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Transcript of two extended interviews with Tom Pickering 

This interview was carried out by Ruth Hayhurst, of DrillOrDrop.com, with Tom Pickering, 

operations director of INEOS Upstream. The interviews took place on 27th October and 13th 

November 2015. This was before confirmation of licences issued under the 14th licensing round. 

At the time of the interviews, INEOS was hosting community meetings in Scotland, which were 

part of a series of 18 scheduled throughout the autumn. Tom Pickering began by explaining the 

background to the meetings. 

Community meetings 

TP: As a company, we already have a big presence in many of the local areas where shales are 

present. If you take Scotland, for example, the Grangemouth refining and petro-chemicals business 

has been owned by INEOS for 15 years but it has actually been in the landscape for 100. And the 

chlorine facility in Runcorn has been there for equally the same duration. Often the reason they 

were sited in these locations was either because you could import the fuel or the product you were 

making or they were located over coal. And often, although not always, the shale in the UK underlies 

the coal. So there is a historic context in many of these areas.  

So as soon as you acquire a licence, as we did in Scotland, and also farmed-in to, we were very public 

about why we were interested. It was also a natural extension to our own story of buying stranded 

ethane in the US and building the tank and importing liquefied ethane to Scotland. So it was, I guess, 

a continuation of that. So as soon as we put our name out in that way, we were also going into a 

context with the whole heightened interest in shale had grown and I think we found ourselves as a 

big company having to really declare that we would get out and talk to people. 

That started with public town halls, either by invitation of the community, because they had 

organised them, or it started by us instigating our own town hall meetings simply to introduce 

myself from the team in Scotland. That then led to the feedback from those meetings. It was 

everything from ‘Don’t come back again’ to ‘Fair enough, thank you for turning up, I need more 

facts’ to a small amount of people saying they supported us. That was generally the kind of spread in 

those early days. 

People are not going to agree necessarily but you do have to listen. We have had a luxury of being 

able to listen a lot more because we have an existing business, because we can talk about that and 

we can just add a more gentle pace to slow down the particular issues.  

We were encouraged to come back and do these exhibitions. I think what we did try to do is capture 

from the public town hall meetings the issues that people were raising with us when we designed 

the stands and ensure you’ve got the right staff member there to cover it and that our website has 

got the video clips that cover a particular issue that was identified. We try to join the information 

sources. It is a long haul addressing it step by step.  

Those community exhibitions have really been about sitting down with people in community halls in 

the licence areas and just talking about what they have got from Google, what does that mean, what 

are the risks we are dealing with as a business when we are looking to explore, how do we build up a 

picture that gives us more certainty. These are just early conversations.  
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RH: How do the meetings work? 

TP: It’s drop-in. It’s myself – I go to as many as I can – but also the team, drilling engineers, 

geologists, procurement, waste management specialists, just people in a particular niche area who 

have expertise.  

We’ve got stands that try to take people through the entire story: what is our business doing in the 

local area, what is our gas demand, how does that contribute, what is gas used for, the methane that 

is used for the power and the heat. The ethane element, that is a basic petrochemical building block 

for plastics, is also an important part of that story. We’re not producing this [plastic] to have it 

stored in a shed. People are buying and using this in their everyday life.  

We’re accepting we’re importing this from the US. There is a narrative in Scotland about the history 

of shale and refining and petrochemicals, Paraffin Young exporting that fractionation technology 

around the world originally from Grangemouth. This is another turn of that wheel and it is the 

keyhole surgery approach to getting to a resource that’s in place.  

It is then sitting with people and trying to tease out the various issues. It is a long spectrum, right 

through the seismic, the drilling, the core sampling. How do all those inter-relate to give you the 

picture? The whole stand takes you through that story. Some people want to go straight to a 

particular issue. Some people want to be left to walk round it and then pick up the questions. We try 

to conduct it in that way. 

RH: How much talking do you do and how much listening? 

TP: For us it is very easy to jump to solving things. We have a team of engineers who understand the 

things they are dealing with and can jump very quickly to here’s the solution. We have had to just 

stop and say ‘What is it that is concerning you? What have you read?’ That then allows you to put 

the context to it. Just pausing as a team is a discipline. It is quite easy, because you understand your 

subject, to say ‘OK I hear you, now here’s the answer’. It’s just a cultural way of being as a company, 

as my team. We are trying to choose to behave in a particular way and actually listen then respond. 

Sometimes we get it right and sometimes we don’t. We can but try.  

RH: What made you decide to do these in the first place? And what’s your objective from them? 

TP: We decided to do them simply because we do value the prize. We do want to test that prize and 

see if it’s real. The objective is actually to advance it: the seismic, the core drilling. It’s not one 

singular objective – it’s both to commercially test that prize in a technical way, to understand that 

volume of oil and gas that’s present, understand whether it can flow commercially to surface, 

understand the wider picture of that geology so that you understand the faulting that’s in place, 

understand whether or not a well even produces and can you do it safely across a wider area. 

Alongside a community: that proof of the pudding is there. You’re building a site, you’re submitting a 

planning application, you’re letting it run its course, it’s (the planning consent) conditioned, you 

work those conditions. I think an objective for us has got to be keeping the community engaged 

along the path of that. So as we build a site, taking it to planning consent, to a built site but then an 

operational site – accessing it, showcasing it and just continuing the narrative that we’re doing what 

we said we’d do. That is the social licence.  
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RH: For these individual meetings, do you say ‘At the end this is what we want to achieve? Is there 

an objective for the meetings or the process? 

TP: No. Engagement is the objective. It’s to introduce ourselves as people. If you go with an objective 

then actually you’re not listening. The objective is to come and just listen and to try to respond when 

you’re asked to respond on the spot. Also then to develop materials.  

You want to then be able to gather what you’ve heard. Ultimately we are quite fair in the meetings. 

We do think this is a prize that can be safely accessed and deserves to be explored. We’re not shying 

away from that. In making that statement with people we are very clear that we will come back with 

a planning application. Just because somebody comes to a meeting and tells us that they don’t want 

it, we will follow the system, the planning application, we will work properly to submit the 

information that covers issues or describes how we will manage it, how we will screen an issue. But 

ultimately we will rely on that system to determine and, as best we can, navigate that by properly 

addressing the things they raise. I wouldn’t want to say we’re going in saying if one person says no 

this mustn’t happen, or that we would say we don’t value that prize in the wider context of our own 

business, or as a national resource.  

RH: How much have you invested in these community meetings? 

TP: A considerable amount.  

RH: Can you give the figure? 

TP: I couldn’t actually. I haven’t put a number on what we’ve done. We’ve chosen to just get out 

there. So there’s time with the team, materials and addressing particular issues. A lot of work goes 

into when a particular issue is identified. A particular case or example of something in the US.  

