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Main outcomes 

 

On the 10th, 11th and 12th of October 2012, Friends of the Earth Europe (FoEE) organised the first European anti-shale 

gas (SG), shale oil (SO) and coal bed methane (CBM) campaigners meeting. The event gathered almost 40 participants 

representing groups campaigning against SG/SO/CBM in 16 different European countries and in Australia (see list in 

Annexe 1).  

 

Context 

 

Various international events (Alternative World Water Forum in Marseille in March 2012, Rio+20 in June 2012 and the 

Global Frackdown Day in September 2012) and international declarations (such as the NGOs joint statement) offered 

during the past year the opportunity to some groups to meet, discuss and interact on common issues related to the 

development of the SG/SO/CBM industry.  

However, after the organisation in September of the first global day against unconventional gas and against fracking, 

not many perspectives of development and of cross-country cooperation were offered to European, national, regional 

and local groups and coalitions mobilised against the development of SG/SO/CBM.  

It seemed that, if groups are trying to liaise more and more with each other, because of common concerns (Bulgaria-

Romania, Belgium-Scotland) and thanks to communication tools such as the HEAL list serve, information are still not 

very well-shared. The situation in each country is mostly unknown by groups from other countries. Opportunities to let 

activists/concerned citizens/groups directly and physically interact with each other are very rare. Platform of exchange 

do not really exist to let activists/concerned citizens/groups share their experience with fellows from other countries.  

Therefore, the objectives of the organisation of this anti-SG/SO/CBM strategy meeting were to: 

- Offer a first opportunity to representatives of leading European groups campaigning against SG/SO/CBM and 

fracking to meet face-to-face and to get to know more about each other; 

- Create opportunities for informal links and discussions between groups; 

- Share experience and learn about the situation (political situation, development of the SG/SO/CBM activities, 

and level of mobilisation) in each represented country (see specific country-by-country section); 

- Discuss needs and ideas to develop interactions and strengthen the European network of anti-SG/SO/CBM 

groups;  

- Define common objectives, timeline and/or activities; 

- Meet with MEPs and raise awareness of key decision-makers at the EU level. 

 

Outcomes 

 

Fruitful discussions all along this three-day event raised a certain number of important points that should be kept in 

mind for future collaboration works and or the development of this network: 

http://www.globalfrackdown.org/
http://www.foeeurope.org/shale-gas-dangerous-experiment-240412
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- National campaigns against SG/SO/CBM are at very different levels of development from a country to another: 

o Some national campaigns are already well-structured, with a leading coalition representing most of 

the civil society from the local to the national level, with official representatives, clear visual identity 

and common message 

o Some countries can’t even talk about a ‘national’ campaign as such, because of the difficulty to 

connect with other groups working on the same issue, because many activists are only volunteers and 

cannot move too far to attend meetings, because of conflicts that oppose certain local groups, 

because the potential impacts of the SG/SO/CBM industry are really felt at a very local level and 

people do not necessarily feel the need to be represented at a local level. 

 

- Needs can vary considerably from a group to another depending on the political situation at their national 

level. Groups’ expectations and messages can significantly change depending on the position of their 

government regarding the development of the SG/SO/CBM industry: 

o In countries which have a ban or a moratorium on SG/SO/CBM and/or on fracking, groups are 

generally better-structured, have strong campaigning skills and tools, look for extra-national 

opportunities for cooperation. 

o In countries in favour of the development of the SG/SO/CBM industry or who are making up their 

mind, groups are generally less united, more isolated, with needs for campaigning skills building. No 

clear national coalition. 

Despite these differences of development, approach and expectation, most of the participants seem willing to move 

forward and improve the channels of trans-national cooperation, in order to benefit as much as possible from other 

groups’ experience and success stories. 

i. Country-by-country update 

The country-by-country session was a first good approach to understand what the situation was in each represented 

country: We hear a lot of different information through various news feeds about what is happening in certain country 

but they are quite often very limited and sometimes inconsistent. That session, through the building of a physical map 

of Europe indicating unconventional fossil fuel reserves, fracking-free regions, licenced areas and places where 

accidents already happened, was a first important step towards a better understanding of the various situations across 

Europe.  

This session led to two main conclusions: 

- Because even the three days of the event wouldn’t have been enough to have an exhaustive overview of 

what’s happening in each of the 16 European countries represented during the meeting, people almost 

unanimously asked for more information:  

o The full country-update received from most of the participants can be found in the ‘Country-by-

country update’ section; 

o Through the building of a simple and collaborative database, it will be offered to the contributors the 

opportunity to briefly update the situation of each country when need be; 

- The mapping of the SG/SO/CBM situation all over Europe would be an added value to many 

European/national/local campaigns. The opportunity to develop an interactive 2.0 mapping of the SG/SO/CBM 



 
 

October 2012 - Programme Strategy Meeting on Shale gas                                                                                                             6 | P a g e  
 
 

situation in Europe will be assessed during the following months, in collaboration with groups already involved 

in the development of such kind of map at their national level. 

 

ii. Improving our knowledge - Coal Bed Methane and Chemicals 

Mariann Llyod-Smith and John Wickens were the only non-European members of the assembly but their presence was 

an essential added-value at three different levels: 

- First because Mariann made a very comprehensive and inspiring presentation on what Coal Bed Methane is, 

which also reminded participants that the hype around shale gas shouldn’t make us forget about the other 

kinds of unconventional fossil fuels and their specific extraction processes which can similarly affect local 

populations and their environment. 

The Powerpoint presentation can be downloaded by clicking here. 

- Secondly because her expertise on chemicals is extremely valuable, in particular to debunk the industry myths 

around the chemicals use (impacts and potential chemical free fluids), but also to understand the role of each 

kind of chemicals used in the fracking fluid, their main impacts on health.  

- Thirdly because if we talk a lot about the US and Canadian examples, Australia is also one of the countries 

where the exploitation of unconventional fossil fuels has already started. The mobilisation against the 

development of that industry generated fruitful and inspiring campaign actions that Mariann presented (i.e. 

Lock the gate campaign) and which could be repeated in Europe. 

 

iii. International and European update 

Because only a 5 or 6 people could take part to the two international events in Marseille and Rio and because not 

necessarily knew about the outcomes of the Global Frackdown or knew what was the current situation at the EU level, 

a short presentation was made to recap all these information. 

The powerpoint presentation can be found here.  

 

iv. Working groups – Discussions – Experience sharing 

After a first day of meetings and discussions, nine main topics of discussion were brought out to be more thoroughly 

debated during the second day: 

- Economic Expertise  

- Grassroots Resistance  

- Global coalition/Cooperation (Work w/ US, 

Africa, Latin America) 

- Legal Strategies 

- Challenge Business Lobby  

- Links to potential allies (famers, tourism, 

water…) 

- Links to Climate and Energy Issues  

- Fracking-Free Europe  

- Info-sharing (website, database, mapping) 

 

The content and outcomes of these deeper discussions can be found in the ‘Working groups discussions – Outcomes’ 

section.   

http://www.foeeurope.org/sites/default/files/mariann_lloyd-smith_-_ntn_csg_eu2012.ppt
http://www.foeeurope.org/sites/default/files/international_and_european_update.ppt
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Here are the main conclusions and outcomes of these discussions: 

- Co-ordinator – The question of having a person or a group to coordinate the campaign at the European level 

was discussed: 

o Could be helpful where conflicts at national or local level. 

o But seems impossible at the moment to have someone with a representative position of the variety of 

groups mobilised against SG/SO/CBM. It would first require debates with all the local groups at the 

national level, but it doesn’t seem timely and is not necessarily wanted by many countries who are 

already trying to coordinate their campaign at the national level before thinking of coordinating it 

officially at the European level. 

o Lack of human and financial resources to finance this person or this group 

o Need to define what this person or group would be in charge of: 

 Responsible for the update of an official website representing the coalition 

 Responsible for improving campaigning tools 

 Responsible for help sharing information 

 Not necessarily dealing with institutions 

 

- Website/Clearinghouse – The already existing channels to exchange information or news can be improved. 

Obvious need for people to have a website or a database where people could share data, library, video, 

campaigning tools: 

o Having a proper website raised the same questions than nominating one coordinator: Who would be 

in charge of updating it? Who would finance the development of the website? What name would it 

have? Which visual identity? 

o It was agreed that, at first, a more basic database platform could be set up (Google Drive like). One 

focus group is created, including Nicola, Jan, Lumir, Antoine, John, Peter, Tony, and which would be in 

charge of: 

 Finding the most appropriate platform 

 Assessing the content needs 

 Define the user rules 

 Driving a collection of material 

 Looking at the potential audience before going live 

o Development of an interactive map on SG/SO/CBM – Strong need for a clear overview of the 

information related to the development of the SG/SO/CBM industries: 

 In charge of the follow-up: Antoine, Peter, John + user groups who developed such kind of 

map at their national level 

 Cost assessment 

 Definition of terms of reference and of information that should be found on the map 

 Warn each group about the information needed 

 

- Visual tools (Video testimonies and Pictures) – To help other groups develop their campaign and convince 

local authorities and populations, a bank of video testimonies and pictures need to be developed: 

o Video testimonies:  
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 Need testimonies from politicians, farmers, local populations opposed to SG/SO/CBM and to 

fracking, in order to show that the opposition is growing across Europe and is coming from 

various actors.  

 Need footage of demonstrations/stunts/actions 

o Pictures: To illustrate articles and websites, need for high resolution copyright-free pictures of  drilling 

sites, and of mobilisation 

o Action point: Once the database will be ready, a call for sharing pictures on the platform will be made 

 

- Developing new campaign content – As part of the common activities that will be organised in the coming 

months, some participants volunteered to develop new factsheets: 

o One factsheet to debunk the myths around the economic benefits of shale gas 

 Focus group: Geert, Thomas, Antoine, Tony, Lumir, Peter, Vincent, in charge of collecting 

reports/studies/articles/evidence and in charge of identifying economic experts who can help 

understand these sometimes complex data. 

 Thomas in charge of gathering these information in one same document 

o Reports on the SG/SO/CBM lobby: Because the SG/SO/CBM lobby is particularly strong and aggressive, 

it is essential to expose it: 

 CEO will publish a general report on the SG/SO/CBM lobby end of November 

 FoEE is starting to work on a more specific report on SG/SO/CBM lobby and on who the main 

investors are (February 2013). 

 

- Fracking-Free Europe Toolkit – To promote this campaign approach (encourage people, local or regional 

authorities to declare their property, areas, town or region fracking-free) and use the success stories, it was 

suggested that a toolkit could be prepared and shared with interested groups: 

o Focus group: Antoine, Helen, Ineke, Lock the Gate crew, Mute (GMO-free campaign) 

o Develop success stories and adaptable logos to help the advocacy work of campaigners 

 

- Petitions – Several possibilities to be active through petition activities: 

o Launch an European Citizen Initiative (ECI): But people not too convinced (legal risks for the project to 

be rejected by the European Commission) and quite unproven tool 

o Petition Committee (European Parliament – EP): Antoine will investigate the conditions to suggest a 

petition to this Committee.  

o Organise a petition with Avaaz, using the Plenary vote of the two EP reports on shale gas as a hook – 

FoEE is currently discussing with Avaaz.  

