen… then… 

you know to quote a cliché… for the greater good (2)… second one is impact of treating waste 

water… erm for the environmental and economical reasons… I’m leaning more towards the  

cost of which… because I can’t help feeling that the brunt of that cost is going to be borne by 
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the local council tax payer and the tax payer for that area… I’m not really sure if that’s altogether 

fair… I mean if that cost was spread across the nation as a whole… you know say if the cost 

was borne by national government… central government… that may be a different thing… but I 

can’t help but feel that’s it’s going to be a case of… it’s happening in your patch… your local 

people should be paying for it… get on with it… sort of attitude… if you want shale gas… then 

that’s your price (2)… third one is impact on infrastructure for example extra traffic… yeah that’s 

going to be probably a knock on effect that you can expect… because there’s going to be extra 

traffic… more people.. more resources having to be put into that local area… I think that’s 

something you’ve just got to accept in any development in any part of the country and in any 

part of the world… that is always going to be a not a complication… but something you can 

always expect and it’s just something you’ve got to take on board (2)… it is a risk… but it is an 

acceptable risk and it’s one that you’ve just got to ignore (3)… health impacts is the fourth one 

I’ve chosen… erm yeah… there is a suggestion that fracking may impact people’s health 

indirectly… with the release of gases and stuff like that (2)… the research is that you’re still very 

much out on that… although there is a school of thought that’s says that there is already 

research and evidence in place that say that it does affect the rate of cancer… possibly… as I 

said earlier… fracking has been going on in America since the late 1940’s… whether or not the 

rates of various forms of cancers have increased or changed as a result of that… I don’t really 

know I’m not too sure… so the jury is going to be out on that one for me at least for some time 

to come… but it is a risk… I do accept that… so that’s why I put it fourth (2)… high water 

demand I’ve put that next… yes there is going to be a high water demand… but erm going back 

to impact on infrastructure… the provision will have to be put in place to supply the extra water 

that is going to be required to extract shale gas… yeah that’s going to have a cost attached… 

but that’s going to be borne by the company probably… that’s is going to extract the gas… it is a 

risk that’s why I’ve put it at number five 

Facilitator: where do you think the water used in the fracking process is going to be coming 

from… from your rationale there… you’ve only focused on the infrastructure aspect of it… what 

about the actual source of water… do you see the amount of water as a risk  

Participant D:  I mean there have been droughts in the past… in the UK summer where we’ve 

had to have hosepipe bans… that’s true yeah… but generally speaking we live in a very 

temperate climate here and we have more than our fair share of rainfall… we can have rainfall 

where in a day we can have a month’s worth… where it’s about 10-15mm quite easily… yeah 

there will be an impact on water demand… but I think we can quite easily accommodate 

comfortably… in this part of the world in the north west at least… where I don’t think an extra 

water demand is going to be an issue… I think we can meet that demand  

Facilitator: okay that’s a fair point  

Participant D: okay so sixth I’ve put air pollution… possibly… short term… whether or not that’s 

going to have a long term effect on people’s health living within that region… living within that 

area… that’s a possibility… but then again if you compare that to say the extraction of 

something like coal in bygone times because nearly all of the pits have closed… you think of the 

knock on effect the extraction of coal had… especially the people involved in the mining of it… 

yeah that certainly had profound impacts on their health… you know cancer rates that sort of 

thing… and I don’t know… I suspect that the effects of extraction of shale gas might be much 

less than say the extraction of fossil fuel like coal (2)… I’m thinking that it produces less CO2 so 
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perhaps produces less noxious gases that have a direct impact on people’s health… I don’t 

know that for certain… but erm… so far… like I said with reports I’ve heard and read… they 

don’t suggest shale gas has such a profound effect… but again… that may change (3)… okay 

so moving onto the seventh… I’ve put noise pollution from gas extraction point… yeah that 

might happen it probably will happen… and I think that’s an acceptable risk… if you talk about 

attrition rates… then that’s something you’ve just got to take on the chin… because if the 

economic benefits for that particular area and as the UK as a whole are positive… I know this 

sounds like a horrible thing to say… but tough… if you’re going to be a NIMBY… you’re gonna 

have to sell your house and move on… progress… you can’t stand in the way of progress 

Facilitator: when did you first hear of the term NIMBY 

Participant D: it’s been around for years… not in my back yard… yeah it’s an old one… it’s 

been around since they were opening coal mines I think  

Facilitator: ah okay I see  

Participant D: okay so the next one is pollution of local water sources… it is a risk yeah… and 

if it is proven to be the case… then obviously serious attention has got to be given to erm… 

what’s going in there and putting measures in place to prevent an stop that from happening 

again… we can’t have a situation where people are being poisoned basically… we’ve got to 

think about everybody who is consuming it from babies upwards to older people… can’t have 

that… and if that is directly linked to shale extraction… then I think we’re in a situation there 

where we’ve got to either do something serious and change things to improve the safety of it… 

or stop it all together… I think that’s too big an ask… even if it is economically beneficial for the 

country (3)… so next… impact on services for example the police… yeah you’re going to have 

an impact on services and strain on resources… whether or not funding and finances will be 

available from central government to provide that extra service is debatable… probably not… 

the kind of the owness is going to be on local council local government to find space in their 

budget to pay for these extra things… but positive impacts… if it means an increase in say 

employment in that particular area… then… it’s going to even itself out… alright you’re going to 

have to build extra roads extra houses to house the workers… you know business extra that 

sort of thing… it’s going to balance itself out… so it could have a positive impact on the 

economy the local economy… therefore in turn will have an impact a positive impact on 

services (2)… right… do you want me to come onto the risks that I excluded from my list  

Facilitator: yeah please… I’m interested to hear your rationale behind it  

Participant D: right okay… so… I’ve chosen seven negative risks if you like… erm and I’ve also 

got six risks which to me I don’t think they are risks… I’ll go through them in a random order and 

try and provie a rationale for each as to why I don’t think it is a particular risk or should be in the 

list at all (2)… erm so impact on people’s place identity and attachment to area… erm… I don’t 

think that will have too much of an impact on people’s place identity… simply because I can’t 

really see these developments being so great and so huge and such an imposing thing on an 

area such as a coal mine for example… if you go back to the 1940’s and 50’s and you look at 

the size of some of these pits which were being built in Nottingham and South Yorkshire… 

massive places… I’m not really too sure if a shale extraction site would be as big as that and I’m 

not really sure because of that it will have that much of an impact on people’s place identity and 

attachment to area… I don’t think its going to be that big where it’s going to be causing a 
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problem… I mean if it was an oil refinery or a petrol refinement site or something like that… then 

that would be a different thing (2)… another one is earth tremors and land subsidence… not 

convinced by that at all… yeah there has been reports about it… but I don’t know… I think 

there’s a lot of scare mongering going on there… and even if there are earth tremors and land 

subsidence now and again… you know I don’t think it’s one of these things that should stop the 

development and extraction of shale gas… I think that’s an acceptable risk (2)… another one I 

think that is an acceptable risk is impact on people’s house prices… tough… that’s the NIMBY’s 

coming through… I think you know going back to the greater good… you’ve got to have a 

positive impact on the economy… and if this shale extraction is going to be something that 

affects people nationally in terms of reducing their energy bills and things like that… locally if it 

has an impact on someone’s house price… hmm I’m sorry that’s not a reason  

Facilitator: so would you not be bothered if your house price decreased 

Participant D: I don’ think it will… if anything… the reverse could be true… because if these 

development sites were to turn into an economic boom… people are going to want to move to 

this area… to live in this area and work in these areas… which is going to have an impact 

because there simply isn’t enough supply to meet the demand and if that is the case… then the 

house prices in that area are going to escalate… that could actually be a good thing (3)… so 

unsightly drilling sites next… we’re back in the NIMBY territory again here aren’t we… if you 

don’t like looking at these things… then you’ve always got the option of selling your house and 

moving on… because there will be somebody who will buy that house… who isn’t particularly 

perturb at looking at a drilling site a couple of hundred yards down the road… it’s an acceptable 

risk… if you don’t like it move on (2)… the next one is impact on economy… local and 

national… I think this is that curve ball you were talking about… because I feel that this can 

have an impact… a positive effect on both local and national economy… certain national 

economy because if this shale gas thing starts to take off… from a government point of view it’s 

gonna be great and from a local point of view it’s going to be good also… and spread that 

across the board… if people’s energy bills are going to be reduced that means people are going 

to have more surplus cash to spend in other parts of the economy… and so that could be a 

good thing as well (2)… impact on global climate change… well as I just read it’s actually going 

to have a positive impact apparently on global climate change and the reduction of CO2… so for 

me that one is right at the bottom of the pile  

Facilitator: just for a bit of clarification… it doesn’t reduce CO2 it just produces less CO2 than 

other fossil fuels… it doesn’t reduce the impacts of climate change  

Participant D: well in terms of just framing this and talking about shale gas extraction… then 

that is better than coal extraction and oil extraction yeah… so for that reason… that’s why I put 

it at the bottom of the pile… I’m not trying to conflate it with oil and coal… but if we’re just talking 

strictly about shale… then the impact on climate change is better than the other too 

Facilitator: would you argue that shale is better than using renewables in terms of climate 

Participant D: (5)… probably not… but if you’re asking me whether I like to see wind farms all 

over the place… no I think they’re ugly… tidal energy… that could be a good thing… wind 

energy I don’t know… maybe a better way of extracting it than wind farms… I don’t know… I’m 

undecided on that  
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Facilitator: do you think all of these risks that you’ve ordered effect everyone equally  

Participant D: erm… yes… because I think… I mean yeah alright I’ve listed them there on my 

own agenda if you like… my own choosing… but erm I think the way I’ve ordered them would 

probably effect people like me mostly across the board in a similar way… whether or not they’d 

have the same opinion and whether or not they’d prioritise them in the same way that I have… 

that’s for individual choice  

Facilitator: so would you say that the risks you’ve identified would impact everyone equally… 

say if one person lived in Lancashire and another lived in Bristol… would a fracking site located 

in Lancashire impact them equally based on the risks that you’ve identified and ranked 

Participant D: no… simply because they live too far away  

Facilitator: okay… so would you argue that it is unfair that people of Lancashire are burdened 

with these risks when the rest of the nation benefit from the energy generated  

Participant D: no no… because not every area of the country has trillions of tonnes of shale 

gas sitting beneath them… so if you’re living in an area where that’s the case… then naturally 

and expectedly… the exploration drilling and extraction is going to take place where you live  

