
Kirklees Local Plan Early Engagement Questionnaire 
 

The council is preparing a Local Plan and is seeking the views of interested bodies and 
individuals about what should be included in the Plan as part of our early engagement1.  
 
The Early Engagement Period is being held for eight weeks between 7th April 2014 and 30th 
May 2014. If you would like your views to be considered in the Kirklees Local Plan please 
submit this questionnaire before the end of the period. 
 
This questionnaire should be read in conjunction with Kirklees Local Plan Early Engagement 
Report. This report sets out the reasons why the council is producing a Local Plan and 
government guidance on what it should cover.  The report is available on the council’s Local 
Plan website: www.kirklees.gov.uk/localplan 
 
Hard copies of the Early Engagement Report and Questionnaire are also available at the 
following locations during the early engagement period: 
 
Civic Centre 3 Reception (side entrance), 
Huddersfield (Mon-Fri 10am-4pm) 

Heckmondwike Library and Information Centre 

Batley Town Hall Holmfirth Library and Information Centre 

Batley Library Marsden Library and Information Centre 

Birstall Library and Information Centre Meltham Library and Information Centre 

Cleckheaton Town Hall Mirfield Library and Information Centre 

Dewsbury Town Hall Skelmanthorpe Library and Information Centre 

Dewsbury Library  

 

Please submit your completed forms before 17:00 30th May 2014 to one of the 
addresses below: 
 

By email: local.development@kirklees.gov.uk 
 

By Post: Planning Policy Group, PO Box B93, Civic Centre 3, Off Market Street, 
Huddersfield, HD1 2JR 

 
In Person: Civic Centre 3 Reception (side entrance), Huddersfield (Mon-Fri 10am-4pm) 
 
Your contact details 

Name  
 

Job Title (if appropriate)  
 

Organisation (if appropriate)  
 

Address (including Post 
Code) 

 

Telephone Number  Email  

  How would you prefer to be contacted in the future?     Email             Post    

 
Please note, any comments submitted cannot be treated as confidential and may be published on the council’s 
website. Addresses, telephone numbers and email addresses will not be made available, but will be added to 
our contact list to enable you to be kept informed during the Local Plan process. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) outlines the Government’s position on what 
should be included in a local plan. In addition, the NPPF places a focus on sustainable 
development around three central themes of economic, social and environmental.  To shape 

                                                 
1
 Regulation 18, Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

http://www.kirklees.gov.uk/localplan
mailto:local.development@kirklees.gov.uk


the vision, objectives and priorities for the Local Plan we are seeking your views on what this 
means to you and what should be included in the Kirklees Local Plan.  
 
For further details on the NPPF and the Local Plan, see the Kirklees Local Plan Early 
Engagement Report referred to earlier.  The vision and strategic objectives from the 
previously submitted core strategy can be found in Appendix 1 of the Early Engagement 
Report. Considering these, please state what you think should be included in the Local Plan 
and why this is important based on the following themes: 
 

Economic 
NPPF definition: economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the 

right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development 

requirements, including the provision of infrastructure; 

I think that the Local Plan should provide protection for the community from shale gas and 
coal bed methane extraction, possibly involving fracking.  
 
The negative impacts of extraction could include those on the economy, whether through 
damage to infrastructure or reductions in property prices.  
 
Coal bed methane and shale gas  Property developers Cala and Persimmon are 
understood to have objected to Dart's coal bed methane extraction plans at Letham Moss 
near Airth because of the proximity to their developments and the possible impact on 
property prices, and Network Rail has objected, fearing that a gas blast could damage a 
nearby railway line.  
This was reported in The Herald 9th December 2012 ‘The dark side of the gas rush’ 
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/home-news/the- dark-side-of-the-gas-rush.19626350  
Furthermore, such extraction could have a negative impact on the rural farming economy. 
Spills and leaks of drilling fluids can also contaminate agricultural land and harm livestock.  
Vast quantities of contaminated water must be treated and disposed of. Evidence is 
emerging from Australia that existing treatments cannot remove all the toxins found in CBM 
wastewater (See National Toxics Network submission to New South Wales Inquiry into Coal 
Seam Gas, September 2011, http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NTN-
submission-to-the-NSW-Inquiry-Into-Coal-Seam-Gas3.pdf).  
CBM and shale gas extraction would also have a significant impact on local landscapes: the 
infrastructure needed would also include access roads, water management facilities and 
pipelines to power station. This, in turn could adversely affect the local tourist economy.  
 