 

- New Action Day – Discussion on having a new day of action, similar to the global Frackdown day.  

o Seems too premature, only two weeks after the Global Frackdown, but groups definitely interested in 

keeping the 22/09 for a new global action day against fracking.  

o There are several extractive action days each year that could be used 

o Could use the launch of “Promised Land” (26/12) as it will be seriously attacked by the industry 
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v. Pictures: 

Group pictures can be found on the FoEE Flickr account: http://www.flickr.com/photos/foeeurope/ 

Feel free to use them as much as you want. 

Ineke: “It was a very inspiring meeting. After our last little demonstration  in front of the EU Parliament, we rolled up 

our banners and it was then that I realized the conference was over and I had to say goodbye to people which I knew 

for a year by email and became 'a fracking family' within only three days.”  

 

http://www.flickr.com/photos/foeeurope/
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Working groups discussions 

 

1. Links to climate and energy issues 

 

- Headlines: 

o Technology will not fix climate and energy issues 

o Need to develop community energy/power based on Renewables 

o Shale gas, CBM, or any other unconventional fossil fuel are not transition fuels, but shouldn’t either be 

destination fuels. 

 

- Points for discussion: 

o How can we show that non-fossil fuels solutions will deliver what we need? 

o How can we get the message through that the current fossil fuel agenda is not working? 

o Is really SG/SO/CBM the last fossil fuel that we have? 

o Do we need a moratorium on fossil fuels in an international agreement? 

o How to get in tune the specific message on SG/SO/CBM into our internal/external climate and energy 

messaging? 

 

2. Global Cooperation / Coalition 

 

- Headlines: 

o Need to articulate and organise ourselves just like the industry do 

o Need to develop a safe and sound information cleaning house + an acting coordinator 

o Need to identify and set minimum common elements for all these groups 

 

- Points for discussion/decision: 

o Which tools and solidarity action do we need? 

o Do we work at EU-US level or World level? 

o Which are our “minimum common elements”? Do they apply for all of us? 

o Which are the priorities now and how we shift the resources? 

o How we develop “a world brain trust”? 

o How to improve the existing tool we have (HEAL shale gas listserve)? 

 

- Next steps and contact people: 

o FoE Europe to explore potential funding information cleaning house 

o Attac France (Maxime) to disseminate solidarity actions and engage a broad range of international 

organisations (Firenze, Tunisia, etc…) 
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o Discuss priorities and resources 

o Engage people in this room to be part of the list 

o Share our contact data before the convergence. 

 

3. Fracking-Free Europe Campaign 
 

Context: Many fracking-free cities/regions with successful success stories in Ireland or Australia + GMO-free campaign 

Objective: Analyse these successes to offer the possibility to other groups to follow this example and promote a 

Fracking-Free message to local authorities or local populations 

Main comments: 

- Experience from the GMO-free campaign: 

o Develop a shared website to let an informal coalition develop 

o Possibility thanks to specific municipality laws to organise citizens referendum on GMOs 

o Strong diversity in the coalition: Different logos, different messages, but same position. Independence 

of the members 

o Build a platform of discussions to let people meet directly 

o Link with mayors and with farmers 

- Work with local authority on their planning policy 

- To value this fracking-free brand, need to develop a map listing these fracking-free places 

- Need to involve consumers’ organisations 

- Suggest different level of involvement/contribution (from the signature of a fracking-free declaration to the 

more ‘simple’ display of a fracking-free logo 

- Necessity not to take over the work already done at the local level by grassroots organisation 

- Careful with the suggestion of a logo: 

o Cf. Australian example with the Lock the Gate campaign, using one simple yellow triangle where 

people could adapt the message they want to include inside 

o Cf. Irish example with the fracking free Ireland campaign using a whole range of logo with shamrocks 

that people can choose and slightly adapt. 

Action points: 

- Need to develop a mapping of the already existing fracking-free regions/cities 

- Need to develop a Toolkit to support that idea across Europe, including: 

o A list of contact details of anti-shale gas persons for each country 

o One-page success stories showing how such fracking-free campaign can work and giving tips 

 Help from Fracking-Free Ireland (Ineke), Lock-the-Gate people + GMO-free campaign briefing 

(Mute Schimpf, FoEE) 

o Develop a set of streaming video testimonies from fracking-free local citizens and local authorities 

o Develop a suggestion of easily adaptable logos members can use 

o Develop a template of a fracking-free contract/declaration 

- Identify interested groups + specific organisations (consumers, farmers…) 
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4. Economic Expertise 

 

Context: Arguments on the environment impacts of unconventional gas extraction are more and more accessible but 

now need to strengthen our arguments to debunk the myths about the economic benefits of shale gas heavily 

promoted by the industry and proponents. 

Objectives: Set a working group in charge of developing a fact sheet that would present and analyse the main 

arguments on the true economic consequences of the development of shale gas 

List of the main economic points:  

- Impact on renewables  Development of SG/SO/CBM competes with the development of RES 

- True impact on energy security in Europe  Will the development of SG/SO/CBM really help significantly 

contribute to the European energy security? 

- True impact on gas price  Will the development of SG/SO/CBM really influence the cost of gas in Europe? 

- Environmental costs: 

o What would be the real cost for companies to comply with environmental legislation in Europe? 

o What would be the real cost for companies to pay for the environmental damages they would cause? 

- How much energy is needed to extract SG/SO/CBM? 

- Job issues: What would be the real impact on job market? 

o How many jobs does the SG/SO/CBM industry really create? How many direct jobs? How many local 

jobs? How many long-term jobs? 

o What it the impact on other job sectors? (agriculture, tourism) 

- Ponzi Scheme: How economically viable the SG/SO/CBM industry really is? Isn’t it just another speculative 

bubble? 

- Cost of building a pipelines’ network 

- Public Subsidy: Can the SG/SO/CBM industry be developed without extensive tax breaks and public funding for 

research and development and exploration/exploitation activities? 

- Geology: How the difference of geology would impact on the productivity and profitability of the SG/SO/CBM 

industry in Europe? 

Main Comments: 

- Need to start sharing information 

- Need simple answers for general public 

- Need to work with Trade Unions 

- Need experts to analyse these complex economic phenomenon  

- Need to promote the benefits the economic benefits of RES instead. 

Action Points: 

- Create a working group in charge of gathering key information/reports/studies on the economic side of the 

SG/SO/CBM industry: Antoine, Lumir, Peter, Geert, Thomas, Tony (group open to other volunteers) 
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o Lumir> Translate in English the extensive research already done 

- Thomas (Food and Water Europe - tmoreau@fwwatch.org) is in charge of merging these information 

- Identify experts who could contribute to the analysis and development of the final document. 

 

5. Links with external allies  
 

Context: Groups are currently mostly trying to connect with each other, but not necessarily with external allies which 

could potentially help spreading our message more widely. 

Objectives: Identify allies and discuss how to reach and convince them 

List of potential allies: 

- Farmers/Wine farmers (cf. France)/Brewers (cf. Netherlands)/Farming organisation (Via Campesina i.e.)/Local 

food industry 

- Renewable energy groups (wind, photovoltaic, water power, biomass, geothermal energy) 

- Thermal/Spa operators 

- Tourism sectors (hotels, travel agencies, cities/regions administration, Ministry of tourism) 

- Water sector (water distribution units 

- Priests 

- Insurances (Cost of environmental and health damages) 

- School organisations/Teachers/Universities 

- Artists 

- Environmental groups (UNESCO  Natura 2000 areas, bird organisations, wildlife organisations…etc) 

Action points: 

- Share list of allies with anti-SG/SO/CBM community and improve it with more precise names and contact 

details 

- With experience, details about whether they are real allies (can differ from a country to another: cf water 

providers) 

- Develop a case study/database of accidents in Europe to convince potential but not well-informed allies that 

the risks really exist and that they exist in Europe too: Andreas (andreas.czezatke@gmx.at) in charge of 

collecting the cases of accidents with description of the accidents, date and place of the accidents, media 

report + pics if possible 

- Investigation about the Natura 2000 status: Geert (gdecock@fweurope.org) will investigate and suggest a 

question at the European Parliament level to have a clear answer from the European Commission (Possible 

drilling in Natura 2000 areas?) 

 

 

 

 

mailto:tmoreau@fwwatch.org
mailto:andreas.czezatke@gmx.at
mailto:gdecock@fweurope.org
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6. Information Sharing 

 

Context: Thousands of websites gather information on SG/SO/CBM, not always clear on which side some websites are 

and not easy to know how can be trusted  Need for a common place where information can be shared and found, 

on top of the HEAL listserve.  

Objectives: Discuss what are the different options to start sharing information and start creating a database. 

Main comments: 

- Different database format: 

o Website with a forum of discussion 

 Could include sections on chemicals, content definition, templates, countering myths, library, 

donation platform, company profiles, links to social medias 

o Newsletter 

o Rapid Alert System  a bit similar to listserve 

o Common Calendar 

o Database 

o Mapping 

 Cf. Dutch open map (www.schaliegasvrij.nl/kaart), Australian open map 

(http://csg.getup.org.au/), German map (http://bit.ly/T8OCuD)  

 

- Constraints: 

o How to organise the info sharing on a new platform? Who managed the content? Who is responsible 

for keeping the platform updated? 

o Need money to develop a new website and need human resource to feed it with news 

o Language barrier 

 

- What do people want/need? What kind of information people would like to share? 

- Can’t we start with something simple to share raw information? Improvement of existing channels?  

- Developing the database before developing the structure/platform 

- Need for a bank of pictures (drilling sites and mobilisations) 

Action points: 

Because of the limited financial and human resources that groups have, and because of the structural discussions that 

building an official coalition website would imply, it seems a bit premature to start working on a proper website. The 

creation of a platform to share information should realistically start with a simple platform (such as Google Drive or 

DropBox): 

- Need to identify the kind of data that should be shared on the platform 

- Development of a simple database/clearing house platform 

 

http://www.schaliegasvrij.nl/kaart
http://csg.getup.org.au/
http://bit.ly/T8OCuD
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7. Challenge the Business Lobby  

  

Context: With its gigantic lobby and PR budgets, the industry is imposing an immense pressure on the decision-makers 

at every level, introducing in the debate some facts that should be debunked. 

Objective: Define some suggestions of counter-arguments or tactics that can challenge the industry and feed the anti-

SG/SO/CBM debate.  

Main comments: 

- At the EU level, lots of pro-industry events (conferences, meetings, workshops, hearings…)  difficult to 

mobilise people in Brussels (challenge for EU-based NGOs and for FoE Flanders) 

- Lobby myths: 

o Gas a transition fuel  it is a ‘diversion’ fuel 

o Shale gas will guarantee some kinds of energy security  But very disputable argument (based on 

highly uncertain assessment of the recoverable resources) and once it falls in corporate hands, it will 

anyway not bring any kind of security (speculation, importation/exportation…) 

o Cheaper gas for citizens 

o Shale gas will bring lots of jobs  cf. dodgy French example (Maxime), losses in other job sectors 

o Emotional NGOs  but that’s also the role of NGOs to be emotional 

o Shale gas is clean (better than coal) and is part of local community 

o Anti-SG/SO/CBM groups are pro-Russia and Gazprom spies  But Gazprom is fracking in Poland, 

Russia, Serbia, Hungary!!) 

