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Economy, Energy & Tourism Committee: Unconventional Gas 

SUBMISSION FROM CANONBIE RESIDENTS AGAINST COAL DEVELOPMENTS 

Economy, Energy & Tourism Committee 14th January- 31st January) 

“The Committee are today calling on businesses, local communities, charities and 
the energy sector for their views on the proposals set out in the third National 
Planning Framework and proposed changes to Scottish Planning Policy, which was 
published today by the Scottish Government.  

The Economy, Energy and Tourism Committee will focus their scrutiny on the 
following areas: 

“ Initiatives to consolidate and develop emerging opportunities to utilise 
onshore reserves of ‘unconventional’ gas, such as shale gas and coal bed 
methane, in ways which are compatible with the protection of the 
environment” 

We write to express disappointment that we were unaware of this call for views on 
SPP & NPF3, and consequently missed an opportunity to comment on this 
consultation exercise. 

Canonbie is a historic rural community, that for generations has been part of a large 
sporting Estate. 

Local Visitor activity is linked to genealogy, the Border Rievers, and rural pursuits, 
particularly salmon fishing, that brings significant economic benefit. 

Unconventional gas extraction has been approved at more than 20 sites around this 
village, most under delegated authority, and consequently without any consideration 
of the real scale of the project, and without adequate community consultation. In a 
recent local Household Survey of 362 local residents, most had been unaware of the 
proposal, and 324 expressed active opposition to the gas drilling. 

We would wish firstly, to state that, although we believe that evidence of the threats 
to communities is persuasive, the principle of onshore unconventional gas drilling is 
not the focus of our opposition. 

 However, we strongly oppose such developments in proximity to homes and 
communities. As a rural agricultural community, where significant and growing 
economic activity comes from tourism, and in particular from genealogy, rural 
pursuits and salmon fishing, we would welcome an opportunity to address the 
Committee, and to answer any questions. 

We made written submissions to SPP, and NPF3 on behalf of the community at 
Canonbie, and also to the subsequent consultation on sustainability. We have also  
previously made formal complaint to D&G Council as planning authority, in respect of 
unconventional gas applications, and currently to SPSO, in respect of D&Gs 
‘treatment’ of multiple linked coalbed methane drilling applications at Canonbie, and 
the failure to consider these together. 
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However, we were unaware of this further call for evidence. The Committee have 
previously acknowledged that communities, unlike developers, do not have routine 
access to legal or planning advisers working on their behalf, and so are 
fundamentally disadvantaged in attempts to engage with multiple processes, in 
terms of available resources. 

Consequently, we are disappointed to have missed an opportunity to address the 
EET Committee, with reference to community concerns about the planning 
framework, particularly in light of comments from Mr Cronin of UKOOG, that “buffer 
zones” do ‘not work for them’, and misleading comments about significant levels of 
truck movements, water usage, and of implications of toxins in ‘produced’ water, that 
create risks to those living nearby. 

 For instance, current research confirms that those living within 0.5 miles of a drill-
site have significantly increased health risks.  http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-
content/uploads/2013/12/CSG-Health-Impacts-Dr-W-Somerville.pdf  

Planning Applications here indicate  16,000+  HGV movements, just in site- base 
preparation at this rural  village; site construction  & drilling for more than FIVE years, 
with associated noise and light pollution; 72,000 litres of water per day, to be 
extracted, some no more than 30m from a salmon bearing river, that brings visitors 
to the area. It will also require major pipework infrastructure to link more than 20 
sites surrounding us, and culminate in a GPU with Two 12m High flarestacks. 

We also note that the stated  focus of Committee scrutiny in respect of onshore 
unconventional gas was on “protection of the environment”, and did not specify 
public health, protection of communities, or impacts on tourism. We ourselves run a 
tourism business, and are already experiencing detrimental impacts. 

 In addition to general concerns about environmental impacts, we are specifically 
concerned about impacts on local people, and their lives. While we fully recognise 
energy challenges, we do not accept that communities should be put at risk, and 
believe that the’ precautionary principle’ should apply. 

 We also note that any proposed buffer zones will not be retrospective, so will not 
apply here. 

We are happy to share details of our current complaint to SPSO,  about failings and 
limitations in the current planning framework, as interpreted and applied by a local 
Planning Authority here at Canonbie.  More generally, we would wish to raise a 
number of issues about onshore unconventional gas extraction, that may be relevant 
to your deliberations.  

We emphasise that we are neither scientists, nor experts. 

 However, as local residents of a pleasant and popular rural community, that stands 
to be fundamentally and irreversibly altered and industrialised by these proposals, 
we have a legitimate right to object to an industry that requires extensive multiple 
sites, is incompatible with community wellbeing in the light of  threats to the 
environment and human health.  

http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/CSG-Health-Impacts-Dr-W-Somerville.pdf
http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/CSG-Health-Impacts-Dr-W-Somerville.pdf
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We do not believe that it is possible to regulate ‘safety’ into an industry that is 
inherently unsafe in proximity to local residents. 

