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Ruth Hayhurst Looking back at the last twelve months, how has this been for shale gas and the onshore 

oil and gas industry? 

Ken Cronin I think it's been quite positive.  We now have sites in Lancashire, Yorkshire, Nottingham that 

are either in the process or ready to go into the process, so I think that's very positive.  We also have a 

number of sites starting to go into planning in terms of INEOS in Derbyshire and Rotherham which again 

I think is good, and on the conventional side, we've seen a number of conventional projects taking place 

– Horse Hill, Broadford Bridge, the Angus site at Brockham.  So I feel quite positive about what's 

happened in the past twelve months and what the future holds. 

RH Looking ahead, what do you think the next twelve months will hold? 

KC We should see results coming out of all three of those sites I mentioned, in terms of Lancashire, 

Yorkshire and Nottingham.  The hydraulic fracturing operations in Yorkshire and Lancashire are going to 

be hugely pored over by the geologists and geo-scientists to see what kind of results we get. 

I think the next twelve months also will map out a little bit more about what we understand is in the 

Kimmeridge on the conventional side. 

Those two are two key areas. 

RH How many wells do you think might be drilled in the next twelve months? 

KC I gave up making predictions a long time ago.  The reality is we have four in Lancashire, the fracturing 

job in Yorkshire, we have three in Nottingham, we have a couple in Derby and Rotherham – they need to 

go through planning, so we shall see, but I think the pipeline is quite strong. 

RH I'd like to talk about public attitude in more detail later, but any predictions on how you think people 

are going to respond to this industry over the next 12 months? Are they going to change the way they 

respond? 

KC I think it's really interesting, and you will have heard me say this before – every energy sector 

onshore in the UK has had its followers, both positive and negative.  I've worked in both renewables and 

nuclear as well as onshore oil and gas.  I think that as time progresses, and as people understand the 

issues and see sites starting to be constructed and things not being as bad as they were made out to be, 

I think that people will start to look at it in a more positive light than maybe they have in the past. So, I 

think we will see, as sites are getting constructed, some of those fears, of the unknown in particular, go 

away. 

RH A meeting of the Westminster Energy Forum recently focussed on shale gas and a lot of time was 

spent talking about trust and confidence. It struck me that this issue of trust and confidence has been 

occupying the industry for at least the past four years. What do you see as the level of trust in the 

industry? 



KC I think the trust in the industry is growing, I think the industry is doing a much better job in terms of 

local communications, and that's improved steadily over the last three or four years.  I think there are a 

lot more meetings happening now, in terms of parish councillors, in terms of exhibitions etc, a lot more 

people are attending those, getting information etc.  On the other side, I think there are still certain 

fears that the local communities have, particularly around some of the really local issues, so transport, 

noise, light, air emissions, and then there are the fears that have been propagated by some of the anti 

groups, which we try very hard to give proper factual information against.  I think trust works over a very 

long period of time, and the industry has to continue to communicate with local people.  They have to 

continue that communication, whether it's with local liaison groups as operations start, they have to 

ensure that information gets out there. 

I've been quite proud of the way the industry has reacted over the past few years to some of the ideas 

that UKOOG have brought in.  So, the community engagement charter, the baseline monitoring and 

operational monitoring, the disclosure of chemicals, the fact that we are now putting into the public 

domain a whole load of information on the baselines we've been doing etc, and I think trust gets built up 

as a result of that.  Then, when we get into the operational phase, making sure that people are 

continuing to get that level of information. 

I was really pleased to see UKOG over the past couple of weeks invite people to their site in Broadford 

Bridge, because I think again that builds trust, but it's over a long period of time. 

RC What about trust in the regulators? 

The regulator conversation in the Westminster Energy Forum came about primarily because of what was 

in the Conservative manifesto, and with all manifestos, the devil is obviously in the detail, but clearly 

that came out of the work that Lord Smith had done.  Lord Smith said that the regulatory system in this 

country for now, the exploration phase, is fit for purpose, but he had some concerns about the public 

understanding and therefore confidence in how the regulatory system works.  We, as an industry, 

obviously understand how it works, how the OGA [Oil and Gas Authority], the EA (Environment Agency], 

the HSE {Health & Safety executive], the MPA [Minerals Planning Authority] all work together.  Lord 

Smith said: 'Look it's bewildering for local people, they don't know how it ties altogether'.  People tend 

to want one person to talk to, ask questions of.  So, I think that is something that should be addressed, 

and we've said that.  

In terms of other issues around one regulator, I think there are some question marks: as how do you 

separate out Health and Safety, either from an economic point of view or from the other regulators, 

because the evidence that has come out of the industry over the years has shown that health and safety 

should be quite separate. 

The EA, for example, doesn't work on a sectoral basis.  It works on either a regional basis or a discipline 

basis.  There is a group for groundwater that looks after all sectors.  Having one regulator will disrupt 

that.   

I think the key thing to address right up front, is this issue about public confidence in the regulator.  I 

don't think it's because people are not confident of the regulator, I think it's just the fact that it's a 

bewildering number and people want to talk to somebody face to face that understands the whole of 

that regulatory system. 



