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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

25 March 2025 15:34
Planning Control
Fwd: NY/2025/0030/ENV Land East of the Mill Yard, Burniston Mill, Coastal Road, 
Burniston, Scarborough, YO13 0DB

I am resending this as I have not received an acknowledgement. 

Phil 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

Date: Sun, 23 Mar 2025 at 18:25 
Subject: NY/2025/0030/ENV Land East of the Mill Yard, Burniston Mill, Coastal Road, Burniston, 
Scarborough, YO13 0DB 
To: <planning.control@northyorks.gov.uk> 

I am writing to note my objection to planning application NY/2025/0030/ENV for construction of a 
well site, drilling and testing on land East of Mill Yard Burniston. 

My main objection is that I do not believe the extensive documents provided show a benefit of the 
project over the harms of the project for Local, National and Global Communities. My reasoning is as 
follows: 

 Despite the mitigations planned there are clear definite harms in terms of nuisance, noise,
pollution, traffic movements and carbon cost. There are also potential risks should the
mitigations fail.

 The described benefits of energy security, onshore UK gas provision and reduced carbon costs
associated with imported gas will only occur if the field is brought into production.

 The geological surveys and previous drilling (Cloughton1) along with the extensive surveying
conducted prior to the development of the Potash mine mean that the underlying geology and
presence of hydrocarbon deposits is already known. This project will only add to knowledge by
giving information regarding pressure and quality which is of itself a very small benefit.

 If the deposits are found to be not workable then we have had the harms and no benefit.
 If the deposits are found to be workable, but then not subsequently extracted again we have

the harms and no benefits.
 Only if the deposits are workable, and subsequently extracted do we have any benefit to set

against the harms.

Because of this any planning application should include an Environmental Impact Assessment 
regarding the subsequent extraction. This should include possible proposed locations, (either inside 
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or outside of the National Park Boundary), impact assessment of the drilling and construction in 
these sites, and downstream carbon impact in keeping with the High Court Judgement in Finch. In 
other words, unless the outline approach is that extraction would be permitted then appraisal drilling 
should not take place. The planning authority should consider this in their deliberations. 

I also object with regards to the possibility of triggering seismic movement. Scant mention is made in 
the documentation that the site will be within 500m of a known fault line, and the direction of drilling 
crossing the anticipated line of the fault. This fault is one of a series running down the East Coast of 
Yorkshire from Ravenscar, through Scarborough Castle Hill to Cayton Cliffs. While proppant squeeze 
is less likely than high pressure fracking to cause earth tremors it is still recognised to do so, and the 
severity of the tremors remains the same. A risk assessment should have been part of the 
Hydrogeological survey, including the risk of subsequent extraction activity. It should be noted that 
many of the older buildings that give the area its unique appearance and heritage will have little if any 
foundations, certainly not poured concrete of modern standards and will therefore be at increased 
risk. 

In addition I object to the plans as submitted and believe they are defective for a number of other 
reasons. 

1. Traffic safety: The assessment has looked at the turning from the site onto the A165 and
suggests that this allows safe access to the A road system. This is true however the routes
from that access are particularly poor noting the 270o turn at the mini-roundabout to the A171,
and onward journey past multiple schools and Scarborough Hospital on South 2, the passing
of significant tourist and pedestrian areas at Peasholm Roundabout, Northway and
Scarborough Station and Falsgrave Road to access the A64 on South 1, and the journey
through Burniston, Cloughton and onto the Moors for the route North. These are not good road
links and a 4.6% increase in HGV journeys is significant and noticeable.

2. The lack of mention of the proximity of National Cycle Route 1 as a sustainable commuter and
recreational route, and tourist attraction with no impact assessment on dust and chemical
pollution on people using it. The applicant is correct that this is not a Public Right of Way, but a
permissive path, so has been omitted from their analysis. This is disingenuous and
concerning. I would suggest the Authority seeks reassurance on this point.

3. The restoration phase suggests the use of herbicides such as “Round-up” on weed growth on
the bunded topsoil and subsoil. This will occur after the removal of the protective membranes.
A need and risk assessment regarding potential run off into the adjacent ditch and
subsequently Burniston and Scalby Beck should be undertaken.

4. Monitoring of groundwater includes the drilling of 3 additional boreholes at the perimeter of
the site. It appears these could be up to 80m deep and will be outside of the bunded and
protected area. Further information regarding these should be provided for assessment.

I hope these comments are of value to the Authority in their planning decisions. 
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Yours sincerely 

Philip Hughes 

Mountain Ash 

Staintondale 