We urge the Committee, if minded to support this industry,  to also support the need 
for ‘buffer zones’ to protect people, and to ensure that the pursuit of alternative 
energy sources, and of economic benefit, is not achieved at the expense of  the very  
communities it is intended to support. 

Bill & Loraine Frew 
On behalf of Canonbie Residents Against Coal Developments 
February 2014 

Attached: Canonbie Diagram/Smythe HoL submission 
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Unconventional onshore drilling for gas:                                                                                             
(Canonbie experience) 

 Does not create net increase in local Jobs/Employment (10-12 temporary 
jobs for fencers etc. Detrimental impacts already, on accommodation providers)  

 Does not create wealth for the local economy (Detriment to tourism, loss of 
agricultural land) Both Shareholder info. and planning EIA confirm that major 
beneficiary is landowner and shareholders( Share value assumes energy costs 
at current or higher levels) 

 Will not replace coal, but be a further source of fossil fuel pollution (This 
area is part of a “rural sporting Estate”- Major landowner here now exploring 
opencast and UCG potential, in addition to CBM) 

 Is unsafe in a highly faulted landscape, such as Scotland 

High risk of fugitive emissions.- Prof D. Smythe- See HoL submission, and Canonbie 
Diagram. 

Sites in close proximity to homes (two within 20m) yet risks are higher for people 
who live nearby 

Geology is ‘site-specific’, yet we have 20+ drilling consents, at sites where there has 
been NO geological assessment, and where Historic coal and limestone workings 
are not fully mapped. 

 Is a significant threat to the water environment (In close proximity to 
salmon-bearing river –One site is only 30m from riverbank-C/f SWT advice- 
Planning applications at Canonbie confirm that: 

i)  Each drill site extracts up to 72,000 litres per day,  

ii) GPU is designed to treat 155,000 gallons of polluted ‘produced’ water every 
day) 

Evidence from elsewhere confirms potential for disastrous impact on river systems 
and on water table. Prof Smythe highlights threat to aquifers from below, and via 
faulting, that can act as conduit. 

Our position in respect of coal bed methane drilling is straightforward: 

 There is a significant body of expertise that has raised concerns about safety, 
environmental, and community impact issues. (See evidence lodged with 
DPEA for Airth Public Inquiry) 

 There is much scientific evidence to support these views (as well as accounts 
from detrimentally affected communities elsewhere in the world). 

 It seems reasonable to take a view that if those experts assess the activity as 
unsafe, communities should NOT be reassured.  
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‘UG exploitation and production may have unavoidable environmental impacts. 
Some risks result if the technology is not used adequately, but others will occur 
despite proper use of technology. UG production has the potential to generate 
considerable GHG emissions, can strain water resources, result in water 
contamination, may have negative impacts on public health (through air and soil 
contaminants; noise pollution),on biodiversity (through land clearance), food supply 
(through competition for land and water resources), as well as on soil (pollution, 
crusting).’  

- UNEP Global Environmental Alert System 2012 

 Conclusion: Unless adequate safeguards are introduced to protect the health and 
wellbeing of those living in proximity to drill sites, in terms of adequate “buffer zones”, 
local residents at Canonbie will continue to actively oppose proposals to extract 
unconventional gas. 

 It is our view that this activity creates ‘risks’, and is incompatible with residential 
settlements, and the wellbeing of those who live nearby, and it should not be 
permitted in proximity to homes.  

This accords with the advice adopted by many other states, and there is no evidence 
that even rigorous regulatory frameworks provide adequate protection to local 
residents, particularly as regulatory organisations may be subject to political 
pressures.  

As local residents, we have carefully considered available evidence of risks and 
threats of these proposals to our health, to the local environment, to our economic 
and social context, and consider these to be entirely unacceptable.   

There is much evidence to support our belief that the development of coalbed 
methane, will not ultimately be of any benefit to communities, will not have 
significant impact on energy issues, and is likely to bring significant and wide-ranging 
detriments.  