Social 
NPPF definition: a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing 

the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a 

high quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and 

support its health, social and cultural well-being; 

I think that the Local Plan should provide protection for the community from shale gas and 
coal bed methane extraction, possibly involving fracking.  There is great deal of evidence of 
the negative impacts of shale gas and coal bed methane extraction on human health.  
 
Coal bed methane Although CBM extraction does not always involve fracking, the 
chemicals used in CBM drilling muds can be just as toxic as those used in fracking, and 
there are the same risks of spills and leakages. And because CBM is typically found at much 
shallower depths than shale gas (up to 1200 metres underground for CBM, compared to 
2000 – 3000 metres for shale gas), risks such as groundwater contamination are increased.   
CBM waste water is extremely salty and has been found to contain not only harmful 
chemicals from the drilling fluids used, but also highly toxic BTEX (benzene, toluene, 
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ethylbenzene and xylenes) chemicals including known carcinogens, and naturally-occurring 
radioactive materials (see National Toxics Network ‘Toxic chemicals in the exploration and 
production of gas from unconventional sources’ http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-
content/uploads/2013/04/UCgas_report-April-2013.pdf).  
Communities living near CBM extraction sites in Australia have complained of respiratory 
problems, rashes and irritated eyes (see National Toxics Network ‘Toxic chemicals in the 
exploration and production of gas from unconventional sources’ op cit). But the long-term 
health impacts could be more severe: research from the USA has found that people living 
less than half a mile from unconventional gas wells have a higher excess lifetime risk for 
cancer, based on their exposure to air pollutants (see McKenzie et al Human health risk 
assessment of air emissions from development of unconventional natural gas resources 
http://cogcc.state.co.us/library/setbackstakeholdergroup/Presentations/Health%20Risk%20A
ssessment%20of%20Air%2 
0Emissions%20From%20Unconventional%20Natural%20Gas%20-%20HMcKenzie2012.pdf)  
The risks posed to the local environment and human health have contributed to the 
imposition of a ban in New South Wales on CBM extraction within 2km of residential areas 
(see NSW Government 19th February 2013 ‘Tough new rules for coal seam gas activity’ 
http://www.resources.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/458018/TOUGH-NEW-
RULES-FOR-COAL-SEAM-GAS- ACTIVITY.pdf).  
 
Shale gas Fracking for shale gas has also been linked to increased levels of air pollution 
and associated health problems. Air pollution was identified as a ‘high risk’ by the European 
Commission study mentioned above.  
Monitoring of air quality near fracking sites in western Colorado found over 50 non-methane 
hydrocarbons (NMHCs) near shale gas wells. Of these, 44 have health impacts including 35 
which affect the brain and nervous system.  Some of these were found at levels which could 
potentially harm children exposed pre-birth (see 43 Colborn et al (2012) ‘An Exploratory 
Study of Air Quality near Natural Gas Operations’ 
http://www.endocrinedisruption.com/files/HERA12). Although the pollution was not 
conclusively linked to the gas wells, there is little other industry and not much traffic in the 
area monitored.   
Emissions from shale gas wells can also cause photochemical smog: levels of ozone in 
Sublette County in rural Wyoming where there is a high concentration of gas wells have 
been recorded as higher than Los Angeles (see 44 Food & Water Watch ‘The case for ban 
on gas fracking’ http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/reports/the-case-for-a-ban-on- gas-
fracking/ p8 ). And there is also evidence of health impacts: “a Texas hospital serving six 
counties near drilling sites reported asthma rates three times higher than the state average; 
one quarter of young children in the community had asthma” (see 44 Food & Water Watch 
‘The case for ban on gas fracking’ http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/reports/the-case-for-a-
ban-on- gas-fracking/ p8). 
 
