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You	
  can’t	
  run	
  if	
  you	
  can’t	
  walk:	
  	
  
Stages	
  of	
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Gas	
  Import	
  dependence	
  and	
  naNonal	
  
shale	
  gas	
  exploraNon	
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Public	
  Support/ScruNny	
  in	
  Poland	
  v	
  UK	
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Weak	
  Support	
  for	
  UnconvenNonals	
  in	
  EU-­‐26	
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13. IMPACT OF ENERGY PRODUCTION AND USE ON AIR QUALITY  

13.1 Energy options that should be prioritised for the next 30 years 

- Fewer than one in ten Europeans think that unconventional fossil fuels should 
be prioritised - 

Respondents were asked to identify the energy options they thought should be prioritised 
now, with a view to the next 30 years. Respondents are least likely to mention 
unconventional fossil fuels such as shale gas (9%) and conventional fossil fuels (8%). 

The great majority think renewable energy sources should be prioritised (70%). This is 
by far the most mentioned option. All the other options have been mentioned by less 
than one third of the respondents. 

Just over one quarter think energy efficiency should be the priority (28%). Fewer than 
one in five mention nuclear energy (18%), while around one in ten mention carbon 
dioxide capture and storage (12%).  

 

(MAX. 2 ANSWERS) 

Respondents living in EU15 countries are much more likely to mention renewable energy 
sources than those living in NMS12 countries (74% vs. 57%). Respondents in NMS12 
countries, on the other hand, are more likely to mention unconventional fossil fuels such 
as shale gas (17% vs. 7% of EU15), although the respective shares are much lower. 

 

 

EU-­‐26:	
  3-­‐11%,	
  PL:	
  32%	
  

Source:	
  Flash	
  Eurobarometer	
  360	
  “Agtudes	
  of	
  Europeans	
  towards	
  air	
  quality”,	
  Jan	
  2013	
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Socio-demographic analysis highlights only a few notable differences. Women are 
more likely than men to say that they would be concerned if a shale gas project were to 
be located in their neighbourhood (79% vs. 69%). 

Respondents who think that emissions from cars and trucks and emissions from 
industrial production and from fossil fuel power stations have an impact on air quality are 
all more likely to be concerned if a shale gas project were to be located in their 
neighbourhood compared to those who say these emissions do not have an impact. For 
example 74% of those who say emissions from cars and trucks have an impact on air 
quality would be concerned if a shale gas project were to be located in their 
neighbourhood, compared to 66% of those who say emissions from cars and trucks have 
no impact.  











Framing	
  Fracking	
  
•  Strong	
   opposiNon	
   from	
  much	
  of	
   the	
  

UK	
   public	
   	
   despite	
   general	
   support	
  
for	
  fracking	
  from	
  UK	
  government.	
  

•  CiNzens	
   deliberaNons	
   conducted	
   in	
  
Preston,	
  Lancs	
  in	
  April	
  2016	
  

•  6-­‐focus	
  group	
  study	
  by	
  Durham	
  in	
  UK	
  
in	
  2014	
  and	
  4	
  country	
  study	
  (4	
  UK,	
  2	
  
Bulgaria,	
  2	
  Romania,	
  2	
  Poland)	
  in	
  
2015	
  by	
  Cambridge	
  both	
  idenNfied	
  4	
  
key	
  areas	
  of	
  concern:	
  
•  Lack	
  of	
  understanding	
  	
  
•  Lack	
  of	
  trust/credibility	
  
•  Lack	
  of	
  consultaNon	
  
•  Lack	
  of	
  scope	
  in	
  assessing	
  

impacts	
  

Key	
   Point	
   -­‐	
   Public	
   concern	
   is	
   not	
   limited	
   to	
   risk	
   and	
   feasibility.	
   Trust	
   and	
  
confidence	
  in	
  policy	
  makers	
  and	
  other	
  key	
  stakeholders	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  concern.	
  



Why	
  Focus	
  Groups	
  and	
  CiNzens	
  DeliberaNons?	
  