Facilitator: so would you say that the locals should have to put up with these risks for the 

benefit of the country  

Participant D: oh yeah yeah… why shouldn’t you… as I’ve said more than once… it’s for the 

greater good  

Facilitator: okay cool that was really interesting to hear your justifications… I’m now going to 

ask you to rank the benefits of fracking… I would like you to put the most beneficial at the top 

and the least beneficial at the bottom  

Participant D: okay sure  

PARTICIPANT RANKS BENEFIT CARDS 

Participant D: okay I’m done  

Facilitator: great… please will you explain your order  

Participant D: well in front of me I’ve got six potential benefits… it’s interesting how there were 

more potential negative risks as opposed to benefits (3)… so the first benefit I’ve chosen is 

increases the UK’s energy independence slash security… which can only be a good thing… 

erm as it is at the moment we are dependent on other countries for the supply… almost 

exclusively for the gas… the electricity we receive is owned by foreign countries… alright it may 

be generated here… but it’s certainly not owned by us… so therefore we are at the whim of 

external suppliers… the change in political climate could quite easily have an impact on how 

much we pay for our gas and electricity… gas in particular with electricity not that far behind it… 

so if we can put ourselves in a position where we are energy independent… producing our own 

gas and possibly our own electricity in the future… then that has to be a positive thing for all 

sorts of reasons (3)… second one I’ve put… provides jobs… yes it does… you know it provides 

jobs in our local area for the drill extraction that’s going on… plus all the auxiliary services going 

on that are attached to that to meet the demand at that particular time with the extraction and 
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the supply of machinery… the supply of equipment tools… everything you can think of that you 

would associate with a new business if you will… so that can only be a good thing… alright 

there’s been a suggestion that these jobs will be you know… farmed out or given to foreign 

workers possibly… but even so there’s going to be so many jobs provided to the local people in 

that area… plus it’s going to have a knock on effect or a particularly positive effect on that local 

area’s economy… catering in particular (2)… erm third one I’ve chosen is lowers electricity bill 

prices… yes it does… because that’s been demonstrated in the USA… where shale gas has 

had a direct knock on effect on everybody’s… I say everybody’s but certainly a fair percentage 

of gas consumers who are now paying less for their gas than they were doing before the 

development of shale gas extraction… which I’m optimistic will have the same effect here in this 

country… that’s a positive benefit (3)… acts as a transitional fuel or a bridge between fossil fuel 

and renewable energy… I’ve put this next… yeah it’s another positive and another good thing 

because as we move from the old to the new from the past to the future… shale gas is providing 

that bridge that conduit if you will between one and the other… okay there’s been a suggestion 

that it might not be the case and shale gas will be around for a bit longer than is currently being 

suggested... that remains to be seen… but then again having said that… if there’s trillions of 

tonnes of this stuff beneath us then it’s not going to be one of these things that goes within a 

couple of years… it’s going to be around for a generation or maybe more… but it depends how 

long you consider a transition period to be… 10 years 20 years 50 years 100 years who 

knows… but none the less… we’ll cross that when it comes to it (3)… next one… communities 

living near the site receive £100,000 for community projects… speaks for itself… I’m not sure 

who is committed to providing this money  

Facilitator: Cuadrilla  

Participant D: Cuadrilla okay… then right… if these… yeah they’ve said they’re going to do it 

and they’ve probably been held to that… I mean if they’ve actually stated that and put it in 

writing then they’ll have to do it… although to be fair I think that £100,000 is a little bit on the 

lean side… they could quite easily afford a million or a couple of million or a few million… which 

is probably more realistic… and if they were to suggest or offer that as an incentive I think that 

they could quite easily well… you know have a little bit more understanding and you know… not 

sympathy that’s the wrong word… but they could certainly… they’d probably receive less 

resistance from the local community if they were to offer more money (2)... like everything 

else… money talks doesn’t it 

Facilitator: so would you say if they had a larger compensation fund… then there wouldn’t be 

as much resistance  

Participant D: well for compensation see bribe… that’s what it comes down to… if they were 

able to offer enough money… to grease up enough palms… you know to stuff enough money 

notes into enough pockets... you know to keep enough people happy… then they would see 

far less resistance… this is what it all comes down to the money… and I can’t help but feel that 

however  much resistance there is initially… if a company can come along and say look if you 

let us dig in your back yard… here’s a big blank cheque for whatever amount of money you 

like… a few million quid… I think people will just say okay get on with it and if they’re only 

offering £100,000 then a lot of people are probably thinking you can afford more and this is why 

we’re protesting against you… so it is a positive thing… but it could be better (2)… okay next 

one… adds to the UK’s energy mix… yes it does… because essentially at the minute we’ve got 



188 

 

oil and gas (2)… and as far as I’m aware domestic concern is mainly oil and gas… if we can you 

know… going back to my first benefit there… if we can distance ourselves away from foreign 

gas suppliers… mainly the Russians… if we can distance ourselves away from that sort of a 

person Putin and become more gas independent where we can rely on ourselves rather than 

other people… that’s got to be a good thing and erm… if shale gas is available as well as 

electricity as well as gas as well as oil… and if we’ve got a fourth one to add into it… then yeah 

it’s going to create more choice and more options and potentially more savings for the 

consumer  

Facilitator: okay cool… have you noticed anything about the risks compared to the benefits 

Participant D: erm (3)… the risks seem to be more confined or concerned with impacts on 

environment and people’s living… not exactly living conditions… but well-being environment… 

whereas the benefits seem to be more concerned with the economic aspects… yeah they’re all 

financial… they’ve all got financial implications 

Facilitator: great spot… so on that note… would you say that avoiding harm to the environment 

should be given priority or economic growth should be given priority  

Participant D: economic growth… because I am a strong advocate for capitalism… capitalism 

provides growth… prospects and it provides jobs and it provides security… medium and long 

term… and I think shale gas is going to do that… there are going to be risks attached to that… 

but in the longer term I think we’re going to have to look towards more towards the long-term 

benefits rather than the short-term risks  

Facilitator: what if someone poses the argument to you… that without the environment you 

wouldn’t have an economy because the human race wouldn’t be able to survive in that 

particular environment… if you’re thinking long-term  

Participant D: erm… so you’re thinking about longer term impacts and risks to the environment 

(3)… I mean shale gas does still emit CO2 but it’s not an industry that’s in its infancy… like I said 

in the US it’s been around for 60 70 years… so already you’re into the medium term there in 

that particular country… I’m not sure about other countries… I think other countries are doing 

this as well 

Facilitator: it’s also banned in other countries too  

Participant D: yeah yeah I understand that… but erm… we’re into the medium-term impact on 

people there and their environment… but erm as of yet I’m yet to see any evidence that 

suggests it isn’t a viable option and it isn’t a viable proposition… and the risks are too great for 

the extraction and production to continue… so I’m thinking if that’s the case in America… then I 

think that could easily be the case in this country as well… there might be fears in the short-

term… but in the medium to longer-term… I’m not sure if they’re going to be borne out  

Facilitator: so would you say that the economic benefits outweigh the environmental risks  

Participant D: yes… in a word yes 

Facilitator: okay cool… so would you be happy to live near a fracking site 

Participant D: yes 
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Facilitator: would it not bother you 

Participant D: no no… I don’t think it would no… unless there’s some catastrophic event where 

there’s an explosion with a huge loss of life and floods and whatever else…and it just sort of 

becomes dangerous that you can’t even be near that place anymore… then yes I would be 

bothered… but if nothing else happens then I can’t see the problem  

Facilitator: do you think that other energy technologies should be invested in  

Participant D: yes… I don’t think we should put all our eggs in one or two baskets… I think we 

should be continually looking for alternatives… you know for fuel sources as time goes on we’re 

gonna need it… because alright there’s trillions of tonnes of this stuff underneath us but it’s a 

finite resource… it’s not going to go on forever… same with coal… it wasn’t going to go on 

forever and gas is going to be the same… I mean North Sea gas… I’m sure how we’re getting 

on with that but already we’re looking abroad for it because our reserves are running out  

Facilitator: would you support the investment in renewable energy technology  

Participant D: yeah definitely… as long as it doesn’t mean those bloody windfarms  

Facilitator: why 

Participant D: because I think they’re ugly haha 

Facilitator: some argue that fracking drilling sites are ugly  

Participant D: yeah but there’s not about 10,000 of them round the country is there haha… 

they’re everywhere you go… I mean I went on holiday and they’re everywhere… they’re all over 

Spain  

Facilitator: okay fair enough… so are you aware of how the siting process to decide to frack in 

Lancashire took place… in terms of the local council rejecting Cuadrilla’s initial proposition to 

drill in the area and then Cuadrilla appealing to the national government who then overturned 

the local’s council decision in 2015 and granted Cuadrilla permission to drill in Lancashire… 

specifically Preston New Road 

Participant D: yeah yeah I’m aware of it 

Facilitator: okay cool… so would you say you approve of the way the UK government has 

handed the issue of fracking in Lancashire  

Participant D: erm (4)… yes 

Facilitator: so you would support them overruling the local council’s decision  

Participant D: yes 

Facilitator: why  

Participant D: because I think national government has got a responsibility to look at… to quote 

a cliché… the bigger picture… they can’t… if they were to simply confine themselves to you 

know… kind of… abiding by the wishes of every local council and every local objection and 

protest and reasons why not to do something and I think it would be a case of nothing would 
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really get done… they’d always be some protest… there would always be some objection… 

there’s always a reason why not and I think the government are in a position… national 

government are in a position to arbitrate in these situations and consider the pluses and the 

minuses… the good and the bad and the risks and benefits and think well… is this going to be 

good for the country… is this going to be good for the UK… is this going to be good for the 

economy… and they’ve got to weigh up a far greater bunch of propositions and prospects than 

the local government have… and their in a position where they have to decide whether this is 

good for the country as a whole… and they’ll consider the protests and objections locally… and 

think well… is it a case of the greater good again… is this going to be good for the country and 

economy nationally… and if it is… I think they should go with it 

Facilitator: okay interesting points there… do you think that the community were listened to 

during the siting and planning process  

Participant D: yes because I think it’s the responsibility of any national government… any local 

council of anybody in that position of… influence and power if that’s the right phrase… but they 

are elected members… they’re in a position where they take onboard people’s opinions and… 

but nonetheless... they’ll take those things onboard they’ll listen to them… again like I said… if 

they consider that the benefits outweigh the risks then… it might be a case of… not exactly 

ignoring the wishes of the local people… but then again… they’ve also got to be considering 

everyone else who may be affected both economically and otherwise 

Facilitator: some people argue that despite the process being somewhat open with the 

allowance of local people input their decision… like you said earlier… the government did listen 

but then decided on the greater good… could you perhaps argue they’re doing a tick box 

exercise where they can say that we did ask for your opinion… but we’re not going to consider it 

