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Introduction

Cloughton Parish Council objects strongly to the planning application for a temporary wellsite to
be established in Burniston, Scarborough.

The Council has gathered information from a variety of sources before coming to this conclusion.
The basis of the objection is:

e The unknown/unmitigated seismic risks to the local area which arise from this proposal.

e The factors which make Burniston an inappropriate location in which to site this type of
industrial process

e The concerns which arise from the omissions & contradictions within the planning
application which erode confidence in the proposal overall.

The Parish Council recognises that in considering this application, the Authority must take a positive
approach to sustainable development as directed in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
and must take account of the Government’s view that natural gas remains an important source of
secure and affordable energy for the country. This is in spite of the very real concerns held by many
residents and people across the nation/world that the ongoing development and use of fossil fuels
should not be furthered.

Notwithstanding the broader context, the Parish Council believes there are sufficient concerns to
render this development a substantial risk for our community. There are 3 overarching reasons
detailed below.

Reason 1: The Parish Council believes that the absence of any significant detail about the
subsurface geological structure is sufficiently serious to substantiate our objection on its own.

The absence of any significant information about the subsurface geological structure is of huge
concern. A Government statement concluded that the causes of seismicity are highly dependent on
local geology and, so it follows, that the limitation of current scientific evidence means it is difficult
to predict the probability and maximum magnitude of any seismic events. Proposals should always
be supported by compelling evidence that induced seismicity can be managed and mitigated to an
acceptable level.

The application from Europa provides a very short account of the rocks below the surface. What is
required is a detailed 3D survey which would provide an explanation of the subsurface structure.
This is particularly important because it would help to establish the potential problems posed by
fault systems which are known to be many and often undocumented. Details and accompanying
analysis should be made available for specialists to consider and determine if the risks can be
managed sufficiently well.

This information would also assist the company in designing the structure of the well.

The Parish Council finds it incredible that Europa has submitted its application without showing
this information and inconceivable that this detail is not available to be shared. For the Parish
Council, the unknown risks of seismic events (earthquakes) on buildings and the local coastline are
the single most important omission in this planning application. It is also in contravention of the
Mineral & Waste Joint Plan which requires this information.

Cloughton-parish-council-response-to-NY/2025/0030/ENV-150425



North Yorkshire Planning Authority is urged to make sure that no planning decision is reached
without this information being available in advance rather than as part of the licensing process
which appears to be the premise on which the company is working.

Reason 2: The Parish Council believes that the siting of this proposal in Burniston is not
appropriate.

The function of the planning system is to ensure that new developments are appropriately located
and that they are an acceptable use of the land.

In their Environmental Statement, Europa puts forward the view that Burniston is an appropriate
location and cites a number of reasons for their statement. In the main, they assert that the site is
already close to industrial units, it is not within a designated area for its beauty and it has existing
infrastructure and access to the road network.

Cloughton Parish Council strongly contests this assessment for a number of reasons. Nine significant
concerns are listed here to demonstrate that the site at Burniston is wholly inappropriate.

1. The Natural Environment Planning Guidance recognises that planning policy should
“recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside”.
Firstly, whilst the site and its surrounding area is not formally recognised as an Area of
Outstanding Beauty, the site is located within the defined North Yorkshire and Cleveland
Heritage Coast where it is acknowledged “there is a relatively strong sense of
remoteness and tranquillity overall”.
Secondly, the Coastal SSSI (Site of Special Scientific Interest) “Iron Scar and Hundale
Point to Scalby Ness) lies 640m to the east of the site.
Thirdly, the boundary of the North York Moors National Park is only about 800 m away
from the north side of the site. NY’s Minerals & Joint Waste Plan (M&WIJP) refers to
“development outside the National Park will not usually be permitted where it would
have an unacceptable harmful effect on the setting of the designated area”. Whilst any
impact on the visual landscape close to the Park will be temporary and reversible, any
future expansion will undoubtedly impinge on an area which has been designated for its
landscape quality.
For the Parish Council, any suggestion that this is an industrial area rather than a rural
one of great beauty and charm is wholly challenged.
Photographs taken at the proposed site in early April 2025 show that the area
immediately surrounding the drill site is rural, close to the sea and with far reaching
views over rolling countryside. These photographs have been added as Appendix 1 to
this report.

