
Dear Mr Chick, 

I wish to challenge the assertions identified below made by Nigel Moore in his UPDATED 

PLANNING STATEMENT-2995007.pdf,   published on 14th July to the comments section of 

the  public consultation on behalf of application 20/00513/FUL by UK Oil and Gas Ltd . 

Assertions 

Firstly: That UK National Energy and Climate Mitigation Policies establish a strategic need 

for further onshore exploration of conventional hydrocarbons for energy security and 

climate change mitigation.  

Secondly:  That the Arreton Exploration and Appraisal well will meet the needs of the 

Policies of the 6th Carbon Budget and Net Zero, Committee on Climate Change (Dec 2020), 

The UK’s Contribution to Stopping Global Warming, CCC (May 2019)  

Thirdly:  That NPPF Statements of July 2021 - related to Oil and Gas Extraction are upheld,  

and that there are significant,  National Economic and Employment Benefits in developing 

local exploration.  

1. The “Strategic Need” for Onshore Exploration of Conventional Hydrocarbons 

The 2020 Energy White paper: Powering our Net Zero Future, published in December 

2020, presents the latest government thinking on how energy policy will develop in the 

coming years.  Oil and gas is covered in chapter 6.  

This chapter focuses almost exclusively on the large offshore sector and the objective of 

ensuring the UK Continental Shelf is a net zero emissions basin by 2050. The onshore sector 

is barely referred to. It is mentioned once in relation to its size relative to the offshore 

sector (on page 134), and once regarding the impacts of Covid-19 on the industry (on page 

135). 

In May this year MP Jeremy Hunt was asked by one of his constituents to ask the 

Department of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, to identify Government statements 

or policy documents setting out what the Government would regard as its current energy 

policy relating to UK oil and gas.  

The response that was passed onto The Weald Action Group,  dated 21 May,  highlighted 

that current energy policy is based almost entirely on the North Sea Transition Deal and the 

Review of Future Licensing of Offshore Oil and Gas. See links below to the quoted 

references. 

The written Ministerial Statement on Energy Policy from 24 March  , the Government 

Press Release and Government policy paper .  

Neither the Ministerial Statement, press release nor policy paper relate to proposals for,  

or the significance of,  new development of the onshore oil and gas sector.   

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-white-paper-powering-our-net-zero-future
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-03-24/hcws879
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/north-sea-deal-to-protect-jobs-in-green-energy-transition
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/north-sea-deal-to-protect-jobs-in-green-energy-transition
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/north-sea-transition-deal


While the onshore sector is briefly mentioned in the policy paper, this is largely in 

relation to onshore facilities associated with offshore production (such as Wytch Farm).  

In short, there is no mention of the strategic importance or need for new onshore 

conventional oil and gas exploration,  for energy security and climate change mitigation, 

in current Government energy policy as suggested by Mr Moore.  

Additionally, previous government support for onshore fossil fuel exploration has stemmed 

from the possibility of exploiting the potentially extensive unconventional onshore fossil 

fuel resource. This is evidenced in the  Government Annual Energy Statement issued in 

2014, the 2012 Gas Generation Strategy and the 2012 Energy Security Strategy all of which 

site the potential strategic importance of unconventional shale gas through hydraulic 

fracturing.  

The extraction of these resources has now been ruled out, at least in the short term, by 

the 2019 moratorium on hydraulic fracturing, which appears to have marked the end of 

the UK Governments strategic interest in the onshore oil and gas sector.  

 

 In conclusion there is no current Government Energy policy that I am aware of,  

 that can be used to confirm Mr. Moore’s view, that there is a strategic need for 

 exploitation from new conventional onshore fossil fuel reserves. 

 

2. Arreton Exploration relates to -  CCC policies  for Net Zero and Global Warming 

 

Mr Moore’s arguments related to National policy at points  1.1 to 1.6 are related,  almost 

exclusively,  to the extraction of gas and the development of carbon capture use and 

storage (CCUS) to promote the development of hydrogen. 

 

UKOG’s Application for the Arreton site is for the extraction of Oil and not Gas. 

 

There is no plan to harvest and store gas or use CCUS as recommended by the NPPF at 

paragraph 215 (b) encourage underground gas and carbon storage and associated 

infrastructure if local geological circumstances indicate its feasibility. 

All Competent Person reports submitted for this application by Xodus and Zetland on behalf 

of UKOG  have admitted that the minimal amounts of gas present at the site, even if this 

site moves to full production, are not economically viable for harvesting.   

All documentation for this exploration and appraisal stage confirms that all gas will be 

flared and not stored or used on site. 

There will be therefore be no adherence to those policies or for Net Zero and Global 

Warming that Mr Moore uses in his report to support his statement.  