So often you go to a public meeting and someone [from the team] says I got this particular question 

on this day. The obligation on us is to go away and get to that particular thing and then try and tease 

it apart and say OK we’ll go back to the person and say ‘we went and looked at it, this is the 

particular reason that occurred here’. Could it occur in the UK, yes or no? We try to distil it down 

into what are the things that are the different in the regulations and practice. 

It is an investment and I know it will be significant. It will be hundreds of thousands of pounds to 

deal with but I haven’t an exact number. It will be significant over time. 

RH: Some of your meetings have been described as love-bombing. Has Scotland learned to love 

shale yet?  

TP: I have to admit I am disappointed by the science of the soundbites.  

If a company chooses to get out there and behave properly in response to being asked, if you do 

your love-bombing, you’re trying to put across your case. And if you don’t, you’re hiding and you’re 

not being transparent.  

To my mind, I think we have won respect. People do have strong views. There are very strong 

reactions to it. I think we have won respect because we’ve just gone and listened.  

Often people have said ‘Actually you’re not allowed to do anything so why are you talking to us?’ It’s 

because we do want to do something and if we listen then we can cooperate.  
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Should we be allowed to progress to safe gas production, I would hope we don’t look back at this as 

love bombing. I hope we would look back at this as a proper and serious and authentic attempt to 

engage in a way that makes this happen.  

Public concerns about shale gas 

RH: What we the main concerns that people have raised so far? 

TP: Google has the immediate list of things: you go through a wide range: the public health aspects, 

the cancer chemicals, that’s one element. Water contamination is a really important one to people. 

People tend to go for the sub-surface aquifers. There is a bigger hydrogeological picture both sub-

surface and surface so we end up trying to explain there are different elements of that and that’s an 

important part of the US context. Air quality issues, transport, noise, light. Just simply visual impact 

on the landscape. There are often areas with a particular context so if you take Scotland as being 

deep mine workings or open cast coal mining so you are having to address particular geological 

concerns they have in a local area.  

RH: What about proximity to housing? 

TP: There is this picture in the US that no one lives close to a shale well. The reality is that this is true 

in some states and not in others. We get that raised with us. Ultimately these things are guided by 

World Health Organisation standards around lighting impact, noise impact at night. So for us this is a 

supply chain consideration. If you’re being judged against your ability to operate on a noise basis in 

close proximity to homes then what is the equipment you need and how has it been engineered to 

meet the acoustic standards that it must deliver? If I can’t meet that then I need to be selecting a 

site that is sufficiently far away that the equipment I have in this moment in time I can achieve that. 

RH: Do you have a distance in mind in terms of housing? 

TP: Typically the types of equipment in the UK at the moment, you can work about 400 meters and 

meet the legislation that the WHO guidelines on equipment working. 

What I would say to qualify that is that’s just a guideline. In any area you have to look at the context. 

If it’s rolling land you get a natural protection of acoustics. If you design and build your site you can 

also capture low resonance, low ground. So its context and assessment. You could be out in a flat 

field with a direct line of sight to houses and actually with the right wind you are going to breach 

that level. There is an overlaying sound mat. 

RH: Would you buy a house 400m from a shale site? 

TP: It is a question I am asked regularly. Would I allow operations next to me? Would I buy a house? 

Actually the answer is yes. I don’t say that because I represent the industry. I qualify it by all the 

things that people are asking me, which is: Is it a responsible operator? Can I see the right 

behaviours in the engineering, the discharge of their responsibility, their conduct, the management 

of that operation, and the traffic? Absolutely I would look for the same things to be present. But I 

would have no problem with fracking underneath my house, no problem. But the things that I really 

want to see are the conduct of operation. So no issue for me. 

RH: With those provisos? 

TP: With those provisos, yes. 
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RH: Kevin Hollinrake, the MP for Thirsk and Malton, has said shale gas sites should be no closer 

than a mile from properties. What’s your view on that? 

TP: My view on it is: “What does this mean? You might make a judgement that actually it is right and 

proper to be further from a property than a mile. Or you might make a judgement that in some 

instances that it is right and proper to be closer.  

I think you have to deal in the reasons why you are making that decision. It is about things like traffic 

movement. Is it appropriate to be a mile away because the roads near that property simply can’t 

contain and manage that traffic?  

To make an informed judgement you are layering on the traffic, the noise, the safety case, the light. 

You’re also thinking about the landscape context: is it flat, is it rolling. There’s a whole layering of 

thinking that should be informing the choice of that site.  

RH: So you think a flat rate doesn’t help? 

TP: I don’t think a flat rate helps anybody. What I would contend is that anyone would want a 

responsible operator to be making the case with all of these informed layers of thinking that they 

are presenting a proper case for that site.  

RH: How often does the issue of house prices come up in the exhibitions you hold? 

TP: It has done. I have noticed it dip off a bit of late. In the early bits of the exhibitions in Scotland 

people were very interested by that. Of course, it’s always driven by context. So you have Longannet 

closing, a major employment site, you see Tata Steel issues at the moment and of course the 

converse argument to that is the value of your home is also driven by the availability of employment 

and economic currency in your area. You have to consider both and we contend you have reflect on 

the provision of energy in some of these industries.  

I think in the particular context we are in Scotland at the moment some of those examples are 

beginning to be a background conversation to our own presence. Both in terms of as we talk about 

our site and how we keep it competitive and where do we chose to get a competitive supply of 

feedstock and energy so. It is interesting. We do get it yes. Absolutely is the answer.  

RH: What about chemicals that will be used in shale gas extraction?  

TP: Yes. The reaction to it is, I think, bred from the US where the companies, for commercial 

sensitivity, could say ‘I’ve developed this particular chemical system that will unlock a particular 

shale so that’s got value that I want to be able to sell it to my customers in that area and I don’t want 

my competitor to know what I’ve developed.’ But unfortunately that breeds distrust from the get go. 

If you can’t talk about the chemicals that you use then why are you using them?  

RH: How do you address that? 

TP: The first thing is to explain exactly why you’re using chemicals because I think that’s lost in the 

mix. We just start with explaining viscosifying.  

If you want to carry sand all the way from the top to the bottom, how do you get that? You get it by 

carrying things in suspension. So when you talk to people about viscosity you are using a chemical to 

get thickness into the water so you’re able to carry and deliver – that’s the first piece.  

When you introduce water to the reservoir you want to ensure that you’ve treated it so that you’re 

not introducing bacteria from the surface to your reservoir so there’s biocide. That’s treating the 
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water before you put it in. Then there’s the corrosion-inhibitor: when you’re talking about cement 

and steel integrity then that corrosion inhibitor is an important part of maintaining that integrity. 

