Cloughton Parish Council

Ref: Planning Application NY/2025/0030/ENV

Second Submission from Cloughton Parish Council incorporating the
Response from Europa Oil and Gas Ltd (May 2025) to the Cloughton Parish
Council response (April 2025) into planning application NY/2025/0030/ENV.

Application is for the construction of a temporary wellsite for the appraisal of

gas, including drilling operation, proppant squeeze and flow testing

operation and site restoration at Land East of the Mill Yard, Burniston Mill,
Coastal Road, Burniston, Scarborough, YO13 ODB

Applicant - Europa Oil and Gas Limited, 30 Newman Street London WI1T 1PT
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Introduction.

Cloughton Parish Council submitted its response to the planning application in April 2025 along with
two neighbouring Councils — Burniston Parish Council and Newby & Scalby Town Council.

Our submission wholly objected to the planning application and set out the reasons why this
decision had been reached.

Our submission still stands but it is now some months since it was sent in. This report, completed in
collaboration with Councillors representing Burniston Parish Council and Newby and Scalby Town
Council, draws the attention of the Planning Authority to further considerations which arise from
additional information gained during the intervening months.

To assist with the reading of this document, it has been structured into 7 sections:

Section 1 — Inappropriate Location — this section provides additional details as to why this proposal is
completely inappropriate for the planned location. Much of the detail is about the people and
livelihoods which are close to the proposed site in contrast to the information given by the company.

Section 2 — Best Land Use -sets out our alternative opinion about the nature of the land on which the
proposed site would be located.

Section 3 — Mining Waste Facility — this significant facility only came to light as part of the
Environment Agency consultation process (which took place during the summer of 2025).

Section 4 — Seismological Testing - covers our ongoing stance that seismological testing and analysis
of up to date data must take place to fully understand the risk involved, BEFORE any consideration is
given to awarding planning.

Section 5 — Long Term Intentions of Europa — refers to the possibility that this temporary application
is the gateway to decades of oil & gas extraction in this beautiful location.

Section 6 — Procedural Issues & Permission Creep — picks up the issues which Europa saw fit to
challenge in our response to the planning process and contradictory information which has come to
light during the months since our first submission.

Section 7 — Proposal in the context of the NYC Minerals and Wast Joint Plan — this section sets out
our interpretation of the proposal in comparison to the stated intentions of the Council.

Section 1: Inappropriate Location

A. Local Population and Sensitive Receptor Information

The location of this site, with its range of risks, must be considered in terms of the population and
businesses which could be affected. EOG in their Planning Statement to NYC state:

“The settlement pattern outside Burniston Village is dispersed and sparse, with few residential
properties in the vicinity.”
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Cloughton Parish Council strongly disputes this statement and presents the following detailed
evidence so that NYC has accurate details about the sensitive receptors — this confirms a much
greater number of people living locally than the application documents from EOG have detailed.
e 920 people living inside 1km
e 2785 people within 2km
e 9784 people within 3km
e 37 homes within 500m — the nearest one being on the perimeter of the site
(The above information has been supplied by the https://www.datadaptive.com/pop/)

The map below shows rings around the site at 500m, 1km, 2km, and 3km. The yellow border
indicates where the North Yorkshire National Park starts. The whole of Burniston is within 2km, and

iy ¥
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According to the ONS (figures from 2022), the proportion of the population in Burniston aged 55
years or more is 67% greater than England as a whole (750 people) and this rises to 70% for people
over 70 years or more (340 people).

A high proportion of these people live in the streets closest to the proposed site. Elderly residents
are particularly vulnerable to the health impacts of air, noise and other pollution. It is also worth
recognising that retired people will spend a significantly greater amount of time at home than the
working population. Disturbances (noise, odours, increases in traffic) will, therefore, spoil the
amenity of home life for many people living close to this site.
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In view of the number of residents and businesses within very close proximity of the proposed site,
(including a very high percentage of vulnerable residents), we consider that the site should be
covered by a designation that would bring with it the need for Major Incident Planning and
exercising to address the significant risks associated with the operation of this site.