 Need factsheets to undermine the SG/SO/CBM PR myths 

 Need economic credibility  

 Don’t forget shale oil and coal bed methane 

 Ignore the pro-SG lobby: Keep an eye on it/monitor it, but don’t focus your entire attention on it and don’t 

react unnecessarily (Tony has information about this) 

 Don’t only denounce, bring solutions/alternatives (cf Tyndall study) 

Recommendations: 

 Undermine myths:  

o The industry is still using very unsophisticated PR 

o The paradox between industry PR and practices should be used by us to undermine myths with 

holistic pictures 

 Don’t let the lobby define the debate: 

o The SG lobby is still searching for best PR line 

o Vocabulary: We shouldn’t be led by the lexical choices of the industry  Not ‘unconventional’ but 

‘extreme’ energy, i.e. 

 Target suppliers, not just the lobbies 

o Expose external origins of SG/SO/CBM interests (investors, pension funds) 

o Check company investment sites, leak info to media 
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Action points: 

 Data info-sharing about impacts of SG 

 All these arguments will be debunked in the fact sheet on the true economic benefits of the shale gas 

industry  

 Expose the industry lobby work: 

o End of November, CEO will publish a first general report on SG lobby 

o November-February, FoEE working on a more specific document on SG lobby and on who finances 

the SG/SO/CBM activities in Europe 

 End of December: Release of the ‘Promised Land’ movie, with Matt Damon, denouncing the impacts of SG 

 Let’s prepare some arguments to push back the SG lobby. 

 SG lobby watchdog: Idea to rend an activist who would be present at any business events  but need for 

financial resources 

 Build alliances with external groups (see allies), IPEN (Mariann) 

 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AHQt1NAkhIo


 
 

October 2012 - Programme Strategy Meeting on Shale gas                                                                                                          17 | P a g e  
 
 

Country-by-Country Updates 

 

1. Austria 

 

a) Political Situation 

Politically the situation seems difficult: The environment Minister said "No" to drilling with "actual technology", which 

means that he left the backdoor open to change his opinion, however he is without formal power. The economic 

Minister wants to examine the situation first, before making a decision, his opinion is more important as it is the 

ministry of economy that can approve a shale gas licence. The mayors of the affected communities are still neutral, 

however their opinion seems to be crucial in order to get stronger opposition against the project. 

March 2012: two governing mayors of the towns Herrnbaumgarten and Poysdorf announced that they will not give 

their permission for the two planned test-drillings at the beginning of 2013 

Until July 2012: Discussion on an environmental assessment for shale gas projects. Green groups and environmental 

activists are for a ban on fracking, but however the government has yet brought the Environmental assessment 

legislation to the parliament  All shale gas projects including test drillings will have to be assessed obligatory. 

However Industry, labour unions, etc. are lobbying hard against it. 

July 20012: Austria adopted a law that makes Environmental Impact Assessment for "fracking" obligatory. 

Furthermore against heavy lobbying of industry and labour unions, also "test wells" or demonstration projects would 

be obliged to do so if they want to use the technology of "fracking". 

Mid-September 2012: Due to the fact that a compulsory environment check was implemented into the legislation in 

Austria the OMV announced that there will be no development of shale gas in Austria due to economic reasons. 

2013: Elections in "Lower Austria" (federal state where shale gas resources are expected) and it is to be expected that 

there will be no attempt of shale gas prospection until the elections are over, as politicians obviously don't want shale 

gas to be a topic during the election campaigns. 

b) Shale gas activities 

 

Austrian oil company  "OMV" is still investing millions into a research project what they call "Clean Fracking", mostly 

made with starch. It is still unclear on which development stage they are already. 

There are shale gas resources already discovered in the north-east of Austria a region called "Weinviertel". 

c) Mobilisation 

The population is split between people who are influenced by the company as they are already a big employer in the 

region and many people who are concerned about the risks of fracking as well as people who are concerned about 

climate change and those who want to see first priority to renewable energy. 
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The decision of the two governing mayors of the towns Herrnbaumgarten and Poysdorf was reached thanks to the 

massive resistance against the shale gas project of the following groups: farmers, wine-farmers, tourism stakeholders 

and a lot of people who have given their signature against this project. So as a result the oil and gas drilling company 

OMV announced that the project will be stopped after a dramatic loss of public confidence due to wrong and poor 

information strategy. 

 

2. Belgium 

 

a)  Political situation:  
 

The Flemish Government passed a law in 2009 specifically to lay out legal framework for coal bed methane extraction  
In 2011 a regional investment company owned by the Flemish government set up a new company in partnership with 
Dart Energy, Limburg Gas.  
Limburg Gas has exclusive rights to explore for CBM in a 350 km2 area in the Campine basin, and a budget of 10million 
over 3 years (investment split 80% Dart Energy, 20% LRM) 
The Flemish minister responsible for innovation considers it to be ‘green energy’ 
Main political parties are voicing moderate enthusiasm for project, accepting that there are environmental and health 
risks attached, and advocating caution and regulation to ensure it happens safely and without damaging the 
environment (check responses)  
Green party are opposed and have asked parliamentary questions on our behalf, but are not actively campaigning 

against it. 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 
 

Plan to apply for permit for initial test drilling before the end of the year. Site identified but not made public 
The planning and environmental permissions will all be granted by the Flemish government – a clear case of conflict of 
interests as LRM is wholly owned by the Flemish government 
Dart Energy not based in Belgium, nearest office is in Edinburgh, Scotland. LRM keeping low key. Very little awareness 
among politicians, press or other environmental NGOs 
 
 

c) Mobilisation: 
 

FoE Flanders/Brussels - Very small volunteer led group, with no budget 
Some NGOs are expressing an interest in following campaign and may join at a later date, but have other priorities at 
the moment. 
We have benefitted from expertise at European level (FoEE, Food and Water Watch, FoE Scotland) and also from 
expertise and experience of resisting coal bed methane in Australia (Mariann, National Toxics Network, Lock the Gate). 
We have mobilised by having stalls at festivals and organsing film and discussion evenings. Mobilisation has been 
easiest amongst activist groups, who are now organising their own coal bed methane info events. We think it will be 
easier to mobilise the general public when we have a clearer idea of where the test drilling will take place. 
We have been collecting signatures opposing the plans at events over the summer, and will be presenting them to the 
Minister this week 
We are working with regional environmental umbrella groups to help spread awareness in Limburg and encourage 
people to get organised and get active to oppose the plans, as we have no local group in the area 
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3. Bulgaria 

 

Bulgaria has an official ban for shale gas exploration and extraction made by the Parliament on 18th of January 2012. 

The same decision was strengthened on 14th of June by the Parliament in the most important point number 1  Now, 

official ban of all the unconventional gas and oil.  

Beginning of 2012, under the huge pressure from the civil society, the Bulgarian Parliament voted in favour of a ban on 

the shale gas exploration and extraction.  

Just a month after the ban, the Parliament established a temporary commission for ''good practices in the mining 

sector", created with the idea to change the moratorium (argued that the point 1 is in fact ban of extraction of the 

conventional gas). After four months and only two sessions of the commission, only one decision was taken, 

concerning a new text for the point 1, which was in fact an 'open door' for fracking.  

One month later, the draft couldn’t reach the Parliament because of the disagreement between the commission and 

the civil society.  

On the 13th of June, the draft was put it in the next day parliamentarian session. The civil society immediately reacted 

and demanded strong changes, while thousands of activists blocked the main street of the capital, as a reaction of the 

new forestry act. The ruling party was under pressure. The situation convinced the Parliament to vote this final text for 

the point 1: 

“Prohibited the application of the technology of hydraulic rupture / fracking / or any other technology which pressed a 

mixture of fluids (gels or liquefied gas), chemical additives and / or fluid, mechanical and / or organic fillers in drilling 

wells causing the creation of new formation and / or expansion of existing natural cracks or fissure systems in all 

sedimentary formations, including coal seams for exploration and production of oil and natural gas.” 

In other words, the Bulgarian Parliament a text literally banning all kinds of unconventional gas and oil extraction, as 

any extraction of unconventional gas generates new formation and / or expansion of existing natural cracks or fissure 

systems.  

Final text of the Bulgarian law banning the extraction of unconventional gas and oil: 

REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA – 41ST NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 

DECISION 

for ban on the application of the hydraulic fracturing technology for exploration and/or extraction of gas and oil on the 

territory of the Republic of Bulgaria 

The National Assembly, pursuant to art. 86, par. 1 of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria and art. 78 of the 

Interior regulations for the organization and the work of the National Assembly and proceeding from the principle of 

precaution regarding the protection of public health and the environment 

 HAS DECIDED: 
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 (1. Prohibits the application of the hydraulic fracturing technology, hydrofracking, fracking and/or any other possible 

term describing the injection of a mixture of water and other fluid or gel-like substances with chemical compounds, 

elements or components, propants, fluids, propane, as well as mechanical and/or organic fillers, at a pressure larger 

than 20 atmospheres under the earth for exploration and/or extraction with the aim to extract and produce oil or 

natural gas on the territory of the Republic of Bulgaria) 

 Now:  

1. Prohibited the application of the technology of hydraulic rupture / fraking / or any other technology which pressed 

a mixture of fluids (gels or liquefied gas), chemical additives and / or fluid, mechanical and / or organic fillers in drilling 

wells causing the creation of new formation and / or expansion of existing natural cracks or fissure systems in all 

sedimentary formations, including coal seams for exploration and production of oil and natural gas. 

2. Prohibits the extraction of shale gas on the territory of the Republic of Bulgaria using the technology described in 

Art. 1. 

 3. Prohibits the field explorations for the tracing down of deposits or opportunities for extraction of oil and natural 

gas on the territory of the Republic of Bulgaria, which apply the method of hydraulic fracturing, any methods 

corresponding to the ones described in Art. 1 or any similar methods. 

 4. All exploratory and extractive activities planning to use the technology described in Art. 1 or any similar technology 

need to be immediately ceased, as of the date of the promulgation of this decision. The offenders will be sanctioned 

with a fine of 100,000,000 BGN. 

 5. All physical persons and/or legal entities that have received an exploration permit or a concession for the 

extraction of oil and gas and are affected by the current ban, are given a period of 3 months, as of the date this 

decision enters into force, during which time they have to submit for approval their revised working projects which 

have to exclude the prohibited methods. 

 6. The subjects mentioned in Art.5 that do not submit their new working projects before the deadline or submit 

projects that do not fulfill the requirements of this decision lose the rights that have granted to them with the 

respective permit or concession, and they will have no right of compensation. 

 7. Prohibits the issuing of licenses, the conclusion of concession and other contracts, as well as the performing of any 

legal or factual activities in violation of the current Decision. 

 8. The ban is not imposed upon R&D explorations which fulfill all of the following conditions: are made by 

independent scientific organizations, don’t have a business/trade purpose, have a purpose to study the risks from the 

extraction of oil and natural gas and do not use the prohibited method of hydraulic fracturing or similar methods. 

 9. The current ban is termless and is in force for the whole territory of the Republic of Bulgaria, including the aquatory 

of the Black Sea. 

 10. The control on the application of this decision is assigned to the Council of Ministers. 

 11. The decision enters into force as of the date of its promulgation in the State Gazette. 
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 The decision is adopted by the Forty-first National Assembly on 18 January 2012, changed on 14 June 2012 and is 

stamped with the official stamp of the National Assembly. 