It is just a long conversation explaining why you’re using it. But also with the commitment that we 

understand that people are concerned. We have to accept the picture that the UK is a completely 

different country. You have to declare everything that’s going in and everything that’s coming out. 

That is a fundamental difference to the US landscape so we’ve tried to paint that picture to people. 

That’s what we’re using. When you see us come with a planning application we’ll set it out about 

what we’re using, we’ll make that transparent, put it on the website, you can come and ask us.  

The other piece is just trying to relate chemicals to our everyday life. We all use chemicals. They are 

used safely with appropriate use every day. The hazards are understood. But with benefits also 

understood.  

It’s just getting the time with people is the biggest part. Ultimately it comes down to people saying 

‘OK I understand what you’re using them for but you need to win my trust that you are using them 

properly, you are storing them properly, you are transporting them properly, and that you’re 

actually declaring how and what you are using’. You are continually having to give that commitment. 

That’s what we do.  

RH: At this stage, do you know what chemicals you will be using? 

TP: Everyone says you use 300 chemicals – this a kind of Google fact. The reality is that there are 

probably 300 chemicals that you might choose to deploy on any particular reservoir type. But 

ultimately you’re probably only going to use six or twelve chemicals roughly in any fracture. It’s 

determined entirely by this progression of science. You take the 3D seismic, you understand the 

volume of the rock. From that you pick the spot where you want to core, and take samples of the 

rock. You take those rock samples and it’s the rock mechanics and the chemistry of that rock that 

determines the particular chemical that you might use.  

The acid that you hear talked about – small amounts of acidity introduced into the fracking fluid – is 

to address the calcites in the rocks, where if you can dissolve those calcites down 5,000 feet deep 

you are increasing the network through which the oil and gas can flow. It is serving a function.  

We don’t know until we take the rock samples, do the lab work, that then says actually looking at 

the characteristics that we see in that rock what is it that we need. The only step that you can do is 

to look to the US and say ‘Where is there comparable rock chemistry, what have they used there?’ 

Then the test is: Is what they’ve used there an acceptable chemical that we can use here? If it is, 

then you declare that and you bounce on to deploying it and testing for flow and seeing whether you 

can make that reservoir produce.  

RH: The allegation against the shale gas industry is that it uses toxic chemicals. Has INEOS found a 

way to frack without using chemicals? 

TP: Chemicals has become such a heightened issue. All the chemicals used are approved by the EA 

and SEPA to be non-hazardous in their application. 

Again listening at community meetings there’s firstly this piece in the US where you’ve had an 

absolute lack of transparency on the chemicals being used. Why did you have that? Because the 

companies in the early days believed that if they’d found the particular component recipe for 

unlocking the shale then they had something that they could sell and that they wanted to keep 
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guarded from competitors. So they didn’t talk about it. And that has bred an enormous amount of 

suspicion.  

The second point is this, what often gets said is that you’re using 300 chemicals. The reality is that 

you might have a choice of 300 and you’d only have a choice of 300 if they were chemicals that are 

licensed for use. But the reality is that each frack job only uses 6-12 chemicals. What drives what you 

might use is the geological sampling and the understanding of what you’re trying to apply to achieve 

in production from that particular reservoir. So you’re not talking about 300 going into the ground 

on every job. It is 6-12.  

The other important part then is the context element. As you bring that to the UK there is no ability 

to say this is commercially secret. We are absolutely required in any planning application to set out 

exactly what will be used, the concentration, the volumes, and to demonstrate how you clean, 

capture and store – all the COSHH guidelines and the European framework for these things. It is a 

very different context. But of course it is there. 

RH: So why do the NGOs and opponents of shale gas talk about this toxic cocktail of chemicals 

going into fracking fluids? Are they toxic at the concentration they are delivered to the site? 

TP: If you’re delivering them in a concentrated form, yes, they will be. But we transport chemicals 

everywhere.  

What does toxic mean? It means it has the potential to be harmful. So I think the word toxic is like 

the work frack. It does have an emotive value to it, rather than talking about all the values around 

us, the fuels we put in our cars every day, we contain and capture those to keep them safe because 

they have potential for harm.  

But they also have the benefit of using them. And the same in the way that we have chemicals in the 

house. They have a use but they also have a need to be handled properly. We talk about storage. If 

you went to a farm yard in the UK and looked at the fuel and the chemicals, pesticides, fertilisers, 

they are handling on site. We use these things, they have benefit, and they have to be used properly. 

It is the accurate describing of the use of that chemical, the safe usage, its safe containment, its 

deployment, its safe capture and its safe treatment.  

And then the very last piece of that is in particular with us is being able to demonstrate that actually 

it is the trusted result that have you returned it to a safe state when captured, that people believe 

that you have discharged the licensing responsibility to a standard that you were licensed to do it to. 

The chemical-technology comes back to one of the technological drivers. One of the things that 

people talk about is water poverty. This issue is not as acute here in the UK as it is in Texas, in the 

middle of summer when you’re already in a water poor area, and the use of water introduces 

another demand on the system. So where you’ve got that issue you’re seeing a technological driver 

and you’re also seeing an economic driver to it because it is expensive to ship water in to treat it.  

So to find other solutions – there is a very strong economic driver and an environmental driver on 

the industry in the areas where there is water poverty. So you are seeing in the US early efforts at 

the moment to look at reduced water volumes. How do you even pulse? How do you learn the rock 

mechanics so that they use different means of stimulating that use less water? You are seeing some 

of that at the moment.  

When you start to do that, the pumps at the surface, the engineering, if you are using less water but 

you are pulsing, you change the way the pumps are being operated. The work on how you make 
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sure that the pumps can efficiently keep operating and doing that without wear is done in Scotland. 

Weir Group is one of the biggest suppliers of pumping technology. 

RH: Will INEOS be fracking without chemicals? 

TP: In our case what you’re going to look for in the very first instance is doing a hydraulic frack in the 

same way as the US has unlocked successfully a play. Thereafter you can look for other solutions.  

But the reality is you’re not going to introduce an unknown variable in an exploration based 

environment. You’re going to apply proven known techniques because ultimately they’re going to 

test properly and deliver. So actually it is wise and prudent for technical and environmental reasons 

to stick with the things that you know. But I do think in time you’re going to see some very different 

technologies coming through. We are already seeing them at early concept stage at the moment 

Waste disposal 

RH: What about waste disposal? Where are the waste treatment centres that are licensed to take 

that sort of waste? 

TP: All over the UK. Whenever you have waste you simply take in what do you have, how do you 

separate out the components, what is present, and how do each of those components get dealt 

with.  

RH: Are there treatment centres that are licensed? 

TP: Yes. In the North Sea, for example, has been doing fracking and drilling so therefore the fluids 

that come out of that are captured on the platforms. They are brought onshore. Or offshore they 

have developed full cleaning and containment systems on platforms to save the transport issue.  