Since the proposed drilling site is so very near to homes, businesses and vulnerable receptors
(immediately adjacent in some cases), it is imperative that great care is taken to ensure that the
effect of the installation upon these is taken into consideration. Of great concern is that people,
businesses and homes have not been individually considered or identified in the EOG application. It
follows that, by not accurately identifying the type and number of receptors which exist, the effect
on them and therefore risks and mitigations to avoid harming them could not possibly have been
properly considered or defined.

Adverse effects on sensitive receptors would come from
o Noise —from drilling, the flare, and general site activity.
e Light pollution - 24/7 light pollution from site floodlights,
e Air pollution- noxious odours and increased traffic fumes from extra HGVs and site
machinery, the smell and pollution of the air from the flare.
e Spoiling of environment and views - the 38m drilling rig

These adverse effects have been proven to result in negative impacts on people such as

e Adversely affecting their current experience of day-to-day peaceful living in their own
homes and gardens
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Affecting people’s physical health — especially those in very close proximity to the area. The
residents in the area around the site are in the majority retired and may, therefore, be more
vulnerable to pollution and stress.

Affecting people’s mental health adversely with constant noise, light and chemical pollution
and noxious odours bombarding their formerly peaceful enjoyment of their homes and
gardens, increasing impacts on their anxiety levels and mental health.

Businesses will also be impacted. The tourist and farming industries may be severely impacted — for
example

The grain drying plant next door to the site sucks in clean air and pumps it into the grain to
dry the grain for the animal feed industry. The air intake is on the side of the building
immediately facing and near the proposed site. The risk is the grain will be tainted by the
pollution and odours from the site and not up to animal food standards.

The farm which surrounds the site on 3 sides uses a borehole for domestic and farm use.
They grow crops and also grass for animals to feed on. There is a risk to the water, soil,
livestock and crops. Furthermore, the farm borehole has been missed in the application.

The ‘cinder track’ - National Cycle Track 1 and the Cleveland way coastal path are within
meters of the (raised) 38m drill rig and flare and are huge draws to the tourist industry.

The North Yorkshire Moors National Park and Scarborough Castle are also popular
landmarks. The flare and drill rig are not in keeping with the beautiful rural area and will be
highly visible from all these local assets.

There are 3 caravan parks in Burniston, a wedding venue and 2 pubs — all highly dependent
on the tourist industry. The economy of the village and the livelihoods of the residents have
not been considered - these will take a huge hit if the proposed site was approved leading to
a deterioration of village assets and, consequently, poorer living standards in the village.

The Coastguard shares the access road into the site and its functioning must not be
compromised.

This is a list of non residential sensitive receptors (not exhaustive) within ONE KILOMETER of the

site:

Burniston Garden Centre — a thriving and popular local family business immediately opposite
the site entrance who employ vulnerable adults.

Green Farming Ltd Grain Store — pollutants from the site risk jeopardising the strict food
safety standards to which the grain drying and storage operation is required to adhere.

Coastguard Station — which uses the same access as the proposed site entrance from the
A165 Coastal Road and requires 24/7 access.

Pockmor Feed Mill — adjacent to the access road for the drill site; likely to be adversely
affected by air pollution from the site and associated HGV traffic.
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Caravan Sites — Burnside leisure park, Scarborough camping and caravan club, and The
Haven. Most of their visitors are elderly and seeking a peaceful countryside experience on
holiday. A nearby industrial drilling site will destroy this experience.

Wedding Venue (The Barn at Flatts Farm) — on Coastal Road will be affected by the very near
proximity and blot on the landscape view of the 38 metre drilling rig and gas flare.

Two Pubs — The Oak Wheel and the Three Jolly Sailors with their beer gardens are currently
open seven days a week and are very busy with both local and tourist trade.

