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Dear Mr Rowley 

I am writing to you as my MP for the North East Derbyshire Constituency. 

As you will be aware, the Government is currently running two consultation processes relating to fracking: 

one is “to determine which criteria would be appropriate to trigger inclusion of major shale gas production 

projects in the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects scheme” and the other is to seek views on 

“granting permission for non-hydraulic shale gas exploration development through a permitted 

development right”. 

I am very concerned and worried about both of these proposals. 

NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 

If fracking applications were included as “Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects” then they would go 

directly to the Planning Inspector to be decided at a national level, rather than going to Local Planning 

Authorities as at present. My view is that Local Authorities are far better placed to judge the needs and 

requirements of local communities and to assess the impact that drilling and fracking would have on the 

local area. This is a principle which is enshrined in the Government’s own Localism Act of 2011. These new 

proposals would bring about an erosion of the democratic rights of people and communities to have a voice 

in the proceedings and to have a say about what happens in – and happens to – their community and in their 

lives. Furthermore, this proposal seems to be “putting the cart before the horse”: surely, the first question to 

be asked has to be whether fracking should be included in the NSIP scheme at all, before asking what criteria 

would be appropriate to trigger its inclusion. 

If fracking were to take place it would not be run by the Government. It would be carried out by numerous 

disparate private companies operating entirely independently of each other and whose primary interest 

would be to make a profit; in fact, in the case of INEOS, their primary interest is to obtain shale gas for their 

own use so that they can extract methane to fuel their factories and ethane as a base material for making 

plastics. The “national interest” is fairly low down INEOS’ list of priorities. I find it difficult to see how all this 

could justifiably be described as a “national project”. It most certainly is not a national project in the sense 

that HS2, Hinckley Point C or the Third Heathrow Runway are. Additionally, because the fracking companies 

would be working independently of each other there would be no real “infrastructure” in the accepted sense 

of the word: there would be wells and drillpads springing up all over the place with no link-up between 

them. 

I am also extremely concerned that acceptance of fracking into the NSIP scheme would allow for the 

compulsory purchase of land in order for drilling to be carried out, thus further diminishing people’s 

democratic rights to object. 



PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT 

The second proposal, to allow non-hydraulic shale gas exploration to be treated as “Permitted 

Development” is equally worrying. This would mean that companies such as INEOS would not need to obtain 

any Planning Permission at all for exploratory drilling if they can demonstrate that no Environmental Impact 

Assessment is required. Exploratory drilling involves the creation of a drill pad (which could vary in size, 

typically from 1.7 to 3.5 acres, roughly the size of 1 to 2 football pitches), the erection of numerous site 

cabins and toilet facilities and the construction of a drilling rig up to 60m high: that is the equivalent height 

of a 20-storey tower block. The site development and drilling process would last for six months but in North 

East Derbyshire we are already seeing Planning Applications which allow for a five-year occupancy of the 

land with cabins and wellhead assembly gear being retained throughout. This means that, if the fracking 

company finds what they are looking for, they would immediately want to apply to start full fracking 

operations on that site. 

In the case of the Bramleymoor Lane (Marsh Lane) Application, the proposed site is about 9,000 sq metres 

(or 2.22 acres), containing numerous site cabins rising to about 5.5m in height with surrounding security 

fencing and bunding rising to a similar height. A long section of mature hedgerow will be removed to 

increase road visibility at the access point to the site. Throughout the drilling operation there will be noise 

and light disturbance at night-time for residents living little over 300m from the site. There will also be 

considerable increases in the traffic of heavy vehicles along the designated and agreed route. This extends 

the potential impact far beyond the local vicinity of the wellsite itself. 

Unlike erecting a garden shed, or having a conservatory built, which is what the “Permitted Development” 

scheme was originally intended for, and which will have an impact on, well, nobody at all really. 

If the Government’s proposal for similar exploratory drilling to be considered as “Permitted Development” 

goes ahead, then installing a drill rig up to 60m high and drilling day and night for 3 months, running 

hundreds upon hundreds of HGV movements in the process (and using up many thousands of gallons of 

water) would, in planning terms, be as easy as putting up a garden shed. This cannot possibly be right. It 

seems to me to be at best a skewing of the planning process in favour of the oil and gas industry, and at 

worst a curtailing of people’s democratic right to object to projects such as these and to have a say in what 

happens in and to their communities. 

When planning permission is granted under the present system - whether by a Local Authority or by a 

Planning Inspector - it is frequently the case that conditions are attached. For example, these may be to 

stipulate a maximum height for a drilling rig, to restrict night-time noise or to limit traffic movements to 

certain hours. The consultation asks “What conditions and restrictions would be appropriate?” This 

approach invites a “one size fits all” answer, which would not be appropriate at all given that all 

communities are different. Different proposed well sites will have different topographical relationships with 

their nearest communities and facilities. Some will be nearer to housing developments, others less so. Some 

will be nearer to local schools or recreational facilities, others less so. Some will impact upon Green Belt 

protection, others will not. And the impact on wildlife and other environmental considerations will vary 

wildly. And so on. Surely the people best-placed to make informed decisions in these matters are Local 

Authorities, as specifically affirmed in the Government’s own Localism Act of 2011. 

I find it highly telling that the consultation document states, at para 32, that: “The requirements [for 

Permitted Development] relating to prior approval are much less prescriptive than those relating to planning 

applications. This is deliberate, as prior approval is a light-touch process which applies where the principle of 

the development has already been established.” How can a “light-touch process” possibly be right and 



suitable in every single case, in every different environment, for such a “heavy-touch” and highly impactful 

industrial process as drilling for gas? 

It is also unclear from the proposals being put forward for consultation what safeguards would be in place to 

ensure that fracking companies notify the relevant regulatory bodies before commencing work in each and 

every drilling operation they intend to carry out. This would be vital to ensure that proper oversight on 

Health & Safety matters is achieved. 

In light of the extensive opposition to fracking which has been expressed across the country (resulting in 

many action groups being formed) it is clear that there is no “social licence” for this industry. And yet the 

Government proposes these new measures which would appear to prioritise the wishes of the oil and gas 

industry over and above those of local residents and communities. If passed, it would mean that fracking 

would be forced onto communities who do not want it and who have repeatedly and persistently said so. 

In my view, both these consultations should be considered together; indeed, it would appear that the 

Government may also view them in that light since both were published on the 19th of July and the closing 

time for both is identical at 11:45pm on 25 October 2018. 

Both of these proposals, if accepted, would result in Local Authorities (and in particular their Planning 

Departments) losing key decision-making powers and surrendering them to a national Government body. 

Furthermore, they would restrict and hamper the opportunities of local communities from being able to 

object to drilling operations being imposed upon them, and in the case of Permitted Development could 

potentially make it more difficult for any specific site-related conditions to be imposed. 

I am asking that, as my MP, you do everything in your power to oppose both of these proposals; to fight 

against the sidelining of Local Authorities and communities in the process of making planning decisions; and 

to make the strongest possible case for keeping the requirement for planning permission to be obtained 

before exploratory drilling can begin. 

Yours,  

 