  

More generally speaking, the current situation in Bulgaria concerning fracking and the gas&oil industry can be clarified 

as follow: 

- Lack of monitoring bodies and mechanisms: No control at all while two wells could potentially violate the 

decision of the Parliament. Lack of capacity of the official control body. Only 4 persons are responsible for the 

whole country and are the same people that grant permit’s licences to the oil&gas companies; 

- Lack of definitions, and especially for ‘unconventional’ fossil sources. No such a words in the legislation like 

shale gas, CBM, fracking, CSG, tar sands etc. Lack of definitions concerning the technologies as well; 

- The Government still gives permits to different energy companies for exploration of oil & gas (together) that 

potentially include unconventional fossil sources, despite the current ban; 

- There are some political groups and lobbies that are keeping pressure on the political level and making 

propaganda through the media; 

- Experts are divided between the two sides, but the most influential ones are pro-fracking; 

- The civil society is still awake on the issue and ready for new actions if needed;  

- Given the upcoming elections next year, the government is scared to move on the fracking file;  

- Huge capacity and experience on the legal, civil and expertise level which can be used and shared with other 

country anti-fracking groups. 

 

4. Czech Republic 

 

a) Political situation:  

A law banning fracking was introduced to the upper chamber of the parliament by Petr Pakosta, formerly a 

conservative, now an independent MP. The law is being opposed mainly by the Ministry of the environment (headed 

by Tomas Chalupa, a conservative) that had introduced a 2 year moratorium till June 30 2014. In practice the 

moratorium allows for new drilling applications and for the industry to get ready and prepare the launch of drilling.  

A second law banning fracking will be introduced to the lower chamber of the parliament by Michal Hasek, an 

influential socialist. A public hearing regarding the fracking petition is scheduled for October 2. 

The only 2 parties against fracking are the Green party and Vychodocesi, a small regional party. There are several 

politicians across the political spectrum who are on our side, but no major party consensus is in sight. The current 

conservative mantra is: we need to explore, so that we know what the deposits are. 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

No drilling so far, just 3 exploration areas plus 1 conventional: 
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- Trutnovsko (formerly including Broumov and Nachod, but changed thanks to citizen resistance), Basgas 

Energia Czech (Hutton Energy) - initially seeking 777 km2, now approx. half - Application process restarted. 

- Meziříčí - Cuadrilla Morava (Cuadrilla Resources) - seeking 946 km2 - Application process restarted. 

- Berounsko - Basgas Energia Czech (Hutton Energy) - seeking 93 km2 - Application process interrupted. 

- Královéhradecko - South Oil - seeking 1341 km2 – Application process started - conventional oil and gas. 

 

c) Mobilisation: 

- Coalition Stop HF - coalition of individuals, municipalities, NGOs. Member organisations count some 450 000 

people, but only a fraction can be considered as active. The coalition started a petition, signed by more than 

30 000 people, pushed a project of the law and obtained a public hearing in the parliament 

- Movement of the mayors of the affected regions - spearheaded by the mayor of Nachod, who is now 

sidelined, because Nachod was taken out from exploration plans. 

 

5. England-Wales 

 

a) Political situation:  

- There’s still a de facto moratorium on fracking after first test-frack triggered earthquakes in April 2011. A 

Government decision is expected soon and they will almost certainly say fracking can start again. The key will 

be what conditions (eg tougher regulation) will be applied. 

- Government position: the Energy Secretary Ed Davey (from the small Lib Dem party) thinks UK shale gas 

potential is overhyped; the Environment Secretary Owen Patterson (from the much larger Conservative party) 

is very pro-shale gas, as is the Chancellor of the Exchequer (finance minister) George Osborne. 

- Mr Osborne has just announced a consultation on tax breaks for the shale gas industry, jumping the gun on 

the Government decision. Interestingly, the Government Department for Energy & Climate Change didn’t 

seem to know much about this announcement before it was made! 

- The opposition Labour party believes there are legitimate environmental concerns but (1) they see these as all 

being about local problems, not climate change and (2) they think everything can be addressed by tougher 

regulation 

- A Parliamentary motion supporting a moratorium on fracking was supported by 49 MPs (including Lib Dems, 

Labour and nationalist parties) 

- Legislation etc – the regulatory system in place is designed for offshore drilling (the UK’s oil and gas in the 

North Sea). It will probably be toughened for shale gas, but nowhere near as much as we believe it should be. 

- The other legislative issue is how does shale gas extraction and use fit in with the UK’s legally-binding climate 

change targets? 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

- The main active companies are: 

o Cuadrilla Resources which has licences and planning permission in Lancashire and Sussex, has drilled 

test wells in Lancashire and test-fracked one of them. Cuadrilla is owned by AJ Lucas (big Australian 
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mining company) and Riverstone LLC (a private equity firm based in Bermuda). Lord John Browne, 

former boss of BP, is a big player in Cuadrilla. 

o Coastal Oil & Gas which has licences and planning permission in Kent and South Wales. They are 

closely linked to the UK branch of Australian multinational Eden Energy. 

o Other companies with licences include UK Methane and Island Gas. 

- Resources: estimates vary greatly: the British Geological Survey (BGS) says 1.5 years’ worth of current gas 

consumption; the US DOE says 5.5 years’ worth; Cuadrilla says more than 50 years’ worth in Lancashire alone. 

But we understand the BGS will soon publish a new estimate for the UK much nearer Cuadrilla’s numbers. 

- Mapping: there is mapping of the geological potential for shale gas UK-wide but very little detailed mapping at 

the local level 

- The level of development is still pretty low, with only a handful of wells drilled in Lancashire. However much of 

England and Wales is covered by licences allowing shale gas exploration and production, but the companies 

have to get planning permission from the local authority before they can proceed. 

- Accidents: the one well that has been test-fracked so far – in Lancashire in 2011 – triggered low-level 

earthquakes. This led to a de facto moratorium on fracking that is still in place. 

 

c) Mobilisation: 

- The campaign against shale gas is growing. Local community opposition is springing up wherever fracking is 

proposed (and in some places where it isn’t!) There are maybe 20 anti-fracking groups at local level. 

- Opposition is getting better organised, with support from FOE. There isn’t much co-ordination as yet, but 

there’s good networking both in person and online (email, Facebook etc) 

- Nationally FOE is the main NGO active, but WWF, RSPB (UK Birdlife group) and Greenpeace all interested to 

some extent. We are trying to work more closely with national politicians, trades unions etc. 

- Frack-free zones:  Manchester City Council has passed a frack-free motion and we are working with them on 

what this means in practice for a council where there is unlikely to be fracking. Frack-free motions have also 

been proposed in several other council areas. 

 

6. France 
 

a) Political situation: 

13th July 2011: After a huge mobilisation across the country, the French Parliament votes a legislation banning the use 

of hydraulic fracturing 

This legislation, as confirmed by 21st March 2012 decree, also requests the creation of a “National commission in 

charge of the orientation, follow-up and assessment of the exploration and exploitation techniques for oil and gas 

fossil fuels”. The 3 permits cancelled are situated in a region where the mobilisation is the strongest.  

14-15 September: The government organised an environmental conference  In his introduction, the French 

President, François Hollande, declared that he asked to his Ministry of Ecology, Energy and sustainable development 

to officially reject 7 licences’ permits: “About the exploration and exploitation of unconventional fossil fuels, here is 

what will be my course of action all along my mandate”, said Hollande. “Given what we currently know, no one can 
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say that shale oil and gas extracted with the hydraulic fracturing technique, the only known technique at the moment, 

are free of serious risks for health and environment”. 

However, Hollande acts like Sarkozy as these concerned permits were targeting areas where the resistance is the 

strongest. 

5th October 2012: The Sénat chair nominated Michel Teston, sénateur from Ardèche, to represent the Sénat within the 

National Commission. However, Delphine Batho, new Ministry of ecology, energy and sustainable development, 

announced that same day that she wasn’t intending to create that national commission. In others words, the creation 

of such commission is not in the government’s agenda for the moment. 

The review of the mining code is a priority in the government’s agenda. Delphine Batho is supposed to present a new 

text before the end of 2012 and will be submitted to the French Parliament beginning of 2013. A procedure involving a 

consultation with the civil society will be implemented, including a set of meetings before the end of November. 

All these facts show that the highest public authorities are under pressure. On one hand, the collectifs and local 

authorities are still mobilised and raising awareness actions are multiplying, notably in Languedoc Roussillon, where a 

research permit granted to the Swedish company LUNDIN is seen as very suspicious. On the other hand, the oil and 

gas companies impose an aggressive lobbying, including declarations from Trade Unions leaders, which are often used 

and shared by the main media. 

The shale oil and gas file has a direct impact of relations between several political groups, especially on the left wing 

side. The governmental coalition of socialists and greens plays a difficult double game with, on one hand, the officials 

in the government who refuse to take a clear decision and take a case-by-case approach to deal with the licences’ 

applications, and on the other hand, the local authorities whose mandate will end in 2014. 

 

b) Shale gas activities: 

 

- 64 research licences were operating before the 13 July 2011 Law forbidding the use of the hydraulic fracturing 

technique.  

- 11th October 2011: As an application of the law, 3 permits are cancelled - Villeneuve de Berg, Montélimar – 

owned by SCHUPBACH, and Nant, owned by TOTAL. 

- 61 research permits are then still valid but cannot use the fracking extraction technique 

-  End of August 2012: 92 licences’ applications were under review, 72 were competing with each other 

- 14 September 2012: 7 of these applications are rejected by the administration.  

Difficult to have a clear overview of the number of granted licences and under review applications. The administration 

regularly publishes documents, including a list of permits and licences. The French law obliges the administration to 

communicate the documents received from companies. The structure and organisation of the administration is 

particularly complex and inconsistent. Therefore the sources are various and data can differ depending on the source. 

On the website of each respective administration, it happens that documents disappear for no reason. 

The access to document procedure is not always respected. Files are not always complete, notably because of the 

copyrights and some gaps from the administration. 
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For all these reasons, we cannot present a completely accurate analysis. We know that at least 56 applications are for 

unconventional resources. Applications are competing with each other on similar areas. Amongst the 7 applications 

which are about to be rejected, 3 are in areas close to or overlapping the licences that were cancelled in October 2011. 

c) Level of mobilisation: 

Almost 200 groups of citizens (called ‘collectifs’) are active, both in villages and in bigger cities, both in areas where 

permits have been granted and in surrounding areas. Some collectifs are organised in local coordination: in the 

Provence-Côte d’Azur region (Var and Bouche du Rhône), in Ardèche, in Gard, in the Languedoc Roussillon region and 

in the Parisian region. 

The collectifs gather every 6 or 8 weeks as part of a national coordination, with working groups dealing with 

communication, scientific, legal and international issues. Another group called VIA (Vigilance-Information-Action) is 

organising locally and nationally the survey and the grassroots resistance.  

All the volunteers taking part to the mobilisation constitute a pool of expertise offered to the rest of the groups and to 

the organisations and NGOs that support them. 

Mobilisation of local authorities is also important: They have legal powers to stop exploration or exploitation activities. 

The national administration and the licence owners can challenge decisions taken by local authorities and take them 

to an administrative court. Cases are current ongoing and some local mayors are currently threatened by companies. 

In September 2012, some Préfets (representing the state at the regional level) granted some authorisations of drilling 

and research in Île de France (Parisian region) and in South of France (close to Alès, Gard and Ardèche). The Préfets 

gathered mayors of the towns concerned by these authorisations. These latters confirmed they would remain 

opposed to any drilling related activities on their territories. 

