Objection to Planning Application NY/2025/0030/ENV 


I strongly oppose planning application NY/2025/0030/ENV proposing a temporary wellsite and gas appraisal near Burniston, Scarborough. My objections, detailing precisely how the application contravenes key legislation, are as follows: 
1. Incompatibility with the UK's Net Zero Commitments
· Climate Change Act 2008 (Section 1(1)): This section mandates that the Secretary of State ensure that the net UK carbon account for 2050 is at least 100% lower than the 1990 baseline, effectively setting a net-zero target. Approving new fossil fuel extraction methods, such as proppant squeeze, could increase greenhouse gas emissions, challenging the attainment of these statutory targets.​
· As a signatory to the Paris Agreement, the UK has an international legal obligation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in line with global climate goals. Approving further fossil fuel extraction directly contradicts the UK’s legally binding commitments under the treaty, further undermining its climate leadership and international credibility.
· The Climate Change Act 2008 (Section 44) requires companies to report and reduce emissions as part of the UK’s net-zero strategy. The application lacks commitments or mitigation strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from operations and its failure to do so directly contradicts this obligation and undermines national and local climate targets. 
2. Misalignment with the Sixth Carbon Budget
· The Sixth Carbon Budget (2033-2037) requires a 78% reduction in UK territorial emissions by 2035 compared to 1990 levels. The Climate Change Committee (CCC) advises significant reductions in fossil fuel use and a transition to low-carbon energy sources to meet these goals. Introducing new gas extraction projects contradicts these recommendations and could hinder progress toward these legally binding carbon budgets.​
· The Climate Change Committee’s 2023 Progress Report reaffirms that new oil and gas developments are inconsistent with the UK’s legally binding carbon budgets. Permitting further gas extraction through proppant squeeze contradicts expert recommendations and would hinder the UK’s ability to meet its Sixth Carbon Budget obligations.
3. Contradiction of the UK's Net Zero Strategy
· The Net Zero Strategy: Build Back Greener outlines the UK's plan to decarbonize the energy sector by promoting renewable energy sources and reducing reliance on fossil fuels. Sanctioning new gas exploration projects, including those employing proppant squeeze techniques, undermines this strategic direction and delays the transition to sustainable energy solutions.​ 

· The UK Energy White Paper (2020) and the British Energy Security Strategy (2022) emphasize the shift away from fossil fuels toward renewable energy. Approving further gas extraction, even through proppant squeeze, directly contradicts this strategic direction, undermining the UK’s transition to clean energy.

4. Potential for Fracking, Currently Banned
· The UK's moratorium on hydraulic fracturing (fracking), announced in 2019, prohibits such practices due to environmental and seismic concerns. The proposal's exploratory nature, aiming to test proppant squeeze effectiveness, could lead to the necessity of hydraulic fracturing. Approving this application may effectively circumvent the moratorium by creating conditions where fracking could later be argued as economically necessary.​

5. Proppant Squeeze Risks Identical to Banned Fracking
· Proppant squeeze shares similar environmental risks with banned fracking practices, including groundwater contamination, induced seismicity, atmospheric pollution, and chemical leakage. The Infrastructure Act 2015 defines "associated hydraulic fracturing" based on specific fluid volume thresholds (exceeding 1,000 cubic meters per stage or 10,000 cubic meters in total). Techniques like proppant squeeze, which use lower fluid volumes, fall outside this definition and are not subject to the same regulatory constraints. However, the environmental risks remain comparable, suggesting that proppant squeeze should be scrutinized similarly to high-volume hydraulic fracturing.​

6. Geological and Seismic Risks Including Cliff Erosion

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Paragraphs 174(e) & 176: These paragraphs require developments to prevent unacceptable risks from land instability and to conserve and enhance landscapes, including National Parks. The proposal, through potential induced seismicity due to drilling near the Eskdale Anticline, significantly heightens seismic risks. Such induced seismicity could accelerate existing cliff erosion processes along the Cleveland Way National Trail, directly contravening these protective planning guidelines.​

7. Insufficient Nature-Based Solutions (NbS) and Ecological Risks
· Environment Act 2021 (Sections 102 & 103): These sections mandate that developments achieve a biodiversity net gain of at least 10% and maintain it for a minimum of 30 years. The proposal fails to adequately demonstrate how these biodiversity net gains and ecological enhancements will be delivered and maintained, directly contravening the requirements under these sections of the Environment Act. Proposed wetland restoration implicitly acknowledges ecological harm but offers unrealistic timelines (decades to centuries required) for genuine ecosystem recovery.​

8. Visual Impact on Landscape and Tourism
· NPPF Paragraph 176: This paragraph emphasizes that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks. The proposed drilling towers, located approximately 800 meters from the North York Moors National Park boundary, represent a substantial visual intrusion, significantly detracting from the area's protected landscape and scenic character. This directly conflicts with the protective landscape provisions established under this framework, negatively impacting tourism-dependent local businesses.​

9. Local Water Resources, Soil Contamination, and Agricultural Risks
· Water Resources Act 1991 (Section 85): This section makes it an offence to knowingly permit any poisonous, noxious, or polluting matter to enter controlled waters. The proposal involves injecting chemicals under pressure, risking groundwater contamination, accidental spills, and leaks. Such contamination explicitly breaches the obligations of this Act by endangering clean water resources essential for local agricultural and residential use.​
· Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Sections 33 & 34): Section 33 prohibits the unauthorized or harmful deposit, treatment, or disposal of waste, while Section 34 imposes a duty of care on persons concerned with waste management. The risk of chemical leaks and improper waste management from drilling activities directly contravenes these sections, requiring safe handling, disposal, and prevention of environmental harm.