Wandales Court — Independent Living Scheme for over 55’s, just off Burniston High Street,
providing retirement housing. Also community activities for elderly and vulnerable residents
in the whole village.

Sewage Work Treatment Plant — sited off the Coastal Road and a sensitive site that
processes waste products.

Burniston Household Waste Recycling centre — is situated on Coastal Road. Next to this is a
now disused former tip underneath which the proposed deviated well would be drilled.

A small business park — is situated nearly opposite the proposed site entrance.

‘lan’s Field’ which is an area next to the Burniston Household and Waste Recycling Centre
with a carpenter business and agricultural storage.

Cleveland Way (part of the Heritage Coast and currently being upgraded to form part of the
new King Charles Il English Coast Path) — is adjacent to the proposed drilling site and what
will be a 38 metre high rig. The path attracts huge numbers of tourists and local walkers and
will be in full view of the drilling rig and industrial site. EOG said the site would not be visible
from the path but you can see the path from the site at ground level — so a 38m drill rig and
14m flare would be highly intrusive.

Cinder Track — Just on the other side of the site from the Cleveland Way and less than 500m
from the proposed drilling site, the Cinder Track forms part of National Cycle Route 1 and
the international North Sea Cycle Route. It is widely used by walkers, local dog walkers,
cyclists, horse riders and families. It has recently been upgraded with significant investment
resulting in a new all weather surface, benches, bins, trees and signage. This is also a vital
wildlife corridor. Enjoyment of this resource will inevitably be diminished by nearby drilling
and associated industrial activities.

Farms including Green Farming Limited
Ecological habitat — land adjacent to the proposed drilling site has abundant wildlife
including Great Crested Newts, badgers, hares, deer, bats, owls and diverse and thriving bird

populations, insect and pond life. The farmer has also installed ponds and wildlife corridors
on the farm which will be adversely affected by the installation.
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This is a list of non residential sensitive receptors (which is not complete) within TWO KILOMETERS
of the site:

e Lindhead Primary school - with 215 pupils on roll including 11% with special educational
needs and disabilities (SEND) and 4% with an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP). The
youngest pupils (Early Years Foundation Stage) access outdoor learning for a lot of the
school day along with all pupils playing outside at general breaktimes. The route to school
through the very narrow pavements in Burniston (some only 1 meter wide) already poses a
danger to pedestrians — especially children and babies in pushchairs. HGV’s often overtip the
pavement as there is little room on the A171 for vehicles to pass each other. Extra HGVs
from the EOG site will exacerbate the already busy and narrow highway through the village.

e Burniston and Cloughton Village Hall, children’s playground, tennis courts and bowls club.

e Scarborough Rugby Club — a sports facility which is used throughout the day by people of all
ages, with its outdoor pitches, all age rugby training sessions, outdoor tennis and other
courts plus Baron’s Gym. The NHS also use this building for outpatient physiotherapy
appointments and vaccinations. The top floor of the extensive building is used as a bar and
for events and weddings etc. The cafe on the ground floor is a favourite meeting place. The
deviated drill route goes directly beneath the rugby club premises.

e Several livery stables — horses and riders from which are regular users of the Cinder Track
and the A169 Coastal Road.

e Two garages (vehicle repair centres).

Section 2 : Best land use.

EOG stated in their response to previous concerns that ‘the agricultural land will not be lost as
Europa is seeking temporary planning permission with site restoration. The Agricultural Land
Classification Survey shows that the land is subgrade 3b which is poorly drained and therefore is not
best and most versatile agricultural land.’

Consultation with members of our farming community reveals that, contrary to the EOG statement,
the land is useful agricultural land, best used for the grazing of animals or growth of silage.

The loss of such land to the community is in itself contrary to the North Yorkshire Council Joint
Minerals plan.

The matter of ‘temporary planning permission with site restoration’ is commented on below.