2. Heritage Coasts are protected through development control within the planning system

The M&WIJP states that “permission will only be granted where it would not lead to an
unacceptable impact on the undeveloped character of the Heritage Coast, unless the
need for, or benefits of the development, outweigh the harm caused”.

The NPPF states that “Major development within a Heritage Coast is unlikely to be
appropriate unless it is compatible with its special character”
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In its Environmental Statement, Europa recognises that the placement of a 38m drilling
rig (which will need to be lit at night), will be an intrusion on the heritage coast visual
landscape. The mitigation is that the rig will only be in place for a matter of weeks so
the impact will be temporary and reversible. This mitigation was accepted by the
Secretary of State when s/he concluded that an Environmental Impact Assessment was
not required

For the Parish Council and local residents, concerns about the visual impact are
dwarfed by concerns about potential damage to an already fragile coastal area. Such
damage would be neither temporary or reversible.

On the matter of coastal damage, the Environmental Statement is completely silent but
it is a matter of public record that the area surrounding this site is criss-crossed by
geological faults. Both those which are known (primarily the Peak Fault) and those
which lie undetected. Inrecent months, there have been three large landslips —one
10m deep on cliffs just south of Crook Ness (extremely near the proposed drilling site),
one near to Scalby Mills and one at Ravenscar. Over the years, the Cleveland Way
coastal path has been moved further inland because of cliff instability. The potential for
damage to the cliffs is a huge concern to the people who live nearby. We consider
ourselves to be custodians of the heritage coast and so have a duty to challenge any
attempt that will do damage for generations.

Europa has not submitted any geophysical assessment of the sub surface structures
which means the potential consequences of drilling on the coast are completely
unknown. The site visit by the Joint Working Group members showed very clearly how
close the site is to the coastline.

3. The proximity of the site to an established residential area renders this proposal to be
wholly unacceptable. At its closest point, the site is only 350m from a group of
dwellings. Residents have voiced their fears about the impact of noise, dust, vibration,
emissions and light pollution. Europa’s Environmental Statement covers many of these
concerns and concludes that, individually, they are insignificant because they will be
temporary and reversible in nature. The cumulative effect of these factors and the
overall damage to people’s mental health by destroying the pleasure of living in their
home is not recognised. Clearly, if a long term project goes ahead, there is a severe risk
of negative impacts on the health of people living in this community — such effects will
not be time limited.

In addition to the impact on people, there is also concern about the effect on the village
environment. There is a total of 12 listed buildings lying within 1 km of the site, all but
one within the Burniston Conservation Area. It is well known that many of these older
properties will have no (or very poor) foundations and may be particularly affected by
movement underground.
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For the Parish Council, it is the cumulative effect of all these individual forms of
pollution which render the proximity of the site to the village to be totally
unacceptable.

4. The site is located close to important tourist facilities. The beauty of the area and its
tourist attractions are an essential part of our local economy, supporting many local
businesses. To repeat a comment heard from residents “who will want to come to visit
an industrialized area?”

The Cleveland Way and recently upgraded Cinder Track lie close to the site —the
Cleveland Way lies 730m away and the Cinder Track is 200m at its closest point. Visitors
to these two amenities are attracted by the unspoilt views and landscape.

The view of the Parish Council is that there is only one chance to make a first
impression to tourists and visitors alike and safeguarding our local tourism amenities
is essential.

5. Europa asserts that the local road network is suitable to support the additional Heavy
Goods Vehicle (HGV) numbers that will be generated by the operations on site. The
Secretary of State accepted that the increases did not warrant an EIA. The company has
submitted detailed information to argue its case and to describe the mitigating actions it
would take to reduce negative impacts (e.g. scheduling deliveries outside of peak times).

