LEITH HILL ACTION GROUP

14 APRIL 2011

Further Response

to Planning Application M0/2009/0110



This submission is additional to the letter dated Bpril from Peter
Tindall, Chairman of Leith Hill Action Group.

1. Traffic and Transportation

Road Conditions

1.1 Previous representations have been made by the LHAG:moNg
Europa’s misleading references to various Highways Guieli and
unsubstantiated claims as to the material condition odi@obour Lane.
No correction has been made concerning the Guidelines armteqoate
survey has been undertaken of the Lane’s condition.

1.2 Europa’s proposal for 1050 journeys by HGVs along Coldharbour
Lane and Knoll Road is put in the context of the existiag by a small
number of HGVs. To bracket together vehicles varying irghtefrom

3.5 tonnes (most of the current HGV traffic) with thosegieng up to 50

or 60 tonnes (the proposed oil-related traffic) is extrenmeilgieading.
The damaging power of the proposed very large HGVs is thousdnds
times more than a Transit van. The total impact ofpteposed traffic
during an 18 week period is equivalent to more than 10 yearstinpan
normal traffic (see appendix submitted with LHAG Jagu&010
Response).

1.3 Rectification of the damage, including major structsti@ngthening,
would require further subsequent road closures along thee eotite.
Reassurance is sought that the Applicant would have suffiéinds to
undertake the necessary major repairs to an adequate standard.

1.4 The proposed movement of the very big HGVs (the lalgesg 3.17
metres wide and more than 18 metres long) along the sun&Enwn
twisting and steep route is of immense concern. Coldbarbane is
3.23 metres at the narrowest part and 1:7 gradient in places

1.5 The applicant’'s Highways and Foliage Survey (October 2fl88hs

that ‘the impact on trees and foliage along Coldharbour Lane of traffic
generated by the proposed development will be minimal, transient in
nature and not significantThe applicant claims a maximum load height
of 4.26 metres from the road surface and states mloatrées will need
extensive surgeryThe survey concedes that clearance omthegin for

error at chainage 2734 is zero’. However, the height of a 5000nga
water tanker, for example, is given as 4.30 metres — dl dma
significant difference in the context of zero margin.t{éefrom Alan
Hustings for LHAG, dated 20 March 2011, provides greater detail).



1.6 With a zero margin of error, it is reasonable to exfpecapplicant to
have supplied vehicle dimensions including bed height of ltasders,
ground clearance and wheel base, to provide evidence #s&t viehicles
would have the ability to navigate crests in the road &gchainage
2650). These dimensions have not been provided by Europa.

1.7 The applicant’s swept path survey was carried outondiwensions,

but a sweptvolume survey is needed to demonstrate the passage of loads
where there is a significant change in gradient. Damatianevitably
occur to the ancient, fragile and unstable embankments arttieto
adjacent overhanging trees, which are a valuable comstipart of the
AONB. Such damage would be permanent.

Traffic Management Scheme

1.8 Previous representation has been made by the LHAG roomgéehe
many problems that would arise from the proposed Traffic Igemant
Scheme. No amendments or clarification have sinca bakbmitted by
Europa, except for a minor amendment to the plan (Figsh@ying the
traffic route and signage (in which the different road vadbave now
been coloured in accordance with a key). The LHAG rematiemely
concerned about the likely traffic hazards and the unaddepta
inconvenience that would be caused to local residents.

1.9 No Method Statement has been provided by Europa (as islnorma
such applications).The complicated combination oédhbanksmen at
different locations, unmanned autonomous traffic lightsobsight of the
banksmen, sections of the road remaining 2-way whilst o#rers-way,
would pose confusion and give rise to serious traffic incgdenSee
appendix 1 with photographs of recent traffic situatiotaused by
abnormally large vehicles on what would remain a 2-virstch).

1.10 The LHAG has previously recorded concern about theirexis
dangerous 3-way junction of Knoll Road, Ridgeway Road and
Coldharbour Lane where a serious hazard exists becdys®op sight
lines and traffic (including motorists and pedestrians) mpVacross
oncoming traffic. If HGVs (assembled close by in a dnad area’ prior

to being despatched across this junction) are added to thisheiz, will
undoubtedly be serious accidents. Information recentlyngtdal by
Europa about traffic accidents in 2008 records two seriocisleatds at
this location. (See appendix 2 with photographs of traffinditions at
this junction).

1.11 Europa has submitted an updated traffic survey, butlabis
credibility as close inspection of the data revealsrer For example, 9
buses are recorded passing survey point 7, but only a few hundired me



along at survey point 8, only 1 bus is recorded. There barigrn-offs
between these two points, it is a matter of conjecturerevthese 8 buses
have disappeared to.