There are also health risks associated with water pollution. In the UK, companies will be 
required to publish the contents of fracking fluid.  An assessment of 353 chemicals known to 
be used in fracking in the US found that:  25% could cause cancer; 50% could affect the 
nervous system, immune and cardiovascular systems; more than 75% could affect the skin, 
eyes and respiratory system (see Colborn et al (2011) ‘Natural Gas Operations from a Public 
Health Perspective 
http://cce.cornell.edu/EnergyClimateChange/NaturalGasDev/Documents/PDFs/fracking%20c
hemicals%20from%20a%20public %20health%20perspective.pdf).   
The shale gas industry says that chemicals are a very small percentage of the liquid pumped 
underground, but given the enormous quantities of water used, this still represents a huge 
quantity of chemicals. Fracking a shale gas well takes approximately 4 million gallons 
(approximately 15 million litres) of water; if you assume that the chemicals are just 0.5% of 
the water used, then this means that each fracking operation involves 20,000 gallons (about 
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75,000 litres) of chemicals. If there are six wells per drilling pad (a typical number) and each 
well is fracked twice, then the total volume of chemicals used is almost a quarter of a million 
gallons. That equates to an Olympic swimming pool of chemicals for every three drilling 
pads. 

Environmental 
NPPF definition: an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, 

built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural 

resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change 

including moving to a low carbon economy. 

I think that the Local Plan should provide protection for the community from shale gas and 
coal bed methane extraction, possibly involving fracking.  There is great deal of evidence of 
the negative impacts of shale gas and coal bed methane extraction on the environment. 
 
I propose two policies.  
 
Policy 1 An applicant for planning permission for coal bed methane or shale gas operations 
(including test drilling, test fracking, fracking and extraction) must ensure that the proposed 
development will not adversely impact: 

 On the quality and quantity of water resources, including groundwater and water 
courses. 

 On air quality (including through emissions of methane and sulphur). 

 On seismic activity. 

 On local communities. 

 On greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  
 
To this end, the Council will demand an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to assess 
impacts (including possible cumulative impacts) on soils, water and air. 
 
Policy 2  
Planning permission for coal bed methane and shale gas operations (including test drilling, 
test fracking fracking and extraction) will not be granted unless: 

a) the Council is satisfied that any risk of adverse impacts has been eliminated, 
b) the proposal will not compromise the Council’s duties in relation to climate change 

mitigation (as set out in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Section 
19(1A), the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 Paragraphs 93 and 94 and 
planning practice guidance for England*) and 

c) the proposal is environmentally acceptable, or it can be made so by planning 
conditions or obligations. 

 
* “Local planning authorities should ensure that protecting the local environment is properly 
considered alongside the broader issues of protecting the global environment… and …To be 
found sound, Local Plans will need to reflect this principle [addressing climate change] and 
enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the 
National Planning Policy Framework. These include the requirements for local authorities to 
adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change in line with the provisions 
and objectives of the Climate Change Act 2008 and co-operate to deliver strategic priorities 
which include climate change” - planning practice guidance for England Paragraph: 001 
Reference ID 6-001-20140306). 
 
 
Protecting our natural, build and historic environment  
Coal bed methane and shale gas  CBM or shale gas extraction would have a significant 
impact on local landscapes: in addition to the wells, the infrastructure needed would also 



include access roads, water management facilities and pipelines to power stations.   
 
Using natural resources prudently 
Coal bed methane Extracting water from coal seams can also lead to depletion of 
groundwater (see “The drawdown of ground water heads within coal seam gas aquifers is a 
necessary process and an unavoidable impact associated with the de-pressurisation of the 
coal” Groundwater (Deep Aquifer Modeling) for Santos GLNG Project – Environmental 
Impact Statement, 31/3/2009).  
 
Shale Gas Fracking is a water-intensive activity. The volume of water used for each frack 
varies depending on the location and the geology. In the US, water used has varied from 
9,000 to 29,000 cubic metres (9 – 29 million litres or between 2 and 6.4 million gallons)30. At 
the one site fracked in the UK, Cuadrilla used 8,400 cubic metres (8.4 million litres or 1.85 
million gallons) of water (see Cudrilla Resources ‘Composition of components in Bowland 
Shale hydraulic fracturing fluid for Preese Hall-1 well http://www.cuadrillaresources.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/02/Chemical-Disclosure-PH-1.jpg).   
The volume of water needed might not be significant at a national level: one report has found 
that “development of shale reserves at levels sufficient to deliver gas at a level equivalent to 
10% of UK gas consumption would increase industrial water abstraction across England and 
Wales by up to 0.6%” (see Tyndall Centre (2011) ‘Shale gas: a provisional assessment of 
climate change and environmental impacts’ 
http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/sites/default/files/tyndall-coop_shale_gas_report_final.pdf  section 
4.3).   
 