RH Some people tell me they clearly don't trust the industry to be regulated and to operate safely.  Why 

do you think they don't trust it? 

KC One of the issues that does come up is this concept that people think we're self-regulated.  I think 

that's unfair and quite harsh.  We have to provide information to our regulators as part of our permits, 

or part of legislation, on a regular basis: the information that we give to the HSE, for example, that has 

to be done every week, and then the information we do on our monitoring that has to be given to the 

EA according to the permit.  Quite often that information is provided by a third party, albeit paid for by 

the operator, but someone does have to pay for it. 

The EA, the HSE and the OGA have the right to come in and do unannounced visits.  Mark Ellis-Jones at 

the EA said Preston New Road has already had five visits from the EA.  So I think the criticism of self-

regulation is very harsh, because I don't think self-regulation is something that you do behind closed 

doors and don't tell anyone about.  We do tell the EA, we do tell the HSE, we do publish information 

around baselines and will continue doing that, so I think that's quite comprehensive, and it's a big step 

forward to what you saw in America a few years ago. 

RH Does it matter whether some people don't trust the industry? 

KC It matters in terms of continuously trying to improve.  Are we going to convince everyone?  No, I 

don't think any industry is ever going to do that, but where there are questions we should answer them 

and be as open and transparent as possible and continue to try to give people information. 

RH When I started reporting on the onshore oil and gas industry four years ago, there was a lot of talk 

about social licence, and this was regarded as extremely important.  Would you say the industry has a 

social licence to operate? 

KC I think it's building it.  It's like trust, you don't get a social licence on day 1.  I think you have to build 

trust in the operation, in the operator and over time you build that social licence.  People will start to 

see as these sites are built that some of the fears they had will be lessened.  You only have to look at the 

industry over the course of the last 40, 50, 60 years.  We happily have operations all round the country: 

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty; next to housing estates and things like that.  We have built the 

social licence in those areas and we will build the social licence in the areas that we are working in now. 

RH So it's just a matter of time? 

KC It's a process that you build up over time.  So right at the start you go in and you tell people what it is 

you intend to do.  You ask what their opinion is, whether it's transport or whatever, and you start to 

build a relationship up, and over time you get all the hard questions, as you do in any energy sector, and 

then you carry on providing that information, you show people what you've done and you build up trust 

as you go along.  That's the reason why our industry has been so successful in almost melding into the 

background in some parts of the country. 

RH  There are places in Nottinghamshire and Sussex where few people know you are there, and few 

people are concerned. What happened to make people in other parts of these two counties apparently so 

opposed to the industry? 

KC The same kind of paradigm has happened in the wind industry, it's happened in anaerobic digestion, 

where you have lots and lots of questions, you have things thrown at you as an industry whether it's 



house prices, noise etc.  Every single one of those sectors has had those, and then you get some of those 

myths out there – it's going to contaminate the water supply or it's going to cause noise and it's very 

easy for somebody to say that it's going to cause x, much harder to explain the reasons why it's not, this 

is how it's regulated or whatever.  Particularly in a world where everyone is so busy and they live in a 

140 character world, it's much, much harder to then combat those myths. 

RH I don't know of any examples of wind farms where people have been locking on with lumps of 

concrete. 

KC I don't think they've gone to that extreme.  There have been lots and lots of protests outside wind 

farms, outside planning meetings etc, as there has been over anaerobic digestors etc.  Locking on, that's 

kind of a new phenomenon for our industry. 

RH What was your reaction to the government's latest WAVE survey, the public attitudes survey [to 

fracking].  That put support at 19%, opposition at 30%, the rest don't know or don't care. 

[Since the interview, the government published a more recent survey which put support at 16% and 

opposition at 33%] 

KC I think the reality with this industry, as it is with quite a few industries, is that there are going to be 

people who are really positive and people who are quite negative and then the big question is how 

many people are in the middle.  There's roughly 50% in the middle and what's important is there are 

people that are saying we want more information, we want to know about this before we make our 

minds up.  That's important for us as an industry to recognise and to put out that information so people 

can understand it and ask questions, but I think that's where the debate needs to be. 

I also think that the surveys that are done in WAVE are without any sort of context, so when we ask 

questions about 'What's your preference, UK based gas, either shale or North Sea compared to 

imported gas?', more people say UK gas compared to imported gas.  Part of the problem we've had, and 

this goes all the way back to the first windfarm, is that we, the government or industry sector, come 

along and say 'This is what we're going to do down the road, but no-one ever gives it a context – this is 

where you get your energy from, this is what it's going to look like in the future.  Part of what we need 

to do moving forward, particularly as climate change has become so important, is that we need to give 

people information about where things come from and how we use them. 

RH Lots of people wants to drive on a motorway, but no-one wants to live next to one? 

KC It's not so much living next to it.  I think everyone wants to drive on the motorway, but people don't 

understand what the alternatives are, people don't understand where the oil or petrol comes from, and 

I think that's as important as driving on the motorway itself. 

My favourite tweet was just before a Christmas, Barton Moss, the campers at Barton Moss tweeted out, 

it must have been a couple of days before Christmas, "Can someone send us a canister of gas?" 

RH Can the industry operate on 19% level of support? 