10. Air Quality, Health Impacts, and Flaring Risks
· Clean Air Act 1993 (Section 2): This section prohibits the emission of dark smoke from industrial or trade premises. The proposed operations involving gas flaring could significantly degrade air quality, emitting pollutants harmful to human health, potentially contravening requirements under this Act for the control of emissions and air pollution from industrial processes.​
· Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016: These regulations require operators to obtain permits for activities that could pollute the air, water, or land, or that could increase flood risk. Wastewater from gas exploration can contain Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material (NORM). The current plans inadequately detail how NORM-contaminated wastewater will be managed, potentially endangering public health and the environment.​
· Public Health England (PHE) has warned that exposure to air pollutants from fossil fuel extraction poses significant risks to human health, including respiratory illnesses and cardiovascular disease. Allowing gas flaring and increased air pollution in a populated area presents an unacceptable risk to public health.
· The Noise Impact Assessment provided by the applicant fails to adequately evaluate the potential for significant noise disturbances, particularly during nighttime operations. Under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Section 79), statutory nuisances such as excessive noise levels must be assessed and mitigated. The lack of comprehensive noise monitoring and mitigation measures raises concerns about the health and well-being of local residents, particularly those in close proximity to the site.
11. Traffic, Safety, and Infrastructure Concerns
· Highways Act 1980 (Sections 41 & 130): Section 41 imposes a duty on highway authorities to maintain highways, while Section 130 imposes a duty to protect public rights on highways. The anticipated increase in heavy goods vehicle (HGV) movements from the proposal poses substantial risks of damage to local road infrastructure, compromising public safety, air quality, and noise levels. Insufficient traffic management and mitigation plans could contravene statutory obligations to ensure safe and adequate public highway maintenance and management.​
· Highways Act 1980 (Section 116): Section 116 stipulates that proper assessments must be conducted to ensure that new developments do not unduly compromise public highway maintenance and safety.. The applicant’s Traffic Management Plan does not sufficiently address the anticipated increase in heavy vehicle movements through Burniston village. This raises serious concerns about road safety, congestion, and wear-and-tear on local infrastructure and the omission of mitigation measures within this plan presents a clear risk to the local transport network.
12. Community Health, Safety, and Insufficient Inclusive Consultation
· Equality Act 2010 (Section 149 - Public Sector Equality Duty): This section requires public authorities to eliminate discrimination and advance equality of opportunity in decision-making. The application’s consultation process provides insufficient evidence of inclusive consultation, particularly with vulnerable groups such as women, persons with disabilities, LGBTQI+ individuals, the elderly, lower-income community members, and other marginalized groups. The failure to transparently engage these communities may violate the statutory duty of equitable and inclusive decision-making required by this legislation.
· The Statement of Community Involvement submitted with this application reveals limited consultation with local residents and key stakeholders. Under the Localism Act 2011 (Section 122), local communities must be empowered to participate meaningfully in planning decisions. The failure to engage sufficiently with affected communities, particularly vulnerable groups, contravenes this principle and raises concerns about procedural fairness.
13. Inadequate Emergency and Incident Management Plans

· Environmental Damage (Prevention and Remediation) Regulations 2015 (Regulation 13): This regulation requires operators to take all practicable steps to prevent environmental damage and implement robust emergency response measures. The proposal lacks sufficiently detailed incident management plans, failing to ensure effective, timely intervention in the event of environmental contamination or industrial accidents, thereby breaching these legal obligations.

14. Economic Viability and Lack of Sustainable Alternative Analysis

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraph 158): This paragraph states that applicants for energy projects must demonstrate that alternative, more sustainable energy solutions have been considered. The proposal inadequately justifies the economic and environmental necessity of exploratory drilling, particularly given uncertainties regarding proppant squeeze efficacy and the UK’s fracking moratorium. Additionally, the applicant has failed to adequately explore viable renewable energy alternatives, violating this planning policy requirement for thorough consideration of sustainable options.

