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Objection to planning application by Europa Oil and Gas

Planning Application NY/2025/0030/ ENV

The Background
Europa Oil & Gas Limited, want to drill a 1.7km lateral well
near Burniston and inject fluid and proppant, such as sand, into the surrounding rocks.
The injection operation, known as a proppant squeeze, aims to improve the flow of hydrocarbons.
Regulators regard it as a form of low-volume fracking because the injection pressure is high enough to fracture rocks.

It is not banned by the moratorium on fracking in England because the volume of liquid injected into the rocks is below
the limit set by law.

But a proppant squeeze does need consent from the Environment Agency and the North Sea Transition Authority.

The operator must set out what it would do to minimise the risk of earth tremors from fracking and how the hydraulic
fracturing process

would be monitored.

The Law
The Sarah Finch Case/ Supreme Court/ Lord Leggatt Ruling
A Summary

A majority of three to two Supreme Court justices ruled that greenhouse gas emissions from
the use of oil — known as downstream emissions — should be taken into account in planning
decisions.

The majority judgement concluded that Surrey County Council acted unlawfully in approving
long-term onshore oil production from Horse Hill, near Horley, without requiring an
assessment of the downstream emissions.



“The council’s decision to grant planning permission for this project to extract petroleum was
unlawful because (1) the EIA for the project failed to assess the effect on climate of the
combustion of the oil to be produced and (ii) the reasons for disregarding this effect were
flawed”.

Lord Leggatt said:

“In my view, there was no basis on which the council could reasonably decide that it was
unnecessary to assess the combustion emissions.”

“The (Surrey) council’s decision to grant planning permission for this project to extract
petroleum was unlawful because (1) the EIA for the project failed to assess the effect on
climate of the combustion of the oil to be produced and (ii) the reasons for disregarding this
effect were flawed”.

Lord Leggatt also said the reasons accepted by the council for excluding the combustion
emissions from consideration and assessing only direct greenhouse gas emissions from
within the well site boundary were “demonstrably flawed”. He said:

“Unless there is some other reason not given in the environmental statement or the council’s
review of it which required the EIA to exclude combustion emissions, it follows that the
council’s decision was unlawful.”

My Objections
1. Climate Change and Long Term Costs to NYC.

| object to any more fossil fuel extraction, we will not meet any climate targets and
the environmental damage will be enormous.

In reference to meeting our Climate Targets and referring to the above Supreme Court
Ruling. No matter which Fossil Fuel is being extracted, not taking into account the
“Downstream Emissions” will bring North Yorkshire Council into dispute with the Supreme
Court Ruling. This could risk another court case and will bring NY Council huge costs, which
will damage any budget plans they may now have, not to mention damaging the Councils
reputation. Who will pay to fight a court case? If it will not come to that, the costs of
managing the site by police; the costs of damage to local infrastructure, roads etc will be
costly.

As residents of North Yorkshire we all have a vested interest in NY Council succeeding.
Trust in the Council, by local residents, will be damaged and the publicity will not be positive.

Individual Councillors may not be re-elected if they are seen to support this damaging
industry.



2. Mental and Physical Health of both Local Residents and the Wider Public.

| object to the damage to the health of both people and wildlife.

Having been directly involved in Anti-Fracking Campaigns since 2014, | have seen first hand
the damage done to the local environment and wildlife; the mental and physical health of
people living locally and the wider public who observed the actions of Fracking Company
Third Energy at Kirby Misperton and all the other Oil and Gas Companies across the
Country.

These Oil and Gas Companies use underhand and illegal tactics. They will manage any
environmental and damage to animals and other wildlife with a casual disregard for any
specific instructions by the Planning authority. They will employ security firms whose staff
appear to be selected for their aggressive tendencies, and when behaving in an obviously
illegal manner, will not be challenged by Police.

The mental health of people, who see these actions and are close to the well site on a daily
basis, is permanently damaged, ||l The despair on seeing equipment and
infrastructure arriving at well sites is palpable, people are horrified that this could happen in
their community. There is potential for physical harm also due to actions of Security and the
Police, the danger from lorries themselves, the risk of chemical inhalation and fumes from
the site and from the diesel of the lorries and other vehicles. The long term risk of harm from
a leaking well. There are no positives here. Communities will be damaged in the long term
neighbours having opposing views on the industry. Landowners accused of selling out the
local community etc.