Participant D: it’s possible… but I think that’s the cynical point of view 

Facilitator: okay fair enough… so the fact that the national government overruled the local 

council’s decision and the majority of the local people… would you say the protests going on 

now are justified  

Participant D: (2)… erm… well obviously the people who are protesting feel strongly about 

this… they have their reasons for protesting… but ultimately… it is a token gesture (2)… as far 

as I can see… they are going to stand in the way of progress… they are basically luddites… 

and I think rather than just saying no no no to any new technology that comes along… you’ve 

seen this in the past where people will object to it for all sorts of different reasons… and in the 

end those reasons those worries those concerns those fears have all been borne out… and it’s 

actually been a good thing it’s actually been a beneficial thing… so for those guys out there 

protesting yeah it’s their democratic right to protest… let them carry on with that… but really I 

think that… it’s harsh to say that I think they’re wasting their time… but they are… they’re 

standing in the way of progress and I don’t think they should be… well they should be able to… 

but let them stand and protest… but ultimately… I don’t think that they should be allowed to stop 

the development and the extraction  

Facilitator: would you say that in order to reduce the number of protests… the siting process 

and planning process needs to be improved… like should it be more transparent… more 

cooperative… with local people being engaged throughout the whole process of it  
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Participant D: yeah I’ve got no problem with that… you know transparency can only be a good 

thing… so people can see exactly what discussions are being held and what decisions are 

being taken and why they’re being taken… I think the people who are making these decisions 

have the responsibility and obligation to inform and explain to the local community the reasons 

why fully they have taken those decisions and provide a rationale for them… there’s no reason 

why not 

Facilitator: would you say that the handling of the whole fracking issue by both Cuadrilla and 

the government… would you say that it damaged trust between them and the rest of the 

community  

Participant D: well (2)… on the face of it… yeah… simply because there’s certainly quite a 

degree of mistrust there… where people who are opposed to fracking basically feel as if they’ve 

been… lied to… and kept in the dark… the truth hasn’t been told… and they can’t help feeling 

that all the time… all along there’s always been this agenda that this extraction this 

development this drilling that is going to take place no matter what they say or do and they 

probably feel as if they’ve been disenfranchised by the whole process and feel quite strongly 

about it… which is expected and which could have been remedied and countered by better 

transparency from the beginning… rather than just being economical with the truth and with the 

information that was provided  

Facilitator: okay some good points… so moving onto the penultimate question… would you say 

that fracking is a local or national issue or both  

Participant D: erm (3)… probably both because it’s local to one particular area but eventually 

it’s going to be national because it’s not just one particular area where all this gas has been 

identified… there are several different areas in the country… although it is interesting to mention 

at this point that the trillions of tonnes that have been identified in the south of England have not 

been earmarked for extraction at any time soon… it’s also interesting that they’ve headed up 

towards the north of the country… to initiate these developments before they move into the 

South East… so what will probably happen if it transpires that the developments in the north of 

England are all hunky-dory and everyone is okay with it and nobody dies and flames aren’t 

coming out the taps and cancer rates don’t increase… then you’ll see these develops creeping 

further south  

Facilitator: so would you perhaps say that the people in the north are being used as guinea 

pigs 

Participant D: erm (3)… yeah… yeah because the South and the South East are regarded as 

the economic powerhouse of this country and any government… irrespective of their colour their 

hue… has got to consider it’s votes it’s voters  and has to consider its position at the next 

election and potentially how many voters their going to lose… so if they start sticking up these 

drilling sites all over the South East and the South then that’s potentially gonna cost them 

millions of votes and they’re not going to put that at risk… however they are prepared to take 

that gamble in the North end of the country where possibly they don’t have any safe seats 

should we say in the next election… so yeah… from that perspective… its’s a gamble their 

willing to take 
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Facilitator: so could you perhaps also say that it’s an issue of environmental justice… whereby 

because the North… they’ve not got any guaranteed seats and the North isn’t as wealthy as the 

South  

Participant D: Exactly  

Facilitator: that it’s an issue of environmental justice 

Participant D: yeah… but I think it’s got more to do with losing seats in parliament and losing 

votes in the next election… rather than the environmental considerations to be fair… I think 

seats come first  

Facilitator: so would you say that government are more willing to impose the risks on the north 

rather than the south  

Participant D: yes 

Facilitator: okay some interesting points there… so now moving onto the final question… 

remember at the start where I asked you how favourable your opinion of fracking was on a scale 

of one to five 

Participant D: yes I answered four 

Facilitator: yeah… so after doing these exercises and having a discussion about fracking… has 

your opinion changed  

Participant D: no I’ll still rate it at a four 

Facilitator: okay… so you’ll be happy to know that the interview has now finished… I would like 

to thank you again for your time and your enthusiastic attitude to get stuck in and involved… you 

gave some really interesting opinions… especially about the greater good… if you are 

interested in any of the results of my dissertation please let me know and I will contact you and 

give you a copy of my results… as for now… do you have any questions? 

Participant D: thank you … and no… no questions from me just good luck in your dissertation  

Facilitator: thank you  
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D.8 Transcript 6 (Focus Group 11/08/17) 

Facilitator: Hello and welcome. Thank you for taking part in this focus group that I will be using 

for my dissertation research. It will focus around the social acceptance of fracking within the 

Lancashire area and aims to understand some of the complexity behind it… including some of 

the key perceptions surrounding it. May I remind you that your identities and inputs will be kept 

confidential throughout the whole project and if you wish to remove yourself from the focus 

group at any point, you will be allowed to do so and will not be questioned. Can I also remind 

you that anything that is said within this focus group discussion must not be shared outside of 

this group, as otherwise it would breach the confidentiality agreement. Also, participants may 

share opinions that differ to yours, but I urge you to respect their opinion and listen to them with 

an open mind. The focus group is also being recorded to aid with the transcription it later, so 

please only speak one at a time… Okay that’s enough from me… any questions? 

Participant 1: Nope  

Participant 2: No 

Participant 3: No 

Participant 4: No 

Participant 5: Not from me 

Participant 6: Nope 

Facilitator: Okay great… lets begin! I’m going to start off with a few short questions to ease you 

all into it haha… Do you feel like you belong to the community where you live? 

Participant 1: No… erm no one on my street really talks to each other… so I don’t really think 

that there is a community to be a part of  

Participant 4: erm I would say I do to a certain extent… like I chat to a few of my neighbours 

and I know a few people from my village… when I was younger I also use to attend the local 

youth club and played in the village with all the people I went to school with… I also feel like 

because I’ve lived here for over ten years and know the village well it makes me feel 

comfortable… so on that basis I would say like I belong… but then on the other hand… there 

are a few nasty people who live in the village and quite close to me who make you feel 

unwelcome and reluctant to visit parts of the village… also in addition to that… the village is 

changing quite rapidly in the sense that there are a lot more houses being built and I’m afraid 

that the expansion in size may weaken the close community feel within the village 

Participant 5: yeah I would say I’m similar in that sense… although I don’t live in a village so 

there isn’t such a strong community feel… but neighbours still chat to one another (2)… I mean I 

wouldn’t say that there is an explicit community feel… but my neighbours look out for one 

another… to a certain extent haha 

Participant 6: I would say that I don’t really feel like I belong… purely for the fact that I have 

only lived here for a few years and haven’t really got involved with much going on as I’ve been 

busy with work… I also find it hard to really interact with people because everyone leads such a 
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busy life so don’t really have time to stop and chat (2)… also since I have only been here a few 

years… I don’t feel as if I know the area as well as some of the other locals 

Participant 2: Partly 

Facilitator: Why only partly? 

Participant 2: … I think I quite like rural side of it… but then also I miss the city. But ultimately… 

it is where I have grown up and there are a lot of faces that I know and people that I know… so 

yeah  

Participant 3: Yeah I would say the same or similar… because I wouldn’t call myself an active 

member of my community… but like… I know my neighbours and I speak to people in the 

street… like I’ll always be like ‘hi’ kind of thing… but I wouldn’t say that I am proactive with 

things that are going on and I think obviously being away at uni as well  

Facilitator: So on that note then… would you say that you could influence decisions that impact 

the area in the area which you live? 

Participant 2: I think if I had the inclination to.. I would… I’ve never really got into much… but if 

I wanted to there’s always loads of stuff you can get involved in and have a voice 

Participant 3: Yeah I agree 

Facilitator: What about you (participant 1’s name)? 

Participant 1: erm… I think through like.. voting you can… but other than that… not really  

Facilitator: Okay… so if the area changed… erm for example if wildlife disappeared or if the 

land use changed from agriculture to industry… would you feel less attached to the area which 

you live? 

Participant 2: Yes definitely for me 

Participant 3: Yeah same for me  

Participant 1: Yeah I think so as well… because its nice to come home to this 

Participant 2: Yeah it’s like when you’re on the train home from Manchester and you hit the 

green and its like.. aaahh a breath of fresh air!  

Participant 1: Yeah! That’s why I love coming home because you need fresh air… and we’re 

right by the sea too  

Participant 4: Yeah I notice that too… because when I came back from a couple of days in 

London… my lungs were like so heavy and trapped and then I came home and it was like I 

could take the deepest breath possible and it was great  

Participant 2: Yeah 

Participant 1: Yeah you do notice the difference… because in the cities the air is thicker  

Participant 5: Yeah it’s all the pollution and stuff isn’t it  
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Facilitator: So building on this idea of being in different places from home… are other places 

just as important to you as the area in which you live? 

Participant 1: Yeah 

Participant 5: Yeah I think so  

Participant 3: Yeah they’ve all got different meaning for like different things 

Participant 2: Yeah I mean you’re obviously not as attached unless… well I wouldn’t be… but I 

still care and I’m interested  

Facilitator: Yeah fair enough… so on a different note… would you regard yourself as someone 

who is concerned about the environment? 

Participant 2: Yes. 

Participant 3: Yes… but not as actively as I think I should be 

Participant 1: Yeah I’m exactly the same  

Participant 4: Yeah me too  

Facilitator: Okay so you are concerned but you’re not actively… 

Participant 1: Like I do the minimum… like I do what everyone else is doing… like I recycle and 

do things like that… but I don’t go above that 

Participant 3: Yeah  

Participant 1: For example I drive a car… I could do more 

Facilitator: So you think that you could do more? 

Participant 3: Yeah 100% 

Participant 1: Yeah ‘cos I fly a lot too 

Participant 2: I think that there is always more that you can do  

Participant 3: Yeah but like in my head… if I were going somewhere in my car… I would think 

that I will try and tie it in with a few other things and not use loads of fuel… like it is on my 

mind… but its not like… priority  

Participant 2: hmmm 

Participant 1: Yeah  

Participant 4: Yeah because if it’s not convenient… or cheap 

Participant 1: Yeah  

Participant 3: Yeah  

Participant 4: money is a big factor in it 
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Participant 2: and time as well… because sometimes you like to get involved with stuff and its 

like… do I have time? 

Participant 5: and bus routes don’t always correspond and whatever 

Facilitator: Okay great…. So I’m going to move onto your existing attitudes and understanding 

towards fracking now… how much knowledge would you say your currently have on fracking? 

Participant 6: I would say that I know a fair bit about it… not the science behind it and 

whatever… but because I work in the nuclear energy sector I feel as if I have some knowledge 

on the actual process and the workings  

Participant 4: I would say I’m similar… although I have some knowledge on the impacts of 

fracking and how it effects the environment and the surrounding people  

Participant 5: hmm I would say my knowledge is limited  

Participant 2: Not a lot  

Participant 3: Yeah very little  

Participant 1: Yeah only what’s on the news 

Facilitator: So do you know anything about the process or the impacts of it? 

Participant 1: I know a bit  

Participant 2: I’d say I know more about the politics of it than actually what it is… 

Participant 1: Yeah  

Participant 2: hmmm yeah  

Participant 3: because it’s discussed so much… and it’s in the news so much… but if someone 

were to actually say what is fracking I’d be like… hmmm haha… next question haha 

Participant 5: my dad has said a couple of times and has said bits of it… but I wouldn’t know 

the full process of it  

Participant 2: hmm no 

Participant 3: I know negative impacts 

Facilitator: and that’s it? 

Participant 3: well… erm say if it comes on the news… like obviously you get the negative on 

the news quite a lot anyway…. But my dad has the opposite view so its like… he’ll always 

counter it with a positive… so from that I know the positives and what he thinks of it… but what 

is always pushed in my face a lot is the negatives… but in terms of the actual process and how 

they do it… I have no idea 

Facilitator: Okay… so going off the vibe that you don’t have a lot of knowledge on it… do you 

view shale gas as a clean energy? 