1.12 The LHAG has previously raised concerns about Euroia that
the passage of emergency vehicles will not be affelayethe proposed
traffic management scheme. The fact remains tieetare stretches of
Coldharbour Lane of up to 1 % miles in which there is no plessib
passing place for an emergency vehicle to overtake everaoge HGV,
let alone a batch of three which Europa proposes to despatem If
emergency vehicle had to trail behind slow-moving heavilyriad&Vs
for up to 1 %2 miles, the lives of residents in Coldharbollege and of
visitors to Leith Hill (such as mountain bikers) would be guutisk.

1.13 The LHAG's concern about the quality of life focal residents has
not been abated. Knoll Road residents would be significantlgtatfe
over an 18 week period by noise, vibration, severance aag dalised
by the HGV and other oil-related traffic waiting for detgja Likewise,
concern remains about the closure of the proposed rouepfeniods of 3
days. The LHAG seeks assurance that residents living satteng
Coldharbour Lane would have reasonable access, as thengo i
alternative exit from their houses.

1.14 Concern also remains about the safety of inhabit&di@sldharbour
village who would seek to escape the long delays causeblebiyaffic
controls over an 18 week period , using the single track roadshgutoi
the south. The consequent journey from the villageentral Dorking
would be virtually doubled in distance and time. The cogtxif fares
would rise from £10 to £17/£18 for a single journey. The LHAG sirge
members of the Planning Authority to visit the roads to thdahsof
Coldharbour village and form a judgement on the potentially elang
traffic conditions.

2. Alternative Sites

2.1 The Surrey Minerals Plan (Policy 15) states tpabposals for
drilling operations for hydrocarbons whether for exploration, testing to
locate and determine the nature and extent of resources or for the
production of hydrocarbons will be permitted only where the County



council are satisfied that in the context of the geological structumggbei
investigated the proposed site has been selected soragitnise the
environmental and ecological impact of the development’.

2.2 Emerging policy (MC12 of the Surrey Minerals Plan Carat&gy
Development Plan) adds (at para 5.39) tAaplications for exploratory

or appraisal wells will be expected to show thHernative locations for

well sites have been explorethcluding the use of directional drilling
where appropriate, to ensure that there are no signiticharse impacts.
This will apply in particular to locations within or visibleom the Surrey

Hills AONB’. No evidence has been presented of a robust, detailed and
consistent analysis of the many factors to be taken itoumt in the
selection of the best available site.

2.3 The LHAG has previously recorded its concerns aboutattle of
such a comparison of the six “technically feasiblééssinitially selected
by Europa, and of the further four sites identified asesult of a
regulation 19 request from the Planning Authority. Factorshee been
variously assessed include ecological issues, histomgeprtance, visual
impact, residential amenity, proximity of houses, couimi/samenity/
recreation, access, traffic management and trangpatttechnical issues.

2.4 Europa’s decision to apply for the Bury Hill Wood sBiéd B) is not
based on a consistent assessment and comparison besdl factors
against all the other sites. For example, Site Frej@sted partly because
of the need for one traffic control on a bend in the g&8ituation which
occurred over a period of several months when automatdit tights
controlled a single lane round the bend in question), andubeaa the
applicant’s concern about possible objections from “highsclamises”.
If Site F were selected, access from the A29 would extead ayublic
road for a maximum of 1 km or could even be reduced to zerotling
over farmland. If the application were approved for Sitetrfaffic
controls would be in place at three different locatiolosi@ the 5.2 km
route, and the residents of some 70 dwellings in Knoll Rphg, about
17 in Coldharbour Lane would be severely affected.

2.5 There are other potential sites to the south ofatget area, with
easy access from the A29 and within 1600 metres of tigettarea,
which have not been considered by Europa.

2.6 In its Technical Annexe, Europa has claimed a “pradiicet’ for

horizontal drilling of 1600 metres. This merely reflettis limit of the
particular rig which the applicant is proposing to use atsitee Other
rigs extend further, but cost more. Longer-distanadlindr is used



elsewhere in the UK, including at a site operated by Eurspdt can
only be deduced that Europa is seeking to minimize the cost.

3. Ecology and Biodiversity

3.1 Following the initial survey commissioned by Europa in 2095,
Supplementary Ecological Report, undertaken by RPS, wasittedbmm
November 2010. The LHAG has been advised by Jonathan Brafdley o
Verdant Ecology (see LHAG Responses in April 2009 and JarA@HrO,

and recent letters sent by Mr Bradley to the Planning Auth@iated 9
January 2011 and 4 April 2011) that this recent study h#snst
addressed many of the flaws to which attention was draWmese are
significant enough to mean that the Planning Authority doeshawé
adequate information on which to make an informed decisiéingrwith
PPSO.