KC I think we need to do two things.  Firstly, we need to carry on what we're doing in terms of meeting 

local communities, saying and doing what we meant to do in terms of monitoring etc.  We do need to 



get on and show people, because I think part of trust is actually showing people you can do it.  That's 

important. 

The second element, and I will keep coming back to this, is that government and industry, but 

government in particular, need to start making people aware of where our energy comes from.  I think 

those stats over time will change.  

RH They haven't changed much though, have they, over the past four years? 

KC I think we're in that phase where, and it's a very British thing to do, which is talk about it a lot.  Once 

we get into the doing, people will be able to make a much better judgement. 

RH So what is UKOOG specifically doing to influence the 50% of undecided or don't cares? 

KC UKOOG's role is a number of things.  Firstly, to ensure that the industry, from an operational sense, 

works as consistently as it can do, and one of the things we do is put out guidelines on monitoring etc.  I 

think it's very important that we try and build up that consistency. 

Secondly, we talk at lots and lots of events around the country, to lots and lots of national groups.  I was 

up in Sheffield recently at the Townswomens' Guild AGM and we do that on a regular basis.  We also 

have our website, we do campaigns such as "Let's Talk About Shale", but at a very local level, we leave 

that to the operators because it's their relationships that they need to build up.  We obviously will help 

them if there are specific issues that come up, but we tend to leave that to the operators. 

RH  So what should your members, the operators, be doing that they are not doing to try and shift that 

balance of numbers? 

KC I think they are actually doing quite a lot, and I think it's improving.  What they need to do is to carry 

on doing what they're doing and make sure that it's not just for the planning application – that they 

move onto the community liaison groups, they give information to local people etc. 

RH I suggest your members are being completely out-smarted by ladies of a certain age, who have got 

time, energy and skills, and they're running rings round these companies and their bosses. 

KC I think the industry needs to carry on doing what it's doing, and to do more of it.  As I've said, part of 

this actually comes down to doing the doing and showing the results, showing all the evidence that 

comes out.  The sites in Lancashire and Yorkshire will also be independently monitored by the BGS and 

that will be really important as well in terms of building confidence and building a track record. 

RH A lot of this debate is conducted through social media.  Are you doing anything to get into this social 

media debate? 

KC We are.  We're doing more of it.  I think what we need to do is put more out there about why we're 

doing this and why it's important.  We said in the Westminster Energy Forum, we have a growing 

problem with imports and that's not just gas, it's electricity, heating, cars etc etc.  Our import 

dependency has increased by 57% since the year 2000.  I think we need to get that message out there 

more about why we're doing this and why it's important.  I also think that the news we've seen over the 

past month and a half about Qatar, about Rough [UK gas storage facility] closing down, again, I think 

that's really important.  I think some of the geopolitical things, America, Russia are going to become 

more important as well and I think those things need to be put out there from that sort of national level 



to explain why we are doing these things.  Also talk about some of the economics stuff, but also some of 

the stuff we're doing around emissions reduction, around monitoring etc, to show people what the 

impact is or isn't. 

RH I'd like to move on to some of the arguments that are used in favour and against. What do you think 

is the weakest argument made by opponents of fracking? 

KC There are a number of arguments I would question.  One of them is that renewables can do 

everything, because I fundamentally believe, and having had knowledge and worked in all these 

industries, that it is a balanced energy mix.  That energy mix will change over time, but the reality of 

where we are now is: renewables are increasing; gas is increasing; coal is going down and there's a 

question mark about nuclear, and that's in power.  I think over time you will get to a much higher figure 

in terms of renewables and a much lower figure in terms of gas, depending on nuclear.  I think we 

should be investing in renewables, I've always said that, and I think we should be investing in nuclear as 

well. 

Where we start to have bigger problems is in heat and transport.  We are 84% dependent on heat in 

terms of gas for residential heating and very big heat dependency in terms of some of the larger 

industrial sectors, food and drink being one of them.  Also, the fact is 1.5% of our vehicles emit 21% of 

emissions and are we going to get a battery technology that works in the next ten years – probably not.  

Quite a lot of countries are now looking or have moved, like America, to CNG for vehicles and moving to 

hydrogen as well.  France have recently said they are looking at CNG for their vehicles.   

The big question for us in this country is around heat and there are as many polarised views on that as 

well, from complete electrification which I think is expensive and disruptive through to hydrogen as a 

replacement for methane and any in between, so you alter the methane-hydrogen content in the gas 

network.  I think all of those over a very long period of time are going to need gas and the question then 

comes 'Where do we get our gas from?' and if you're looking at it from an economic or environmental 

point of view, you have to choose UK-based gas compared to LNG or whatever else. 

RH (30:08) Which argument used by your opponents worries you most?  What is their best argument? 

KC Such a good question, Ruth.  I think the one that worries me is some of the claims around health.  It's 

not because of the impact it has on us; it's the fear that they put people in, and I think that's wrong to 

put people into that fearing position.  I saw this in windfarms – they put people into a place where they 

talked about flicker, they talked about noise, and made people fearful.  I think that's wrong, and all of 

the evidence in terms of the UK-based research that's been done, whether it's Public Health England, 

Scottish, some of the European studies which have been done – all have said that a properly regulated 

industry will have limited or no impacts on the environment and health.  I think it's wrong for people to 

come out and scare people in that way, and so it worries me, not from an industry point of view but for 

local communities. 