Participant 1: cleaner… I wouldn’t say it is clean  
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Participant 4: but cleaner than coal 

Participant 6: yeah definitely like coal and oil 

Participant 3: yeah 

Participant 2: uh hmm 

Facilitator: okay so on that note… how favourable or unfavourable are your overall opinions or 

impressions of shale gas fracking currently… 5 being very favourable and 1 being very 

unfavourable  

Participant 2: erm… I’d say 3 just because I don’t know enough to know what is better… I’m 

not going to lie  

Participant 3: I think I’d go 4… because… I think it is better than… 

Participant 1: the alternatives  

Participant 3: What we’re currently doing… but I don’t think it is as good as renewables could 

be… but I’m not sure if we could sustain that  

Participant 1: hmmm… I’m the same 

Participant 4: I think that all the investment and research should be focused on renewables 

rather than supposedly better fossil fuels… there is no future in them… they’re a finite resource 

and the human race cannot continue to use fossil fuels because the impact they’re having on 

the planet and the climate is catastrophic… for that reason my opinion would be one… very 

unfavourable (2)… I think that the only viable and sensible option would be to heavily invest in 

renewables… with the full backing from the government who will not be easily influenced and 

manipulated by the powerful fossil fuel corporations and their money… although of course that 

is a dream world and doesn’t look plausible for the near future 

Participant 6: hmm I think my opinion is quite the contrary… I think that given the political and 

economic instability the UK faces at the moment… as well as the unstable and unreliable nature 

of our fuel sources i.e. Russia and the Middle East… oh and also the depleting North Sea oil 

reserves… I think it would be sensible if we were to invest in our own energy reserves (2)… 

fracking for shale gas offers a quick solution for an issue that needs addressing now… we 

already have the technology built for the extraction of shale gas as it’s a fossil fuel… meaning 

that valuable time and money can be saved… rather than investing in renewable energy 

development which will take years and in the meantime lead the UK into even more insecurity 

and instability (2)… fracking is the future and it is so important that we invest in it now… my 

opinion is 5… very favourable  

Participant 5: I would say two… just because I don’t really trust what’s going on… by both 

Cuadrilla and the government  

Facilitator: So would you say you support the use of shale gas in the UK? 

Participant 1: I think a bit more research on… or like a bit more information needs to be given 

out on like… cos I know like that they put water in it… and… the problem is… what chemicals or 

something… people wanna know what chemicals are being put in as well… because those 
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chemicals… especially round here… effect the soils and stuff like that and it can effect the crops 

and the livestock… and obviously that is a lot of people’s livelihoods… so if they came out and 

the chemicals were actually… like they expired or whatever something like that… or they’re 

taken out… then I think I would support it more… as in like I would fully support it… but now I’m 

just not like 100% on it… but closer to yes though  

Facilitator: Is that opinion for the the UK nationally… or just Lancashire? 

Participant 1: Yeah I mean like some areas obviously it would be a lot harder to locate it.. for 

example the centre of London… you probably wouldn’t be able to do it… but where you can.. I 

think for the UK its better than the alternative  

Participant 2: I just want to follow on about the information… I think it is like with politics… I 

wish that there was an unbiased source that would just give you the facts and the for and 

against.. because then you can make up your own mind… rather than like… participant 3 said.. 

your dad giving you the positives then someone on the news giving you the negatives… its 

like... who do you believe 

Participant 4: yeah it’s sort of like Brexit  

Participant 2: yeah anything like that… but obviously its just not gonna happen is it… it would 

be nice to just have facts  

Participant 3: yeah I wouldn’t just say that I support it… but I wouldn’t say that I’m against it 

either… like I don’t feel like I know enough to be like yeah fracking… but like yeah I’m not 

against it either  

Facilitator: yeah that’s understandable… so hearing all of your thoughts about fracking and 

your lack of knowledge about it… I am now going to hand out a fact sheet on fracking that I 

would like you to read before I ask for your thoughts on it  

 

 FACILITATOR HANDS OUT FACT SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS TO READ (SEE 

APPENDIX) 

Facilitator: okay so if everyone is finished… what thoughts came to mind when reading that 

text? 

Participant 2: I felt relieved that I had been given some information… so now I can actually say 

that I know a bit about fracking… and it was exactly what I asked for before with information and 

then advantages and disadvantages haha… so I’m happy  

Participant 3: I’d say that the benefits and risks I kind of already knew already… but the actual 

process  

Participant 1: yeah  

Participant 3: it kind of explains the benefits and risks  

Participant 2: yeah it makes more sense doesn’t it  

Participant 5: I feel the same  
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Participant 2: it’s like an abstract idea has become solid in your mind  

Participant 1: haha 

Participant 2: you know what I mean though… it’s like when someone talks about it you’re like 

urgh.. oh 

Participant 3: but then you know the background and you’re like ohhhh 

Participant 5: yeah  

Facilitator: so has anything surprised you… or is it just what your expected or already knew? 

Participant 1: erm the increase… so shale gas could increase global gas reserves by over 

40%... and I didn’t know it was already 21%... like I’m not very clued up on it 

Facilitator: okay so I’ve got a short video for you guys to watch  

HTTP://WWW.BBC.CO.UK/NEWS/AV/UK-ENGLAND-LANCASHIRE-33230412/FRACKING-THE-PROS-AND-

CONS-OF-EXTRACTING-SHALE-GAS (VIDEO 1: SEE APPENDIX) 

Facilitator: okay so the point of that was to give you a bit of a background into the benefits and 

the risks of shale gas fracking because I would now like you to do a risk ranking exercise using 

these cards on the table… each card has a different risk on it and I would like you to order them 

in order of severity… the most severe being at the top and the least severe being at the bottom  

Participant 1: I think that earth tremors and land subsidence should be near the top 

Participant 3: … okay I agree… but would we have a different opinion on that if this was going 

on in… Hertfordshire? Like are we ranking on a local or… 

Participant 1: no I don’t think this is the top one… but I do think it is quite high  

Participant 3: yeah 

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 1: because it is… you do feel more strongly about it because it’s here… and you’d 

be like my house is shaking or whatever… but then…. If you watch videos like that and people 

are on it and you can see like… on the wall… or it was filmed when it was shaking… and you 

could see it… I think you’d feel the same way… as if it’s happening here… but maybe without 

that you wouldn’t… you’d just be like oh get over it type of thing  

Participant 4: we felt the earthquake here when it happened  

Participant 3: did you? 

Participant 4: yeah it was only small though  

Participant 2: Health impacts do you think is quite high? 

Participant 1: yeah definitely  

Participant 3: yeah  

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/uk-england-lancashire-33230412/fracking-the-pros-and-cons-of-extracting-shale-gas
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/uk-england-lancashire-33230412/fracking-the-pros-and-cons-of-extracting-shale-gas
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Participant 4: yes  

Facilitator: do you know the health impacts fracking is proposed to cause? 

Participant 3: ummm 

Participant 2: not really  

Participant 3: erm… other than what would be related to air pollution etc 

Facilitator: yeah okay… so like respiratory illnesses… and the chemicals that they use in the 

fracking process are being argued as carcinogens… and in the USA there have been cases of 

cancer and brain damage etc 

Participant 2: really  

Participant 1: I think waste water pollute local water sources is another one that is quite high… 

because when did we have the water thing…. 

Participant 4: oh with the bacteria?  

Participant 1: yeah with the bacteria… it went on for like 2 weeks or something like that… and 

that was ridiculous  

Participant 2: yeah… everyone was like oh god 

Participant 3: yeah… yeah definitely… but then that’s not a guaranteed risk though is it… 

because if they do it like they say they’re gonna do it… then it shouldn’t happen  

Participant 1: no but.. it’s said that the earth tremors wouldn’t happen as well… but they did… 

and that the health impacts are minimal  

Participant 3: for me I think that impact on people’s house prices… erm that’s something I think 

of because… I think how is it fair that… you live so rurally and then someone comes a long and 

says… actually we’re gonna put this in the field… and then everyone else thinks that your house 

isn’t worth as much… like because you can’t… and no matter what they say about 

compensating you for that… you can’t compensate someone properly for that  

Participant 2: no because you have built your life there haven’t you  

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 2: it’s your home 

Participant 4: you’ve got everything there I guess haven’t you  

Participant 3: but at the same time… I’m like… sigh… but although if it were me… id be 

gutted… I think you have to look at the bigger picture and think that in the future… my kids or 

their kids… 

Participant 1: will benefit  

Participant 3: won’t have any energy to power that house… so what’s the point in it being worth 

x amount 
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Facilitator: that’s an interesting way to look at it  

Participant 4: yeah I’ve not thought of it like that before  

Participant 3: I wouldn’t put impact on house prices at the top… but I think for me… for me it’s 

at the top… well nearer the top  

Participant 2: so would that sort of tie in with impact on economy  

Participant 1: I think it’s a good impact on the economy  

Facilitator: yeah I thought I would throw that one in there to see how you would all view it  

Participant 1: I mean if you’re taking the economy as literal… like money… it will bring money 

in… erm especially if it’s creating jobs… even if it’s not as many as they think… cos if you 

create 10 more jobs that’s 10 more people putting money into the economy… which creates 

more jobs for more people… because those people have to buy things and stuff like that… so 

on the economy I think that it’s a positive impact 

Participant 3: I would agree… even locally 

Participant 1: yeah because they need… even sandwiches… stuff like that 

Facilitator: so you don’t view it as a risk? 

Participant 1: not on the economy… cos its private companies… its private companies that are 

doing it  

Facilitator: so do you want me to get risk of impact on economy? 

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 1: yes 

Participant 2: the disruption or disappearance of wildlife is quite an important one for me… I do 

worry that the next generation are not gonna have the same experiences that we have 

Participant 3: yeah definitely  

Participant 2: I mean it’s something we take for granted isn’t it  

Participant 4: yeah… it’s a shifting baseline as well… I mean like the coral reefs of today are 

nothing compared to like 50 years ago…  

Participant 1: yeah it’s something like a sixth percent of what it used to be 

Participant 4: yeah so like the wildlife now that we think it quite abundant… is nothing 

compared to like 100 years ago 

Participant 2: but wildlife compared to health impacts… is nothing  

Participant 4: I guess it depends on your values and how important you view each thing 
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Participant 2: yeah I mean like lots of wildlife would be nice to see… but it’s your health at the 

end of the day  

Participant 1: okay so what about impact on global change… because this one effects 

everyone doesn’t it… not just wildlife 

Participant 3: but isn’t the impact potentially positive? 