This does not counter the very real concerns of local residents that this road network is
unsuitable for this development and that an increase in heavy traffic will lead to an
unwelcome increase in exhaust fumes, dust, road vibration and noise. The very real
possibility of lorries creating dust and leaving trails of mud and debris on our roads is
concerning. If vehicles are hosed down before leaving the site, where will the waste
water go —into our local drains or water courses? The fear of local residents is fact and
cannot be easily ignored or diminished.

Whilst the roads which serve the site are classed as A roads, they are single carriageway
and all of them pass through villages and built- up areas. In fact, by choosing the
Burniston location, there is no option that would not pass through residential areas.

Europa have sought to reassure that the volume of additional traffic will be insignificant.
The anticipated HGV movements have been analysed for each phase of the project with
the maximum average number per day being 18 during the drilling phase. The Company
has clarified that this figure relates to the number of “jobs” and, for the purpose of the
impact on local roads, this number needs to be doubled to account for return journeys.
The 18 additional HGVs represent an approximate 4.7% increase in daily HGV volumes
during the tourist season when roads are at their busiest. Presumably, this figure
doubles when counting return journeys and so represents a substantial increase.
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For the Parish Council and residents, the additional volume of traffic on roads which
are already very busy and through residential areas is very unwelcome.

6. As part of any planning consideration, the close proximity of supporting infrastructure is
essential. The M&WIJP states that “where off-site management or disposal of waste is
required, proposals should demonstrate that adequate arrangements can be made for
this”.

Authorised waste disposal facilities will be a significant part of the operational process
but there are no known sites anywhere near this area and, when asked, Europa have
been unable or unwilling to confirm which facilities they would use (and therefore which
routes would be taken by the HGVs).

The Company has intimated that one option may be to move some of its waste by
tanker to their unit at Crosby Warren in North Lincolnshire. In reality, this is a two hour
journey on single carriageways/B class roads and can hardly be described as “local
infrastructure”.

For the Parish Council, the absence of supporting infrastructure is unsurprising given
that this is not an industrialised part of the country. It does, however, add to the tally
of reasons why this site is not an appropriate location for the development being
proposed.

7. Cloughton residents have expressed their concerns about the potential for water
contamination/pollution. Some of the farmland in the immediate area and beyond is
fed from a historic well. During the process of proppant squeeze, we know that water,
propellants and chemicals will be forced into the ground thousands of meters below the
site and the area beyond.

What is the risk that this source of water could be contaminated, with a devastating
effect on the surrounding farmland?

For the Parish Council, any contamination of local water sources is of concern as it will
be neither temporary or reversible.

8. The planning application states that no changes will be made to the site entrance off the
coastal road. “No works are proposed to the road junction and established access onto
the A165”.

For local residents, this stretch of road is known to be busy with vehicles moving at
speed — the entrance to the site lies within the 60mph zone.

The site entrance is also used by the Coastguard & Rescue Service — no mention of this
has been made in the Planning Application but emergency access (24/7) would definitely
be compromised if other vehicles & equipment were in the way.
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A site visit has taken place. The potential problems are obvious. Firstly, the entrance to
the site is in the 60mph zone which explains why this section carries fast moving
vehicles. Conflict with slow moving HGVs is a major concern. Secondly, the layout of the
road means that HGVs will be leaving the site close to a blind bend. Crossing the
carriageway to reach the road which will give them access to Scalby Road, turning into
fast moving traffic when they cannot be seen due to the bend and mixing slow vehicles
with fast traffic (especially motorbikes) could be a recipe for disaster.

It is notable that in the Cloughton Planning Statement document, the section which
relates to site construction includes the phrase “with an additional vehicle access point
south of the existing main entrance”. This indicates that the company is not confident
that the existing entrance is adequate which is a contradiction to their frequently stated
position.