RH What's their strongest argument then? 

KC I don't believe they have any really strong arguments.  I think you have to look at the local 

communities and how they perceive things.  I've said I'm worried about the fear that's caused in local 

communities.  From a local community point of view, when you knock on doors and things like that, and 

I obviously talk to the operators, the big questions are on local issues:  transport; noise; light pollution, 



air emissions.  But transport is the one that most people say 'OK, how many heavy goods vehicles etc 

etc'.  I think it's really important that we give this information and we discuss traffic routes and things 

like that too.  It's really interesting that when you look at other sectors, that's the one thing that always 

comes up – how many trucks, where are they going to go etc etc. 

I don't think any of these arguments are strong, I think the industry has the answers.  What it needs to 

do is communicate them. 

RH In terms of arguments, what's the biggest challenge that you face in arguing in favour of this industry 

– either shale gas or conventional? 

KC I think there are probably two areas that are important, and again I wouldn't call them challenges as 

such – it's just something we have to do, so at a local level it goes back to transport, noise etc, and I 

think we have to communicate effectively with local communities around those issues. 

At a national level, I think we have to have a proper discussion around the climate change impacts.  One 

of the things that does concern me about this is that we are almost, by dint of accounting treatments, 

having a discussion about UK-based gas compared to LNG, and almost going for LNG because it's not in 

the accounting treatment, which seems bizarre.  If we're doing this, we should be looking at climate 

change in its totality.  For me, it's always been, and I've had these conversations with Greenpeace, we 

should all be working to get coal out of the system first.  If it's renewables, gas or a combination, that's 

what we should be doing. 

RH So you see gas as a transition – a bridge - to a low carbon future.  How long is the bridge? 

KC I'm going to be slightly bolder than that.  I see gas as a transition in terms of power. 

RH That's electricity? 

KC Electricity, yes.  I think we should invest more in renewables, and we should get that up as high as 

possible.  We should also see more nuclear coming online, and gas then acts as a balancing fuel for 

intermittency etc. 

RH For how long? 

KC Part of that will depend on storage, and other technologies that come along that we don't know 

about yet.  I just think there are going to be quite big drains on the electricity system, with electric 

vehicles etc coming on as well which we need to take account of.  Most forecasts have gas going on until 

at least 2050 in that scenario, but I might be as bold as to say that I think that gas could be a destination 

fuel too.  If we were to move from pure methane heating to a mixture of methane and hydrogen or to 

pure hydrogen, we will need carbon capture and storage, we will need reformation of methane, then we 

could be in a position where gas is part of the mix for a much, much longer period of time and would be 

a destination fuel. 

There are so many unknowns at the moment, in terms of electric storage, in terms of carbon capture 

and storage etc that it would be silly to shut down any option at this present moment in time.  If gas 

becomes a destination fuel, we have to have a really hard look at where we get the gas from. 

RH Since I've been following this debate, the arguments in favour of shale gas in particular have moved a 

bit.  It began with bringing down electricity bills which then went into climate change arguments and 



now we're getting the feedstock argument coming in as well, particularly because INEOS are now a big 

player.  I hear people ask, 'how many plastic bottles do we actually need?'  Why are we going to dig up 

agricultural fields to put in shale gas wells to turn out plastic bottles? 

KC I don't know a huge amount about the refining industry so INEOS are your best bet there.  It's not 

just about plastic bottles, it's about all of the other things that are produced as a by-product of gas and 

oi, and in particular what I would term essentials, so the analgesics, the medical devices etc etc, some of 

the really, really essential stuff.  I think then you only have to look at the content of a wind turbine, the 

content of a solar panel to realise that there's still quite a lot of gas and oil in there. All of the energy 

efficiency things we've seen over the last 25 or 30 years in terms of vehicles, planes etc, - they're all 

down to chemicals industry using gas and oil to produce products that are more energy efficient.  It's not 

just about plastic bottles. 

There's an argument about plastic bottles, but there's an economic argument we mustn't forget either.  

I'm not going to quote Jim Radcliffe directly, but Jim has a point when it comes to manufacturing in this 

country.  We desperately need a kick start somewhere, and shale gas could be part of that.  The results 

we've seen in the US for example are remarkable – 85 billion US dollars over the past five years in the 

chemicals industry alone because of shale gas, and I think that's quite important. 

I also think that security of high-grade heat for the steel industry, the ceramics etc is also important, so 

it's not just feedstock, it's an energy issue.  From that point of view, it's hugely important that we do 

ensure that the manufacturing industries we do have are kept well supplied with the products that they 

need. 

RH It wasn't a flippant question because one of the issues that does come up is the degree to which the 

shale gas industry is working with other people to actually address a need as opposed to supply. Has 

anyone ever said to you, well this is what we need and this is where we should be getting it from?  Is 

there that degree of planning going on? 

