
Response by Balcombe Parish Council to Environment Agency RH17 6JH, 

Cuadrilla Balcombe Limited, EPR/AB3307XD/V005: environmental 

permit consultation  

 

Balcombe Parish Council have reviewed material relating to the permit 

consultation and have specific concerns about the lack of detail in the Site 

Condition Report.  We are also very concerned that the proposed flare has never 

been tested and the only data available comes from computer simulations.  

Based on the evidence provided in the application, we strongly urge the 

Environment Agency to refuse this permit. 

 

Site Condition Report, CBL-EPRA-BAL-SCR-004 

To quote from the Environment Agency’s Onshore oil and gas sector guidance 

(2016):  ‘You will need to carry out some monitoring before starting your 

operations, so that a baseline can be established. This is called a site condition 

report.’    

There is no mention of monitoring carried out in the application, so according to 

the EA’s own definition, this is not a proper Site Condition Report (SCR).  

Neither is there any information about the geology or topography of the site and 

its surrounding area. Areas of information omitted from the SCR include: 

Faulting, topography, hydrology, proximity to Ardingly reservoir, proximity to 

the London to Brighton rail line and Ouse Valley viaduct, AONB status of the 

area and the unique landscape of the High Weald, and the condition of 

Balcombe 1 well, drilled by Conoco in 1986. 

To take these unaddressed information areas one by one: 

• The area around the well is heavily faulted (as is much of the High 

Weald). The Balcombe2z well drilled in 2013 has crossed the 

Paddockhurst Park fault, and may have crossed the Pilstye Farm fault as 

well. 

The following map shows the interpretation of the faults around the 

Lower Stumble site by David Smythe, Professor Emeritus, Geophysics, 

University of Glasgow. The lines in red and green indicate the faults and 

seismic lines shown in the British Geological Survey. The blue lines are 



the faults indicated by Cuadrilla in a previous planning application, who 

appear ro have ignored the faults closest to the wellsite. 

 

 

 

 

• Topography – the wellsite lies 125 metres lower than the centre of 

Balcombe village, to the south-west of the village centre. So any 

emissions from the flare or gases vented from the storage tanks will be 

blown up to the village by the prevailing south-westerly winds.  

 

To describe the position of the wellsite as being ‘upon a hillside between 

the B2016 and the main line railway between London and Brighton’, as 

Cuadrilla does in the SCR, does not give the full picture. It may be on a 

hillside between the B2036 road and the railway, but what it omits is the 

site’s position relative to the village. In fact, the site is at the bottom of a 

hill that slopes upwards to the village. 

 



In the village, there are about 2000 residents, three schools (a pre-school, 

a nursery and a primary school), village shops, a pub and businesses. The 

application omits to mention that all these lie in the direct path of any 

emissions and gases blown by the prevailing wind from the wellsite. 

 

• Hydrology and proximity to Ardingly reservoir – the wellsite is only 30 

metres from a watercourse that feeds into the River Ouse less than one 

kilometre from the wellsite. Since water is pumped from the Ouse into 

the Ardingly reservoir, which is used as a strategic water reserve, there is 

a danger of pollution to the water supply, should there be a spill from the 

wellsite into the nearby watercourse, or should contaminated liquid from 

the wellsite migrate up one of the nearby faults into the aquifer or above 

ground. 

 

• Proximity to the London to Brighton railway – the wellsite is about 75 

metres away from the London to Brighton railway track.  We are 

concerned that this is too close for the storage of flammable liquids such 

as oil. 

 

• Proximity to Ouse Valley viaduct – the wellsite is just under 2 kilometres 

from the Ouse Valley viaduct. This is part of the London to Brighton 

infrastructure, an historic landmark, but would be vulnerable to any 

seismic events. Seismic events can be triggered by the injection of fluids 

into wells.  