However, there could be local and regional problems. For example, the Cuadrilla drilling near 
Blackpool is within the River Wyre catchment - the Environment Agency identifies that all 
zones in the catchment are classified as either ‘over licenced’, ‘over abstracted’ or ‘no water 
available’ (see Environment Agency (2006) ‘The Wyre Catchment Abstraction Management 
Strategy’ http://a0768b4a8a31e106d8b0- 
50dc802554eb38a24458b98ff72d550b.r19.cf3.rackcdn.com/genw0906bllq-e-e.pdf).  These 
problems could be further worsened by climate change.  
 
The Chartered Institute of Water & Environmental Management has expressed concern 
about water use, stating that fracking “must not be allowed to conflict with water use for 
public water supply or that needed to maintain a healthy environment” and raising concerns 
about future water availability: “Climate change scenarios predict less water availability in the 
future so whether this level of water use is appropriate in the long term to source energy 
requires further research” (see CIWEM (2012) ‘Hydraulic Fracturing (Fracking) of Shale in 
the UK’ http://www.ciwem.org/media/624838/Fracking_Oct2012.pdf).  
The Environment Agency, which is responsible for water resources in the UK, has said that it 
would not licence unsustainable abstraction  (see House of Commons Energy & Climate 
Change Committee (2011) ‘Shale Gas’  
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmenergy/795/795.pdf   para 
124). 
 
Minimising waste and pollution 
Coal bed methane Spills and leaks of drilling fluids can also contaminate agricultural land 
and harm livestock.  Vast quantities of contaminated water must be treated and disposed of. 
Evidence is emerging from Australia that existing treatments cannot remove all the toxins 
found in CBM wastewater (See National Toxics Network submission to New South Wales 
Inquiry into Coal Seam Gas, September 2011, http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-
content/uploads/2011/11/NTN-submission-to-the-NSW-Inquiry-Into-Coal-Seam-Gas3.pdf).  
 
Shale gas A report for the European Commission, which assessed the cumulative impact of 
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fracking at several sites as having a high risk of causing  local environmental problems 
including groundwater contamination, surface water contamination, water resource use and 
air pollution (see AEA Technology for the European Commission (2012) Support to the 
identification of potential risks for the environment and  human health arising from 
hydrocarbons operations involving hydraulic fracturing in Europe’ 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/energy/pdf/fracking%20study.pdf ).  
 