15. Inadequate Site Restoration and Long-term Sustainability

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraph 211): This paragraph requires that mineral developments include clear plans for site restoration, ensuring long-term environmental sustainability. The site restoration measures in this proposal lack specific commitments, monitoring frameworks, and robust timelines, contradicting the planning regulations designed to ensure responsible land rehabilitation.
· Under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraph 205), all mineral developments must include clear and enforceable strategies for land restoration. The absence of a structured, legally binding restoration plan raises concerns about the long-term sustainability of the site and its eventual rehabilitation. The proposed site restoration plan lacks sufficient detail regarding restoration timelines, methodologies, and post-extraction monitoring frameworks. 
16. Cumulative Environmental Impacts

· Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations 2017 (Schedule 4, Part 5(e)): This regulation requires developers to assess cumulative environmental effects alongside existing and future developments. The application fails to adequately assess the cumulative impacts of increased industrial activity in the area, overlooking potential long-term environmental and social consequences. This clear regulatory omission breaches the obligation to conduct robust impact assessments.
· Under the EIA Regulations 2017 (Regulation 18), an Environmental Impact Assessment must comprehensively evaluate all significant effects on biodiversity, landscape, and ecosystems. This omission contravenes regulatory requirements and undermines the validity of the Environmental Statement. The Environmental Statement submitted by the applicant lacks a full assessment of potential impacts on local wildlife habitats, particularly regarding protected species in the vicinity. 
17. Lack of Financial Guarantees for Site Restoration

• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraph 205): This paragraph requires mineral extraction projects to include clear, enforceable restoration plans with financial provisions to ensure compliance. The application lacks any legally binding financial security, such as an escrow fund or bond, to guarantee full site restoration post-extraction.

• Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Section 34): This section establishes a duty of care in waste management, which applies to site restoration. Without financial guarantees, the risk of inadequate remediation increases, potentially leaving local authorities and communities to bear the costs if Europa Gas fails to fulfill its obligations.

18. Failure to Provide a Detailed Risk Assessment for Induced Seismicity

• Infrastructure Act 2015: This Act defines and regulates associated hydraulic fracturing based on fluid injection volumes but does not explicitly cover low-volume techniques like proppant squeeze, creating a regulatory gap. Given the geological sensitivity of the region, the absence of a comprehensive seismic risk assessment is a significant omission.

• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraph 174): This paragraph requires developments to assess and mitigate land stability risks. The proposal fails to provide a detailed risk assessment of potential induced seismic events, despite the potential impact on local infrastructure, properties, and geological formations such as the Eskdale Anticline.

19. Insufficient Consideration of Light Pollution Impacts

• Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 (Part 9): This Act identifies artificial lighting as a statutory nuisance where it disrupts local communities or harms wildlife. The application does not adequately assess how continuous lighting at the wellsite may impact nocturnal ecosystems and dark sky reserves.

• Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Section 79): This section allows authorities to intervene in cases of excessive artificial light pollution. The applicant’s failure to consider light pollution impacts on protected species, local residents, and tourism-related activities directly conflicts with these regulatory protections.

20. Deficiencies in the Emergency Response Plan

• Environmental Damage (Prevention and Remediation) Regulations 2015 (Regulation 13): These regulations require operators to have robust emergency response plans in place for chemical spills, gas leaks, and well blowouts. The application lacks detailed emergency procedures, raising concerns about Europa Gas’s preparedness to manage environmental incidents.

• Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 (Section 2): This section mandates that employers provide risk assessments for hazardous operations. The absence of a clear, site-specific emergency response plan fails to meet these requirements and increases the risk to workers and local residents in the event of an accident.

21. Lack of Cumulative Environmental Impact Assessment

• Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations 2017 (Schedule 4, Part 5(e)): This regulation requires developers to assess cumulative environmental effects alongside existing and future developments. The applicant fails to consider how additional industrial activity in the region will compound environmental degradation, traffic congestion, and pollution risks.

• EIA Regulations 2017 (Regulation 18): This regulation mandates that an Environmental Impact Assessment fully evaluates all significant effects on biodiversity, landscape, and ecosystems. The proposal neglects to assess the cumulative impact of multiple industrial projects in the area, violating regulatory obligations for comprehensive environmental assessment.
Conclusion
Given the clear contraventions of UK climate commitments and statutory obligations, including but not limited to:

• Climate Change Act 2008 (Sections 1(1) & 44)
• Paris Agreement (International Legal Obligation)
• Sixth Carbon Budget (78% emissions reduction target by 2035)
• Environment Act 2021 (Sections 102 & 103 on biodiversity net gain)
• Clean Air Act 1993 (Section 2)
• Water Resources Act 1991 (Section 85)
• Highways Act 1980 (Sections 41, 116 & 130)
• Equality Act 2010 (Section 149 - Public Sector Equality Duty)
• Localism Act 2011 (Section 122 - Community Engagement Duty)
• Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Sections 33, 34 & 79)
• Environmental Damage (Prevention and Remediation) Regulations 2015 (Regulation 13)
• Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations 2017 (Schedule 4, Part 5(e) & Regulation 18)
• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, Paragraphs 158, 176, 205 & 211)
• Infrastructure Act 2015 (Failure to assess induced seismicity risks and regulatory gaps in defining proppant squeeze)
• Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 (Part 9) (Failure to assess and mitigate light pollution impacts)
• Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 (Section 2) (Failure to provide a comprehensive emergency response plan for hazardous operations)
—the proposed development is demonstrably incompatible with national and international climate obligations, environmental protection laws, and planning regulations. Its approval would represent a serious failure to uphold legal, ecological, and public health responsibilities. I therefore strongly urge the planning authority to reject planning application NY/2025/0030/ENV in full.