We urge that the Committee take these impacts fully into account in their 
consideration of unconventional gas extraction.        We provide links to some 
sources of supporting evidence, more extensive/detailed material is available on 
request:  *See Appendix A 
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*Appendix A        Our concerns include: 

Public health concerns: as briefly outlined by Prof A Watterson, Professor of Public 
Health at Stirling University 
http://www.heraldscotland.com/comment/columnists/agenda-unconventional-gas-
extraction-and-public-health.21173277 Chemicals that have public health 
implications are not only used in drilling processes, but are also extracted from deep 
underground. 
http://www.endocrinedisruption.com/chemicals.introduction.php                             

 Environmental concerns : such as those raised by UN & 
NationalToxicsNetwork, http://www.faug.org.uk/link/dr-mariann-lloyd-smith-
speaking-about-toxic-risks-csg-aka-coal-bed-methane             Toxic Chemicals 
in the Exploration and Production of Gas from Unconventional 
Sourcehttp://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/UCgas_report-
April-2013.pdf 

 Industrialisation: Pollution, noise and significant heavy traffic  implications of 
these proposals are likely to turn a quiet rural village and surrounding area into 
an industrialised gasfield, complete with two“flaring” stacks, at Canonbie. 

 (The American EPA has recently imposed a total ban on “Flaring” across the U.S.) 

http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/newsdesk/energy/news/fracking-flaring-and-why-it-
matters 

 Canonbie sites will require:  16,000 HGV movements through the village, just to 
deliver subbase. Then there are concrete well pads, pipework, machinery, up to 9 
portacabins, stores, excavators, dumpers etc, at each of 20 sites. This is permitted 
for 18hrs per day/ 7days per week, and will continue for 6 weeks+ 

 24 hour drilling follows, for  up to 12 weeks  at each of 20+ sites, with 
associated noise and light pollution . 

 This preparatory work will be done sequentially ,and will continue for more than five 
years 

Each of the 20+ sites requires to be connected to the Gas Compressor Unit by 
underground Pipes. As each site needs to be connected to the gas compression 
site this involves major disruption, and extensive pipework all around the area 

These pipes require to be vented.  CBM production also involves release of 
methane into the atmosphere, often referred to as fugitive methane. Recent studies 
have found that fugitive release may be as high as 4 to 9% of the total produced by a 
project. In addition to toxicity, Methane is rated as having 72 times more effect on 
global warming than CO2 over 25 years, so there are significant concerns about the 
ultimate effect of CBM production. 

 Planning blight industrial- scale drilling and opencast coalmining in a rural, 
agricultural area that is a major ‘gateway’ into Scotland, is likely to have 
detrimental impacts on the wider area and its economic prospects. It is unlikely 

http://www.heraldscotland.com/comment/columnists/agenda-unconventional-gas-extraction-and-public-health.21173277
http://www.heraldscotland.com/comment/columnists/agenda-unconventional-gas-extraction-and-public-health.21173277
http://www.endocrinedisruption.com/chemicals.introduction.php
http://www.faug.org.uk/link/dr-mariann-lloyd-smith-speaking-about-toxic-risks-csg-aka-coal-bed-methane
http://www.faug.org.uk/link/dr-mariann-lloyd-smith-speaking-about-toxic-risks-csg-aka-coal-bed-methane
http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/UCgas_report-April-2013.pdf
http://www.ntn.org.au/wp/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/UCgas_report-April-2013.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/newsdesk/energy/news/fracking-flaring-and-why-it-matters
http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/newsdesk/energy/news/fracking-flaring-and-why-it-matters
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that there will be local, or wider economic benefits, other than to the developer 
and landowner, and other rural economic activity will be negatively 
impacted.(EIA for Gas Pressurisation Unit@Canonbie confirms this view) 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/baseless-economics-lord-stern-
on-david-camerons-claims-that-a-uk-fracking-boom-can-bring-down-price-of-
gas-8796758.html 

 Wider Safety concerns: Emeritus of Geophysics, Prof. D. Smythe has cast 
serious doubts on the Hydrogeological assessment on which Dart bases its 
proposals at Falkirk.  “Despite the fact that a dozen or so wells have been 
drilled in or near the PDA over the last decade or more, the geology seems to 
be remarkably poorly understood”   
http://www.dpea.scotland.gov.uk/Documents/qA355856/A6751269.pdf Such 
hydrogeological assessment has never been undertaken here, yet Planning 
Consents granted. We would urge that a similar level of technical scrutiny be 
applied at Canonbie. 

 The fundamental and irreversible changes these proposals will make to this 
rural community, its landscape and cultural heritage are unacceptable to many 
local residents. It is quite likely that some negative impacts of coalbed methane 
drilling, will only become known long after the drillers have gone. Some 
potential impacts, for instance the pollution of aquifers from below, may be 
irreversible.  

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/baseless-economics-lord-stern-on-david-camerons-claims-that-a-uk-fracking-boom-can-bring-down-price-of-gas-8796758.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/baseless-economics-lord-stern-on-david-camerons-claims-that-a-uk-fracking-boom-can-bring-down-price-of-gas-8796758.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/baseless-economics-lord-stern-on-david-camerons-claims-that-a-uk-fracking-boom-can-bring-down-price-of-gas-8796758.html
http://www.dpea.scotland.gov.uk/Documents/qA355856/A6751269.pdf