There is considerable evidence of contamination from both methane and fracking chemicals. 
One study of aquifers overlying the Marcellus and Utica shales in the north-eastern US found 
“systematic evidence of methane contamination of groundwater associated with shale gas 
extraction” (see Osborn et al (2011) ‘Methane contamination of drinking water accompanying 
gas-well drilling and hydraulic fracturing’ 
http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2011/05/02/1100682108.full.pdf+html) . The industry 
claims that fracking is a proven technology, widely used for 60 years. Although it is true that 
the first well was fracked in 1947, this involved a small volume of liquid pumped at relatively 
low pressure into a vertical well half a mile deep. The situation today is radically different. 
The technology has changed hugely in the last decade with the development of horizontal 
drilling, using much greater volumes of fluid at much higher pressures and drilling several 
wells from one well-pad. Fracking as proposed in the UK is at best a decade old 
development based on new technologies that are still being refined.  
How much of the water pumped down the well comes back to the surface (known as 
‘produced water’ or ‘waste water’) can vary from 20% to 80%, depending on the local 
circumstances.   
This means that 20-80% of the water also remains underground and “once underground, 
fracking fluid mixes with the naturally occurring brines and is subject to geological forces and 
chemical processes over the long term, from years to decades. How far and how fast this 
blend can travel, and how it might change chemically, is impossible to know and control” 
(see 37 Food & Water Watch Fracking: the new global water crisis 
http://documents.foodandwaterwatch.org/doc/FrackingCrisisUS.pdf ).    
Methane and fracking fluid may escape / contaminate water via a number of different routes:  
Migration down naturally occurring fractures in the rock or via extension of fractures created 
by fracking or via nearby abandoned wells. Leaks via well-casings that have been 
inadequately completed or which have subsequently failed  Leaks or spills of fracking fluid or 
‘produced water’ above ground  If there is a risk of contamination, what chemicals could be 
involved? In the UK, companies will be required to publish the contents of fracking fluid.   
An assessment of 353 chemicals known to be used in fracking in the US found that:  25% 
could cause cancer; 50% could affect the nervous system, immune and cardiovascular 
systems; more than 75% could affect the skin, eyes and respiratory system (see Colborn et 
al (2011) ‘Natural Gas Operations from a Public Health Perspective’ 
http://cce.cornell.edu/EnergyClimateChange/NaturalGasDev/Documents/PDFs/fracking%20c
hemicals%20from%20a%20public %20health%20perspective.pdf).   
The shale gas industry says that chemicals are a very small percentage of the liquid pumped 
underground, but given the enormous quantities of water used, this still represents a huge 
quantity of chemicals. Fracking a shale gas well takes approximately 4 million gallons 
(approximately 15 million litres) of water; if you assume that the chemicals are just 0.5% of 
the water used, then this means that each fracking operation involves 20,000 gallons (about 
75,000 litres) of chemicals. If there are six wells per drilling pad (a typical number) and each 
well is fracked twice, then the total volume of chemicals used is almost a quarter of a million 
gallons. That equates to an Olympic swimming pool of chemicals for every three drilling 
pads.  
In addition to the chemicals, fracking waste water may also contain substances from deep 
underground such as strontium, benzene, toluene and Naturally Occurring Radioactive 
Material (NORM) such as Radium 22641. An investigation by the New York Times found that  
nearly three-quarters of the more than wells studied in the north east US produced waste 



water with high levels of radiation, including at least 116 wells with levels that were hundreds 
of times the US EPA’s drinking water standard, and at least 15 wells with levels thousands of 
times the standard (see New York Times 26th February 2011 ‘Regulation Lax as Gas Wells’ 
Tainted Water Hits Rivers’ 
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/27/us/27gas.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0).     
 
Fracking for shale gas has also been linked to increased levels of air pollution and 
associated health problems. Air pollution was identified as a ‘high risk’ by the European 
Commission study mentioned above.  
Monitoring of air quality near fracking sites in western Colorado found over 50 non-methane 
hydrocarbons (NMHCs) near shale gas wells. Of these, 44 have health impacts including 35 
which affect the brain and nervous system.  Some of these were found at levels which could 
potentially harm children exposed pre-birth (see 43 Colborn et al (2012) ‘An Exploratory 
Study of Air Quality near Natural Gas Operations’ 
http://www.endocrinedisruption.com/files/HERA12). Although the pollution was not 
conclusively linked to the gas wells, there is little other industry and not much traffic in the 
area monitored.   
Emissions from shale gas wells can also cause photochemical smog: levels of ozone in 
Sublette County in rural Wyoming where there is a high concentration of gas wells have 
been recorded as higher than Los Angeles (see 44 Food & Water Watch ‘The case for ban 
on gas fracking’ http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/reports/the-case-for-a-ban-on- gas-
fracking/ p8). And there is also evidence of health impacts: “a Texas hospital serving six 
counties near drilling sites reported asthma rates three times higher than the state average; 
one quarter of young children in the community had asthma” (see 44 Food & Water Watch 
‘The case for ban on gas fracking’ http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/reports/the-case-for-a-
ban-on- gas-fracking/ p8).  
 