KC I think there's quite a lot of planning been done by BEIS, by the IEA, the Committee on Climate 

Change did some and I think one of the interesting things about the next 50 years is going to be how do 

we heat our homes?  What are the current options on the table?  A number of them include gas as a 

part of that equation, whether it's to convert it to something else or mix it with something else, so I 

think that gas does play a part – I think it will play a part in terms of what we need as well as what we 

supply. 

RH Who is going to stop producing gas when Cuadrilla and others start producing shale gas, so we don't 

have extra carbon emissions? 

KC I think it's a very fair question and I think one of the things we do need to do is start to work globally 

on these issues.  So instead of LNG coming in to a country that has gas reserves like the UK, it goes 

somewhere else where it can replace coal, and replace it very quickly, and I think that needs to be done 

in order for us to meet our global climate change targets.  In terms of the UK focus scenario, the 

Committee on Climate Change made clear that consumption of gas cannot rise in their tests and that we 

have to replace imports. 

RH What's the mechanism for doing that? 



KC I think the Paris Accord was a good start, but I think that talking to others, some of the engineers etc, 

I think those conversations need to start happening –  

RH Soon 

KC But I think in terms of the UK, what we can contribute is not taking imported gas and ensuring the 

environmental arrangements we have when producing our own gas are as good as they can be. 

RH Can we move on to politics?  At the last election, Labour and the Lib Dems decided they were against 

fracking.  How did you lose the support of two political parties? 

KC It's a very good question.  I think the Labour Party's 2015 manifesto made it clear they supported 

shale gas as long as the right regulatory credentials were in place.  The Liberals – they were part of the 

coalition and Ed Davey was the Secretary of State.  I think that the policy that the Labour Party has now 

is quite interesting.  First of all, it hasn't really taken into account where our gas will come from, and I 

think they need to address that in terms of where they go moving forward.  They also talk about working 

on decarbonised gas, carbon capture and storage, and again I think all of this comes down to where you 

get your gas from.  The reality is that the least impact in terms of climate change is getting gas in the UK 

and I will continue to argue that with the Labour Party.  We've still got very strong support from some 

people in the Labour Party and also the labour movement, in terms of the GMB, and we will carry on 

talking to the Labour Party because we believe that's the only sensible thing to do. 

RH Do you think Labour opposition to fracking is solid? 

KC I find it interesting that when Barry Gardiner announced it in September at the Labour Party 

conference, he talked about the fact that actually there's probably nothing wrong with it, but we're not 

backing fracking on the basis of climate change, and actually the process of hydraulic fracturing has got 

nothing whatsoever to do with climate change, it's the oil or gas we produce, and I found that quite odd 

and I will carry on talking to the Labour Party to try and get them to realise exactly what it is they are 

trying to achieve and why shale gas is important in trying to achieve it. 

RH What was the industry's reaction to those two manifestos, Labour and Lib Dems? 

KC Not a surprise, on the basis that it had been heavily flagged in the last party conferences, reflective of 

the change of leadership in both parties and, as I've said, we still have very strong if not growing support 

from some of the unions. 

RH Supporters of the onshore oil and gas industry, particularly investors, were expecting a free run after 

the election.  What was the industry's reaction to the election result? It was certainly not what the share 

chatters, in particular, were expecting. 

KC I can't comment for the share chatters.  I don't actually look at share chat because I'm not allowed to 

own any shares in the companies.  The reality is that the industry has been going for over a hundred 

years.  We will work with any party in or out of government and we will continue to do that and 

nothing's changed.  Our focus now is on getting the sites we have in operation and in planning across 

the line and to them environmentally sensitively and safely. 

RH And what impact is a hung parliament going to have on that? 



KC I think that the way the parliament's set up at the moment is not that much different in terms of 

where it was.  There is still a government that has a majority of between 13 and 20, so I don't think it 

changes a huge amount in terms of that, and we're also in a very different parliament this time because 

it's dominated by one subject. 

RH If there'd been a Conservative landslide, or at least an overall majority, do you think the Conservative 

manifesto promises on shale gas would have been in the Queen's speech? 

KC I don't necessarily subscribe to that, on the basis that nuclear, wind, shale gas etc, all of those policies 

are long-term policies, and there was nothing in the Queen's speech for example on nuclear or wind, 

and I take that this is a continuation of where we've been for the last seven years under a Conservative 

government/coalition, so I wasn't entirely surprised by the stuff not being in there. 

RH So do you think it's going to come in anyway, or is something that's going to go on the back burner 

for a bit? 

KC I think the manifesto of all parties is a very ‘top-level lines to take' kind of thing, and the devil is in the 

detail and quite a lot of the Conservative Party manifesto needs to fleshed out.  I think the one regulator 

issue is something that certainly does need to be fleshed out. 

RC Did UKOOG have any role in writing it? 

KC No 

RC And what did you think about the proposed planning changes? 

KC Again I think the devil's in the detail.  I think that where we are as an industry is that the planning 

process does appear to be getting longer and longer and longer.  Three or four years ago we were able 

to get a planning permission for a simple well through in three or four months.  It's now taking a year 

and a bit.  That is unhelpful for us, it's unhelpful for the councils because it becomes a much bigger 

chore and more expensive, and I don't think it's very helpful to local communities that it's going on and 

on and on.  I think the industry has responded by giving more information as time goes on and that has 

been very positive and negative.  I think that the system also is open sometimes to things happening 

that I worry about. 