•  Focus	
  groups	
  can	
  offer	
  some	
  ‘quick’	
  insights	
  into	
  how	
  
ciNzens	
  think	
  about	
  and	
  discuss	
  a	
  concept	
  or	
  
technology	
  such	
  as	
  fracking,	
  but	
  cannot	
  provide	
  
staNsNcally	
  robust	
  differences	
  across	
  or	
  within	
  groups	
  

•  CiNzens	
  deliberaNons	
  provides	
  an	
  opportunity	
  for	
  
ciNzens	
  to	
  engage	
  with	
  concepts	
  in	
  greater	
  depth	
  

•  To	
  ensure	
  balance,	
  need	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  parNcipants	
  
vary	
  by	
  age,	
  gender,	
  level	
  of	
  educaNon,	
  but	
  in	
  no	
  way	
  
should	
  results	
  be	
  confused	
  with	
  those	
  of	
  a	
  large-­‐scale	
  
naNonal	
  sample	
  –	
  it	
  is	
  NOT	
  intended	
  to	
  be	
  
representaNve	
  



Focus	
  Group	
  Design	
  

•  In	
  advance	
  of	
  focus	
  groups	
  we	
  developed	
  detailed	
  moderator	
  
script	
  and	
  new	
  EU	
  energy	
  brief	
  to	
  ensure	
  consistent	
  set	
  of	
  
informaNon	
  and	
  process	
  is	
  used	
  across	
  groups	
  

•  InternaNonal	
  market	
  research	
  firm	
  helped	
  organise,	
  recruit	
  
parNcipants,	
  moderate	
  focus	
  groups	
  in	
  4	
  countries	
  

•  Each	
  focus	
  group	
  receives	
  short	
  presentaNon	
  on	
  EU	
  energy	
  
(followed	
  by	
  discussion)	
  and	
  longer	
  expert	
  presentaNon	
  on	
  
fracking	
  (followed	
  by	
  discussion)	
  

•  All	
  materials	
  were	
  translated	
  as	
  appropriate,	
  group	
  discussions	
  
were	
  then	
  recorded	
  and	
  transcribed	
  for	
  analysis	
  	
  

•  In	
  each	
  country,	
  focus	
  groups	
  were	
  conducted	
  in	
  the	
  capital	
  city	
  
and	
  in	
  a	
  region	
  where	
  shale	
  gas	
  exploraNon	
  is	
  being	
  considered	
  



Experts	
  &	
  Focus	
  Group	
  LocaNons	
  

•  Bulgaria:	
  	
  Radoslav	
  Nakov	
  -­‐	
  Director,	
  Geological	
  InsNtute	
  
–  Sofia	
  17th	
  March	
  &	
  Varna	
  18th	
  March	
  

•  Romania:	
  Victor	
  Mocanu	
  -­‐	
  Dean,	
  University	
  of	
  Bucharest	
  
–  Bucharest	
  17th	
  March	
  &	
  Bacau	
  19th	
  March	
  

•  Poland:	
  Andrzej	
  Sikora:	
  Energy	
  Studies	
  InsNtute/AGH	
  U.	
  
Krakow	
  
–  Warsaw	
  24th	
  March	
  &	
  Gdansk	
  25th	
  March	
  

•  UK:	
  Liam	
  Herringshaw–	
  Durham	
  University/ReFINE	
  
–  London	
  1	
  &	
  2	
  12th	
  March	
  
–  Lancashire	
  1	
  &	
  2	
  15th	
  April	
  



Overall	
  Opinion	
  of	
  ImplemenNng	
  Fracking	
  at	
  
NaNonal	
  Level	
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Risks/Benefits	
  to	
  You	
  and	
  Your	
  Family	
  of	
  a	
  Proposal	
  for	
  
Fracking/Shale	
  Gas	
  ExploraNon	
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Risks/Benefits	
  to	
  Society	
  of	
  a	
  Proposal	
  for	
  
Fracking/Shale	
  Gas	
  ExploraNon	
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How	
  Much	
  of	
  the	
  InformaNon	
  Presented	
  in	
  the	
  
Focus	
  Group	
  was	
  new	
  to	
  you?	
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Expect your overall opinion could  
change in the future?	
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Trust	
  in	
  ReFINE	
  expert	
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Emerging	
  Themes	
  
•  Several	
  clear	
  themes	
  emerge	
  from	
  the	
  
quesNonnaires	
  and	
  the	
  discussions	
  held	
  following	
  
the	
  expert	
  presentaNons	
  including:	
  
– A	
  negaNve	
  framing	
  which	
  emphasises	
  risks	
  and	
  the	
  
threats	
  of	
  fracking	
  

– A	
  posiNve	
  framing	
  which	
  focuses	
  on	
  possible	
  benefits	
  of	
  
shale	
  gas	
  	
  

– A	
  more	
  explicit	
  tradeoff	
  between	
  risks	
  &	
  benefits	
  
–  Concerns	
  over	
  trust	
  (parNcularly	
  lack	
  of	
  trust)	
  in	
  certain	
  
actors	
  

– Uncertainty	
  and	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  more	
  research	
  



