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The Gunson Room, Ingwell Hall, Whitehaven – 18th August 2010, 0930-12.00
Present  -  John Powell (BGS), Colin Waters (BGS), Cllr T Knowles (CCC), S Kemp (CCC), P Feehily (CCC), Cllr Y Clarkson (CBC), Cllr E Woodburn (CBC), P Gardner (Osprey Communications), G Richardson (CALC), C Shaw (CALC), Cllr K Hitchen (CALC), C Holmes (ABC), Cllr M Davidson (ABC), Dr J Dearlove (FWS Consultants), G Thomson (EA), Cllr D Moore (WCSSG), A Gudmundsson (Royal Holloway University of London, A Craze (DECC), R Harris (3KQ), A Ellis (NDA), S Walker (Notes)

1 - Objectives

· To provide Partnership comments on the presentational aspects of the draft BGS study before it is finalised

· To hear the preliminary views of the two independent peer reviewers, before they submit their comments formally to BGS

2 - Context

The BGS report is still draft and could change significantly before it is finalised.  As well as hearing from our peer reviewers, this meeting is simply to enable the Partnership to input on behalf of the community to the way in which the information (exec summary, maps etc) is presented. The final report will be presented to the full Partnership as agreed on 29th September.

This meeting today was open to all members of the Partnership to attend.

BGS presentation of overview by John Powell & Colin Waters (co-authored by Dave Milward & Nick Robbins) from the British Geological Survey, giving an outline of comments received so far, and potential changes already planned.

Comments or points of clarification:

· 'Partially excluded' cross hatched area was explained in relation to the 'excluded' pink area.  Acknowledged that this is a difficult concept to communicate on a 2-dimensional map when the work is in three dimensions.

· Clarification between rock volumes underground and surface areas above in potentially excluded and partially excluded areas.

· Clarification between freshwater & brine aquifers and why brine aquifers were not excluded at this stage.

· At later stages of the site selection process, if relevant, there will be different levels of desirability and suitability of an area.  

· There were some queries regarding technical aspects of the results which will be discussed in a separate meeting between BGS, DECC, NDA, EA & Peer Reviewers.

3 – Independent Peer Review

The Partnership's two independent peer reviewers were then asked to provide their key findings, prior to submission of their final reports to the BGS.

Peer Review 1 presentation by FWS Consultants, Dr Jeremy Dearlove (co-author Dr F W Smith).

Conclusions included:

· BGS conclusions regarding aquifer exclusion areas appears to be inconsistent with the scoping report as they do not include Lower Permian or Carboniferous aquifers/shallow permeable formations identified in Table 2 as requiring exclusion between 200 and 1000m depth

· Potential shale gas resources should be considered as a subheading of “Oil and Gas”

· The definitions of the hematite exclusion areas would be better given as boxes encompassing the whole area in which hematite deposits might reasonably be explored for in the future – extending around the known (but apparently exhausted) ore-bodies

· More depth to the discussion of “other metalliferous ores”

Peer Review 2 presentation by Royal Holloway University of London, Professor Agust Gudmundsson

Recommendations included:

· Reconsider somewhat (reduce the weight of) some of the natural resources as factors in the exclusion criteria.

· Add a preliminary consideration of the potential effects of faults and earthquakes as an exclusion criteria. 
Conclusions of discussions & comments by the Partnership focussing on presentation of Executive Summary & Map.

· Plain English summary version required because the draft report is difficult to understand and, now we've had the chance to understand it more, is likely to be misinterpreted by the public.

· Need to clear about the Nirex information and how it has been dealt with.  Concern about public perceptions.  If it was used then this needs to be explicit, and likewise if it wasn't then why not. Either way need to be transparent.

· Concerns with the map.  The partial exclusion zone is going to be difficult to explain to the public.  Comment: would prefer to use the term ‘suitable’ or ‘unsuitable’ if possible.  

· There is a danger that this map will be reproduced by journalists in a simpler format showing area ‘in’ and ‘out’ which may lead to misconceptions that we are in the site selection stage, and also misinterpretations if they don't summarise it accurately.  Perhaps the report should provide a simpler map so nobody needs to summarise it?

4 - Next Steps

All review comments due in by 20th August – then there will be a further 2 weeks to process these.

A further update back to the Steering Group on 1st September 2010.

Publication of the Survey & Map will be at the Partnership Meeting on 29th September 2010.