Section 3: Mining Waste Facility.
During the course of the process of obtaining permissions and permits, EOG submitted an

application to the Environment Agency (EA). This application detailed an underground mining waste
facility to be located off Barmoor Lane, Scalby — the first time that this part of the development was
raised.
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This facility would be of a significant size and scale. This facility will hold 50- 70% of the proppant
squeeze and thus </=1400litres contaminated fluid" 'within the rock formation for an indefinite
period. This brings this aspect into the “after closure” phase and is part of the entire life cycle of the
drilling proposal.

It has been stated that there will be a gradual deterioration of the fluid over time.

What is considered to be gradual and over what period of time? What effect will that have on the
surrounding land? Is this another unknown risk? Questions that surely need both answering and
taking into account by the Planning Committee during any decision making?

The waste facility was NOT included in the original application now being considered by North
Yorkshire Council and its development was only made public by including it in the EA application
some months after the NYC planning application.

Barmoor Lane is a long way from the drill head site (around 1.6km) and so surely cannot be
considered as being part of the shape and use of the land around the site?

We would argue that it is an entirely separate site which should be subject to a separate planning
application. A full planning application process would give the proper opportunity for scrutiny from

local residents and the relevant authorities.

This appears to be a misleading and very casual attempt to add important information which should
have been highlighted early in the application process.

Section 4: Seismological Testing.

As outlined in the original objection from Cloughton Parish Council, no seismological testing has, to
date, taken place. Local intelligence tells us that the plans to undertake this work have recently been
postponed. Major fault lines are known to exist in the area, making it potentially more susceptible
to unexpected or extensive fracturing of existing plates.

The seismological information that is currently held is far from current. As part of the process of
considering this planning application, an application that clearly includes Hydraulic Fracturing,
obtaining up to date seismological data seems essential.

The safety of the area around the proposed site, the nearby cliffs, residences and businesses, up to
and including the area around the mining waste facility, may well be affected by hydraulic fracturing.
Not understanding exactly what is below ground and the effect that hydraulic fracturing may
have, continues to be of major concern.

In response to Cloughton Parish Council’s original submission (where we stated our concern that

damage to the coast would be neither temporary or reversible), EOG responded that they didn’t
believe there would be any impact due to the depth and trajectory of the drilling.
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Surely, current seismological data has to be obtained to fully understand the risks involved, before
any consideration is given to this planning application. Europa’s blasé reassurances are no
substitute for empirical data.

Section 5: Long term intentions of Europa

Europa has always been completely open about the fact that they believe the wider area has
significant gas resources. If the test site at Burniston shows that gas can be economically extracted,
a new planning application would be submitted for a more permanent, much larger scale drill site.

Notwithstanding this known fact, relevant bodies and individuals have been encouraged to consider
this application as a short term project without reference to the wider, longer term potential which
Europa have clearly stated would be in the order of 20 years duration.

Cloughton Parish Council questions how it can be appropriate that this longer term potential is not
considered as part of an application which is supposedly a time limited project?

Local councils (and the residents they serve) believe it is entirely appropriate for the longer- term
possible development to be considered at this stage for the following 4 reasons:

Reason 1 — The Cloughton Gasfield will not assure energy security for the UK

The single, most compelling reason for a long term gas field being established is that it
would have a positive impact on the UK’s energy security.

Using figures provided by Europa compared with UK government published energy trends
(December 2024), the calculations are that the output from a 20 year field would equate to

o 0.8% of UK gas production
e 0.6% of gas imports to the UK
o 1.7% of gas exports from the UK

The percentage of gas produced is, therefore, negligible and these figures will only reduce
further as the UK continues the current trend of moving towards more renewable sources of
energy.

So, we argue that the Cloughton gas field cannot make any significant contribution to the UK
energy security. Also, production will be far too small to have any impact on global gas
prices which is what determines gas prices in the UK. Furthermore, the gas is as likely to be
exported as to be used in the UK.