RH: I thought there were only about three places that could take the radioactive element. 

TP: Possible for one component, I couldn’t put a number on it. They will all be stated on some 

database somewhere. One component would be the NORM element and there will be stations for 

receiving that. There will be rules around how do you transport that material in a safe state to then 

be dealt with.  

Regulation 

RH: Do you think the behaviour of operators is something that regulators can control? Is the 

regulatory system good enough? 

TP: Yes, I think it is. I would point you to the same industry and the same example. You had a North 

Sea industry in the 1970s and 1980s which was very quickly burgeoning and taking skill out there and 

a lot of folks on delivery of production. You then had Piper Alpha, a huge loss of life, and the industry 

stopped. The Cullen Report came out and did an extremely wise safety case piece which was for 

operators to undertake a safety case for themselves and for their operation. It was a very grown up 

way of operating and regulating. And within a decade you had this enormous shift to being a world-

class safety conscious workforce, engineering safety. Such that Aberdeen makes a proportion of its 

living taking that whole approach to managing out to other places who want that same standard. So 

I think as a nation we’ve already done it.  

Secondary to that, if you look at the coal mining over time, that has driven regulation and change 

and we became world class at coal mining and engineering because we learned, we applied. We 



9 
 

have always driven at safety as a nation. Have we had incidents? Yes we have but I think history tells 

us that we have responded properly to them such that they have had an impact on the working 

environment that I’m in today.  

RH: How confident are you that the wider industry will behave well? Is your confidence in yourself 

equally applicable to the rest of the industry?  

TP: Everybody is working to the same regulations, the same scrutiny, the same legal backdrop of 

recourse for poor behaviour. So both on the one side of the playing field of behaviours and two the 

refereeing and disciplining of those behaviours. As a nation, we have a very solid landscape in which 

businesses is conducted and recourse is there. Those are present. Even at company director level, 

the recourse to responsible people is there as well. There is an accountability that is present. 

RH: But not everybody is doing 18 community engagement events, for example.  

TP: No, but that’s a choice we make. Why are we doing that? We’ve had businesses in these areas 

for a long time. We have been parts of communities with facilities. We understand that we have to 

go and talk about our business, talk about what we’re doing and engage. We’ve got long-standing 

community forums so it is a behaviour set that we well understand. We understand the currency of 

trust with the community about what we’re doing.  

RH: But other companies won’t necessarily do that. 

TP: That’s a choice they make but what we’re talking about is geographically bounded areas. And 

those are owned, licensed to us, and we can choose to conduct ourselves within those too because 

those are the areas within which we have to operate. And if we have to get involved in another area 

with somebody then we would expect them to get into the same level of dialogue as well.  

RH: But the behaviour of a hypothetical rogue company will affect the reputation of the industry 

and reactions to it.  

TP: Yes 

RH: The behaviour of one company has already had an impact on how people feel. 

TP: The behaviours of all companies will impact how people feel. 

RH: Are you confident that the industry as a whole will behave in a way that you could be happy 

with and that it won’t affect reactions to you? 

TP: It is even wider than that. When I go to the community meetings it’s not just about my industry 

it’s about the whole landscape of companies and trust with companies. It’s very clearly the message 

that we get. Not just the industry that I’m present in but any industry surrounding me its behaviour 

and conduct plays out. Most recently VW is very quickly presented to us as “this is the trust we’re 

talking about”.  

For me, within the areas that I’m in, my team and I can only behave in that way. And we can seek to 

talk to our colleagues in the industry forums about how best the industry might get out there and 

talk about what we do. You will never prevent rogue behaviour in any setting, in any industry. There 

is always the potential that somebody will behave outside the rules and regulations. 
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Opposition to shale gas 

RH: The most recent government tracker poll on attitudes to shale gas had the highest proportion 

of opposition so far and the number of people who neither agree nor disagree shale gas is now at 

its lowest since the survey began.  

TP: There has been a shift of some moving to pro. 

RH: There is a two degree rise in both support and opposition. But when the poll started support 

was higher than opposition and that is now reverse. Why do you think that has happened? 

TP: I don’t know what has impacted on that. I suspect there is quite a lot of newspaper reporting at 

the moment on the position we’re in, in terms of the downgrading of the UK’s energy status, which 

was also announced this week. It was downgraded.  

That’s almost the house price argument at a different level, a nation’s capacity to deliver energy 

gives the community that lends to that nation confidence that it would be a nation that can continue 

to meet the payments and obligations it has entered into. Your energy is as much as your Standard 

and Poor rating as a nation. It is linked to that.  

I think people are thinking about these things. I do think that people are conscious of the energy 

position. If I was thinking what has suddenly shifted people onto being pro I think it probably is a 

reflection of people considering the energy mix. That would be my guess. Why do I say that? I think 

from the types of conversations that we have in the community meetings at the moment in Scotland 

economically. Because people are reflecting on the closing of major power station and a steel 

facility. I think the managers [of these sites] are being very clear that one of the major drivers is 

energy – the cost of that is too much. It is hitting us hard.  

RH: And what about the shift to opposition? That has been quite dramatic swing in that poll. It 

began with an 8% point difference in favour of support and it is now an 8% point difference in 

favour of opposition. 

TP: I think the word frack continues to be emotive. The opportunity to sit and actually set out the 

different issues takes an hour and a half with anyone who appears with that list to talk them through 

what is actually the concern, where does it sit within the operation. Everything is bundled into that 

word. I’m not sure yet we are doing enough as an industry to really unpack it properly. Whether that 

changes people’s perception I don’t know. But I do think there is an absence of very methodical 

expressing of the different aspects of it, rather than hanging it off fracking.  

RH: So what does the industry need to do? 

TP: Work harder than it ever has done to explain what it does professionally and well every day. 

What it does to manage it. It is also going to have to learn a skill of engagement in the onshore that 

it has not had to. As a group of professionals, it is just about working extremely hard to just set that 

out and take the time. It sounds simple but I think working hard and being willing to be open and 

just explain yourselves is going to be absolutely central to this. If you don’t, it will not change. You 

will not feel like you’ve entered properly into the debates the facts that people should be making 

these choices. So yes, we’ve got a long conversation. 
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RH: One of the issues that came out of the polling this year is the suggestion that the more people 

know about shale the more likely they are to be against it. You suggested that the industry needs 

to talk to people more but the polling suggests this won’t help the industry.  

TP: I don’t actually agree with that because the reality is that when I’m with people and you’ve spent 

time explaining the issues the reaction is not “I’m against you”.  

They go to the same question that you asked “Would I allow fracking under my home”. And it then 

gets to ‘Do I trust in the professionalism and execution component?’  

The other part that is not played out in this when you poll is the issue of where then is this energy 

going to come from? Do you want gas in your house? Well actually most people will say yes to that.  