 

• The wellsite is in an AONB area, in a part of the High Weald that is 

heavily faulted, and very beautiful. ‘Within the pattern of largely east-

west ridges and valleys, there are widespread small-scale features that 

are distinctive to the High Weald: the steep-sided valleys (gills) with 

streams that cut into the main ridges; the outcrops of sandrock, often 

overhanging; and the local complexity and variability of geology and 

soil’ is how the AONB is described in ‘The Making of the High Weald’ 

by Roland B. Harris (Version 2.2, November 2003), published by the 

High Weald AONB Joint Advisory Committee. This lovely landscape 

and its inhabitants should not be threatened. 

 

• There is no report of the condition of Balcombe 1 well, drilled by Conoco 

in 1986. No tests have been carried out to see if this well has leaked into 



the surrounding geological strata, or if the wells drilled in 2013 

(Balcombe 2 and Balcombe 2z) have disturbed the old Balcombe 1 well.  

 

Conclusion: the Site Condition Report is not drawn up in accordance with the 

Environment Agency’s guidance and omits several aspects of serious 

importance.  

 

Gas management plan (CORP-HSE-GMP-001) 

The Gas Management Plan (GMP) relies on the successful operation of a flare 

to burn the waste gases that will be associated with any oil that is found. It 

argues that these gases have to be burnt in a flare, rather than being vented, or 

compressed and removed from the site.  

In the Environment Agency’s Onshore oil and gas sector guidance (August 

2016), the EA considers ‘enclosed flares to generally provide the best 

environmental performance for incinerating waste gases.’ The guidance 

continues: ‘'If your proposed flare is not an enclosed flare, you must provide a 

thorough justification, which includes the applicability limitations that make an 

enclosed flare unsuitable and supporting evidence to demonstrate that the 

environmental performance of your proposed technique will be equivalent to 

that of an enclosed flare.’  

Cuadrilla has provided neither a thorough justification, nor plans for an 

adequate flare. The shrouded flare they propose to use is different from the 

enclosed flare described in their original applications, and has never yet been 

used. Neither are we aware of any evidence that the proposed flare has ever 

been tested.  It is a shrouded flare (not an enclosed one, as the EA guidance 

above recommends), is a different height from the original enclosed flare, and 

has an efficiency estimated at only 65% combustion (see below). The original 

(enclosed) flare had a combustion efficiency of 98%. At 65% combustion 

efficiency, the flare would emit large quantities of toxic polyaromatic 

hydrocarbons and particulates, and these would blow directly in the direction of 

the village and its residents (as discussed in the preceding section). This is 

clearly unacceptable. 

The figure of 65% combustion efficiency comes from documentation submitted 

about this proposed shrouded flare (known as the PWWT shrouded flare) by 

iGas, who submitted details of its expected performance in their application to 

use it at Ellesmere Port in Cheshire (Flare Technical Document, IGas Energy, 



2016 Environmental Permit Application EPR/BB3708GN, Ellesmere Port 

https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/ch65-2hq-island-gas-

limited/supporting_documents/Flare%20technical%20document.pdf). 

The details are as follows:  

 

Because the proposed PWWT shrouded flare is completely different from the 

enclosed flare proposed in the original planning applications, the air dispersion 

reports submitted for the original enclosed flare are no longer relevant. 

And, according to the AERMOD computer simulation software used for the air 

dispersion modelling, certain parameters must be correctly input. These include 

stack temperature, stack height, combustion efficiency, inlet gas composition, 

and gas flow rates. Cuadrilla insists they do not know either the gas composition 

or the gas flow rates, so it would be impossible to obtain an accurate result from 

the AERMOD computer simulation software.  

However, an air dispersion report, based on accurate inputting of the correct 

data, is imperative before the EA can grant permission for this environmental 

permit application. At the moment, an up-to-date air dispersion report is 

lacking. So the EA cannot grant this permission. 

 

Conclusion:  

Balcombe Parish Council believes that this is an incomplete, inaccurate 

application, seeking permission for a flare that cannot be relied on to achieve 

https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/ch65-2hq-island-gas-limited/supporting_documents/Flare%20technical%20document.pdf
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/ch65-2hq-island-gas-limited/supporting_documents/Flare%20technical%20document.pdf


satisfactory combustion of the waste gases from the oil. It asks the Environment 

Agency to refuse the application. 