Participant 1: … yeah  

Participant 3: well if you look at the bigger picture  

Participant 1: yeah… I mean not positive in the sense that it completely… erm… clean… but 

it’s positive compared to the alternatives of oil and coal 

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 4: complicated isn’t it  

Participant 1: personally… unsightly drilling sites… I don’t know if it’s just because… like I think 

that the countryside is pretty… but then to live… we can’t complain about putting  

Participant 2: no 

Participant 3: I think it would go quite near the bottom  

Participant 1: like you put a building site there to build your house  

Participant 2: yeah well exactly 

Participant 1: you can’t really complain about it  

Participant 2: yeah it’s like… what are they called… pylons… people are like it ruins the 

countryside… or wind turbines… well come on… it’s there for a purpose 

Participant 4: yeah  

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 2: and you get used to it don’t you  

Participant 3: yeah like that video said… the drilling sites aren’t going to be there forever… 

what is it… 

Participant 5: 6 years 

Participant 3: yeah like I’m not being funny… some people do their house up for about 6 years 

don’t they haha 

Participant 1: yeah so should we say that unsightly drilling sites is quite near the bottom  

Participant 3: yeah definitely  

Participant 2: impact on services… it’s a bit of a personal one for me in terms of the police… 

like the coverage of fracking at the moment is all about wasting police time… but there’s always 

going to be something  
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Participant 4: yeah with the protestors  

Participant 2: but there’s always going to be something wasting police time… whether its 

someone drunk on the street  

Participant 4: yeah I know a lot of people who think that the fracking protestors are wasting 

police time and the resources could be better spent elsewhere 

Participant 3: yeah I’ve not actually thought about the protestors… or services as a risk  

Participant 2: I mean it is bad… because if you think that they’re spending their time on that… 

rather than something worse… but there is always something.. like a couple that have fallen out 

Participant 1: yeah  

Participant 4: yeah it’s always going to happen  

Participant 2: so it might be undesirable… but I don’t think that it is a severe risk  

Participant 4: yeah I think there is always going to be an impact on services whatever it is 

because humans are involved  

Participant 3: I think we should put it somewhere in the middle with something else 

Participant 1: perhaps impact on climate change… but we said that was sort of positive… so 

do you think that should go somewhere near the bottom? I mean there will be an impact on the 

climate initially… because think of all the wagons there are going to be… but the wagons driving 

around the UK counteracts a train across Russia with an airplane.. with oil for us… or a ship 

Participant 3: and also… if you think that those wagons are going to be burning the shale gas 

in 20 years time… rather than a fossil fuel 

Participant 1: so do we still think that impact on climate change is low… well lower than 

unsightly drilling sites? 

Participant 3: no… I don’t know  

Participant 1: noise pollution from gas extraction point… most of us have double glazing 

haha… but  

Participant 3: haha  

Participant 2: haha 

Participant 3: for me… it isn’t a severe risk… not for me personally…  

Participant 2: uh hmm 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 3: but again… going back to people and their houses… but if I were one of those 

people… I think one of my biggest concerns would be the price of the house… not the six-year 

noise pollution  

Participant 4: yeah 
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Participant 1: and there’s different things like roadworks… and I’m sure it would be between 

like 7am until 7pm for example 

Participant 3: yeah I think it would be really strict… what about impact on infrastructure? … I 

would probably put that in between those two 

Participant 2: that’s more like of an everyday irritating inconvenience… although if you think 

about it again… air pollution and stuff 

Participant 1: yeah… there’s so much traffic round here already though isn’t there  

Participant 2: yeah it has got quite bad hasn’t it 

Participant 1: like there’s one main road into everywhere… so like there’s one main road into 

Cleveleeys… one main road Over Wyre  

Participant 2: but if they… say if they set up base there and also the traffic got horrendous and 

the roads and everything… is that what you were saying…. That they would only be there for six 

years 

Participant 3: yeah… I mean for me… going back to what we were talking about… like where I 

am now in Over Wyre… they’ve put up so many housing estates on the main road in the last 

few years and to do it they have dug up the road and done… you know put water mains in and 

everything…. And you know all the roads are unsmooth and there has been loads of traffic from 

that… and now the roads can’t cope because there is that much traffic on them… and I’m like 

well… its gonna be here for six years…. Then its gonna go away 

Participant 1: yeah  

Participant 4: hmmm 

Participant 3: so like I don’t think about whether I approve of new housing or not… so 

Participant 1: you get use to… I think you get use to traffic… you hate it an you’re gonna 

complain about it no matter what 

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 1: … but you do get used to it 

Participant 3: well someone could crash their car and then that holds you up 

Participant 1: well have roadworks stopped any of us from going to the Trafford Centre… there 

has been roadworks there since like 2014 

Participant 2: well exactly…. It’s whether the benefits outweigh the costs… and I think if we’re 

talking about the future of the Earth… it might be alright  

Participant 4: haha 

Participant 1: over like 15 minutes extra in the car 

Participant 3: so should we put that in between here… or do you want it below noise pollution?  
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Participant 1: I do think that for me… goes above impact on people’s place identity and 

attachment to area  

Participant 3: I would agree 

Participant 1: I think this is quite low… if you’re attached to an area… using the resources… 

surely you should be like… actually we’ve got our own resources… like… 

Participant 4: are you talking in terms of fracking? 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 4: but like what if the energy it creates isn’t going straight back into Lancashire… 

would you still have the same opinion? 

Participant 1: I think if that exact energy… not like the exact gas… but if it wasn’t going back… 

I still think the prices should reflect… like nationwide the prices should reflect it….  

Participant 4: yeah 

Participant 1: so even if we’re not using it and our electricity still comes from oil and they use 

the gas from fracking in a city centre instead… it should still be reflected in the price because it 

should be fair all over… rather than just you who uses it type thing  

Participant 2: and they’re gonna be fracking in other places that wouldn’t affect us… so 

Participant 3: I think about energy usage… on a country wide slash global scale… rather than 

a local immediate scale 

Participant 2: yeah same 

Participant 3: I don’t really think right oh well… to be honest I don’t think it would affect my 

opinion on fracking at all if I knew the energy was being used in Lancashire or London 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 3: like it wouldn’t change my opinion  

Participant 2: unless like you say… ours was exclusively more expensive than everyone 

else’s… but that’s not gonna happen is it  

Participant 1: yeah if ours stayed higher  

Participant 4: no definitely not 

Participant 3: so what do you think about the position of people’ place identity and attachment 

to area? I think that it should go at the bottom… what do you guys think? 

Participant 1: yeah I agree 

Participant 5: yes I think that it should go at the bottom  

Participant 2: so for air pollution and noise pollution are like health related again aren’t they… 

so I think they should go there 
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Participant 3: I think that noise pollution is a bit more annoying than traffic  

Participant 2: yeah I think that noise and air pollution and infrastructure are all annoying… but 

you can live with it  

Participant 1: I think impact of treating water waste is quite high… environmentally and 

economically 

Participant 2: what do you mean by that? 

Facilitator: so for example… you’re going to have to use energy to treat the water… so the 

argument is that a significant amount of the energy that fracking generates from drilling for shale 

gas… is used to treat the waste water  

Participant 3: cos there’s so much water involved 

Facilitator: yeah  

Participant 1: they said they would reuse it on the video 

Facilitator: yeah 

Participant 1: they reuse it… but once their done with it  

Facilitator: yeah they treat it  

Participant 1: but would you want to drink that water  

Participant 3: would you know though? 

Facilitator: and also the chemicals involved 

Participant 1: well that’s what you’d hope you wouldn’t have to know… but if you do know with 

the chemicals… and water is just expensive… like to do anything with  

Facilitator: so with the environmental aspect of treating waste water… the extra energy needed 

to treat the water contributes to global warming and climate change and also the chemicals that 

have been removed from the water used in fracking… impact the environment in some way or 

another  

Participant 5: does anyone else’s tap water taste funny... mine has started to taste a bit 

strange within the last week or so… I’m thinking about just drinking bottled water 

Participant 4: yep… I agree with you there… but it’s the last thing that needs to happen… 

plastic bottle overload for the planet continues on… it’s a shame such a historically risky 

process such as fracking is allowed to happen which threaten people’s confidence in their tap 

water… let alone the fact that the fracking process can potentially poison our water aquifers 

permanently (2)… but it appears that the government are willing to take the risk  

Participant 2: I use a filter jug as the taste of tap water without is disgusting (2) there are two 

pluses to also… I save on paying for bottled water and save the environment as no surplus 

empty bottles either  

Participant 5: yeah… the water has had a muddy or metallic taste most of the week  
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Participant 4: I heard that there were problems with water seeping up through the road in 

places near the site (3)… water is also coming up through the water main access covers etc 

since they started drilling (2)… I read last week that the company have just admitted to drilling 

through a water pipe as well… perhaps it’s not going as well as they would have the public 

believe  

Participant 5: I looked on google and it said that oil and gas can get into the water sources 

from uncemented areas  

Participant 6: the UK standard is to have two layers of concrete and three of steel in the well… 

far more than the USA (3)… also the USA store run off water in open ponds whereas the Uk’s 

goes into sealed tanks 

Participant 2: I never know what to believe 

Participant 6: they are currently drilling a test well which will be fracked later in the year 

Participant 2: I think they’re messing with nature 

Participant 6: no… fuelling our future  

Participant 4: Cuadrilla have messed up so much since the drilling started… burst pipes… 

water leaks… contamination in the local ponds… and much more… I would not trust them… 

fracking is so wrong (2)… keep with the wind and solar farms… they cause no damage at all 

Participant 6: what a load of rubbish  

Participant 4: no it’s not… read all the facts… videos… photos and documents from UU (united 

utilities) and the EA (2)… Cuadrilla are losing money every day… they’re just too scared to say 

they have got it wrong… only a matter of time 

Participant 6: what pipes could possibly burst or leak during the drilling… what ponds have 

been contaminated (2)… please be specific… where have the pipes burst… where has water 

leaked… which ponds and what have they been contaminated with  

Participant 4: the three ponds in the area have unusual substances showing in them (2)… I 

believe the EA is currently investigating them and will have the results asap (2)… a few weeks 

ago there was a burst pipe which at the time UU said it was in Freckleton… the latest document 

from them now shows it was next to the drilling site… there have been various leaks reported in 

the area at Westby and on School Road… just find the info on the internet or on Facebook and 

have a read 

Participant 6: a few weeks ago there was no drilling taking place so you can’t place that at 

Cuadrilla’s door when they’re currently drilling vertically a couple of kilometres down… you also 

can’t blame them for leaks in pipes (2)… there is no way a drilling operation can cause leaks in 

UU’s pipe network unless it runs immediately under the wellhead and that’s definitely not the 

case (2)… pollution of ponds is generally due to agricultural activity where chemicals put on the 

land run off into the watercourse as per the incident in Lancashire this week  

Participant 4: Cuadrilla admitted last week that they hit a water pipe some time ago and have 

had to release a statement on the matter (2)… freedom of information enquiries are providing 

some interesting reading… also take a look on the net and you will find open tanks holding run 
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off very clearly shown in the aerial photographs… you can fool some of the people some of the 

time but not all of the people all the time  

Participant 6: I haven’t seen that report and I haven’t been able to find it online as of yet… so 

I’m not sure your source is correct (2)… I’m sure if the run off tanks were open the EA and LCC 

(Lancashire County Council) would have something to say  

Participant 4: LCC do not appear to be interested… their actions and in-actions speak volumes 

about their stance on fracking… and believe me… many people are of the opinion that they are 

being inactive on the many breaks of planning rules that have already happened (2)… they 

have been pressed on many incidents regarding breaches of planning at the site and up to now 

Cuadrilla have not been reprimanded nor has work been stopped until issues have been 

addressed (2)… in regards to the tanks… they are there for all to see behind the Berlin Wall that 

now exists to hide the industrialisation of the countryside that has taken place… ask yourself 

why the wall has been put in place… why has farmer Wensley boarded up the gap in the hedge 

that allows people to view and photograph the obscenity from the unshielded side… he claims 

he has done it to keep the cows in despite the fact there is post and wire stock fence behind the 

hedge (2)… the fact is Cuadrilla are doing their best to try and keep what’s going on out of 

public view… well it ‘aint working… believe me  

Participant 2: well on that note… I would put impact of treating waste water above house 

prices… personally  

Participant 1: I think that house prices do come into it because… obviously you buy your house 

or mortgage your house for a certain price… but a lot of people who are like… ooo it’s impacting 

my house price.. when they bought that house… a lot of them bought that house with the idea 

that they were not going to move after this… you don’t tend to move and move and move… 

especially when you’ve bought a house… if you’re renting then I understand that you’re moving 

around and stuff 

Participant 3: and also I haven’t really thought… but again… if it’s six years… it might never 

quite go back to how much it was worth… but I can’t see it 

Participant 1: there are a lot of other things that effect house prices that some people would 

have voted for… I do mean Brexit haha 

Participant 3: haha 

Participant 4: haha 

Participant 2: haha 

Participant 1: but like there are a lot of other things that effect house prices that people aren’t 

even aware of 

Participant 3: yeah… and part of me wants them to get started… and when protestors come 

away from it… and the attention goes off it… well the rest of the world will think well it’s got to 

start here… we’ve just got to finish  
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Participant 1: and there’s jobs as well… there’s like… there’s more… I don’t think if I were 

starting up a business… I don’t think I would want to start it up in Blackpool… like it’s probably 

one of the last places I would think to do that haha 

Participant 2: haha that would be silly 

Participant 3: haha yeah it would be ridiculous  

Participant 5: what do we think about wildlife… above house prices or not? 