If you explain, as we do, that our business produces these things that are all around us, are we 

making the choice to have those things? And if we are, are we then choosing to make it here in the 

UK? Where are we going to get the energy from? Are we content that we still want the products but 

we are content to take that from somewhere else?  

I think there is a wider reflection on this. And before you start addressing fracking as being the 

particular technical means of achieving gas production, you have start at the walk through of energy 

provision, the choices we make, that society makes. And then, ultimately, if we are making those 

choices, do we not then have an obligation if we are willing to ship it in should we then not be willing 

to lead on safe and proper management within our own land? 

For me that’s a really hub piece of it. You have to lead on these things. In the same way, if you go 

back through the industry, the oil industry leading out, choosing to do things to a particular standard 

and then export that knowhow. Or even the coal industry, we exported that deep mining knowhow. 

We’ve done it before and it is an energy link to that behaviour.  

The polls tend to go straight to the word fracking and I think opening it up is probably a better place 

to be. I’m sure if you started it with ‘Do you want gas?’ Yes. Then we get to start talking about how 

do you make all the other technologies at the moment? What are the suite of options that you have 

open to you? The really interesting thing you have open to you is the DECC pathways. You have a 

dashboard of choices. What are our absolutely choices at the moment? When you turn the dial up 

on one it comes with its set of characteristics, risks, benefits? 

RH: How many people raise the issue of climate change with you as a reason for opposing shale 

gas develop and a new fossil fuel industry? 

TP: That’s interesting. It depends. I took the stand to the SNP conference. I would say that a portion 

of that audience were raising climate change issues. 

RH: What sort of proportion? 

TP: That’s a good question. May be about a third, roughly. But it does come up.  

We, as a company, are supportive of the scientific consensus on key societal issues, including climate 

change. But we do try to take people back to how are these technologies made right now. The gas as 

a petrochemical building block is inextricably linked to the other side of equation, in delivering solar 

PV or wind. We are in the mix here, just in terms of the petrochemicals making these products.  

On the energy component, I worry that we are actually pursuing a perfect solution and ignoring 

some good solutions for a transition. This call to stop right now: the reality is we can’t do that and 

sustain what we have.  
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So, either you make a choice that you stop having some of the things that we have and you reduce 

energy consumption and you reduce the consumption of materials, or you make a choice to try to 

transition to something different.  

If you go to DECC pathways calculator, or even Friends of Earth’s own submitted example, they 

shows gas provision for the next 30 or 40 years within that transition period. So again for me that 

points to that we know that gas is needed. We are already dialling it in to the equation. So it then 

drives the decision: where are we going to get this from? Are we just willing to let it come in on ships 

and take the economic competitive out and the ethical, environmental arguments that you have less 

control of it, you are not leading and managing it? And the security of supply argument. So you are 

weighing up all those things in the balance.  

 RH: From INEOS’s point of view, what sort of timeframe are you looking at for your gas? If you are 

going to take the transition argument then that timeframe is crucial. There is a window within 

which you can operate as a gas producer. And then at a certain point gas has to come out of the 

energy mix otherwise we don’t make the climate change obligations. How long is the transition for 

Ineos?  

TP: For a business like ours? What we do have is a bioethanol investment in Florida. 

RH: But for shale gas, what is your timeframe? 

TP: I would separate out shale gas in methane and ethane. If we are talking about methane for 

provision of baseload power and energy, then you are probably trying to get to a point where at 

some point the economics of some other baseload provision of power become supporting. You 

could take a view that economically this will change over time as balance and redress occurs such 

that a level playing field of competitiveness applies. 

RH: So that’s an economic timeframe not a climate change timeframe 

TP: No a climate change timeframe. 

RH: So that would be dependent on the alternative technology coming to a point at which 

economically it was better to have them than to have gas. Is that what you’re saying? 

TP: Yes. If you were to ask me what would be the driver to that, I think it would be an economic 

driver to bring that about.  

RH: And in terms of the climate change obligation – we have to phase out gas by 2050 – when do 

you see that economic level playing field being reached? 

TP: I think it is probably coming more quickly that we realise. Reaching it, I don’t know. You see this 

shift in shale provision in the US. It’s a good question. I don’t know. But you do see shifts in the 

engineering choices, the electrical, the infrastructure choices you make also drive the choices that 

you can use.  

Our localised infrastructure for wind and for community-based hydro is probably a provision 

element that is within society. You have the industrial provision, you’ve got the home feedstock 

provision. Can you see a detaching and a big improvement on the consumption of energy in the 

modern home and the provision of that particular energy source for homes? I can see a big shift in 

that. I think we can do some things and are doing different things there.  
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But then it comes back down to the industrial element. And I think that in itself is a more difficult 

clear transition because of the baseload provision and because of the economic element of 

competitiveness. If you can detach that really big domestic element of your consumption and usage 

and how that’s produced then what does that look like? 

RH: What I’m getting at is this seems to me to be a shrinking period of time in which gas in general 

can play a role, particularly in electricity generation and in home heating as well.  

TP: The other element of energy provision is the CO2. That is a technological piece as well. We could 

make a decision as a nation to pursue carbon capture. That’s an unproven technology but that might 

be something in the mix going forward. It is how do you capture the other side of the equation? How 

do you deal with it and store it properly.  

Interestingly when I go some of the community meetings, I had one recently when a similar question 

to this was asked and people said ‘We wouldn’t want carbon capture near homes’. But why not? 

Why wouldn’t we want to understand carbon capture technology?  

We’re not in the business of carbon capture but one of the interesting pieces is that as you gain 

geological knowledge in a place, you understand better the deep geology of areas and there is an 

argument that the industry offshore in the North Sea is being able to store in well-known reservoirs 

is a potential option.  

It is not as simple as just stop using. You can seek to redress on the other side of equation through 

technology and capture. I think if you look at the DECC pathways calculator they have carbon 

capture and storage dialled in to the things that you can do in terms of reducing CO2.  

RH: Very preliminary conclusions from research being carried out at University College London 

suggest was that we must use much less gas in electricity generation by 2030 and greatly reduce 

gas for heating thereafter. And without CCS the use of gas by 2050 is basically zero. I come back to 

this question about the shrinking window for onshore gas exploration and coupled with that a 

problem of low commodity prices. How is shale gas going to be profitable?  

TP: I come at it from the other side. The technological driver that would kick in: if we don’t have an 

immediate solution to the energy provision, which is always sitting there, that will drive how do you 

actually address the other side of the equation? Maybe Paris we will see more of that sort of 

initiative to set a framework for driving that technological element. That could be a contributor to 

this.  

RH: So CCS would be a technological driver for you?  