The number of participants to the GlobalFrack Down in Saint-Chistol les Ales shows that the population remains very 

mobilised. Close to Alès, a drilling company is about to start some geological assessments with helicopters during the 

week of the 24th of September: The population is ready to ‘welcome’ the seismic trucks.  

 

7. Germany  

 

a) Political situation: 

- In September 2012, two official reports have been published: 

o http://www.bmu.de/files/pdfs/allgemein/application/pdf/gutachten_fracking_2012.pdf 

o http://www.umwelt.nrw.de/ministerium/presse/presse_aktuell/presse120907_a.php  

The first one was published by the federal Environment, the second one – and much more detailed – 

by the Environment Ministry of Northrhine-Westfalia (around 900 pages). Both examine the water-

related and other environmental impacts and the risks for human health and the environment that 

could be caused by hydraulic fracturing during exploration and exploitation of unconventional natural 

gas reservoirs. Both studies conclude that basic knowledge and data are currently missing, preventing 

a profound assessment of the risks and their technical controllability. The studies confirm that there is 

a large potential risk caused by Fracking. 

http://www.bmu.de/files/pdfs/allgemein/application/pdf/gutachten_fracking_2012.pdf
http://www.umwelt.nrw.de/ministerium/presse/presse_aktuell/presse120907_a.php
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- With respect to the protection of the environment, there are a lot of regulatory deficits. Especially, there is no 

mandatory environmental impact assessment and no public participation for fracking projects in federal 

mining law. The water law requires the examination, whether concerns can be excluded that fracking and the 

disposal of flowback may cause adverse groundwater effects. This requires a separate authorization. But the 

federal states act differently. 

- As a result of the risk-study, the government of Northrhine-Westfalia will not issue permits for test drilling and 

extraction. There is also a federal initiative to amend the mining law. In Lower Saxony, however, up to now 

there have been around 300 fracks. In 5 more federal states there are plans for fracking. 

- October 2012: Further to the new studies published by NRW government, the Hessian environmental minister 

has officially announced that no exploration license will be granted for North-Hessia at least until Spring 2013 

- The Greens, the Pirates (Piratenpartei) and the Socialists (Die Linke) reject fracking on principle. For the other 

parties, it is very inconsistent. 

- June 2012: Moratorium request from the Greens and SPD at the national level, but widely rejected by CDU 

and FDP  

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

There a several companies holding concessions for the exploration 

of unconventional gas reservoirs: 

o BNK Petroleum, Inc. (Vancouver, Canada) 

o A-TEC Anlagentechnik GmbH 

o Stadtwerke Hamm, Dr. R. Gaschnitz aix.o.therm 

GeoEnergien 

o Mingas-Power gmbH 

o BEB Erdgas uns Erdöl GmbH, Modil Erdgas-Edröl 

GmbH 

o RAG Anthrazit Ibbenbüren GmbH 85298500 

05.04.2008 

o Mobil Erdgas-Edröl GmbH 

o Wintershall Holding GmbH 

o Queensland Gas Company Ltd. (Brisbane, 

Australia) 

- The amount of shale gas resources is estimated to be up 

to 22.6 trillion m³. Accordingly, amounts of technically 

recoverable natural gas vary from 0.7 to 2.3 trillion m³. In 

addition, Germany has reserves of CBM in the amount of 

approximately 3 trillion m³ (GIP). 

- In Germany, about 130 wells have been drilled so far; 

approximately 27 fracks have been made most of them in tight gas-formations. There are numerous reports of 

accidents, but there is no official register. 

- 4th October: Leak from a waste water drainage pipeline  30m² of land polluted by unidentified hazardous 

compounds  

Brown: estimated SG reservoirs 

Yellow: given concession for exploration 
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- Mapping of the unconventional gas activities: 

https://maps.google.de/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=de&t=h&msa=0&msid=215471204599158552957.00049220bf

b230bc03484&ll=53.01974%2C9.62265&spn=0.247827%2C0.411987&z=10&source=embed 

o Blue: planned drilling  

o Pink: completed drilling, exploitation 

o Volcanos: Earth tremors  

o Green: Waste water burying sites 

o Blue lines: Driving accidents / soil contamination 

o Red triangle: Mines used to bury waste muds / former oil wells 

 

 

c) Level of mobilisation: 

- Besides BUND, there are about 20 regional initiatives (see www.gegen-gasbohren.de):  

o IG ‘Gegen Gasbohren’ Nordwalde 

o BIGG Drensteinfurt 

o IG Borken 

o IG ‘Schönes Lünne’ 

o BIGG Hamm 

o IG Märkischer Kreis 

o BIGG Werne 

o BIST Herbern 

o BIST Witten 

o IG Breitbrunn 

o IG Elsass/Baden Württemberg 

o IG Hamminkeln/Niederrhein 

o IG Neustadt a. Rgbe. 

o Post Fossil – AG Kassel 

o IG “Gegen Gasbohrungen” Bad Laer 

o IG “FRACK-loses Gasbohren” 

o AK-Zukunft Bergkamen 

o BI “No fracking” Völkersen 

o IG Fracking freies Bad Rothenfelde 

o AK Fracking Braunschweiger Land 

o Aktionbündnis No Moor Fracking 

o BI “Frac-Freies Bissendorf” 

o BIGG Hochsauerland 

o BI “Fahner Höhe” / Thüringen 

o IG “Fracking-freies Artland” 

o IG “No Fracking” Bodensee-Oberschwaben 

o Aktionsbündis “No Fracking” Mülheim / Rhur 

o BI “Kein Fracking” Unstrut-Hainich  

o BI “Fracking freies Hessen” 

o BI für ein lebenswertes Korbach 

https://maps.google.de/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=de&t=h&msa=0&msid=215471204599158552957.00049220bfb230bc03484&ll=53.01974%2C9.62265&spn=0.247827%2C0.411987&z=10&source=embed
https://maps.google.de/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=de&t=h&msa=0&msid=215471204599158552957.00049220bfb230bc03484&ll=53.01974%2C9.62265&spn=0.247827%2C0.411987&z=10&source=embed
http://www.gegen-gasbohren.de/
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- There are a lot of internet activities, occasional meetings, a single conferences (September 27 in Dortmund), 

but apart from that the coordination is not very well established. Even the BUND headquarter in Berlin has no 

capacities to support the local groups.  

- The BUND is as an expert on parliamentary hearings in different state parliaments and in the Bundestag. 

Numerous lectures, panel discussions and continuous press work are part of our work. 

- A lot of political support is given by the Greens and there is a good cooperation with local water suppliers. 

Because of our joint activities. 

- More details on www.bund-nrw.de/fracking  

 

8. Hungary 

 

According to the US Energy Information 

Administration, the joint reservesfor 

Romanian, Bulgarian, and Hungarian 

shale gas in the Carpathian-Balkanian 

basin is around 538 Bcm.The most 

promising exploration area is considered 

to be the Makó basin, which is located in 

the southern part of Hungary. The 

licenses of the mining properties of the 

Makó belong to MOL and TXM Olaj- és 

Gázkutató Kft.  

- In the young Pannonian Basin 

around 100 billion m3 gas – (not only Hungary) 

- Companies in Hungary: MOL (Derecske basin, Mako, Békési basin), TXM - Falcon & NIS/Gazprom (Mako basin), 

Delcuadra (Kiskunhalas region), MOL/INA, Ascent (Slovanian – Hungary)  

- Shale gas production in Mako (not really profitable production) by company TXM (Falcon).  

No real production is happening. Several fracking operations happened.  

Shale gas reserve is in really deep 6-7000 meters area. 

Since 1984, information about shale gas in the region 

- Mako trench project: 7-8 year 300 USD investment, TXM 995 km2, MOL have a smaller investment 

- TXM has the rights for exploration for 35 years since 2007 

- RSP Scotia Group estimation: 1.7 billion m³ gas 

- Mako 7 wells: 6500 meter deep in the marl – high pressure, high temperature 250°C, 1200 bar at 6085 meter 

deep in Mako 7 

- Target: 4-5-6 km deep young hydrocarbon system, much deeper than water resources – drinking water base 

- MOL’s explorations in Békés Basin, Makó Basin and Derecskes Basin and also in Kiskunhalas area and Zala and 

Drava Basins. 

http://www.bund-nrw.de/fracking
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Currently independent scientists are working on a study to evaluate the possible environmental impacts. Study will be 

ready by November. 

 

8. Ireland 

 

a) Political situation:  

Ireland is a parliamentary democracy with a president. The current government is a coalition government between the 

centre-right Fine Gael and the Labour Party. On the whole the government is completely preoccupied with the 

economy and meeting its commitments under the EU-IMF bailout program.  

Governments position– political parties – individual politicians: 

- The Government does not appear to have an official position on hydraulic fracturing in Ireland  

- The Government is awaiting the outcome of the EPA report, which has yet to be commissioned.  

- Sinn Féin and the Socialist party are opposed to fracking  

- A few individual politicians (Councilors/TD’s/MEP’s) from Fianna Fáil, Independent, are opposed to fracking  

- The counties in the licensed area VOTED for a ban or a moratorium (NOT implemented)  Ban: Counties 

Clare, Roscommon, Sligo, Donegal, Cavan. Moratorium: Co. Leitrim (Between Nov 2011 and Jan 2012)  

- Three Counties (Co. Clare, Co. Sligo and Co. Donegal) voted to amend their development plans. None of these 

motions have been implemented yet.  

- NI Assembly voted for a moratorium (August 2011)  

Option licenses issued to: 

- Tamboran Resources Pty Ltd 1 Australian Company  

o North West Carboniferous Basin  

o 986 sq km  

o License period (1 March 2011 – 28 Feb. 2013)  

- LANGCO ltd – (Lough Allen National Gas Company, Irish Company)  

o North West Carboniferous Basin  

o 467 sq km  

o License period (1 March 2011 – 28 Feb. 2013)  

- Enegi Oil plc UK Company  

o Clare Basin  

o 495 sq km  

o License period (1 March 2011 – 28 Feb. 2013)  

Remarks: All companies held an option license valid for 24 months. 

Ireland’s give away: 

The Government receives 25% of royalty only on net profits. Set-up and operational costs are tax deductible. It is 

estimated that the royalties after the deductions will be 7% (source Shell to Sea). 
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b) Shale Gas activities: 

Active Companies – option licenses: 

- Tamboran Resources Pty Ltd: Australian Company  

active in Co. Fermanagh (NI), Co.Leitrim, Co. Sligo and 

Co.Cavan 

- Enegi Oil plc: UK company, active in Co. Clare  

 

Amount of know resources: 

- North West Carboniferous: 

o Value: Source Tamboran: (the data are 

questionable, they are very old)  

 4.4 trillion cubic feet NI and ROI 

together  

 2.2 trillion cubic feet in NI and 2.2 

trillion cubic feet in ROI  

o Source: Irish Times  Shale gas worth $ 55 bn, 

this should be $ 5.5 bn.  

o Source: Independent.ie  Shale gas value of € 

7 bn  

 

- Clare Basin 

o Coverage: 495 sq km = 122.317 acres  

o Wells: 12 were drilled between 1960 and 2000  

o Co. Leitrim: Thur Mountain, MacNean, Dowra, Drumkeeran  

o Co. Clare: Doonbeg, drilled to a depth of 3353 m. Organic garbon from 792 –1052 m. Organic rich 

potential hot shale 150 m thick (Source: Enegi Oil website)  

 

- Level op development of SG industry  

o Tamboran and Enegi Oil: field studies and desktop studies.  