Participant 1: me personally… I’d say no… but that’s from more of like a selfish point of view 

Participant 2: hmm 

Participant 3: yeah I think I’d put wildlife in between them… but then again I don’t actually know 

enough about what fracking is directly… how fracking is directly going to impact the wildlife 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 3: and I’m a bit like… does anyone actually know until it happens… like how much 

of an effect it will have… and I think that because I don’t fully know… it is less important to me 

Participant 1: yeah because like if it was said that it would go into the water stream… then it 

would go into the rivers and kill the fish… and then eventually into the sea  

Participant 4: the soil as well  

Participant 1: yeah… then it becomes a problem… but if they’re going to do what they say they 

are gonna do… which isn’t always the case… but… what was it… 0.5% is the chemical and it’s 

meant to be non-hazardous and it’s taken out… then if that’s what they say is true… then 

yeah… that would be low down because it wouldn’t really effect anyone… it’s just water 

basically… but you can’t always take what they say as… true 

Participant 3: yeah… is it the EA that has said it is non-hazardous? Have the EA… I presume 

they’ve been quite involved in it all… because from Cuadrilla’s point of view… they have a 

massive incentive to do it… but then the EA kind-of government…  

Participant 4: it’s linked  

Participant 3: yeah sort of linked… but from my point of view… again the EA are quite involved 

with what my dad does… and for him… they’re against it sort of thing… like my dad is trying to 

help the environment… so it’s like… I don’t know… if they’ve said it’s non-hazardous it must be 

non-hazardous 

Participant 4: from some of the research I have done… some of the chemicals that they do 

use… for example Benzene… that’s a carcinogen  

Participant 1: is this what they propose to use in the UK? 

Participant 4: this is what I’ve read from America… and they’ve got different carcinogens in 

them… and methane a big one… which is why people’s water taps catch on fire when they turn 

them on  

Participant 3: right okay  
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Participant 1: see this is one of the things I’ve read… that’s something to do with… the UK’s 

gas isn’t connected… the US’s gas is connected to the water… whereas the UK’s isn’t… so that 

type of situation could never happen sort of thing 

Participant 4: and I do think that America isn’t as heavily regulated or with as many guidelines 

as the UK proposes to be  

Participant 3: have Cuadrilla been involved in the American fracking… or are they just a UK or 

European company? 

Facilitator: they’re just based in the UK 

Participant 5: ahh right… that makes me think that it may be more strictly regulated then  

Participant 3: lets move onto high water demand… for me that sort of links into the impact on 

local water… you know we do get water shortages round here… like when you have hosepipe 

bans etcetera… so if fracking water use is going to encourage that… then that’s negative… but 

is that a short term thing…. 

Participant 1: yeah… 

Participant 3: people waste water anyway… so if they’re using a lot of it… but they’re actually 

using it for a good thing 

Participant 4: yeah its difficult isn’t it  

Participant 1: if it wasn’t put on the public… like at my mum’s old house they were on a water 

metre…. So everyone on the estate was on a water metre and you only had so much water a 

day 

Participant 3: yeah at my house it doesn’t affect how much you use but how much it costs… so 

the more water you use in a day… the more expensive it is  

Participant 1: my water just went off haha 

Participant 3: haha… yeah so people who have like two baths a day and use a lot of water 

don’t have that… but then if you were to introduce the water metre across the country then it 

would save water anyway  

Participant 1: well if that didn’t effect it… then… where does the water come from? 

Facilitator: it’s a mixture of ground water sources such as aquifers and also man-made 

reservoirs round Lancashire… they can’t use sea water 

Participant 1: oh I see… yeah I was gonna say… can they use sea water 

Participant 5: I think in terms of this risk ranking I would put wildlife here and above high water 

demand… because they can’t take water off people can they… it’s a human right haha 

Participant 2: yeah I agree with that order  

Participant 3: before knowing a bit about fracking from that fact sheet before… I hadn’t thought 

about things like the water demand 
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Participant 1: yeah same  

Participant 3: I didn’t even know it involved water… like I knew they put something in the 

ground but… 

Participant 1: I didn’t think… well it’s like when your mum or dad tell you to turn the light off and 

your just like urgh stop whining at me… then you realise why… you’re like where does it come 

from haha 

Facilitator: okay that’s great, I hope that risk ranking exercise made you think and hopefully 

helped to convey some of the complexities surrounding fracking…. Now I would like you all to 

rank the benefits… the top card being the most beneficial and the bottom card being the least 

beneficial  

Participant 2: well compensation is a bit suspicious… because if there weren’t any risks then 

they wouldn’t give you a load of money 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 2: I mean it’s nice… but 

Participant 3: that coming from Cuadrilla right? 

Facilitator: yeah 

Participant 3: do you not think that’s Cuadrilla trying to be sort of like… I’m not the bad guy 

here… I mean £100,000 is nothing to them  

Participant 1: no it’s nothing is it  

Participant 5: that’s them trying to buy support and trust 

Participant 3: yeah exactly… so I would definitely put communities living near the site receive 

£100,000 for community projects at the bottom  

Participant 6: for me… I would put acts as a transition fuel and increases the UK’s energy 

security and independence at the top below jobs 

Participant 5: yeah I would… especially increasing the UK’s energy security and independence 

near the top… because I know we get some of our energy from the North Sea oil… but other 

than that… it’s off Qatar… who are corrupt… and Russia who are even more corrupt… so 

Participant 2: also with Brexit… we need to fend for ourselves haha 

Participant 3: haha I know what you mean 

Participant 1: haha 

Participant 2: we didn’t want it to get to this… but haha… here we are 

Participant 1: yeah so if you rely on someone for energy… you’ve got not… 

Participant 3: they’ve got you eating out the palm of their hand 
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Participant 1: yeah exactly… so I think as a short term one… the increase in the UK’s energy 

security and independence is top…. But as a long term one… acts as a transition fuel between 

fossil fuels and renewable energy… I think that is a more of a long-term benefit  

Participant 3: I see acts as a transition fuel as the main benefit… but when I’m like urgh 

fracking… that’s why you’re doing it… then I’m like oh okay our UK version 

Participant 1: that’s political (energy security and independence) 

Participant 2: jobs is important… providing jobs 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 6: yeah… but then I’m a little bit like the six-year thing again… I mean it won’t just 

be a six year thing… but 

Participant 1: yeah but as a… just bringing economics into this… as a ripple effect… if it’s 

providing jobs… 

Participant 3: jobs provide more jobs 

Participant 1: yeah say if someone is unemployed… employ them to dig a hole in the ground… 

and then employ them again to fill it back it in… because they’re getting paid… and their 

money… they’re gonna spend that… no one can keep all their money because they can’t live 

that way… so then if they’re spending it… there’s someone in the shop who is getting the 

money… so the money is circulated… so I think providing jobs is higher than the benefit of 

lower electricity bills  

Participant 3: yeah same 

Participant 2: you know what’s worrying me… is this… vs this… the risk list is so much longer 

than the list of benefits  

Participant 4: also all of the benefits are economic… and most of the risks are environmental 

Participant 6: yeah… so it’s really asking you which ones do you value more 

Participant 2: and the whole reason we’re meant to be fracking is because of environmental 

reasons 

Participant 5: yeah like trying to reduce global climate change  

Participant 3: I think that massive environmental impact outweighs all these little one 

Participant 1: yeah I think the main one is that it has to act as a transition  

Participant 3: for me… I think that if I knew… obviously you can’t predict the future… but if I 

knew our general strategy was to move towards renewables… but in the mean time… we’re 

trying to look at something in between now…  

Participant 1: yeah something we can actually do  
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Participant 3: whilst we work out sustainable renewables… then I’d be like okay… but for me… 

if they weren’t using it as a transition fuel… then what’s the point… you’re just making global 

climate change worse and causing other problems  

Participant 5: yeah if we could see into the future… then there would be a definitive answer on 

yes or no 

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 5: everyone would be able to say… look the health risks weren’t there at all or they 

weren’t that bad… and they were coped with… or actually no… it killed the wildlife and so many 

people and so many people have x, y and z 

Participant 2: yeah like deformities in America  

Participant 6: I think the order we have got them in is pretty good  

Facilitator: okay… so is everyone happy? 

Participant 6: yeah 

Participant 3: yeah 

Participant 1: yeah  

Participant 5: yeah 

Participant 2: yes 

Participant 4: yeah I am  

Facilitator: okay cool… so I’m going to move on now and just chat a little be about the risks you 

ranked…. Do you think that the risks impact everyone equally?  

Participant 3: do you mean on a country-wide scale? 

Facilitator: whatever scale you want to assess it at 

Participant 1: I would say no straight up  

Participant 3: I don’t think that they can impact everyone equally… they can’t because… 

Participant 1: the benefits do I think 

Participant 3: yeah 

Participant 1: or should do 

Participant 3: I think that’s why it’s hard because like… a lot of the protestors are probably… I 

don’t know much… but probably local people who are worried about house prices and the 

environment… local environment  

Participant 5: and the local health impacts  
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Participant 3: yeah… but then at the same time I’m like yeah… they’ve found more places in 

the north west they can do it but there are other parts of the country where it could eventually 

happen in  

Participant 6: yeah  

Participant 3: I mean round here… we know what fracking is because it is happening here…  

Participant 5: yeah and you see it 

Participant 3: but if you ask someone in the middle of London they probably wouldn’t know 

because its not reported on their local news and it isn’t happening there… so no… I don’t think 

that the risks impact everyone equally  

Facilitator: cool… so would you say that the benefits of shale gas outweigh the risks… or 

would the risks outweigh the benefits? 