TP: Yes, Yes. CCS if you can really demonstrate the capacity to deal with that in the mix probably 

deals with the window for a period. But not for ever though. I think it is a redress in the moment if 

you like.  

Women’s opposition to shale 

RH: Averil Macdonald, the new chair of UK Onshore Oil and Gas said that women don’t 

understand shale. Has that been your experience? 

TP: No. It’s another one of these things that’s been picked up that runs for a while and actually 

detracts in a way. It’s not my view. We have as a company a broad spectrum of engineers of both 

sexes through the company. 
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RH: What about people that you meet at public meetings? Are women more likely to be sceptical 

or unsure than men? 

TP: I don’t personally notice a big difference. I would say that some, not all, of the people we might 

speak to tend to home in on the public health issues more quickly. You might find mums are more 

interested in that side of things, if that’s on their minds, I suppose, in the same way that you see 

other health things play out with children. I think it’s unfortunate that we get away from talking 

about how we use natural gas and how we do it safely.  

Planning system 

RH: You made a comment during a live chat you did with readers of the Daily Record. A reader 

asked you ‘If nobody wants fracking will you just go away?’ You said you would go through the 

planning system.  

Just saying you don’t want fracking isn’t enough in the planning system. It’s not a popularity 

contest. So how does the planning system allow you to say if people definitely don’t want fracking 

you won’t do it? 

TP: The point I would make, and this is the one we end up in debates in the community exhibitions, 

is to step back. Do we want natural gas as part of our energy mix? That baseload requirement is 

fundamental piece of the physics that runs our industry and provides us with the constant power we 

want in our home. And gas-fired power stations, for example, can give you that. If you want to use 

natural gas, you’re then making the choice: Do I, on an economic basis, choose to import gas when 

I’m paying a premium.  

The other side of that coin is the price of utility bills going up. Do we accept that? Or do we put our 

industry and employment at a competitive disadvantage on a fuels basis to other countries?  

There’s also a security issue. If you’re reliant on that baseload coming from other countries, yes 

there may be friendly faces but if they can’t provide it when you need it they’re always going to 

serve their own needs first. History tells you that.  

And I think there’s the ethical piece. If you then say I’m quite happy to take natural gas and I’m 

happy that we import it, are we then happy that we’re shipping it in from another country where we 

don’t have the direct influence over the environmental standards and the workplace practices. It’s a 

bigger question to my mind and I think explaining that is a first step.  

When you get down to the long conversation I think there is a sufficient number of people out there 

who understand the case for gas, understand it has got a place and it is a better proposition 

environmentally than coal and can be more quickly brought in. They understand that this may not 

work in the same way as the US, so it is actually a prize that is there to be tested, won or not.  

I personally think there are sufficient number of people that against a careful and methodical 

worked out approach would be willing to allow that early science to play out, provided they got 

sensible transparency. Will you win every heart and mind? I don’t think so. But I’m not convinced 

actually from these community exhibitions that every single person is against it.  

  



15 
 

Social licence 

RH: How do you know whether you have a social licence? 

TP: That’s a good question.  

RH: Have you done polling? 

TP: We’ve done some polling to try to understand the issues that we should address. Just to ask 

different groups contextually around the country what mattered to them.  

How do you know you’ve got social licence? I would look at your existing businesses, for example. 

We handle and have handled in those areas the different aspects of hydrocarbons onshore in 

Scotland safely for many years. We’re accepted as part of the landscape. The benefit of being the 

major supplier of the fuels – the benefits are clear and understood from your business. I think you 

know. 

There’s probably a tiered approach to it. There’s a conversation that you accept: Runcorn produces 

the chlorine that Britain needs to sanitise its water to make sure it is safe for drinking. That’s an 

accepted benefit and at a society level we accept that we have to treat our water in that way.  

At a local level, I think it’s about conversations you have. It’s about whether you’re invited to the 

table and whether people keep coming back to the table to talk to you as a business. It is actually 

about a relationship. It might go through some downs but you keep that conversation going. That’s 

how you know that you’ve got it.  

I think if people really stop talking to you and stop appreciating the benefit that the business is 

bringing or communicate that they are losing trust – it’s in that conversation, I think.  

The social licence to do something is achieved through the proof being in the pudding. But I think 

that social licence is a kind of acceptance, not about fracking necessarily, but about the use that we 

have for natural gas, both individually and collectively. If we are accepting that we will progress, 

whether or not we’re happy that can be done safely and properly, then you can move forward on 

that journey.  

I see that engagement as being something that runs to the very day that you abandon these wells, 

decommission in them in line with the legislation. Ultimately it would be a finite natural gas resource 

that runs out. In the same way that if you take the relationship that we have in the communities: the 

business has peaks and troughs but you’re constantly in a community with that business, like 

Scotland, like Runcorn, like Seal Sands. And you’ve had a long-term relationships, in the refining and 

petrochemicals side and in Runcorn, we have these community forums where we just engage with 

community councillors. In Grangemouth it is twice a year. We sit down with them and we have a 

liaison point. But that’s almost this continuation of the social licence that was won long before I was 

there.  
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RH: Jim Ratcliffe, the chairman of INEOS, is quoted as saying fracking wouldn’t be carried out in 

communities if the community didn’t want it. Is that the company’s view still? 

TP: Yes. When Jim was quoted for that he’d actually been talking about the planning system and 

how do you run an application.  

So as a company, our position is to get out and do what we’ve been doing, to go and talk, to explain 

our businesses to the local community, to explain the energy usage, to try to explain the gas 

provision element and actually just address that first and foremost.  

We will submit into the planning system that is there. And in the same way as talking about 

addressing the context of a site, we will have to demonstrate the layering we have applied. How 

we’ve considered that site in the context we are proposing and actually work it through the system 

against the assessment that is there.  

Within that process there is the ability to object to that development and we will have to take a 

judgement, not just on each individual well site, if you like, but as you invest this money, if you are 

demonstrating that it is safe you also have to see the capacity to be able to develop the wider 

resource and get the scale of development. If you simply, for whatever reason, can’t see that then 

that will force choices.  

RH: How much community opposition would there have to be to dissuade you from developing in 

a particular area, and tell you as a company that people don’t want to do it there? 

TP: For me, that’s the kind of question that leads to a conclusion. If you are genuinely consulting you 

are listening to people and you are listening to the concerns they are laying out. Those are the 

practical day-to-day pieces of water, traffic, noise. Then the first thing you are doing is addressing 

those.  

In the early applications I would expect that we would see quite a level of objection. But if we had 

the opportunity to demonstrate one or two sites and through transparent and trusted baseline 

monitoring where people can see that actually the operation is being conducted safely without the 

impact of the concerns that they may be had, then I think we would have the opportunity to address 

those through demonstrable behaviours and practice.  