The	
  case	
  against	
  fracking	
  in	
  Europe	
  is	
  overdetermined	
  
	
  

1.  Geology	
  is	
  different:	
  deeper	
  and	
  smaller	
  plays	
  in	
  Europe,	
  data	
  is	
  
scarce,	
  most	
  potenNal	
  shale	
  plays	
  are	
  quite	
  poorly	
  characterised	
  	
  

2.  Stricter	
  RegulaNon:	
  US	
  had	
  ‘‘Cheney-­‐Halliburton	
  Loophole’	
  in	
  
CWA,	
  whereas	
  European	
  countries	
  imposed	
  moratoria	
  and	
  would	
  
have	
  stricter	
  regulatory	
  regimes	
  (in	
  part	
  b/c	
  of	
  US	
  experience)	
  

3.  IncenNves:	
  Tax	
  credits	
  in	
  US	
  plus	
  mineral	
  rights	
  are	
  owned	
  by	
  
landowners	
  

4.  Industry	
  structure:	
  Shale	
  revoluNon	
  in	
  the	
  US	
  driven	
  by	
  small	
  
firms,	
  plenNful	
  rigs,	
  close	
  proximity,	
  strong	
  services	
  industry	
  

5. Market	
  structure:	
  Many	
  fewer	
  actors	
  in	
  EU	
  market,	
  TPA	
  instead	
  
of	
  common	
  carriage	
  pipelines	
  	
  

6.  Public	
  opposiNon:	
  Well-­‐organised	
  opposiNon	
  builds	
  on	
  climate	
  
camps,	
  local	
  acNvist	
  groups,	
  and	
  has	
  become	
  focal	
  or	
  proxy	
  issue	
  
for	
  NGOs	
  (comparable	
  to	
  Keystone	
  XL	
  in	
  US?)	
  

	
  
Paul	
  Stevens,	
  2012.	
  The	
  ‘Shale	
  Gas	
  RevoluNon’:	
  Developments	
  and	
  Changes,	
  
Chatham	
  House,	
  August.	
  	
  



US	
  ownership	
  of	
  mineral	
  rights	
  and	
  
the	
  lure	
  of	
  royalNes	
  to	
  individuals	
  



AddiNonal	
  nails	
  in	
  shale’s	
  coffin	
  
•  Add	
  to	
  these	
  serious	
  impediments	
  :	
  
•  Voiced	
  suspicions	
  of	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  Russia	
  in	
  supporNng	
  NGOs	
  

opposed	
  to	
  fracking	
  in	
  Bulgaria	
  and	
  elsewhere	
  (Rasmussen)	
  
•  One	
  of	
  first	
  exploraNon	
  wells	
  in	
  UK	
  produced	
  a	
  tremor	
  	
  
•  Poor	
  iniNal	
  results	
  in	
  Poland	
  the	
  strongest	
  supporter	
  of	
  

fracking	
  with	
  the	
  greatest	
  number	
  of	
  exploraNon	
  wells	
  (65)	
  	
  
•  The	
  low	
  current	
  gas	
  price	
  environment	
  	
  

•  In	
  some	
  ways,	
  it	
  is	
  actually	
  surprising	
  that	
  fracking	
  is	
  
not	
  completely	
  dead.	
  	
  	
  



What	
  could	
  have	
  been	
  done	
  differently?	
  
•  The	
  zeal	
  of	
  high-­‐level	
  government	
  support	
  iniNally	
  
reassured	
  investors	
  but	
  this	
  (a)	
  may	
  have	
  been	
  misleading	
  
and	
  (b)	
  undermined	
  gov’t	
  credibility	
  	
  

•  Social	
  license	
  to	
  operate	
  cannot	
  simply	
  be	
  granted	
  by	
  
government	
  and	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  any	
  serious	
  dialogue	
  on	
  
compensaNon	
  has	
  been	
  striking	
  and	
  exploraNon	
  has	
  been	
  
treated	
  as	
  a	
  beach	
  head	
  (camel’s	
  nose	
  effect)	
  

•  ConsultaNon	
  v	
  ‘consultaNon’:	
  Genuine	
  public	
  engagement,	
  
though	
  undoubtedly	
  difficult,	
  has	
  been	
  remarkably	
  poor	
  
and	
  has	
  merely	
  heightened	
  suspicions	
  

•  Only	
  EC-­‐level	
  consultaNon	
  exercises	
  have	
  been	
  purely	
  
technical,	
  which	
  has	
  frustrated	
  many	
  key	
  stakeholders	
  



Thanks!	
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