It also raises the question whether the company considers that including this statement
in their planning application (albeit buried in the narrative and with no further detail or
supporting assessment) constitutes a proposal for planning approval. Cloughton Parish
Councillors are aware that a local application to move a gate for safer access to and from
a property in Cloughton was turned down. This sets a precedent and surely means that
moving a site entrance is not necessarily a straightforward matter that can be assumed
to be a matter of course.

The view of the Parish Council is that this assessment by Europa is contrary to local
understanding of the area and means this location is a safety risk for all forms of
traffic.

9. There has been a suggestion that the tranquillity of the site is already marred by the
close proximity of the road and that this therefore means that additional noise
associated with construction and drilling is irrelevant to the rural setting in which it will
be sited.

During a site visit in early April, councillors were able to hear many different types of
birds as well as spotting deer and hares nearby. The road noise was a distant hum in the
background and the 360 degree views from the site were beautiful & unspoilt.
Photographs attached to this document at Appendix 1 provide evidence of this.

The Parish Council challenges any suggestion that the chosen site is not a tranquil spot
that provides a haven for wildlife and people alike. Members of N Yorkshire Council
are urged to include a site visit as part of the decision- making process in order to
properly understand what is at stake.
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Reason 3: The Parish Council considers that the planning application contains a number of
omissions and contradictions which erode confidence when considering an already
contentious issue.

1 The absence of any geological surveys into the subsurface is completely unacceptable.
In comparison to other concerns which have been argued to be temporary/reversible
(e.g. noise, light and dust), any damage to buildings or the heritage coast will be
permanent and irreversible. If this damage occurs, it will be too late to lament the lack
of knowledge or forward planning which resulted in such a situation.

Councillors implore NYC to ensure a proper geological assessment is undertaken and
analysed in depth before any final permissions are given.

2. Inits submission, Europa has completed the NYPA 15 form instead of the NYPA17 form —
the latter relates to applications for development relating to the onshore extraction of
oil & gas whereas the former one relates to surface mining. Completion of NYPA17
requires a full and comprehensive Geological Assessment.

It is a matter of concern that the Company appears to have made this mistake. By
doing so, they have missed the opportunity to provide this essential data.

3. There are some issues where conflicting information has been given by the company —
whether as a genuine mistake or to purposely underplay concerns is difficult to
determine but they erode the confidence in the planning documentation and the plans.

i.  Originally, the drilling rig was described as being 30m tall. In the planning
application it is described as being up to 38m in height

ii. In the description of the site construction, there is no reference to the range of
buildings which will be on site. However, further on in the same document, the
Site Layout Plan shows five separate accommodation units, a crew canteen, a
changing & laundry unit, a toilet block, a tool house, a control cabin and a
workshop. Even it these buildings are of temporary construction, a proper
planning decision is surely required?

iii. Such extensive construction, as listed above, is also difficult to equate to a plan
for a temporary undertaking. Having visited the site, it is obvious that there will
be a lot of work required to flatten the site and lay the ground structures.

iv.  The company repeatedly state that no modification will be needed to the site
entrance and yet their document refers to an additional vehicle access point

south of the existing main entrance

V. In a televised interview with North Yorkshire Headline News (20" March), Will
Holland (CEO) told viewers that HGV increases represented less than 1% extra
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traffic. Thisis only correct as a percentage of all daily traffic volumes rather than
the HGV proportion which is what matters to people.