RC Can you give me some examples? 

KC You were there on most of the occasions I was there:  last minute legal pitches from Friends of the 

Earth for example, after six, nine, twelve months' worth of debate, consultation etc, the day of, or even 

during a planning application and I just don't think that's the right way to go about things.  And so for 

everyone concerned, the planning system does need to be looked at to make sure it's done efficiently.  

Also, I think, still, there's a level of understanding, improvement if you like, in terms of where the 

regulators fit together.  Again, I get quite frustrated sometimes when I hear conversations that 'I think 

the EA should be involved in this' or 'I think the HSE should be involved with this' or 'The OGA should be 

involved in this' 

RC Do you mean in planning meetings? 

KC In planning meetings, yes, and I think the regulatory boundaries need to be understood a lot more.  

Not just by the councils, because I think the Planning Officers do an absolutely fantastic job and the 



councillors do a fantastic job, but I think also by the general public, and it comes back to this issue about 

giving people information that they can use and understand, and one of those bits is who does what, 

and that's quite important.  So I was not surprised to see something in the manifesto that looked at the 

planning issues, looked at how it was funded, how you could use independent experts and things like 

that, permitted development – a lot more detail is required in terms of that, but I can see, for example, 

where you have an existing site of four or five wells, some form of permitted development that allowed 

another well to be drilled, for example, because you've got an existing site.  But again, a lot more detail, 

a lot more consultation required before that can really happen. 

RH Would it be helpful, do you think, to have permitted development for a new site that wasn't involving 

fracking? 

KC I think it would be helpful in terms of existing sites, and I think we would need to have a discussion 

about brand new sites.  I think that's still a level of detail that we require.  I think what's really, really 

important about all of this, and always has been, is the discussions operators have with local 

communities.  Then the way local communities engage with the planning system and also the 

environment permitting system as well. 

RH Because if it did become permitted development, you could see a situation where an operator 

wouldn't necessarily need to, or choose to, engage with the public because it's not really going through 

the planning system. 

KC Whichever way you look at it, any UKOOG member has to engage with the public.  It's part of our 

ethos, part of our DNA, it's part of our community engagement charter, and that – that wouldn't 

happen.  There would have to be still full engagement, there would have to be full environmental 

permitting, full HSE etc, etc, but as I said, all of that's in the detail. 

RH And the idea that major hydraulic fracturing developments would be part of national infrastructure, 

what was your reaction to that? 

KC It's interesting.  National infrastructure planning was brought in by the Labour party many, many 

years ago.  I think it has helped nuclear in terms of get-off-the-ground, albeit, it could still have been a 

bit quicker, but it has helped nuclear get off the ground.  I think you have to go back to the reasons why 

national infrastructure planning is used, and it comes down to the fact that this is a national interest 

project and we have to make a decision about where we get our gas from.  We have chosen to get our 

gas from the UK, and therefore some of these projects, some of the larger projects that go into 

production should probably be heard at a national level because they are a national interest project.  As 

we've seen with nuclear, as we've seen with quite a lot of the renewables – I would assume the tidal 

lagoons etc would all be national infrastructure projects – so I don't see why shale gas production should 

be any different. 

RH Production not exploration? 

KC I think you have to say it comes down to when you start looking at commercial production. 

RH So we are talking about a site the scale of Cuadrilla's Preston New Road exploration site? 

KC I think it has to be production. 



RH Do you think these changes are going to come in? 

KC I think there are some issues that need to be looked at, as I said.  I do think planning needs to be 

looked at, I think one regulator, or should I say at least the issue Lord Smith brought up, which is 

communications with the general public and local communities, I think those do need to be looked at 

and I think once we get into this parliament we will be asking for those to be looked at. 

RH You're asking for those to be looked at.  What's your access to the government? 

KC It's the same as any other sector.  We will talk to the shale gas team which is renamed, called the 

Office for Unconventional Gas and Oil, we will talk to ministers when we get the chance in exactly the 

same way as other sectors. 

RH Have you had a meeting yet with the new administration? 

KC No 

RH How many meetings might you have a year? 

KC Depends how many energy ministers there are! 

RH So when it's a new one, you go along and say hello? 

KC Yes. 

RC And there have been quite a lot haven't there? 

KC There have been quite a lot, yes.  I've met every energy minister 

RH More than once? 

KC No, not really, no 

RH Just going back to planning, you talked about the problem of planning applications stretching to 

more than a year or so.  There's one example this morning:  the Horse Hill application is not going to be 

heard until August or September now – this has been going on for quite some time.  Why is it taking so 

long? 

KC I think there are a number of reasons.  We have had an inordinate amount of referenda, elections 

etcetera –  

RH So there have been purdah periods 

KC Yes, and the Horse Hill one obviously has been particularly hit by that.   