NY Council Planning Authority is urged to investigate and confirm the long term
contribution to our national energy security alongside the detrimental impact of the
application for a drilling site at Burniston.

Put simply, if there is no significant contribution to our national energy security, is it worth
the devastation to our community, coast & countryside which will only be significantly
worsened if this project moves to wider scale production?
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Furthermore, if the argument for a long term production operation would be rejected on
the basis of a negligible contribution to energy security, what is the point of giving
approval to this short term application?

Reason 2 — the Government is currently debating the definition for fracking

The Energy Minister, Michael Shanks, has recently said that any future decision on national
planning policy for fracking would “take into account all volumes of hydraulic fracturing”.

If this revision goes ahead, the operation planned for Burniston would be covered by the
moratorium on fracking which has been in place in England since 2019.

North Yorkshire is already ahead on this matter. The North Yorkshire Minerals Plan uses a
different definition from the Petroleum Act. In your planning policy for onshore oil & gas
developments you base your definition on fracturing rocks by injecting pressurised liquid to
generate or widen small fractures, regardless of the volume of fluid.

As this matter is being actively reviewed at a national level, NY Council Planning Authority
is urged to adhere to its own definition of fracking. By deferring a decision on this
application until a clear national policy decision has been made, we believe that NY
Council’s stance will be endorsed.

Reason 3 - the climate change catastrophe demands our collective efforts to reduce the

use of fossil fuels

Since submitting our response in April of this year, our local community has been seriously
affected by the wildfires on the North Yorkshire Moors. Spreading over a considerable area
of land putting small towns and villages at imminent risk of evacuation, the fire took many
weeks to bring under control and there will be an ongoing risk for months to come. Experts
have warned this is unlikely to be the last time that our countryside burns because of the
ongoing pressure on our environment.

This local catastrophe only serves to remind us of the many places in the world where
extreme weather and wildfires are putting people, their homes and livelihoods at immense
risk.

NY Council Planning Authority is asked to recognise the climate damage associated with
the burning of fossil fuels and consider its own environmental priorities and commitments
when addressing this application.

Reason 4 — The short term nature of a drilling site at Burniston is a misleading mirage

In their application for the drilling site at Burniston, Europa has relied heavily on the short
term nature of the project as a reason for dismissing many of the concerns raised.

When faced with legitimate concerns from nearby residents about the visual intrusion of the
drilling rig, odorous emissions, negative impact on the dark skies and the increase in HGV
activity on our residential roads, Europa’s response has always been that these effects will
be short term, occurring only for a matter of weeks.
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All of these assurances count for nothing if a long term development goes ahead.

It is worth noting that the North York Moors National Park Authority decided against
objecting to this extraction site partly on the basis of its short term nature — “it is, however,
concluded that this relatively short -term development would not lead to significant harm to
the delivery of national park statutory purposes, or to national park special qualities”

NY Council is asked to be mindful of the long term intentions of Europa in the event that
an economically viable resource is discovered.

The many detrimental effects that will be foisted on our local communities for a short
timescale will be suffered for decades if a large scale development goes ahead

Section 6: Procedural Issues & “Permission Creep”

6.1 Restoration of Site

Following submission of the objection to the planning application by Cloughton Parish Council,
Europa chose to comment on the content of our document.

Learning from the outcomes at other sites, Cloughton councillors were concerned that restoration of
the site might not happen if the company’s financial situation prevented this. As a result, our
original submission to this planning application asked for NYC to consider requiring the company to
set aside a financial guarantee (a bond) which would pay for restoration. This guarantee should be
based on a fully costed examination of each aspect of the proposal to ensure full restoration will
take place.

In their response to our submissions to you, Europa stated that “it is the responsibility of NSTA and
the Department for Energy Security & Net Zero to audit the operator in terms of financial
capability”. They have also stated that such a guarantee would only be justified in exceptional cases,
one of which is reliable evidence of financial or technical failure (by the company).