3. The Potential Damage to Tourism and Agriculture

| Object to the damage that will be caused to local industries.

You will | am sure be receiving objections from across the Country. Many people will see
Scarborough as their only option as a holiday destination, as the costs of flying and foreign
holidays will increase. Traditional seaside holidays could make a big come back as the
family budget is further stretched. Tourism in Scarborough is not a local issue it's a National
one. Damage to the reputation of Scarborough, as a safe place, could be permanent.

The Agricultural Industry is massive in this area, there is no telling how the reputation for
clean safe crops could be affected by a Drilling Well which has the potential for leaks and
fumes.



4. Traffic Concerns/The Way Traffic is Managed
| object to the increase of traffic; the roads cannot manage the size and volume.

| am sure that if the Planning Application is passed, the Council will demand a
comprehensive Traffic Management Plan, (TMP). These are not worth the paper they
are written on.

Traffic, as we know, on the A64 is enormous during the summer, Scarborough itself can
grind to a halt due to the volume of traffic and those trying to park. Some part of the traffic
from the proposed site at Burniston will have to affect the town itself.

What Police do is bunch up site traffic, so it turns into a big convoy, which they think makes
their job easier. In reality the local community sees the convoy as some kind of an invasion
and they are appalled. If for a reason only known to themselves the Police decided to
change the agreed TMP, they just do it. | understand that Europa wants 24/7 working, any
TMP must avoid the school entering and leaving times, this has been the norm at other sites.

Objections on the basis of the volume of site traffic cannot be underestimated, I've seen
Police convoy the temporary toilet onto the site with several police vehicles.

There will be damage to the roads, both A and B roads. Around the site there are several
narrow B roads, the size and weight of some of the lorries is immense. The will mount the
pavement putting people at risk, they will veer into the edges of the verges which will require
repairs.

If cars are parked at the side of the road they may also be at risk, | have seen Police
bounce parked unattended cars out of the way as there is no passing room and they are
desperate to enable the convoy. | have seen the huge rig lorries having to turn around a

roundabout the “wrong way” as the road was not big enough to allow access. The roads at
Burniston are the same size as the ones at Kirby Misperton. | cannot even contemplate them
turning the corner onto the road nearest the site.

Even those living locally, who are ambiguous about the Drill Site, will not miss the damage
and inconvenience on the roads. Then as previously mentioned the diesel fumes are very
nasty.



5. Pollution
| object to the risk to the air, water and the general environment.

To quote someone in the industry, all wells leak, some leak immediately some will leak
eventually.

We just don’t know what long term problems any type of Fracking/Proppant Squeezing will
have on the water table. There is no reason to suppose that the industry/company that
caused the damage will be around when the problems occur to provide repairs and if they
provide a bond for such an occurrence will the money ever be enough. How would pollutants
be taken out of underground water. We don’t even know the ratio of the chemicals being
used, as its "an industry secret”. Plus of course the chemicals and proppant have to be
trucked onto the drill site.

The light and noise pollution maybe the first thing people notice then it will be poor air
quality. The damage to underground water may take years to be observed.

In the US Fracking is seen to be a success story and makes money, their geography is
massively different to Britain and they have the advantage of space. However the cost to
local environment and the workers health is huge. | have talked about the possible damage
to the health of local people and visitors, but what about the health of workers in the industry,
those at the site entrance, the Police and Security. The Cameron Government who were all
out for shale”! said our regulations will be “Gold Standard”. That's OK then ! Its not the
regulations it's the people who enforce them and the people working within them. Its not the
quality of your car, it's the idiot driving it. The Environment Agency is under funded and
understaffed. The industry marks its own homework.

Disposal of any returned liquids. There two choices, leave it down the hole or truck it out to a
disposal place of which there are few in this country. So again we are back to traffic, but now
tankers are leaving the site with polluted water.

Thankyou for taking the time to read my objections.

My final word, the fact that your Planning Portal has been out of action since the consultation
started is an appalling state of affairs. You knew this was happening. Your IT needs to be
more robust, disgusting.