Mitigating and adapting to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.  
Coal bed methane Unconventional gas, such as CBM, is underpinning the Government’s 
‘dash for gas’, pinning our energy future on a continuing role for gas in generating electricity. 
According to the Committee on Climate Change, this dash for gas would be incompatible 
with meeting our mandatory carbon budgets (see 5 Guardian 4th December 2012 ‘Gas 
strategy should be plan Z government’s official climate adviser warns’ 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2012/dec/04/gas-strategy-plan-z-climate-adviser)     
Globally, exploiting the world’s reserves of unconventional gas could lead to a temperature 
rise of 3.5 degrees Centigrade (see International Energy Agency (2012) ‘Golden Rules for a 
Golden Age of Gas’ 
http://www.worldenergyoutlook.org/media/weowebsite/2012/goldenrules/WEO2012_Golden
RulesReport.pdf). This is way above the 2 degrees rise that the UK and other developed 
countries has said is necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. A recent report by 
Professor David Mackay, chief scientist at the Department for Energy & Climate Change, 
concluded that “without global climate policies  new fossil fuel exploitation is likely to lead to 
an increase in cumulative GHG emissions and the risk of climate change” (see DECC 
‘Potential greenhouse gas emissions associated with shale gas extraction and use’ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/potential-greenhouse-gas-emissions-
associated-with-shale-gas-production- and-use). 
 
Shale Gas  
The key issue is how much methane escapes during the exploration and production – these 
‘fugitive emissions’ are critically important as methane, the main constituent of natural gas, 
contributes to climate change at a level 25 times greater than carbon dioxide over a 100- 
year timeframe (and over shorter timeframes methane’s impact is greater still).  
On shale gas emissions compared to conventional natural gas, a report for the European 
Commission found that emissions from shale gas production were 1-8% higher than for 
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conventional pipeline generation within Europe. It also found that shale gas emissions could 
be lower than for conventional gas from outside Europe or for LNG imports but that this 
depends on industry practices and “where emissions from shale gas are uncontrolled, there 
may be no GHG emission benefits from utilising domestic shale gas resources over imports 
of conventional gas from outside the EU” (see AEA for the European Commission (2012) 
‘Climate impact of potential shale gas production in the UK’ 
http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/eccp/docs/120815_final_report_en.pdf ). Other analysis 
supports this claim that using shale gas brings no carbon benefits (see Weber et al (2012) 
‘Life cycle carbon footprint of shale gas: review of evidence and implications’ 
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es300375n).  
   
Recent modelling carried out by internationally-respected climate experts at the Tyndall 
Centre has found that burning just 20% of the gas that Cuadrilla claims to have found in its 
licence area in Lancashire (20% of 5,660 bcm = 1,132 bcm) would take up 14.5% of the 
UK’s total carbon emissions budget to 2050, assuming that we want to stay within the carbon 
budget necessary to meet our legally-binding obligations under the Climate Change Act 
2008  (see Broderick et al (2011) ‘Shale gas: an updated assessment of environmental and 
climate change impacts’ http://www.co- 
operative.coop/Corporate/Fracking/1/Shale%20gas%20update%20-%20full%20report.pdf).  
Globally, the International Energy Agency (IEA) has calculated that a ‘Golden Age of Gas’ 
with “an accelerated global expansion of gas supply from unconventional resources” which 
more than triples to 2035. This “puts CO2 emissions on a long-term trajectory ... consistent 
with a probable temperature rise of more than 3.5 degrees Celsius in the long term”. This is 
well above the threshold for triggering catastrophic climate change: as the IEA admits “we 
are not saying that it will be a golden age for humanity - we are saying it will be a golden age 
for gas” (see BBC Campaigners’ anger over agency’s shale gas report 29th May 2012). 
   
Exploitation of shale gas in the UK could have a major impact on the investment in 
renewable energy needed to decarbonize the energy sector. Energy expert Professor Paul 
Stevens of Chatham House has written that “There is a real fear among many analysts that 
shale gas may substitute not for coal but for renewables” and that “the anticipation of cheap 
natural gas could inhibit investment in renewables. But again, if the revolution fails to deliver 
a lot of cheap gas, by the time this is realized it could well be too late to revert to a solution to 
climate change based upon renewables”  (see Chatham House (2012) ‘The ‘Shale Gas 
Revolution’: Developments and Changes’ 
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Energy,%20Environment%
20and%20Development/bp0812_st evens.pdf).  
 

Other Information 
E.g.: Policies that were not included in the Local Development Framework (LDF) core strategy 

submission document, infrastructure requirements, cross border considerations, specific differences 

and characteristics across the district that should be considered.  
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http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Energy,%20Environment%20and%20Development/bp0812_st%20evens.pdf
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Energy,%20Environment%20and%20Development/bp0812_st%20evens.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
If you require further space, please attach any additional sheets and submit with this form. 
 
Thank you for your time. 