Note:  
- Tamboran recently gave € 20.000 to the Manorhamilton Business Forum  

- Various SAC (Special Area of Conservation) are close to the proposed fracking areas. 

 

c) Level of mobilisation 

 

Number of groups: 

- We have groups, networks and individuals. From Belfast to Cork. 
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- NI – approx. 3, ROI – approx. 20  

- No Fracking Ireland facebook and Fracking Ireland google groups 

- Environmental Pillar: An association of a number (27) of environmental groups working together. They have a 

policy on shale gas, shale oil, coal bed methane and fracking 

What we have done so far: 

o raising awareness: public meetings, handing out leaflets etc  

o guest speakers invited  

o family days organised  

o letters to politicians, submissions written  

o poster, logos designed  

o grass root gathering  

o guaranteed fracking free campaign launched:  

’to celebrate and promote Ireland’s present fracking-free status.  

Ireland’s clean environment and “green” image are priceless assets for Irish businesses, especially in the 

tourism and agri-food sectors. We are proud of the Irish beef, baby formula, heritage, unspoiled 

landscape. Our beef is ‘free range’!  

What do we have achieved? – What has to be done? 

- We have succeeded in raising awareness in the North West in the option licensed area’s and the majority of 

the people is against it.  

- Tamboran’s CEO Richard Moorman recently stepped down  

- Tamboran had to put on hold plans to hire at least 10 people in Leitrim this year as it awaits the Government 

latest report (EPA, not commissioned yet)  

- The people in Dublin need to know that fracking could affect them.  

- The risk of contamination of the Shannon and Dublin’s drinking water (in future) is important. Also the 

reputation of the country and its effects on tourism and agri-business (Irish beef and infant formula). 

- Raising awareness by presentations in the wider area: Sligo South, Clare, Dublin, Athlone, Castlebar  

Update on activities in the nearby future: 

Presentations in the wider area: Sligo South, Clare, Dublin, Athlone, Castlebar  

 Planning: 

- Seminar “Beyond Fossil Fuels – a coming reality or prevented by ‘transition’ energy sources?”  

Raising awareness of climate change - Informing people about sustainable energy sources - Examining so-

called “transition fuels - Making recommendations for practical measures for communities to reduce their 

carbon footprint. 

- International guests speaker in early March 
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9. Netherlands 

 

The anti-shale gas group Schaliegasvrij Netherlands developed an electronic map gathering information about 

unconventional gas in the Netherlands: http://www.schaliegasvrij.nl/kaart/  

- Red are the Investigation Permits 

- Green are the shale gas free municipalities 

- Orange are the known reserves of shale gas 

- Purple are the known reserves of coal bed methane 

- Yellow are the known reserves of shale oil 

 

10. Northern Ireland 

 

a) Political situation:  

- December 2011: the Green Party brought forward a motion to the Northern Ireland Assembly calling for a 

moratorium on fracking in Northern Ireland. The motion was passed by a majority. The Assembly motion 

calling for a moratorium on fracking was supported by Sinn Fein, SDLP, Green Party and Alliance Party. The 

DUP opposed the motion and UUP abstained.  

- Despite this majority vote, the majority of Assembly members no longer support a moratorium.   

- In any event, the decision on licenses rests with Minister for Enterprise Trade and Investment who is an 

advocate for fracking.   

- Of the two main parties he Democratic Unionist Party is in favour and Sinn Fein broadly against.  The Ulster 

Unionist party is broadly in favour while the SDLP and Alliance are broadly against but these positions are 

quite fluid.  The Green Party is against but has only one elected member in the parlaiment 

- The DUP, as the most important political party, are strong advocates for fracking citing jobs and energy 

security.  

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

Four five year petroleum licences have been granted in 2011 in Northern Ireland by the Department of Enterprise, 

Trade and Investment (DETI): 

- Lough Allen Basin. 750 km² of County Fermanagh. Granted to Tamboran Resources (Australian).  Tamboran 

are the most active business and have conducted many public meetings and are experienced in media and 

political lobbying.  They employ four people and operate on cross border basis and have regularly claimed 

they be the first not to use chemicals.  Their CX Richard Moorman no longer fronts the operation in Ireland. 

Their lead representative Tony Bazely is a former head of the Geological Service of Northern Ireland (part of 

DETI) and still sits on Council for Nature Conservations and the Countryside (the statutory nature/landscape 

advisory body to the government)  which we regard as a major conflict of interest 

- Central Larne - Lough Neagh Basin. Area stretching from Lough Neagh to Antrim coast. Granted to Infrastrata 

plc. (UK)  

- Rathlin Island – granted to P.R. Singleton Ltd., subsidiary of Providence (C.E. Tony O’Reilly) (Irish)  

http://www.schaliegasvrij.nl/kaart/
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- Rathlin Basin Area covering Coleraine, Ballymoney and Ballycastle. Granted to Rathlin Energy, (Canadian).  

Petroleum licences give exclusive rights to Licensees with regard to exploration, development and the production of 

petroleum resources but other departmental consents are required before field-based activities can be carried out. 

These licences therefore do not permit fracking to take place and none will occur until planning permission is granted.  

Concern about the ability of the regulator to regulate this activity:  Northern Ireland has a poor record of 

environmental regulation and has not the skills or ability to regula

interdepartmental regulatory liaison group has met and we are concerned that it appears to be chaired by DETI/GSNI 

not the actual lead regulator, the Northern Ireland Environmental Agency 

The location of the key site straddling the Irish border will create further challenges for regulation and opportunities to 

play one jurisdiction off against the other 

No Strategic Environmental Assessment was carried out for the  licensing awards and we are concerned that the 

Habitats and Environmental Impact Assessment Directives and those Directives concerned with transboundary issues 

are not properly implemented  

The Minister for the Environment says however he will be very robust in assessing any planning application and will be 

rigorous in applying environmental law.  He is taking advice from the Republic of Ireland’s EPA and has visited the EPA 

in the USA on this matter.  Local councils have very little say in the granting of consents as the decisions are taken by 

central government.  The Minister for the Environment has the power to call for a public inquiry when a planning 

application is submitted 

 

c) Mobilisation: 

- There are increasingly active campaigns mostly grassroots based, a lot of individual action and work by the 

Green party.  Around five fracking related groups exist in Northern Ireland 

- Friends of the Earth is probably the lead NGO and is beginning to get more active.  There are attempts being 

made to coordinate group and individual actions and a meeting will take place soon looking at the 

opportunities for judicial and other challenges (eg Aarhus, complaints to European Commission, Ombudsman 

etc) 

- Many health professionals are active in opposing fracking and some farmers but the very powerful Ulster 

Farmer’s Union is quiet on the matter 

 

11. Romania 

 

a) Political situation:  

- 

political platform presented in Parliament through their investment in June. 

- A legislative bill on hydrofracking drilling initiated in Parliament by a group of ten MPs: Rejected by Senate in 

Chamber (final vote), Open issue for the present.  

- With elections in early December, they might postpone it for the new legislative as well.  
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- The agency officials responsible with mineral resources, and those academics supporting industry, claims that 

being the early phase of the research, hydraulic fracturing will not be used in Romania in the case of 

unconventional gas in the next several years (!). 

- The former governing party (PDL- Democrat Liberals) were much in favor of SG, and the President Traian 

Basescu is well-known as the biggest lobbyist for industry. (Doing the same with cyanides mining projects).  

- Parliamentary elections on 9th December: This hot issue seems to be avoided by most politicians, not to lose 

confidence & votes. Even the claimed moratorium is more about doing nothing until December. The Social 

Democrats that are in charge now with the Government and have the Prime Minister, have a cautious 

approach at this time. 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

- Aurelian Oil and Gas Slovakia, headed by Stanislav Benada, a shale gas supporter known also in the Czech 

republic, has been exploring for conventional oil and gas since 2006.  

- 2000 km2 had been explored by 2D seismic measurements and airplane gravitometry. 

 

c) Mobilisation: 

No real mobilisation so far, as no official shale gas exploration plans are known.  

The only group that expressed concerned is Vlk, an environmental organisation led by Juraj Lukac. 

 

12. Scotland 

 

a) Political situation:  

 

- GOVERNMENT: 

o is skirting the issue. When asked in April 2012 at First Ministers questions whether he had any concern 

about the environmental and climate implications of fracking, Alex Salmond responded:  

o “A number of concerns about fracking have been expressed, internationally and south of the border. 

The Scottish Government is well aware of the on-going research into the process. Many aspects of the 

recovery of difficult-to-recover hydrocarbons need to be examined very thoroughly in terms of 

environmental implications. When, and if, it comes to a planning decision by the Scottish Government, 

the member can be assured that environmental indications and evidence will be taken fully into 

account.” 

o Energy Minister Fergus Ewing stated that unconventional gas projects “have a strong regulatory, 

safety and environmental regime in place to ensure that potential risks to safety of the environment 

are properly managed.” Also seem keen to emphasize responsibility of UK Government in licensing. 

 

- OPPOSITION: 

o Scottish Labour Party pushing for better regulation:  

o Claire Baker, Labour Shadow Environment Secretary (key opposition party, Dart have licenses in 

Claire’s Fife constituency) has written to all local authorities in licensed areas to establish how they 

regulate fracking. Has expressed strong concern about inconsistency between planning authorities, 
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and highlighted loophole whereby companies can apply to SEPA for fracking licenses after planning 

permission and without consulting Council or communities. Raised questions about accountability and 

transparency, and calling for national guidelines to clarify the situation before we see a fracking free 

for all.“ 

o Other Scottish Labour people expressing interest include: Claudia Beamish, deputy Environment 

spokesperson; Neil Findlay MSP; Sarah Boyack MSP; Elaine Murray MSP; John Park MSP; David Martin 

MEP; Tom Greatrix MP Shadow Environment spokesperson at Westminster has proposed guidelines. 

 

- PARLIAMENT: 

o Scottish Parliament’s Economy, Energy & Tourism Committee has looked into issue briefly as part of 

its inquiry into the Scottish Government Renewable Energy targets, due to report shortly. 

o Committee Convener Murdo Fraser (Con) wrote to Energy Minister as part of inquiry asking him to 

outline activity. Response gives us nothing we don’t already know. 

 

- PARTY LINES: 

o SNP: MSPs likely to stick with Government line, although some inquiry from Joan McAlpine MSP (Parli 

o Liaison Officer to FM). Chic Brodie MSP has voiced opposition to shale on grounds of potential water 

contamination from what he has learned on On Economy, Energy & Tourism Committee. Not sure if 

he has any influence. Aileen Campbell MSP expressed need for strict monitoring. 

o Lib Dems: not clear what party line is but Willie Rennie MSP, Party leader has written to Cab Sec and 

asked questions in Parliament. 

o Conservatives: sticking close to UK line – moratorium while DECC awaiting outcome of Lancashire 

investigation, however SEPA would ensure no fracking took place near sensitive water environments. 

o Scottish Green Party: very against unconventional gas as would expect. Patrick Havie MSP has asked 

questions in Parliament and Alison Johnstone lodged a motion (which sadly only a handful of MSPs 

signed). 