If you show you can extract gas from one or two wells and behaved in a way and demonstrably got 

the trust in the science of the issues that people have raised - if at that point you haven’t seen 

people say actually this hasn’t been proven to be something that can be done well I think if you’re 

not sitting in a different place then then I think you would reflect on that, absolutely.  

I am confident if you are given the opportunity to work with a community, demonstrate that you 

have listened to things that are on their minds, monitored it properly, get in place a monitoring 

regime that they can trust … This is something that I hear every time at a community meeting. It’s 

about that currency of trust as you discharge the things that you said you would do. That I think is 

the fundamental element.  

Also just people’s trust in the baseline. Before during and after the samples are taken. How rigorous 

is it and how believable are those numbers? These are central as well.  

I think you would take stock, having done a couple of wells, if you got permission to, and then say to 

people judge us on our performance and what’s been done.  
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RH: And if the answer was ‘We have done that and we don’t like it, we don’t want you here’? 

TP: I would take that to Jim and see what he had to say about it. 

Exploration in shale areas 

RH: What is it that you hope to find? Do you want methane or do you want ethane? 

TP: I’d be delighted if it was both. We obviously have a big power demand. If you take chlorine, 98% 

of the UK’s drinking water is treated using chlorine from our plant. To make that uses the same 

amount of power every day that the city of Liverpool uses. So methane is an absolutely central part 

of our story. So great, if we get that. Just even a secure supply of methane. And we think the prize, 

just on the methane, is considerable potentially. If there was ethane that’s just added value. It is the 

ability to secure that feedstock for plastics from chemicals on our doorstep. For us that’s a great 

commercial benefit.  

If you look at the geology of the UK, the earth acts as a natural refinery. The geology over billions of 

years refined the kerogen to make ultimately the gas or the oil or the C5s [condensates]. In Scotland 

you actually have the potential for all three because you only have to look at this history of shale oil 

where you have outcropping oil, that oil will be present in the basin. Then stacking up from there 

you’d expect that there would be dry gas at the very top. And then down in the Weald basin it’s 

prospective for oil prospective. 

Both would be great. And oil. We haven’t deliberately sought to go after oil particularly. We’ve 

focussed on those areas with methane and wet gas potential.  

Exploration programme in Scotland 

RH: The Scottish government has said it will allow boreholes for taking core samples. Does this 

allow you to get your project underway and, if so, have you got plans for sampling? 

TP: As a company you have an investment choice. You’ve got multiple shale plays. We’ve got a 

position in most of them. Then it’s about whether you deploy capital. In Scotland it’s only about one 

shale basin currently. What they’ve said is that you’ll be allowed to do the seismic and core drilling 

assuming that it also goes through the planning process. So that doesn’t negate the planning 

process. We will still have to undertake that planning process. So yes, the planning process will be 

allowed to progress those application to a determination. And will be allowed to determine 

positively or negatively. But you can’t see line of sight.  

You could be deploying 10s of millions of pounds of investment with actually no line of sight to 

beyond that point. 

In Scotland currently you are able to deploy under the terms of the moratorium, 3d seismic and core 

drilling. The combination of which is the basis of understanding the resource, the rock structure and 

the data with which it is possible to determine whether or not a hydraulic frac can be safely 

undertaken to ascertain whether commercial volumes can be produced from a well. The cost of the 

3d seismic and cored drilling is significant and not being able to see a route to undertaking a frac 

assuming the data from this work points to it being safe to do so, makes it unattractive to deploy 

that work until there is certainty from the consultation process.  

Whereas down south you do have line of that sight to that. So where do you go at this point in time 

with that investment and move that along? What you will see us doing over the next six months to a 

year is exactly the same thing we’ve done in Scotland which is to go out from the sites, meet people 
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in the licences. The reason we’ve wanted to just wait until we do that is the determination of what 

we get in the 14th licensing round. At which point we then go with certainty of what we have and 

who we are dealing with. And then we can go out and talk. So you’ll see us do exactly the same and 

just try and soak up that particular area and also try and communicate our particular business as 

well. 

RH: So no plans yet? 

TP: The basin is well understood in Scotland so you shoot the central areas of these basins first off. 

But no we haven’t advanced plans to do that. We’d like that certainty. If we’re working chance, let’s 

work it to its end point. 

RH: Does INEOS have any live planning applications for core sampling? 

TP: No 

RH: And no current planning permissions 

TP: Ineos don’t have any shale gas consents. We are partnered with IGas. They, as the operator of a 

licence, have got plans to put in some applications. But in the IGas name.  

RH: Do you have details of the IGas plans? 

TP: They’re just doing a community exhibition  

RH: Do you have to do the core samples and seismic surveying to know what you’ve got or do you 

know already? 

TP: What you know about that body of rock is that it is a working petroleum system. What I mean by 

that is that you know that there is a presence of hydrocarbons.  

How do you know that? Two reasons fundamentally in Scotland: One a basin of geology outcrops. 

The outcrops were worked by Paraffin Young because they were oily. So they were dug out at 

surface or close to surface in drift mining techniques and cooked for the oil. You know that there is a 

presence of oil there at those outcrops. Therefore you can make a reasonable assumptions that 

there will be a presence of hydrocarbon deeper.  

The other part that you have that gives you some indication is if you look at gas. One of the things 

that you can see is the maps of mining deaths associated with the coal mine activity and, of course, 

the nation kept records for health safety reasons of the issues that they dealt with.  

You can see the presence of gas in a lot of coals. So they used to vent the seams to make them safe 

before being worked. You have a record of where they had to do that. Therefore you have a guide 

that at some level there is a presence of gas.  

Coal is quite unusual in that it generates its own gas as it cooks over time. But it can also be a 

capture mechanism for gas being generated below that travels up into the coal. The coal board did a 

lot of seismic work to map the nation’s coal reserves when it was a nationalised industry. The 

resonance of the sound signal is tuned to pick up the particular level you are trying to get the best 

picture of.  

Most of the seismic that exists is 2D and it is always tuned to pick up the coal. There are modern 

techniques for using computer power to enhance the data and get a picture but ultimately 3D 

seismic gives you a much better picture.  
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A lot of the bore holes in the area were often just targeting the coal. The shale was always the point 

at which they stopped. Although people knew it was the source rock that actually generated all the 

hydrocarbon that you see above you it was known to be impermeable and not going to be 

producible. So people would never drill and take a sample because it was not useful.  

RH: So you do have to do the core sampling and you do have to do the 3D seismic? 

TP: Yes, absolutely yes.  

RH: What happens next year? 

TP: Our portfolio enlarges slightly because, hopefully, the government will have announced the last 

tranche of the 14th round. I think then, for us as a company, we have to respond in the regions 

where we get licences and work hard down there, in the same way we’ve done in Scotland.  