Recent research is indicating that Europa is currently seeking additional investment to assist with the
drilling and seismic survey costs. Whilst this might just be prudent budgeting and commonplace in
this type of industry, it has raised questions about the financial viability of the company.

This legitimate concern could be exacerbated if multiple companies become responsible for different
elements of the project or, even, potentially taking over the whole project during its operation.

NY Council Planning Authority is asked to take particular note of this recent financial activity by
the company in assessing the possible risks to our community of being left with an eyesore that no
body will tackle.

6.2 Query regarding the type of application documentation submitted by Europa

The NYC Planning website offers just one generalised application form, a ‘Minerals Development
Application’ that also requires the completion of forms Annex 1 and Annex 5. These 3 forms require
submission together alongside Form NYPA15 ‘NYC Validation Requirements, Minerals & Waste
Application’.

11
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It appears that Europa has not complied with completion of the required documentation which is
surprising given the significance of this development for the company. This leads us to question
whether there is a reason which is beneficial to the Company for not supplying the information and
whether NYC considers the application to be incomplete because of the omission?

6.3 Hydraulic Fracturing — Proppant Squeeze discrepancies

We would like to bring to your attention that there is a considerable discrepancy in the information
provided to North Yorkshire Council via the original Europa Planning application and the subsequent
Permit application made by Europa to the Environment Agency.

Page 17 of the North Yorkshire Planning application states:
The proppant squeeze components will comprise:

* ¢.300-500 m3 of fluids in total; typically, fresh water, some salt and solid proppant make 97% or
more of the treatment, with several minor chemical additives, all of which are widely used in the UK;
and

® 60-80 tonnes of proppant (ceramic “beads” akin to sand grains).

The main proppant treatment will consist of approximately 60 to 80 tonnes of ceramic proppant and
approximately 300m3 to 500m3 of gelled liquid. This is pumped at a surface pressure of between
5,000 and 6,500 psi.

In contrast, on page 36 of the Waste Management Plan submitted to the Environment Agency as
part of Europa’s Permit application, the company states:

The proppant squeeze will be carried out as a multi-stage treatment in the Cloughton-2 borehole
with up to 4 treatments being undertaken. Carrier fluid volumes for a single stage treatment are
300m3 - 500m3 with 12.5 tonnes of proppant entrained. The fluid mix is injected at a surface
pressure of 9,000psi at a low rate for less than one (1) hour, then flowed back to surface in a
controlled manner through well clean-up equipment.

We believe this difference is relevant to the planning process because more treatments will result in:

e More HGV trips to accommodate four proppant squeezes instead of one.

e Extra HGVs having to be managed on a small site

e Increased HGV numbers requiring a new assessment of the suitability of the site, the roads,
the access etc

e More storage on site for 4 treatments instead of 1 treatment.

e More time taken to carry out 4 treatments instead of one which causes more noise, odour,
light and chemical pollution to affect the area and residents.

12
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6.4 Cold Venting — Inconsistency between the Planning and the Environment Permit Application

In the ‘Planning Statement’ (p38) there is a statement ‘All produced gas during the testing period will
be disposed of by burning the gas in the flare’.

In the Environmental Permit Application, however, the Odour Management Plan states that ‘some of
the gas will be vented directly to air without burning’.

We believe this is relevant to the planning process because:

e Cold venting will inevitably bring more emissions

e Effects on the residents, walkers etc, the air that they breath and the quality of the air.

e Odours will be far more likely in the event of cold venting.

e The fact that the demographic of the people living nearby (as already described in the
sensitive receptors section) are already in the vulnerable group as there are 70% more
people aged 70 or more in the area. Pollution of the air will undoubtedly have an increased
effect on them.

e [f the cold venting happens four times instead of one this will create more risk.