Vi. Within the Planning Application, a “Preliminary Ecological Appraisal” has been
submitted. This is based on one site visit which took place in June 2024 and a
desktop exercise. This document was written according to parameters that were
supplied to the author by the company. Even with such limited assessment, the
appraisal acknowledges the existence of many different forms of wildlife in the
area of the proposed site. The author notes “the area is significant for its
Jurassic geological formations and supports diverse coastal and marine
ecosystems. These habitats are vital for various seabirds, marine invertebrates
and unique plant communities, all adapted to the dynamic coastal environment”

An independent ornithological report commissioned locally notes that the
standard assessment would be for 6 visits be made to undertake a robust
breeding bird survey. Whilst Europa may be committed to correct any
disturbance to wildlife, by that point it is too late. Itis likely to take a long time,
if at all, to rectify.

vii. In some of the early material published by the company, one of the benefits
listed for the local community was employment opportunities. In more recent
conversation, this has been modified to be input from some trades (e.g.
electricians) and business for local food outlets/accommodation venues.

viii.  The Planning application states there is no landfill site within 1km. This is
incorrect as there is the historic landfill site on which Burniston Tip sits — this is
about 550m away. There is also the Old Scalby tip which is about 1.25 km away.
How can the effect of drilling under these locations be properly assessed if they
are not even considered? Furthermore, the sewage unit is also located close to
the site.

4. The planning application includes reference to the decommissioning of the well and site
restoration. However, in their presentation to potential investors on 13" June, 2024, there is
reference to “suspend well for future re-entry and production”

This is significant as it would undermine the mitigation offered repeatedly by the Company
in terms of the temporary nature of this application.

Council is concerned that there is a loophole which would allow the Company to leave some
parts of the site in situ once the temporary project has completed.

As the costs of decommissioning will be significant (especially given the amount of
construction that is being planned), North Yorkshire Council is asked to ensure that a
financial bond is in place to cover the costs in the event that the company is not able to
carry out the restoration plans.
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Conclusion

This is a contentious application with well-founded concerns about the risks (both known
and unknown) for our community.

In preparing for this application, Cloughton Parish Council has taken measures to ensure it
reaches a balanced and well thought through decision. This has included a resident drop-in
session, site visits and the meeting with the Company alongside many individual
conversations.

The Company has made positive efforts, with senior personnel present, to engage directly
with the communities through open sessions and leaflet drops. So too have the opposition
groups (Frack Free Coastal Communities and Frack Free Scarborough) who have worked
tirelessly to make the case for objection. This means that our local populations have had
access to many sources of information.

As of 7™ April 2025 938 representations have already been made to the application (and this
is only part way through the consultation period). We suspect this is an unprecedented
response rate. Itis possible that some people may be in favour but from discussions with
our local residents we know that the vast majority will be objections. The quality of
responses has generally been well thought through and demonstrates that many people
have taken time to consider their objections.

Our objection to this application is, therefore, wholly reflective of the residents we
represent.

Whilst this is an application for a temporary development, the Company has been clear that
its long- term intentions will be to drill for oil/gas over a much larger area and for many,
many years. If the extraction of gas is shown to be economically viable, Europa will want to
open up to a much wider area as shown in the submitted map, “Potential Area of
Hydrocarbon”, with plans to drill under the National Park which would then contravene the
MW!IP Policy M16(b)i and ii and we contest the view that an exception should be made to
allow this, due to the unacceptable impact on the local area.

None of this longer term plan has been hidden but does it have any bearing on the
temporary nature of the proposal in front of us and should it be part of the decision
making process for this application?

Calculations (including those from Europa itself), estimate the amount of gas that could be
extracted equates to between 0.4% and 1% of the UK’s usage. This is likely to be a
favourable/optimistic forecast. In considering this application, NYC must be mindful that
the disruption which could be facing these communities is disproportionate to the
contribution to the nation’s energy security.

This proposal is for a site in the wrong place and with a level of unknown risks that puts
the health & wellbeing of our community in unacceptable jeopardy.

It is hoped that this document will assist North Yorkshire Council in considering this complex
and contentious application.

Cloughton Parish Council
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APPENDIX 1

Views from the proposed drill site looking in various directions:

Looking west

Looking south
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APPENDIX 1

Looking west

Y

Looking north west
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APPENDIX 1

Looking south west

Looking west
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APPENDIX 1

Looking south east

Looking east
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