The second reason is that I do think the planning officers and councillors do a fantastic job but they are 

being extremely detailed, and I think part of that comes down to the concern around legal challenge and 

so I think that process does slow things down a lot.  Last minute challenges slow things down a bit 

further and I think we just need to take a long hard look at this and go through why it is taking so long, 

and I think part of it does come down to this understanding between the regulatory auspices of each 

regulator and if we could better understand that, put that down on paper, that would be part of the 

solution. 



RH You said you thought the councillors were doing a good job.  What was your reaction to the decision 

that they made on the Wressle application a week ago? 

KC I'm still not really quite clear why they rejected it, and it is subject to appeal. 

RH How well do you think the planning departments and the local authorities are working with the other 

regulators? 

KC I think this is at the heart of the issue.  It's not a case of not working with the other regulators 

because I think there's an element of that.  I think it's just the level of understanding about the clear 

demarcations between each regulator.  I very, very simply always put it that below-the-ground issues 

are HSE, EA and the OGA and more above-the-ground issues tend to be local planning and a bit of the 

EA.  I do get annoyed, distressed when local planning authorities talk about issues which are below the 

ground because these are EA and HSE.  What we need to do is to try and find a way of getting people to 

agree or to understand where those demarcations lie so that everyone concerned can use their time 

efficiently. 

RH The former Energy Minister, Brian Wilson, wrote in Energy Voice that the need for a balanced energy 

policy is as great as ever, along the lines of what you were talking about and he said "That includes firm 

political actions one way or another on difficult issues like nuclear and fracking’.  I would assume that 

you would agree with that but I'm interested to know what firm political actions you think would be 

needed. 

KC Brian is a resident of Scotland, so I don't know if he has talking about Scotland or whether he was 

talking about England.  I think at the heart of this is the conversation about where we get energy from, 

how we use it etc, because it's only then that you start to have that conversation with the general public 

and local communities about nuclear, about shale gas, about conventional etc and I think that needs to 

be done right now.  I think part of the industrial strategy, for example, is at the heart of it is energy 

policy.  Every industrial revolution we've ever had, energy policy is at the heart of it, and I think that 

needs to be done.  Government for the last seven years has given a firm commitment to both nuclear 

and shale and needs to continue to do that, but needs to explain more why. 

RC  One of the things which is part of that policy is maximising oil and gas –  

KC In the North Sea, not onshore 

RC This is interesting because at planning application meetings now companies are saying they have a 

responsibility to maximise the economic recovery of oil and gas 

KC Under their licence they have a responsibility to produce oil and gas as efficiently as possible.  The 

actual concept of MER [Maximum Economic Recovery] was brought in in the Energy Bill, which is to do 

with offshore. MER doesn't occur anywhere in the onshore.  It's part of the licence.  What the 

government doesn't want is to give licences to people who do nothing with them, so it's your 

responsibility to produce oil and gas as part of the licence and it's the only commitment the operators 

have  - maximising economic recovery is a concept that was introduced for offshore. 

RH So do you think that companies are efficiently going about the business of producing oil and gas in 

the UK? 



KC Yes, I think so.  If you look at what's happening in the 14th Round:  we're starting to see companies 

now do their seismic surveys, so IGAS did one last year, INEOS are doing a big one this year; we're seeing 

companies putting in planning permissions right across the country, quite a lot of activity; we're starting 

to see companies preparing sites, so I do think that's happening. 

RH But there are also examples of companies where they've applied for planning permission and it's 

since lapsed and they haven't done anything with it – is that an efficient use of those sites? 

KC There will be circumstances why these things haven't happened and why planning permissions need 

to be extended – I wouldn't want to go into a case-by-case basis.  Planning permissions are usually given 

for three years and there will be a whole host of reasons why it needs to be extended – it can be 

anything from oil price to they're busy somewhere else etc and they're well within their rights to apply 

for an extension. 

RH Is that a reasonable way of using the resources of a community and local authority though – to think 

that ‘if we don't use this planning permission we just go back for it again’? 

KC I do actually, because I think circumstances do change over a period of time and you go back and say 

circumstances have changed and this is why we need an extension, and that's not just for our industry, 

it's for quite a lot of industries, so I would hope we would see more planning applications and more 

drilling activity happening. 

RH I'd like to move finally to some detailed issues on sites.  Is the industry making life difficult for itself in 

its choice of sites?  

KC It's a really good question.  There's a document we produced earlier in the year, in January, which is 

the visualisation document. In that we go into some detail on how we choose sites.  The first issue is 

always geology for obvious reasons, and particularly in the early stages you want to choose places 

where the geology looks really quite interesting and good. Then you have a whole host of other things 

that you will screen in and screen out: environmental designations; SPZ's [source protection zones]; 

where the urban areas are; where the A roads are; whether we can get to a water supply, national grid, 

etc etc.  There's a whole host of things being done and the reality is that there are very different sites 

that have been chosen around the country for that reason. 

The North West for example – the IGas sites at Ellesmere Port and Barton Moss were in relatively 

industrialised areas.  The Barton Moss one was right next to a motorway.  Others, like for example 

Lancashire, are in new areas and then Yorkshire have been going for 25, 30 years, so you'll see a 

mixture.  But it does come down to that criteria, so I'm not surprised about where they've chosen their 

sites and in the exploration phase in particular you want to really understand where the geology is 

RH Have you been to Leith Hill? 