6.5 Production and disposal of oil — Inconsistency between the Planning and the Environment
Permit Application

In the planning application, the production of oil and the use of oil tankers are simply not
mentioned.

In the Environment Permit Application Waste Management Plan (p34), it states the well is expected
to produce oil along with gas, and the oil would be separated, stored and transported from the site
in tankers as a commercial product that would be taken to a refinery.

We believe this would affect the planning because:

o Qil would require storage — so even more storage required on site as well as the extra
storage required for 4 proppant squeezes.

e More processing taking place on site — this involving oil which is a highly volatile substance.
Introducing yet more risk to the environment and residents.

e Even more HGV vehicles required to transport the oil to the oil refineries.

e More pollution, odours etc than was referenced in the planning application.

6.6 Delineation of ‘the site’

In some documentation, the site includes the proposed wellsite, the access road from the A165 to
the wellsite and the visibility splays on the NE side of the A165 Coastal Road. This includes the
location maps in the planning application.

But in the Planning Statement (p19), it states ‘A HDPE impermeable membrane will be installed
across the Site’. But this would require digging up the existing access road to underlay it with the
membrane — it is therefore assumed the applicant intends to install the membrane across the
wellsite.

13
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Within the Environment Permit Application, the Hydrogeological Impact Assessment also shows
plans and drawings showing the site to include the access road from the A169 Coastal Road to and
including the wellsite.

However, other Environment Permit Application, including the non technical summary (p11),
excludes the access road from the delineation of ‘the site’.

We believe that this should be clarified in order to avoid confusion and for correct emissions,
distances, etc.

Section 7: Europa Oil and Gas proposal compared with the Minerals and Waste Joint Plan.

7.1 Policy D02 — Local Amenity and Cumulative Impact

Quotation

1) This policy states that proposals such as the one being applied for by Europa will be permitted so
long as it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impacts on the amenity of local
communities and residents, local businesses and users of the public rights of way, network and open
space including as a result of noise, dust, vibration, odour, emissions to land air or water, visual
intrusion, site lighting, vermin, birds and litter, subsidence and land instability, public health and
safety, disruption to the public rights of way network, the effect of the development on
opportunities for enjoyment and understanding of the special qualities of the National Park and
finally cumulative effects arising from one or more of the above at a single site and/or as a result of
a number of sites operating in the locality.

Response.

In the Cloughton Parish Council objection, the wholly inappropriate siting of this well at Burniston
was explained in terms of the damage to its rural beauty, heritage coast, impact on villagers, impact
on tourism, the additional impact of extra HGV vehicles, no surrounding infrastructure and the risk
of water contamination. In their response to our document, EOG made no comment on any of the
above.

At no point could an acceptable proposal to mitigate these risks be found. It is clear that there are
not only individual effects but the cumulative effects that arise from the proposal for this site, and
this is clearly contrary to the Joint Minerals Plan.

2) This policy also requests applicants to have early and meaningful engagement with local
communities and to reflect the outcome of those discussions in the design of proposals as far as
practicable.

Response

It is acknowledged that Europa did hold a drop- in session for the local community and they have
created a website outlining their proposals entitled “Burniston Community Engagement”.

However, it is strongly felt that all concerns, questions or comments of local residents and
businesses have been dismissed as having no foundation or consequence. All risk assessments have

14
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been reduced to low or negligible and the well site will, apparently, have no impact on anyone or
anything because it will not be visible. According to EOG, no-one will know it’s there. This is so
blatantly untrue that is it demeaning to the people who are raising legitimate concerns.

Cumulative Impact is relevant — at best, this promises to be 3 years of ‘temporary disruption’ and, at
worst, probably 20 years. Europa are confident that this will be the largest onshore oil field in the UK.
The residents of Burnison, Cloughton and surrounding villages will be the ones who have to bear the

consequences with none of the benefits to make this even remotely acceptable.