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/371388/43586_Cm_8945_print_ready.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/371388/43586_Cm_8945_print_ready.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65654/7165-gas-generation-strategy.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/65643/7101-energy-security-strategy.pdf


 In conclusion activity at Arreton will, in fact, be the antithesis of Mr Moore’s claims 

 for supporting NPPF policy and National strategies for emissions reduction,  

 including the reduction of increased emissions.  Evidence reports submitted in the 

 application admits it will increase and not reduce current levels of emissions. 

 

3. Application supports the new NPPF strategy to  promote Oil Gas and Coal 

Exploration and ensure sustainable  Economic and Employment Benefits  

 

The new NPPF also states at paragraph 215 (a) that minerals planning authorities should: 

a) when planning for on-shore oil and gas development, clearly distinguish between,  and 

plan positively for, the three phase of development (exploration, appraisal and 

production),  whilst ensuring appropriate monitoring and site restoration is provided for” 

 

All documentation provided for UKOG and this application has provided not one single 

detailed report outlining the implications for planning for production.  

It has constantly referred to the industrial activity as temporary, impacts as temporary, 

emissions as temporary and employment as temporary.  There has been no prediction of 

how full production will affect current policies from the CCC for Net Zero. 

How can the council be able to plan positively for production without access to all records 

and data for future industrial activity at the site? 

 

4. Economic Benefits for the UK and locally 

 

UKOG director Stephen Sanderson at the judicial review and appeal for the exploration and 

appraisal of the Loxley Site, has been quoted in a report from Drill or Drop on August 3rd as 

stating, 

“I find the proposed (Loxley) development will contribute significantly to the local economy, 
help the UK meet its commitment to net zero, provide security of energy supply, create 
direct and indirect jobs and pay revenue to the UK government. These are sustainable 
economic and social benefits of local and national importance and in helping to secure 
them, the proposed development represents essential minerals development in the general 
public interest.” 

Jenny Wigley QC, for Surrey County Council, asked Mr Sanderson:  “You do understand 

that this (application) is just exploration?  Exploration will not produce any income.” 

 

Mr Sanderson replied:  “It will be an expense but there is no sense in doing exploration if 

you don’t plan to take it forward to exploitation”. 

 

https://drillordrop.com/2021/08/03/new-garden-village-is-best-site-to-drill-for-gas-near-dunsfold-inquiry-told/


This does not concur with Mr Moore’s statement regarding the quality of local Economic 

and Employment benefits of the Arreton exploration and appraisal site . 

“1.8. The expenditure required to install a single borehole at Arreton is likely to be £7 

million and it could be significantly higher if a sidetrack well is to be drilled. These estimates 

have been informed by the expenditure incurred during a similar 3-year period of 

exploration at the Horse Hill Well Site in Surrey...... 

(These are costs to UKOG and not expected to benefit the Island’s economy since*....) 

 

“..the specialist rig and its labour force *are likely to come from outside of the region” 

(Although*) 

 

“.. the construction expenditure on materials, equipment and labour is* likely to be 

sustainably sourced from suppliers on the Island.” 

 

“1.9. During exploration, well site maintenance services will be sourced locally along with 

waste management, security services, accommodation and catering.” 

 

(*The final underlined statement below is only pertinent if the decision is made  NOT  to 

apply for full exploitation and production.) 

“Throughout the project local hauliers will be used and *with restoration and enhancement 

plans predicated upon the use of native species, this expenditure is likely to be retained 

locally.” 

 

1.10.  “The proposed development would create 30.No full-time jobs during its temporary 

duration,  *sustain the permanent jobs at the Applicant’s Headquarters based in Surrey  

(*This will not hugely benefit the Island economy ..)   

and pay Island business rates similar to all other rural business operations.” 

 

“1.11. Having applied the policies of the NPPF, I find the proposed development achieves a 

high degree of consistency engaging its ‘presumption in favour of sustainable 

development’44 with full force.” 

 

 

Conclusion Summary 

 

1. This proposed development does not achieve “a high degree of consistency” with a 

“presumption in favour of sustainable development” , since it is only for exploration and 

appraisal – not for extended production for extraction of minimal quantities of oil.  

  



2. There will be no capture of gas to help achieve National strategies for net zero 

emissions. The quantities of gas predicted even from full development are not 

economically viable for harvesting and storage. 

 

3.  It is not pertinent to bring forward evidence regarding any future economic and 

employment value of theoretical exploitation, neither is it pertinent to quote benefits of 

possible future carbon emission reduction,  as this would only be valid in an application 

for exploitation and full production. 

 

4. It will produce no local or national economic benefit from oil production and sales over 

the 86 weeks of its functioning, its business rates will be minimal.   

  

5. Some local businesses will benefit from providing materials,  transportation, and 

accommodation opportunities but only in the short term.   

 

6. Employment opportunities will be temporary and limited, with no guarantee of 

 offers of extended permanent employment beyond the 86 week period. 

  

 

In view of these points I respectfully ask you to review and reject these claims made by 

Mr Moore and not give them credence in your recommendation to the planning 

committee. 

 

Mrs Sylvia May on behalf of Don’t Drill The Wight 