 

- REGULATOR: 

o SEPA have played down risks. Spokesperson quoted “I don’t associate the risks with fracking as being 

any more significant than a lot of other things we do….They are not high-risk operations provided they 

are done properly.” 

o SEPA are planning to issue clarified guidelines on regulatory framework for coalbed methane 

extraction and hydraulic fracturing. 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

 

- UNCONVENTIONAL GAS RESOURCE 

o The main resource in Scotland is coalbed methane, with deposits stretching across much of the 

Central Belt and Fife, as well as in Dumfries and Galloway and the Scottish Borders. 

o There is a large shale deposit in the Forth Valley known as the West Lothian and Black Metals Shale 

(much of which was crushed in the mid 19th century resulting in the birth of the modern oil industry!). 

It is unclear whether this deposit is being activity explored or tested yet for potential shale gas 

resource. 
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- LICENSES 

o Licenses are issued by the UK Department of Energy and Climate Change. Next round is expected to be 

in early 2013, seems to be on hold pending outcome of investigation into Lancashire earth tremors. 

o Licenses operate in three stages: exploration (4/5 years); development (4/5 years); production (20 

years). 

o Currently 6 onshore licenses, three of which are in or reaching the development phase. A further 2 

could reach development phase soon. The final one does not appear to be being used for 

unconventional gas 

 

- COMPANIES 

o Dart Energy is the main player in Scotland having bought out two other CBM companies (Composite 

and Greenpark). They now have 4 of the 6 current onshore licenses in Scotland, including PEDL 133 

which contains a potentially large shale resource, as well as the most advanced CBM project in the UK. 

o The only other company with an active interest (and license) is REACH CSG. 

o The Weir Group is a Scottish company who also happen to be the world’s leading suppliers of a certain 

pump used in hydraulic fracturing. They have been doing the rounds in the media and getting a fairly 

high profile for themselves. 

 

- ACTIVITY 

o The most advanced project is operated by Dart Energy at Airth, in the Forth Valley. Dart have been 

using horizontal and vertical drilling techniques in a pilot CBM project produced its first electricity 

from the site earlier this year. Still in the testing stage, the project has 14 test wells already drilled. In 

September 2012 Dart submitted planning applications to Falkirk and Stirling Councils for 14 new wells 

and a network of pipelines to take the development to its commercial production phase. This second 

phase of the project will access less than 20% of the resource in the license area which Dart plan to 

exploit in coming years. Simple maths indicates that the area could see at least a further 50 wells if 

Dart’s plans succeed. As far as we know this is the first onshore unconventional gas development in 

the UK to be heading towards commercialisation. 

o The second most advanced project is also operated by Dart Energy, but seems to be on hold while 

they focus on Airth. This is at a Canonbie in Dumfries and Galloway, and while still in the testing stage, 

over 19 wells have been drilled. The Council requested an EIA for some (all?) of the relevant planning 

applications, but when Greenpark Energy (the company that held the license until Dart bought it out 

in winter 2011/12) applied to SEPA for fracking permits the Council told them there was no planning 

variation needed. 

o Reach Coal Seam Gas is hoping to develop CBM in North Lanarkshire, but recently withdrew a planning 

application for a development at Moodiesburn, following significant public opposition. 
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c) Mobilisation: 

 

- GROUPS: 

o The main groups engaging with unconventional gas are FoES, our Stirling, Falkirk and Inverness local 

groups; Green Party Stirling and Canonbie local groups; Transition Stirling; People & Planet; Women’s 

Environmental Network; Frack Off Scotland; and Frack Off. 

o The cosmetics company LUSH have also engaged with the network and held an open day in their 

Stirling store, using resources created by Frack Off. 

o We have established an informal coalition with these groups and interested individuals, and we try to 

meet up every other month or so. 

 

- MOBILISTATION: 

o Current activity is focussed on resisting the immediate threat posed by Dart Energy’s plans to develop 

the first commercial CBM production in the UK at Airth. We have developed template objections and 

disseminated around our lists and to local groups. 

o Areas within Stirling, Falkirk and Dumfries & Galloway are the most likely to be interested in frack-free 

zones, but no clear indication of interest yet. FoES held a number of public meetings in the Airth area. 

o Other NGOs including RSPB Scotland and WWF have expressed an interest and developed position 

statements. The Stop Climate Chaos Scotland network has also expressed some interest. 

o RSPB and others may be willing to submit a joint objection to Dart’s Airth CBM plans particularly as the 

proposed outflow pipeline runs right through an RSPB reserve into the sensitive Firth of Forth. 

 

 

- RESOURCES: 

o FoES have built a new website with an online map at www.frackfreescotland.org.uk to act as a first 

stop shop for individuals, community groups and NGOs to find out more and take action. 

o FoES have also created a number of resources including briefings, frack free zone packs, an interactive 

prezi http://foe-scotland.org.uk/unconventionalgasprezi  

o Frack Off have also created a number of useful resources and maintain a very helpful website. 

o We badly need authoritative research and resources specifically on CBM as the media hype continues 

to focus on shale. 

 

- POLITICAL SUPPORT: 

o FoES hosted an e-action to MSPs and to MPs which got varied responses and has helped indicate the 

various party positions. 

o The Green Party are very supportive and local Stirling and Canonbie groups have been mobilising. 

o The Labour Party (main opposition) are also cautiously supportive. 
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13. Slovakia 

 

a) Political situation:  

Ministry of the industry and the party SaS are lukewarm champions of drilling, but the discussion is very quiet as in 

general the deposits are considered very small. The population, especially in the east of the country, is very poor and 

willing to embrace drilling. 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

Aurelian Oil and Gas Slovakia, headed by Stanislav Benada, a shale gas supporter known also in the Czech republic, has 

been exploring for conventional oil and gas since 2006. 2000 km2 had been explored by 2D seismic measurements and 

airplane gravitometry. 

c) Mobilisation: 

No mobilisation so far, as no official shale gas exploration plans are known. The only group that expressed concerned 

is Vlk, an environmental organisation led by Juraj Lukac. 

 

14. Slovenia 

 

Activities in Petišovci, North-eastern part of Slovenia (border with Hungary): 

- In test wells called PG-11 in 3050 m below the surface they found gas reserves, which could be exploited by 

fracking. Investor said they could start using that gas commercially in a year time (March 2013). 75% of gas 

sales income would go to British company Ascent Resources, 25% would stay in two Slovenian companies 

(Petrol, nationally owned and Nafta Lendava). 

- Gas extraction on the area is going on for more the half a century and that they were using fracking method 

already in the past. 

- They would produce around 10% of Slovenia’s gas consumption.  

- Already finished with the fracking process. There are around 140 on location from the past and around 14 

deep wells (they will produce gas from 2 of this 14). 

- treatments are for low permeability sandstone reservoirs;  

- Using industrial water for fracking. After usage they get 50-80% of fluid back  for "recycling"  

- The company is saying that all chemicals they use ought to have REACH certificate. 

 

15. Spain 

 

a) Political situation:  

Gas and Spain in numbers: 

- Gas demand of Natural Gas: 35,8 Bcm 
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- Primary Energy mix: 24% 

- Net Gas Imports: 100% 

- Estimated Shale Gas Resources: 180 Bcm 

There are many investigation permits requested in the last years. These permits are regulated under the Spanish Law 

of Hydrocarbons (Law 34/1998). Permits are requested for hydrocarbon investigations in general with no need to 

specify if they are for Shale Gas (SG) or not or what technique they intend to use. Such law states that companies who 

requested an investigation permit or exploitation permit, are obliged to submit to the government the documentation 

requested -features of the deposits, type of works to be carried out, geological reports, investments, etc- but it clearly 

states that these information are confidential during the period of the permit. 

Royal Decree in article 23.1.4º declares the confidential status of the explorations permits. 

Also the law 30/1992 says that “access to information cannot be granted for those activities subject to commercial or 

industrial secrecy” 

In practice this means that generally: 

- No information on whether permissions are requested for conventional/ unconventional hydrocarbons; 
- No information if the technique of  hydraulic fracturing will be used; 
- No access to geological reports to have estimations of the expected volumes of the deposit. 

 

In Spain most hydrocarbon permits have been requested in the late years (2009-2012), matching up with the SG 

arrival to Europe. This fact, together with fact that some of these companies are known to have at any time requested 

permits or developed activity related to SG and fracking, allows us to deduct that many of these permits are for 

fracking. 

 

b) Shale gas activities 
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Map 1, developed by the Ministry of Industry (not updated in the last months) reflects all the hydrocarbon permits. 

 

Map 2, developed by one of the most active platforms against fracking in the north of Spain, includes permits mainly 

in the Northern part of the country where they know or suspect it is for SG. Permits in the southern part of the 

country are not included because this platform is active mainly in the North. 

Website: http://fracturahidraulicano.info/mapa-permisos-completo.html 

http://fracturahidraulicano.info/mapa-permisos-completo.html
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- Permits Requested more than 50 

- Permits Granted around 40 

In some of the cases the companies have given up the permit: 

- because they do not expect to find anything 
- because it clashes with other interest 

 

One of the permits (Arquetu, Cantabria) has been put on hold by the administration until the court takes a decision on 

the appeal done by Ecologistas en Acción. 

Shale Gas players behind the permits: 

SHESA (HEYCO), True Oil, Schuepbach Energy LLC, Trofagás Hidrocarburos (BNK Petroleum Inc.), Greenpark, Pyrinees 

Energy, Heritage Petroleum, Petroleum Oil&Gas España SA, Frontera Energy Corporation SL (Realm Energy 

International/ San Leon Energy Plc), Montero Energy, Cuadrilla Resources (??), Repsol (RIPSA), Gas Natural Fenosa …. 

15 out of 17 regions are affected by permits 

Top 3: Andalucía (25), Castilla y León (25) and Aragón (14) 

REGION PERMITS 

(G/R) 

MOTIONS POLITICS* MAIN COMPANIES 

ANDALUCÍA 25 (7/18) 0 Total silence RIPSA, Oil&Gas 

ARAGÓN 14 (8/6) ? ? Frontera energy, 

Pyrenees, RIPSA 

ASTURIAS 5 (3/2)   Oil&Gas, HUNOSA 

CANTABRIA 6 22 PP aims to ban it BNK 

CASTILLA LEÓN 25 (8/17) Over 25  BNK, Heritage 

CASTILLA LA 

MANCHA 

5 (4/1) ? ? Trofagás, Frontera 

Energy 

CATALUÑA 7 (1/6)  CiU supports Petroleum Oil&Gas, 

Montero 

LA RIOJA 5 0 PP incoherence, PSOE no position Frontera Energy 

MURCIA 4 (2/2)  Silence  

NAVARRA 4 (2/2) About to Total silence Frontera Energy 

PAÍS VASCO 12 Over 25 Socialist government openly 

advocates and promotes SG, but 

HEYCO, Trofagás 
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it has no majority in the regional 

parliament, which has requested 

not only an EIA of individual 

permits, but a SEA of an eventual 

plan to extrac gas in the Basque 

Country,  

VALENCIA 2 (1/1) 0 Socialists requested a 

moratorium 

Montero Energy 

 

*General comment on Politics: Main parties try to avoid the issue in regional Parliaments or in the media, even when 

they are requested to, they send ambiguous notes - or simply don’t answer. On the other hand, in most of the regions, 

the small parties are against these practices. In some adjoining regions, such as Burgos (Castilla León) and Vitoria 

(Basque Land) the same party (PSOE) has opposite positions.  

 

c) Level of mobilisation: 

Several platforms have been created in different territories with different level of activity, and some others are under 

way. So far, anti-fracking platform of Asturias, Burgos, Araba, Soria, Palencia, Kuartango, La Rioja, Porcuna, Andalucía, 

Albacete, Bizkaia, Navarra. 