Participant 1: I think it’s all based… for me personally… on… it’s like… are both the risks and 

benefits going to happen… and to like what extent…. Because if electricity prices are halved… 

then a lot of people… even people who don’t agree with it now in six years time where their 

electricity bills are half the price if what they are now… then they’d change their opinion and 

they would like their new electricity bill…. They’d forget…. But if the risks are going to be really 

severe and effect people’s health and if the tremors in the ground are going to get worse and 

worse to the point where buildings get damaged and start falling down… and when buildings 

start falling down people are going to be injured and lives are going to be lost… so it is a bit 

like… to what extent  

Participant 2: and we’ll never know that will we… so it’s like is it worth the risk…. But also we’d 

never do anything if we didn’t do controversial things like fracking… not everyone is going to 

agree 100% of the time…  

Participant 5: yeah exactly… I think you have to go with the majority of opinion in some cases  

Participant 1: yeah we wouldn’t get anywhere would we  

Participant 2: it’s like with chemotherapy… we didn’t know if that would kill or cure people but 

we still went ahead with it to try and benefit others 

Participant 1: sometimes you’ve just got to go with it haven’t you  

Participant 2: yeah because sometimes… what other options do you have at the moment… 

yeah there’s renewables… but they’re expensive and people don’t even get on board with that  

Participant 3: for me… I’m a little bit like… I do think that the benefits outweigh the risks… just 

off what I know… and also I think that Cuadrilla being a private company… because they’re 

private... they’re liable for a lot 

Participant 1: yeah I think that  

Participant 3: so part of me thinks… okay they’re going to make this amount of money… but 

if… the earthquakes that did happen… part of me thinks that that was them testing things and 

making sure… I mean they were minor  
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Participant 4: yeah yeah… they weren’t big 

Participant 3: yeah they weren’t big… so part of me thinks well that gives me confidence in a 

backwards sort of way… in the sense that they are carrying out the tests and they are working 

out what they need to do… to do it in a safe way…. So I do think that the benefits outweigh the 

risks… Although it is hard to tell because if those risks formulate and end up being a lot worse… 

which I personally am expecting them to be… then I think my opinion would change… but you 

just don’t know 

Participant 1: yeah if the risks were minimal like what Cuadrilla are saying… then I would say 

yes to fracking 

Facilitator: okay cool… so continuing to think about risks and benefits… do you think avoiding 

harm to the environment should be given priority or do you think that economic growth should 

be given priority  

Participant 3: I don’t see it as entirely harming the environment… because on a larger scale in 

relation to climate change… shale gas is better than coal and gas…. But as for immediate 

environmental change…. I don’t know… I think a lot of people forget about the environment 

because money is something that you think about everyday  

Participant 1: it about how long we’re actually using it… we’re not just using it for six years… 

Cuadrilla are drilling for six years but we’ll be using the shale gas for about 40 years… and if 

we’re just using that for 40 years instead of using oil… how much cleaner is that already 

Participant 6: yeah  

Participant 1: and whilst we’re using that… they can be looking at actual renewables  

Participant 4: yeah that’s a good point  

Participant 5: they could also be looking at other stuff like dams for hydroelectric power 

couldn’t they  

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 2: I would definitely say that the environment should be given priority… because 

what does money matter if in 100 years the human race is dying out because of global warming 

or whatever  

Participant 1: yeah you’re right  

Participant 3: yeah I agree…. But people don’t think like that  

Participant 2: no they don’t but that’s an ideal world  

Participant 3: because going back to what I was saying at the start… that when we’re thinking 

about something we think about how much it costs to go somewhere… rather than the impact it 

would have on the environment and that’s just the general mindset  

Participant 4: I totally agree… everything is given monetary value  
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Participant 1: well it’s like when the G7 summit meet about the environment… and they all fly 

to Brazil on private jets  

Participant 4: yeah it’s ridiculously hypocritical  

Participant 1: so they’re flying to go and talk about the environment… but their number one aim 

is always going to be the economy  

Participant 4: it winds me up so much  

Participant 1: that’s just how it politically works  

Participant 3: it’s how our society has evolved… money at the forefront  

Participant 4: all about capitalism… capitalism is the lifeblood 

Participant 3: yeah 

Facilitator: so would you say that the economic gains to the local community offset the risks 

that the community face from fracking 

Participant 2: I’d say the risks outweigh and are really bad on a local scale  

Participant 1: yeah 

Participant 3: yeah locally the only thing that offsets those risks is the bigger picture for the 

environment  

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 3: not the actual economic gains… for me that’s just something good that is coming 

out of it  

Participant 1: yeah… other than jobs which I think locally are a benefit… 

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 1: but then you can’t just say the other benefits are primarily local  

Facilitator: okay so on that note… would you be happy to live next to or near a fracking site? 

Participant 1: happy… maybe not happy… erm but I don’t think… 

Participant 3: I think you’re initial reaction would be no 

Participant 1: yeah… but I’ve also lived on Oxford road under Mancunian Way… so I think I 

can live anywhere haha 

Participant 2: yeah you’re like oh god it would be horrendous… but you get use to anything…  

Participant 3: look at the bigger picture  

Facilitator: so you wouldn’t mind? 

Participant 5: I wouldn’t choose to live next to one 
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Participant 6: I don’t know enough about it… until it was in a field next to me… where there are 

cows in there already which annoy me haha…  

Participant 5: yeah and all the tractors haha 

Participant 6: yeah haha 

Facilitator: haha that’s great… so moving on… in general do you approve of the way the UK 

government has handled fracking in Lancashire? 

Participant 1: I think they definitely undermined the local government… erm I agree more with 

the national government than the local council… but they undermined them so they should have 

either listened to them and said no and proposed a new deal… or they shouldn’t have let them 

have a say… but then if you don’t let them have a say… then that’s another problem in itself  

Participant 3: yeah exactly 

Participant 6: but I think in regards to how they dealt with it… I don’t want to stereotype… but 

generally the people round here are elderly people who have these strong opinions… 

Participant 2: Brexit haha 

Participant 6: yeah haha…. But for us… we’ve just compared it like going to uni where the air 

was rubbish there… but the old people round here who have lived here all of their lives… 

they’re small minded and when something like this comes along… they’re going to jump on it  

Participant 5: it’s from a different point of view… if they have the facts on it and the risks  

Participant 6: and they’ll be the people who voted in the local government… I didn’t vote in it  

Participant 1: no neither did I… I didn’t even know there was a vote  

Participant 6: so a part of me thinks maybe… maybe the government has taken that into 

consideration  

Participant 5: yeah I agree with the government… but I think because it was so public… like 

everyone in the world knows it’s embarrassing 

Participant 1: it is like Brexit in a way… we had a prime minister who was voted in… 

campaigning to stay in… but we voted out and then he left… and now we’ve got a remainder 

taking us through the leave… so I think the UK looks stupid   

Participant 2: It’s always us isn’t it haha 

Participant 3: I think going back to what we were saying earlier… I think that a lot of those 

benefits we were talking about and the negative environmental impacts round here… they are 

local things… the UK government are like… well if Lancashire loses a few more crickets… do 

you know what I mean… the UK government are going to appreciate the bigger benefits more 

than people round here are because the people here are offsetting the benefits against the local 

negative impacts  

Participant 4: yeah the local people have an emotional and personal attachment to the area 

don’t they… I guess you could argue they have an emotional investment  
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Participant 1: well it’s like saying what their number one… or what do you always associate 

with… or the first thing that they say when they’re making a new campaign… they talk about the 

NHS… and its always to do with money and reforming the NHS… so this is giving the UK 

money… so that’s probably why  

Facilitator: so what I’m sort of getting from you guys is that the national government had… not 

a non-biased outlook…  

Participant 3: they were looking at the bigger picture  

Facilitator: yeah so they weren’t emotionally involved in it  

Participant 1: yeah to them it was either yes no decision  

Facilitator: so would you say that the national government were more credible than the local 

council in this circumstance? 

Participant 1: not really 

Participant 3: no because the situation is different  

Participant 1: yeah they don’t have to deal with… well they do have to deal with them… but  

Participant 3: not for the reasons that the local people are having to consider  

Participant 1: yeah  

Participant 3: which I think either way you could have predicted both sides vote in the end…. 

It’s just boiled down to who has more power hasn’t it  

Facilitator: so would you say that because the government overturned the local council’s 

decision… would you say that the protests are justified? 

Participant 5: I think someone is always going to protest about something  

Participant 6: I think that it’s justified anyway because you have the right to protest  

Participant 2: yeah I agree… it would not be right if they couldn’t protest  

Participant 1: yeah it’s like the Christmas markets… people protest inside the Christmas 

markets… but you still let them in  

Participant 3: people are always going to shout about something  

Participant 1: you should always be given the right to voice your opinion  

Participant 4: yeah I agree… everyone’s voice should be heard if they want it to be  

Participant 1: because if it was something that I felt strongly about I’d want to be heard 

Participant 3: and I think as well… I wouldn’t say that I think about protestors being able to do 

that because of the government overturning the local council’s decision… I don’t interrelate 

them… although I do think that it has fuelled it a lot  

Participant 4: yeah definitely  
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Facilitator: okay so I’m now going to play this recent video about the protests that are occurring 

and some of the actions councillors and protestors feel they need to take… I’m going to ask you 

about your thoughts on it afterwards 

HTTPS://WWW.YOUTUBE.COM/WATCH?V=P24AYX2UADU 

Participant 3: were they arrested because they blocked the site?  

Facilitator: yeah some of the councillors chained themselves to the gate  

Participant 3: I mean I wouldn’t have disagree with the councillors protesting… if they were 

doing it in the way that they were supposed to be doing it  

Participant 2: yeah  

Participant 3: Which I take it they should have being doing months ago and represent their 

people’s opinions… rather than do it now and be arrested as it’s got to the extent now where the 

only thing they can do is illegal  

Facilitator: so would you say that the national government has driven them towards that… in 

the way that they have managed the whole thing? 

Participant 1: yeah… 

Participant 3: well no because they should have done it months ago because people have had 

this opinion about fracking for ages… there has been frack free stuff everywhere for years… so 

why now are they doing it… I think they’re only doing it because if they don’t do it they’ll get 

called up for it… they’re not representing… they’ve just realised that they’re not doing enough  

Facilitator: so it’s more of a political thing? 

Participant 1: it’s a little too late and they’re kind of… maybe even if they do feel strongly about 

it… they’re covering themselves  

Participant 4: they’re covering their own political back  

Participant 2: also… on what they were saying about getting arrested… if you break the law… 

you’re going to get arrested… whether you’re a councillor or whether it’s for the greater good  

Participant 4: yeah 

Participant 5: yeah 

Participant 3: a councillor shouldn’t be doing that  

Participant 1: but that a good thing… like if it’s a councillor getting arrested… they’ve broken 

the law  

Participant 6: that should put their position in disrepute… it probably does  

Participant 4: yeah 

Participant 6: then they’re not representing the views of the people… they’re just breaking the 

law  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p24Ayx2UadU
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Participant 4: they’re sort of glorifying being arrested… like how people we’re cheering them as 

they went into the back of the police van  

Participant 6: yeah 

Facilitator: okay… so would you say that the overall siting process… e.g. deciding where the 

drilling sites will be located… needs to be improved… so it doesn’t get to the situation that is 

occurring now? 

Participant 3: is that not just more to do with where the gas is? 