3.2 No response appears to have been made by the Planning #uthori
notification that four species of birds listed on they&oSociety for
Protection of Birds ‘Red List’ of endangered species hawen lseghted
near the proposed exploration site. Should approval be pvEunropa’s
proposal, this would be in contravention of the law.

4. Environmental Pollution

Hydrological Contamination

4.1 No new information has been provided by Europa and the iolngct
previously recorded by the LHAG still stand. The analys®vided by
the applicant on the likelihood and consequences @idiliting the local
aquifer lacks scientific objectivity and is derisory. Thepwsal to
contain contaminating liquids is fundamentally flawed, and nctiomeis
made of how any captured pool of oil would be removed fronatéa in
an environmentally controlled manner.

Light Pollution
4.2 No further information has been supplied by Europa and tleecen
raised earlier by LHAG in January 2010 remain.

Noise and Vibration

4.3 The LHAG has commented in January 2010 on the inadequaoy of t
applicant’s calculations of noise at the nearest dwellidgnumber of
these calculations have now been revised using appropitiateuation
factors and distances, resulting in significantly higher I\ noise
(6-7dBA) at the nearest dwelling than originally projected.



4.4 Another issue previously raised by LHAG is the conttaxh
between the input data for the gas flare (CEB4500) nakrilations,
and the manufacturer’'s noise data, the latter giving veggifsiantly
higher resultant noise at the nearest dwelling. It & otaimed that
reference to the manufacturer’s brochure for these unitsuded! at
Appendix 5.2 to Europa’s Environmental Assessment) was ‘amn’.eltr
Is asserted that calculations should instead be based qrivate
communication’ from the manufacturer, which is very sigatfity at
odds with its own published brochure.

4.5 The issue of MPS2 Noise Limits, raised previouslyheyltHAG has
not been addressed. Para 11.6 of Europa’s Environmentam8tdte
states ‘sogenerally the noise limit (at the nearest noise- sensitive
property) is 10dBA above background if this is practicable. For
construction or temporary works up to 70 LAeq, | hour is allowable for
up to 8 weeks a yearAs set out in LHAG’s Response of January 2010,
neither of the conditions which allow such a derogatmbe considered

is met. The noise limit at the nearest dwelling to ppliad to this
development in accordance with MPS2 is therefore 10dBaAve
background at all times on a 24/7 basis. Furthermore, amad agjaore
fully argued in the January 2010 document, on the basis of theari{d
own figures and its interpretation of MPS2, the limits ramse at the
nearest dwelling will be exceeded for more than the 8 webkshvis the
maximum period contemplated by MPS2.

4.6 Effect on Wildlife. Appendix 2A to Annex A of MPS2 makelear
that consideration should be given to the effects of rmseildlife. No
such consideration has been given, either in Chapteof 8the
Environmental Assessment (Ecology and Biodiversity) or ie th
Supplementary Ecological Surveys.

4.7 Equestrian Property. The application has addresses @bithe
nearest dwelling. It is also the case that there iso@e-sensitive
(equestrian) property with a boundary within 210 metres optbposed
site boundary. This has been ignored.

5. Other Aspects of Europa’s Applications

5.1 No further information has been submitted by the applicamtspect
of Visual Amenity and the effect on the Landscape, Heaitd Safety,
Archaeology, Impact on Recreation, Socio-Economic® Restoration,
Conservation Area, Nearby Listed Buildings. The January 2009
Response by LHAG on these aspects still stands, as deroarks on the



total lack of Public Consultation undertaken by Europa, contaawhat
Is recommended as good practice in such situations.

6. Conclusion

6.1 After a period of two years, the LHAG continues to cbjmost
strongly to this application. Based on support and encouegem
received, the Group is confident that its view is suppdried very large
number of individuals and groups locally, across Surrey lagybnd
Surrey, as well as by Mole Valley District CouncihdaCapel Parish
Council. The application on many counts remains ill aesdeed and
based on spurious argument as detailed above.

6.2 The LHAG does not think that all the necessary impasessments
have been undertaken, and requests that before the Plakxutimyyity
considers the application, it should particularly ensuteat adequate
mitigation measures are proposed.

6.3 Should the planning application be approved, and unless thenglanni
committee is satisfied about the applicant’s financialtjpos a financial
Bond should be required of the applicant before work commsence
against the cost of reinstating the proposed site andd#maged
highways. Unfortunately it would be impossible to reinstate th
embankments and ancient trees alongside Coldharbour Lanevér
much money was made available.



Appendix A

Abnormally large vehicles on Coldharbour Lane, just sotitheoKnoll Road
/Ridgeway Road junction.

. -

Europa’s proposed Traffic Management Scheme proposethihatretch of road
would remain 2-way.



Appendix B

Traffic at the junction of Coldharbour Lane with KhRoad and Ridgeway Road.
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