KC No, I haven't. It's one of the few sites I haven't been to. 

RH I think it would be really interesting to go to Leith Hill. You cannot get two cars side-by-side on part of 

the road to the site.  It's too steep for many people to cycle up in places, it's regarded as a beauty spot, 

and it's an AONB. 

KC I haven't been there, so I can't really comment. 



RH Why did the industry oppose set-back distances and density limits in the North Yorkshire minerals 

plan? 

KC I'll go on and talk about North Yorks mineral plan in general but set-back distances:  we believe there 

is already very, very strong regulation in this area in terms of set-back distances, either through the 

planning process, or through the environmental permitting process.  That looks at distances to various 

receptors and various designations, and so we don't think you need an extra layer on top to do that.  We 

also think that the geography, the topography of the country is very different in places so coming up 

with a blanket approach is probably not the right thing to do. 

There's a concern as well that if you have set-back distances you don't say ‘We don't need to worry 

about that’ and part of good risk management is that you should look at your surrounding area, and you 

should look at all things.  So set-back distances are probably a step backwards rather than forwards in 

terms of what we've actually got, which is to look at the risks, the hazards, the pathways, the receptors 

in the area you are looking at, from both the planning and the environment regulatory process. 

In terms of density, I think there are two reasons why we have opposed it.  We have put out a 

visualisation, but we do not think that it's the right time to be imposing density on anyone until we know 

what the geology is.  We know that there are certain parts of the country where the shale gas is a bit 

thicker and there may be benefits in terms of footprints, and it may be different in other parts of the 

country so again it comes to that kind of blanket approach. 

In general, we have some other concerns about the North Yorks plan.  One in particular was the way 

again this seemed to be this encroachment on other regulators.  There was a definition put forward of 

hydraulic fracturing which was different from the Infrastructure Act. There was a lot of discussion about 

things below the ground which again we think is part of another regulatory system so these are the 

reasons.  It will go to a Planning Inspector in September or October, so we'll see. 

RH I think their concern was that the Associated Hydraulic Fracturing definition would allow hydraulic 

fracturing to happen in the National Park if it were below the volume limits and this is a big concern.  

People feel quite betrayed by the Infrastructure Act. Originally there would be no fracking in National 

Parks and then it was you can do it from the edge and underneath and then if you were using less than 

the specified volume you could actually do it from the surface.  What's your view? 

KC Very simple.  The definition of High Volume Hydraulic Fracturing came from the Europeans – 

RH Doesn't it open up this loophole? 

KC You can have that argument about whatever level you set.  If you set it much higher or much lower, it 

still makes no difference because somebody will say, 'oh you could go below that'.  The level was chosen 

because it was a European standard used in Europe, and that's the reason why. 

Also, I don't think our regulatory system is such that it will give any less importance to something that's 

above that threshold or below that threshold.  The process is still the same, you have to look at the risks 

–the hazard, the risk of that hazard, the pathway, the receptor, how you mitigate that risk or remove it 

entirely.  That happens regardless of what limits you set and again I think that's quite important. 

RH So people don't have anything to fear about fracking in National Parks? 



KC No.  The reality is that it's very well regulated, and we will see that over time as we start to build our 

sites. 

RH  Why can't we have shale gas sites on industrial estates? 

KC We could do. 

RH Why aren't we? 

KC It comes back to the fact that you go through that process on how you choose your sites.  The 

geology is at the top of it and I think the early sites, they want to see where the geology is really, really 

good 

RH But with directional drilling –  

KC Directional drilling will come and I think you will see other sites chosen over time.  But that's the way 

the operators are working at the moment and the reality also is that I think it depends very much on the 

area as well so there are going to be areas that lend themselves to industrial parks and there are going 

to be other areas that don't, and what dictates it is the geology –  

RH I'm thinking of Preston New Road.  There's an industrial estate half a mile from the farmland where 

that work's being done.  The industry could have put some gates up, kept the protestors out and had far 

fewer problems. It would have been more expensive, and I'm wondering if the choice of sites  actually 

comes down to money? 

KC I certainly don't think it comes down to money.  I think it comes down to the way the site is chosen.  

When it comes to a site half a mile down the road, that's a question you really need to ask Cuadrilla. 

RH Finally, could we turn to southern England.  UKOG is very excited about Kimmeridge oil. What are 

your thoughts about this? Is this something that excites you? 

KC It certainly is.  There's still a long way to go, but the initial results at Broadford Bridge, Horse Hill, to a 

certain extent Brockham are indicative of something being there, but all of the old stagers of the oil and 

gas industry always say that until you've done more, you won't know.  Early indications are that it looks 

really exciting, but we need more data, and I think that's what the guys at UKOG are doing, as well as 

Angus and a few others, so I think all we can say at the moment is 'watch this space'. 

RC Are they going to get an easy ride from the communities, do you think? 

KC I will be interested to see how local communities engage with the operators.  As I said at the 

Westminster Energy Forum, I thought the idea of bringing communities onto the site to see it was a 

really good idea for UKOG and as I said, building up this level of trust takes time. 

RH Ken Cronin, thank you very much. 