Sometimes, these platforms are composed by individual citizens, sometimes by NGOs, sometimes it’s a mixture 

formula.  

Main activities: Informing the affected populations, meeting with the majors and political groups in the municipalities, 

information requests to authorities and 

mobilizations, administrative appeals to 

permits, informative talks addressed to 

general public, GASLAND or “Fracking Hell” 

screenings… 

In the Northern part of the country there is a 

campaign to declare fracking free towns. See 

map on the left to have an idea of how this 

initiative, which started some months ago 

with the first village, is expanding now 

(green areas). More than 100 municipalities 

have declared themselves fracking-free. 

 

Municipalities have played the almost only 

opposition so far. Municipality of Vitoria 

rejected the license request to drill the first two wells by the end of 2012. In addition to this, the region of Cantabria 

announced beginning of October 2012 that it is seeking a legal tool to ban fracking in the region. 
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So far the issue has not gained national level dimension. However both the public interest (and echo in the media) and 

public opposition is growing. October 6th, there where two simultaneous demonstrations in the streets of two 

northern cities, Santander and Vitoria. 2.000 people marched in the former, around 7.000 in the latter. These are small 

numbers compared to other demonstrations in Europe, but these are the first big concentrations taking place in Spain 

against shale gas. 

 

16. Sweden 

 

a) Political situation:  

- Conservative government since 2006, next elections in 2014 

- No governmental positioning on shale gas 

- Full reliance on environmental law 

- Overview of the national mineral law, proposal ready end of October 2012 

- Continuous input through motions from opposition parties to the parliament, so far without positive result 

 

b) Shale Gas activities: 

 

- So far only exploration activities 

- Shell in Skania, exit 2011 

- Gripen Gas on Öland and in Östergötland 

- Energigas in Östergötland 

- Continental Precious Minerals in Östergötland 

- Thetys Oil and Shale Oil Sweden on Gotland 

 

c) Mobilisation: 

 

- Swedes are very difficult to mobilize! 

- Local action groups only in Skania and on Öland (Heaven or sHell and AMFÖ) 

- Support from environmental groups (Greenpeace, Society for Nature Conservation, WWF…) and Swedish 

farmer organization 

- Political support from the Greens, and partly from socialist and social democrats 

- Strong opposition from climate change deniers 

- But: some very strong single players with excellent political contacts 
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Annexe I - List of Participants & Contact Details 

 

 Name Country E-mail 

1 Antoine Simon (FoEE) EU antoine.simon@foeeurope.org  

2 Darek Urbaniak (FoEE) EU darek.urbaniak@foeeurope.org 

3 Paul de Clerk (FoEE) EU paul@milieudefensie.nl 

4 David Heller (FoEE) EU david.heller@foeeurope.org 

5 Samuel Fleet (FoEE) EU samuel.fleet@foeeurope.org 

6 Francesca Gater (FoEE) EU Francesca.gater@foeeurope.org  

7 Mute Schimpf (FoEE) EU Mute.schimpf@foeeurope.org 

8 Sophie Manson (FoEE) EU Sophie.manson@foeeurope.org  

9 Susan Scherbarth (FoEE) EU Susan.scherbarth@foeeurope.org  

10 Geert de Cock (Food&Water Europe) EU gdecock@fweurope.org  

11 Lisette Von Vliet (HEAL) EU lisette@env-health.org  

12 Mariann Lloyd-Smith Australia biomap@oztoxics.org  

13 John Wickens Australia  

14 Andreas Czezatke Austria andreas.czezatke@gmx.at 

15 Nicola Freeman Belgium nicola.j.freeman@gmail.com 

16 Famke Vekeman Belgium famke@motherearth.org 

17 Borislav Sandov Bulgaria borislav.sandov@gmail.com 

18 Mariana Christova Bulgaria mary.christoff@gmail.com 

19 Jiri Malik Czech Republic jirimalik@tiscali.cz 

20 Lumir Andrs Czech Republic lumir.andrs@laproduction.eu  

21 Jan Kozderka Czech Republic kozderka@gmail.com  

22 Vincent Espagne France maxime.combes@gmail.com  

23 Maxime Combes France vincentespagne@hotmail.fr  

24 Dirk Jansen Germany dirk.jansen@bund.net  

25 Rozenn Le Calvez Germany rozenn.le_calvez@t-online.de  

26 Gergely Simon Hungary gergely.simon@greenpeace.hu  

27 Alexa Botár Hungary alexa@mtvsz.hu  

28 Ineke Scholte Ireland ineke@frackingfreeireland.org  

29 Peter Polder Netherlands peter.polder@gmail.com  

30 Joost van der Stappen Netherlands  

31 James Orr Northern Ireland james.orr@foe.co.uk  

32 Marek Kryda Poland biuro@inspro.org.pl    

33 Georgeta Ionescu Romania igeorgeta@yahoo.com  

34 Mary Church Scotland mchurch@foe-scotland.org.uk  
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mailto:david.heller@foeeurope.org
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mailto:lisette@env-health.org
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35 Samuel Martín-Sosa Rodríguez Spain sosclima@tierra.org  

36 Hector de Prado Spain internacional@ecologistasenaccion.org  

37 Anita Ullman Sweden anita@heavenorshell.se  

38 Tony Bosworth UK tony.bosworth@foe.co.uk  

39 Helen Rimmer UK helen.rimmer@foe.co.uk  
 

mailto:sosclima@tierra.org
mailto:internacional@ecologistasenaccion.org
mailto:anita@heavenorshell.se
mailto:tony.bosworth@foe.co.uk
mailto:helen.rimmer@foe.co.uk
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Annexe II – Agenda 

 

 Wednesday, 10th October 2012  

Timeline   Facilitator 

10.30 Coffee/tea/juice  

11.00 Ice-breaker David Heller 

11.30 Introduction Antoine Simon 

12.00 Country-by-country update through the building of a European map of shale gas, 
representing: 

- The political situation (government’s position, political parties’ positions, 
update on potential legislation regulating SG activities…) 

- SG activities (active companies, amount of known resources, level of 
development of the SG industry, potential accident cases…) 

- Level of mobilization (number of groups, how developed the civil society 
campaigning against SG is? Update on activities, potential fracking-free 
zones, political support…) 

 

Obj: Organise an interactive and constructive country-by-country update, map the 
SG situation across Europe, connect participants through similar experience and 
unknown cases 

David Heller 

14.00-15.00 Lunch  

15.00 Country-by-country update through the building of a European map of shale gas David Heller 

16.00 International and European Update: 

- About recent international events (Marseille, Rio, Global Frackdown) 

- About European developments (Joint statement, European Parliament 
and European Commission work) 

 

Obj: Recap of the main activities and demands made through the various anti-
fracking/SG events at the international level, and give an update of the recent 
developments at the European level  Political catching-up of the mobilization 
grouping(s). 

Antoine Simon 

Maxime Combes 

Geert de Cock 

17.00 Coffee break + Briefing on meetings with MEPs  

17.30 Success Story and Challenges of the Australian Campaign against CBM 

 

Obj: Share experience of the massive mobilisation in Australia with a recognized 
campaigner/scientist and introduce participants to coal bed methane (also UFF) 

Mariann Llyod-Smith 
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18.30 How can we jointly and practically realize our demands? 

 Strategy, tactics, actions, comms activities, materials, networking between 

groups, need for more science, more capacity building…etc 

 Challenges and issues that groups are facing, where other groups may be able 
to share experience and expertise  
 
Obj: Discuss how to practically realize collectively the various commitments 
mentioned and taken during the past statements and declarations, define 
discussions for Day 2. 

David Heller 

19.30 Dinner  

 

 Thursday, 11th October 2012  

Timeline  Facilitator 

9.00 First day recap 

 Divide the participants in smaller groups based on topics identified on Day 

1 

David Heller 

9.30 Discussion in small groups (3 groups, for 9 different topics) to discuss subjects 

decided on Day 1: 

 Room 1 Room 2 Room 3 

9:30-10:30 Economic Expertise Grassroots 
Resistance 

Global 
coalition/Cooperation 
(Work w/ US, Africa, 
Latin America) 

10:45-11:45 Legal Strategies Challenge 
Business Lobby 

Links to potential 
allies (famers, 
tourism, water…) 

12:00-13:00 Links to Climate and 
Energy Issues 

Fracking-Free 
Europe 

Info-sharing (website, 
database, mapping) 

 

Obj: Share experience and discuss how to realize common objectives and 

commitments that would contribute to the development of a European anti-SG 

network. 

All 

 

13.00 Lunch + Group pictures  

14.00 Feedback from small groups, presentation of the main headlines of each working 

group 

David Heller 

16.00 Identify items from discussions in small groups that need plenary discussion/ 

agreement 

David Heller 
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Obj: Creating a common timeline, and next steps 

17.45 Feedback of meetings with MEPs All 

18.00 Evaluation David Heller 

18.30 End of the meeting - 

19.30 Dinner  

 

 Friday, 12th October 2012  

Timeline  Facilitator 

Morning 1. Meeting with MEPs  

2. Work from Mundo-B 

- 

14.00 Group pictures in front of the European Parliament  - 
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Annexe III – Meetings with MEPs 

 

Participant’s Name MEP Day Time 

Rozenn Le Calvez (Germany) Karl-Heinz Florenz 
Dr Schnellhardt 
Rainhard Bütikofer 

11/10/2012 
12/10/2012 

16:00 
10:00 
11:00 

Borislav Sandov (Bulgaria) Rainhard Bütikofer 
Kristian Vigenin 
Nikos Chrysogelos 

11/10/2012 9:30 
12:30 
13:30 

Mariana Christova (Bulgaria) Filiz Husmenova 
Metin Kazak 
Vladko Panayotov 

11/10/2012 
 

12/10/2012 

13:00 
 

13:00 

Tony Bosworth/Helen Rimmer (UK) Fiona Hall 
Linda McAvan 

12/10/2012 10:00 
11:00 

Jan Kozderka/Jiri Malik/Lumir Andrs 
(Czech Rep) 

Evžen TOŠENOVSKÝ 
Jiří MAŠTÁLKA 
Vladimir Uruchev 
Alajos MÉSZÁROS 
Jaroslav Paska 
Iliana Kotova 
Ivailo Kalfin 

10/10/2012 
11/10/2012 

 
12/10/2012 

14:00 
11:00 
12:30 
9:00 

11:00 
13:00 

Ineke Scholte (Ireland) Paul Murphy 
Mairead McGUINNESS 

11/10/2012 
12/10/2012 

16:00 
10:30 

Gergely Simon (Hungary) Csaba Sándor TABAJDI 12/10/2012 16:00 

Anita Ullman (Sweden) Marita Ulvskog 
Olle Schmidt 

11/10/2012 11:00 
12:30 

Mary Church (Scotland) Catherine STIHLER 
David Martin 

11/10/2012 
12/10/2012 

15:00 
11:30 

Andreas Czezatke (Austria) Paul Rubig 12/10/2012 14:00 

Hector de Prado (Spain) Salvador Sedó 
Willy Meyer 
Marc Giménez (Europeans 
Green advisor) 
Raul Romeva 
Ramón Tramosa 

12/10/2012 10:00 

 Vincent Espagne (France) Sandrine Bélier 12/10/2012 10:30 
 