7.2 Policy D06 — Landscape

Quotation

1) All landscapes will be protected from the harmful effects of development. Proposals will be
permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no unacceptable impact on the quality
and/or character of the landscape, having taken into account any mitigation measures.

Response

Europa intend to install a 38mtr drill rig and utilise a 40mtr mobile crane. They argue this will only be
temporary, it will not be visible, nor will it have any unacceptable impact on the quality and/or
character of the landscape.

It absolutely, most certainly will be visible and absolutely, most certainly will alter the character of
the landscape.

2) Where proposals may have an adverse impact on landscape, tranquillity or dark night skies,
schemes should provide for a high standard of design and mitigation, having regard to landscape
character, the wider landscape context and setting of the site and any visual impact.....

Response

Europa totally focus throughout their application on the area of the well site itself and fail to address
the impact on the wider landscape both physically and visually. They are insistent that no-one will be
able to see a 38mtr tall drill rig nor any activity on site and there is a totally dismissive disregard for
everyone, whether living locally or using the numerous public rights of way, cycle routes and walking
trails that surround the site.

Europa state ‘Therefore, it is incorrect to state that the drilling rig and the flare stack will be “very
visible from miles around.” There is no evidence to justify this comment.’

To quote from Europa’s Environmental Impact Assessment ‘The drill is expected to be 30m tall and
will be highly visible from the surrounding area’ and ‘it could have a significant impact in terms of
scenic value’. It should at this point be noted that the drilling rig is, in some Europa documents,
proposed to be 38m tall. Also that the flare stack will be equally as visible.

Cloughton Parish Council and our community are of the view that the evidence of visible disturbance
is very clear and material. Our original response included photographs which show why this is the
case. It is suggested that in order to establish the truth on this matter, any interested parties visit the
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site and see for themselves that the EOG position on visual intrusion in what is a beautiful rural
setting that attracts visitors for just that reason, is just wrong.

The proposed well site is situated within the Heritage Coastline. Although this is not classed as a
nationally designated landscape and is non-statutory, the National Planning Policy Framework
(paral14) requires North Yorkshire Planning Authority to ‘maintain the character of the
undeveloped coast, protecting and enhancing its distinctive landscape, particularly in areas defined
as heritage Coast, and improve public access and enjoyment of the coast.’

North Yorkshire is well known for its tranquillity and dark skies. Burniston, in particular, enjoys both
these aspects encompassing as it does land both within the North York Moors Park and the 3.5km
buffer zone. It is why there is a healthy tourist trade throughout the year. And yet Europa dismiss
this, and argue that despite a proposed work schedule of 24 hours per day, 6 days per week, with all
the associated noise, overnight lighting and extra traffic, no tranquillity or dark sky attributes will be
destroyed.

The Joint Plan states on page 91 — Policy M16 point d)ii):
‘Surface hydrocarbon development will only be permitted where the undeveloped character of
defined Heritage coast will be protected’

Given the substantial increase in the number of treatments and by default the total amount of
proppant proposed, is NYC satisfied that they can guarantee protection of the Heritage Coast,
despite no proven assurance being given by anyone over the safety of Hydraulic Fracturing 1km
away from the cliff edge?

Section 8: Conclusion

Firstly, Cloughton Parish Council has considered the Europa Oil and Gas response to our original
submission. There is nothing in their response that satisfies the questions or objections raised by the
Council or the community.

Secondly, The National UK Government is currently committed to ensuring that this type of activity
does not take place in our communities.

Finally, the North Yorkshire Councils' Joint Minerals and Waste Plan makes it very clear as to why
this planning application can be rejected for the reasons outlined above and more.

In conclusion, we would expect that North Yorkshire Council listens to the communities they
represent, comply with their own ‘Joint Minerals and Waste Plan’ and follow the path that the

National UK Government is leading on and reject this planning application.

Cloughton Parish Council objects to the planning application NY/2025/0030/ENV.

19" November, 2025
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