BPC response to Environment Agency (EA) consultation on Cuadrilla application to vary
environmental permit
Balcombe Parish Council would like to object to Cuadrilla’s application to vary the environmental
permit for Lower Stumble. We are concerned that some specific aspects of the situation at Balcombe
have not been taken into account, such as the height of the flare being below the elevation of the
village, and, with reference to reclassifying both Produced Water and ‘salty water’ as non-hazardous,
we would rather maintain the cautionary approach and retain the existing classification. We are also
concerned that proposed air quality and water monitoring is not sufficiently robust and does not
include monitoring of certain emissions such as sulphur dioxide.

1. Flaring and air quality. We note the Atkins report commissioned by Cuadrilla concludes
that any impact on air quality would be well within the limits considered acceptable for human
health. However, the report only refers to oxides of nitrogen and carbon monoxide whereas
we believe it likely that, due to the presence of sulphur in the oil (reference attached Conoco
oil composition report 1986) there will be sulphur in the waste gases. We note that Public
Health England (reference attachments PHE) have raised this issue in their responses to
previous planning applications and feel that the issue should be addressed.
In addition, according to details obtained from earthtools.org the well pad is sited at 70m
above sea level to the south west of Oldlands Avenue in the village which is 105m above sea
level. The flare stack is 14m high. Therefore, the top of the flare stack is about 20m below
the village. As noted in the Atkins report, the prevailing wind is from the south west and
towards the village.
We ask that Cuadrilla review their air quality modelling to take into account the height and
positioning of the flare, and to include the impact of sulphur dioxide as well as the adjustments
that Cuadrilla have made to the construction of the flare.

2. Air quality monitoring. We are very concerned about air quality monitoring which proved
unreliable last time. Laser monitoring is to be welcomed, but rather than being employed on
just two occasions for ‘up to eight hours’ we would prefer continuous monitoring to detect
any spikes in the emission data. We also believe monitoring should be for all potentially
hazardous emission rather than methane alone.
We request that, if well testing takes place, laser air quality monitoring is continuous, and that
monitoring includes nitric oxide, sulphur dioxide, hydrogen sulphide, BTEX and other VOCs.

3. Produced Water, ‘Salty water’, reclassification. Cuadrilla’s submission acknowledges that
‘the actual composition (of the produced waters) could vary dependent on the precise conditions
encountered’. It is likely that returning fluid will contain heavy metals, hydrocarbons and
possibly naturally occurring radioactive material (NORMS). We therefore do not believe this
waste material can reliably be described as non-hazardous.
We strongly urge EA not to accept the reclassification of Produced Water and ‘salty water’ as
non-hazardous.

4. Withdrawal of Mining Waste Facility, Although Cuadrilla say they would intend not to
leave any fluid in the formation, we do not have any evidence to suggest that this is actually
possible, considering the nature of the formation.
If any produced water and ‘salty water’ remain in the formation, Cuadrilla will continue to
need a Mining Waste Facility Permit. As the EA has stated it is unreasonable to assume that
Cuadrilla can recover all injected fluids. Therefore they should retain the Mining Waste
Facility (which applies to substances left behind in the formation).
We request that Cuadrilla should not be allowed to relinquish their Mining Waste Facility.

5. Water quality monitoring. This is obviously of considerable importance, considering the
proximity of watercourses and the fact that Balcombe pumping station is an element of South
East Water’s drought contingency strategy. We are also concerned about the integrity of the
well drilled in the 1980s, Balcombe1, and about it potentially acting as a conduit for waste
materials or for chemicals harmful to the environment, being only 10m away from Balcombe2.
We would value scientific examination of any potential issues in this regard.
We request EA consider the implications of the proximity of the old well and set out a
comprehensive water monitoring programme.

6. Noise and traffic. Clause 9.2.3 of the application states that the site is ‘not in close proximity
to residential properties’, and therefore the noise from the flare ‘is not expected to be
problematic’. We are concerned that, flaring would, if carried out, be a significant disturbance.
Cuadrilla’s submission makes no mention of receptors identified in previous noise modelling
work in particular the neighbouring Kemps Farm. In 2013, residents in both Kemps Farm and
Oldlands Avenue experienced noise that was greater than permitted levels. It is not correct to
suggest that trees will reduce the impact as trees are not normally taken into account in noise
modelling.
Considering the concerns raised about noise in 2013, and the potential for 24 hour flaring, we
request improved noise monitoring and that steps will be taken to enforce that noise is kept
to an acceptable level.

7. Fire prevention. We note that Cuadrilla’s submission states that combustible wastes will not
be stored at the site. However, the intention is obviously to extract oil and combustible gases
may also be present. There may be a diesel storage tank on site. Returned fluids may
themselves be combustible. Furthermore we believe drilling itself to be a fire risk.
We request a comprehensive fire prevention strategy is put in place.

8.

Previous Monitoring Results. The application documents make reference to ongoing water
and air monitoring required by the Environment Agency during the ongoing period of
suspension. The Parish Council would like to review the data collected during this period and
therefore request that the Environment Agency make this information available to them.

EA to provide the results of ongoing (suspension period) monitoring to the Parish Council.

9. Maximum level of monitoring
Although Balcombe Parish Council is committed to opposing oil exploration at Lower
Stumble, we would like to propose that, in the event that further testing goes ahead, EA take
the opportunity to undertake extensive and thorough testing of all potential hazards. In the
event that any longer-term activity is proposed at the site, it would be of significant importance
to have full, factual and reliable records of actual air quality, water quality, noise, composition
of wastes.
We therefore urge EA to require that the maximum level of monitoring take place.
Balcombe Parish Council dated 25th April 2017
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Dear Mr Wolfe
Thanks for your email seeking clarification on the PHE response to the West Sussex
County Council planning application WSCC/055/14/BA. The summary section of the
PHE response notes that it was based solely on the information contained in the
planning application document.
The summary statement also noted that PHE has no significant concerns regarding
the risk to health of the local population from potential emissions associated with the
proposed activity, providing that the applicant takes all appropriate measures to
prevent or control pollution in accordance with relevant technical guidance or
industry best practice.
PHE stated that wider emissions monitoring may be required to better assess the
impact on the environment from any development. The aim was to highlight to the
planning authority the need to clarify potential omissions of data requirements from
the planning application, highlighted in the main section of the response.
The rationale within the planning application documents to justify the exclusion of
measurements of sulphur dioxide within the flare emissions remained unclear.
Similarly on the basis of the low numbers of vehicle movements potential emissions
from traffic were not quantitatively assessed. The planning authority may have found
it helpful to clarify or confirm the basis for these decisions.
The planning application also did not include the air quality monitoring data
undertaken prior to well testing operations, which would provide useful baseline data
against which any future operational emissions could be compared. The applicant
stated that this information would be available to the Environment Agency, however
it may also have been helpful to the planning authority.

I hope this response is helpful
Yours sincerely

Dr John Harrison
CRCE Director