We’re a small team so we’ve got to decide about where we’re going to go next and at least make our 

identity known and make ourselves accessible.  

I think for us we’ll be going to the areas round Cheshire, where we already have a small presence 

and just working through the same types of activities really.  

Community payments 

RH: INEOS proposes to give 6% revenues to communities and landowners living close to the wells. 

How close is close to the well? Who gets what and who decides? 

TP: In the US you already have a proven system of revenue being delivered to the landowners so 

there is an understanding of what is being produced. So when you hydraulically frack you will know 

that you will have stimulated a volume of rock. The micro-seismic that you take demonstrates to you 

what has been stimulated. You know where you are drawing the gas from. The delivery point from 

that gas is also known. So you know exactly what is coming out from that particular wellbore and 

what area or volume has been stimulated to deliver. Thereafter what you can do is that 

underground volume can be mapped at the surface, which is what they do in the US.  

So you then end up with a mapped area at surface. If that is one landowner, then 4% will go direct to 

that landowner. So what you effectively do is patchwork quilt, so you take that known acreage and 

pro-rata the 4% of the gross revenue through the quilt of ownership.  

So the landownership and homeownership is quite easy to demonstrably map the revenue linked to 

the actual activity underground and what is being produced.  

The next piece is the community element of it. What we’ve first of all done is just make the 

commitment that as a company we will pay that 2% of gross revenue from that same well.  

But instead of going to the landowner on the mapped surface area that will go into a wider 

community fund. What that looks like we don’t know. At the moment it is just an absolute statement 

that that is what we will honour as a company.  

I think what you will have to do is sit with the community and a third party body with experience of 

these issues and say here’s a sum of money that is going to be coming from this, how do we get a 

vehicle that captures that money and makes it accessible directly within the area that this activity – 

that’s the point – the activity, the transport, our conduct is happening around them. Therefore you 

would expect the community within that same landscape to be the beneficiary of that gross 

revenue. 
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RH: How is that going to work? 

TP: Don’t know. It is a more complicated piece of work. We want it to go into the local community 

because on the other side of it there is obviously the national taxation and there is the business rate 

that goes to the local council additionally. So this is about communities, not councillors. That’s the 

really important point. 

RH: Why did INEOS do this? The industry generally is committed to 1% and £100,000 per well. 

You’ve gone way beyond that.  

TP: We committed to the £100,000 as well. 

RH: Why go beyond what the rest of the industry is prepared to do? 

TP: Because you’re acknowledging that there is activity happening around people. You’re trying to 

link a direct benefit to it, to say the activity is going on, it is happening in the community, here’s the 

linkage.  

I think it goes someway to addressing some of the things you hear at the community exhibition 

about what is the residual wealth or value that is left with our community. I think it speaks to that. I 

think it is an acknowledgement of the activity that is going on. Once you satisfy people that it is safe, 

it’s then a decision that they are making that ‘I can see that it’s safe and I’m convinced that there’s 

good conduct there, actually there is a good local reason to deliver this within the economic 

landscape’. It makes it directly relevant locally.  

RH: And will this apply to all licence areas? 

TP: Yes. We can make that commitment in our own name as operators. Where we are partners we 

have to convince our partners that this is a good thing to do. We can give our proportion of 

whatever within that community but we have to bring them along with their proportion of the 

share. 
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Contacts with the Scottish government 

RH: I’d like to move on to the moratorium. There was an FOI response that came out yesterday 

which revealed 13 meetings between INEOS representatives and the Scottish government.  

TP: Between what period though? 

RH: This was around the time of the moratorium was announced. 

TP: Are you sure it doesn’t cover the period of the Grangemouth strike in 2013. There was a lot of 

contact during that period. I would be surprised at 13. 

In terms of meeting, as a company. One I would want to see what dates that was from and two 

you’d actually have to look at which business met with them. We have a refining business which is 

petro INEOS – they provide 90% of Scotland’s fuels. There’s a good reason why they talk to 

government.  

I would want to see who and what business. Then you’ve Jim, who is the group representation of our 

interests. Jim meets with government to talk about the business. And then you’ve also got our 

business, the shale business, in terms of how often we’ve been in front of them to talk about that.  

Obviously we do, we talk about what we’re doing as a company, like the exhibitions. We’ve been 

keen to point out that we have gone out on the ground and we’ve tried to communicate the things 

that we’re hearing, what are people concerned about, how do we think that could be addressed in 

terms of the consultation, how should we try and set out means of monitoring that win that 

confidence and trust.  

I think those are all legitimate conversations and I guess proper points of consultation. We’re a big 

business in Scotland and we do go and talk about our business. 

RH: What promises did the Scottish government make to INEOS? 

TP: I am asked this again a lot. The answer is absolutely no promise. They were very clear with us 

that they weren’t saying no, they weren’t saying yes. What they wanted to do was progress it based 

on science and fact. What they did say, and they said it publicly, is that they set out a consultation 

framework, which they have done now, eight months on. We would like to see these things done at 

pace. But there were no promises given to us as a company. 

RH: Do you have any thoughts about when this moratorium in Scotland is going to be lifted? 

TP: They set it out to 2017, the consultation period, which is to address when they did the 

independent scientific report there were some elements that pointed to what they felt were gaps in 

the assessment. And one of those critically is public health, which links absolutely to the baseline 

monitoring. They have set out that they are going to address that now and the end period is mid-

2017 for all of that work. So at that point, our hope would be that there is a framework, the gap has 

been addressed and people are satisfied that this duty has been discharged. 

RH: If at that point the moratorium is lifted what is your timescale in terms of numbers of wells? 

Where do you want to be within five years of the lifting of the moratorium? 

TP: People have this picture of immediate working. The reality is we could undertake the wells. 

There are two licences in Scotland so say you do three cored wells in each of those licences. That is 

six wells plus another two that are hydraulically fracked and tested. The reality is you could do ten 

wells. At the end of which, one case is success: ‘yes this flows and it works’.  
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Case two is that it doesn’t work, there isn’t sufficient volume or there isn’t sufficient flow rate – it 

simply doesn’t have the same characteristics as a shale that has been brought into production in the 

US. Or more widely, you might see flow but there might not be sufficient to spread the resource 

across the wider geology. There are lots of things that temper whether or not it moves.  

So the first piece is testing the presence, testing the flow rate. Then after you get into what we have 

been describing at community meetings. You can go on-line and you can see the number of wells, 

the spacing. If you go on the website our community presentation there we’ve tried to set that out.  

It’s a question we get asked: ‘How many wells would it mean in the success case’. So we set that out. 

Wells are driven by geology and at the moment we don’t know the geology fully but we can make a 

judgement and say we are looking at a comparable US geology that’s what we see. You have to be 

quite fair with people. What we are doing is making judgements based on the things we can factor 

in. 