Facilitator: well the argument is that there is shale gas around different parts of the country… 

why have they chosen here? How did they get to the end process of deciding that drilling sites 

would be located on Preston New Road for example? 

Participant 1: do you reckon they’ve decided to locate it here because it’s close to the sea… 

like a lot of other places are in the countryside… but because we’re close to the coast… is it 

something to do with that? 

Facilitator: they’ve not specifically said  

Participant 3: well from my understanding… they’re doing it where they can do it… yes there’s 

other places where they can do it too but they’re looking to do that in the future as well  

Participant 2: well yeah wherever you go people will feel strongly and protest  

MENTION ABOUT DOWN SOUTH PROTEST LEC 216 

Participant 6: we’ve just been unlucky that we’re the first whichever way you look at it  

Participant 2: it’s just because it is near us that we’re like… no 

Participant 4: I know that there are some arguments that say that because Blackpool is a 

socioeconomically deprived area… the relatively poor people that live here don’t have a lot of 

power to oppose  

Participant 3: well yeah… but Little Plumpton near Preston New Road has got some very 

wealthy people  

Participant 4: obviously yeah… but the majority of people who live in Blackpool Fylde aren’t as 

wealthy as they are 

Participant 2: yeah they’re not in Blackpool town centre   

Participant 4: that’s just one of the arguments that I’ve heard  

Facilitator: I think it would come under the environmental justice argument… that the reason 

they’re siting the fracking sites here not further down south somewhere… is because the North 

has less money  

Participant 3: oh right… I would have just said that round here it’s more rural and there’s less 

people to kick off 

Participant 2: yeah  
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Participant 3: just on a volume level  

Facilitator: that does come into it as well  

Participant 2: and also access  

Participant 3: yeah  

Participant 2: y’know it’s an empty field with a couple of sheep in it… they’ll be like lets do it 

here  

Participant 1: maybe naïvely I also think that they may just be using it as an excuse… cos you 

know like when you watch court cases and they’re like anything… anything that we can use… 

and they often… if it’s like a woman… if it’s a woman she’s defending herself… because she’s a 

woman or because of someone’s race 

Participant 2: yeah when it’s actually got nothing to do with it  

Participant 1: because then the other side have to be careful  

Participant 4: yeah  

Participant 6: from my point of view… like we’ve all said that we don’t have a very good 

understanding of fracking… and we’re quite well educated… we’re at uni… so with poor 

people… if you look at the stereotype they’re less well educated… so are they even gonna 

know what it’s about… the people that are kicking off have educated themselves… so does that 

not prove that it’s not all poor people that are being impacted by it 

Participant 5: yeah that’s another way to look at it  

Participant 6: yeah so considering that… I think the environmental justice and poor people 

having less power argument kind of fails  

Facilitator: okay… so would you say for the fracking sites in Lancashire… i.e. Preston New 

Road and Roasacree Wood… would you say that the siting process that was conducted was 

transparent and fair? 

Participant 1: I don’t know  

Participant 3: I don’t know… but I don’t live near there… so I think if you lived very near there 

you would know slightly more… but then I think that wouldn’t have made much difference  

Facilitator: okay cool… final question…. Do you think that fracking is a national or local issue? 

Participant 5: oooo… I think that it is a national benefit… but it’s a local issue… but if people 

like…. 

Participant 3: it’s going to become a national issue  

Participant 5: yeah… like people nationally… you don’t have to live round here to know the 

risks or to look into it… I think it’s just people don’t care because it’s not them  

Participant 4: yeah they don’t care about the risks because it’s not them  
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Participant 1: yeah I think sometimes… but at the same time people will care across the 

country… but not currently at a high volume  

Facilitator: have you guys ever heard of the term NIMBYism? 

Participant 1: no 

Participant 5: no 

Participant 3: no 

Participant 6: no 

Participant 2: no 

Participant 4: no 

Facilitator: it stands for not in my back yard… and one of the main arguments for the 

opposition towards fracking and for lots of people actively opposing it… is because it is 

happening in their backyard… and if it weren’t happening so close to where they live… they 

wouldn’t be so active in opposing fracking  

Participant 5: yeah I think those people wouldn’t feel as passionately if it were happening 

somewhere else  

Participant 2: oh yeah definitely  

Participant 3: it’s like us… I think we would protest if it were happening in our backyard… but I 

don’t think I’d be particularly happy about it and I think I would engage more in local discussions 

about it and things like that… but I don’t know… at the end of the day… the purpose of it is a 

national issue… the purpose of fracking is a national issue and for me… that then overrides the 

kind of view of it being a local issue… because I think most of the local issues are short term   

Participant 2: yeah… I was just going to say also… you were saying about NIMBYism… you’re 

not gonna care… well no… not that you’re not going to care… but you’re not going to care as 

much… that’s natural and it’s the same for everything else  

Participant 6: yeah I mean say if you were at uni in London… from London… you probably 

wouldn’t even know what fracking was! So it’s that argument isn’t it  

Participant 2: yeah 

Participant 6: it’s about what’s happening in front of you that affects you and affects what you 

do and stuff 

Participant 2: and I’d say the biggest thing I think about when I think of fracking… are the 

protestors and that’s because it’s local  

Participant 4: yeah 

Participant 2: and because we see it and hear about it… and hear stories about it… so of 

course that comes into play  
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Facilitator: Yeah cool… so just a quick little thing to stick in…. would you say that your houses 

fall in the radius of the effects… or risks of fracking? 

Participant 1: yeah… remember those tremors years ago… well my house was shaking 

Participant 3: yeah I think the tremors might have affected my house… but other than that… I 

would say no 

Participant 1: I think if the risks are severe of when it is happening… then it will affect 

everyone… in quite a large radius  

Participant 4: yeah  

Facilitator: so knowing that your houses are in the impact radius zone… does that change your 

opinion or view on fracking  

Participant 1: not really… because if my house falls down… it’s Cuadrilla’s problem haha 

Participant 3: I don’t know… I think it’s hard… some of these effects… like the health effects 

that cause people cancer and that… we’re not probably going to find out until that’s the case… 

in years to come… and in that time… if it starts happening here… it’s going to start happening 

all over the country… so for me I’m a bit like… I just don’t know 

Participant 5: you could turn it round… you could look at it as if this area were the pioneers in 

fracking… so when it’s across the country  

Participant 3: they’ll be like what were all those stupid protestors going on about 

Participant 5: well yeah we’d have hindsight… and when we’re using the energy in like 30 

years time… 

Participant 6: nobody will remember it 

Participant 5: and we’re paying low energy bill prices… when it comes to that and you’re 

paying lower prices… it offsets everything… if everything is okay in the end 

Participant 4: so I guess you’re sort of saying that the end justifies the means  

Participant 5: yeah  

Facilitator: that’s really interesting guys…. Okay final final question haha…. Remember when I 

asked you about how favourable or unfavourable your overall opinions were on fracking 

currently on a scale of 1-5… having discussed all of this… has your opinion changed at all?  

Participant 1: was I a 4? 

Facilitator: yeah you were 

Participant 1: okay… so before I was thinking that I was a high 4 with quite a favourable 

opinion on fracking... nearing to 5 and nearing towards just like yeah do it… now maybe… I’d be 

a lower 4 and less favourable  
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Participant 3: I was also a 4 at the start… but I think now that I’d be about a 3 or a 4… because 

I think I didn’t know about the process and the direct environmental impacts… but maybe once 

I’ve digested that and come back… I might be a solid 4 though 

Participant 1: if you had more… or if we were given more information… like on the video where 

it said the chemical… it should then give… it said non-hazardous… but hair dye is meant to be 

non-hazardous… but it is hazardous haha… so if you were given the actual effects of things and 

not just biased words 

Facilitator: so you would support the disclosure of the chemicals used? 

Participant 1: yeah 

Facilitator: what about you participant 2… has your opinion changed? 

Participant 2: I think that I lied to myself before when I said that I was a 3 and I was kind of 

neutral because I think I looked upon it more negatively… because like I said… the protesting is 

always in my mind… and then I’m like if it’s that bad… there’s a reason and I think I would say 

I’ve maybe gone from a 2 to a 3… because I know more about fracking and the benefits now… 

but at the same time I’m just not confident… because like you say… it’s only hindsight that we’ll 

be able to tell whether it was a good decision or not… but I think the decision has been made 

Participant 4: yeah and however much you don’t like it… you’ve just got to go with it  

Participant 3: yeah  I think a little bit… like maybe if it was a public thing… if it wasn’t a private 

company doing it… you’d have a bit more right to be like what’s going on etc.. but because 

they’re a private company… that’s like… y’know saying to such-a-body who has their own 

business… what do you do every day and I want to know everything about it kind of thing… so I 

think that because it’s a private element to it and the public don’t know about fracking… the 

public automatically think it’s bad  

Participant 4: I would even argue that the public don’t trust Cuadrilla… for that reason I’m still a 

one 

Participant 6: I would agree… but then like… the thing is with Cuadrilla… they’ve probably 

carried out tests on x y z chemicals that they don’t want to tell the public because the public 

don’t have a high enough knowledge on it to know that that’s actually a good thing… for that 

reason I’m still a five… I strongly support fracking because I think it’s the future and necessary 

given the current situation of the UK 

Participant 2: hmm 

Participant 6: do you know what I mean… so there’s a non-disclosure because it probably 

protects the public interest a bit more 

Participant 4: whilst also making it suspicious at the same time  

Participant 6: yeah exactly because people not knowing is automatically bad… even if they 

don’t know if it’s bad or not 

Participant 5: but if we were given information on things… of past fracking developments like in 

America… where there were deformities and stuff like that… we only hear the really negative 
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things like the health impacts of it… we don’t fully hear all the arguments for fracking… so if 

Cuadrilla came out and someone put that to them… they would say… well yeah there has been 

cases of that in the US… but we don’t use those chemicals in that process (2)… you know… it’s 

reasons like that which create reservations for me and lead me to feel suspicious of Cuadrilla 

and the government… hence why I’m still a two… maybe three at a push 

Participant 3: they could turn around and say… well the UK government told us that in no way 

can we do this if we follow what America has done 

Participant 1: the talks would have been going on since America started fracking… I’m 

guessing a long time 

Participant 4: since the 1980’s I think  

Participant 1: yeah so fi it’s taken them 40 years nearly for them to give Cuadrilla the go 

ahead… they’ve changed things 

Participant 3: and they probably didn’t even know what chemicals they were putting in the 

ground back then 

Participant 1: yeah they put everything in the ground… even now we do  

Participant 4: yeah put it in the ground and the risk goes away doesn’t it 

Participant 2: out of sight out of mind 

Facilitator: okay great…thankyou… that concludes this focus group… have any of you got any 

questions or anything you’d like to add? 

Participant 1: no 

Participant 5: no 

Participant 2: no 

Participant 6: no 

Participant 4: nope 

Participant 3: no 

Facilitator: fabulous… I would just like to thank you all for participating in this focus group… I 

hope you enjoyed it and can say you know a little bit more about fracking haha… just a 

reminder… you will remain anonymous throughout my whole dissertation even once submitted 

and all of your responses will be anonymous also… if you would like to access the results after I 

have compiled them and written my dissertation up you’re more than welcome to… just leave 

me a few contact details… once again, thank you 

 


