OIL EXPLORATION WORKING GROUP
(Established by Balcombe Parish Council)

NOTES Meeting No 2 of 2014
 held at Bramble Hall, Bramble Hill, Balcombe
 on Wednesday 12 February 2014 commencing at 8.00 p.m.
	No
	
	ACTION

	1.
	Attendees
Rosemary Robertson – Parish Clerk (RR)

Botts Bottomley (BB)
Alison Stevenson (AS)

Carol Jarvest (CJ)

Katherine Daniel (KD)

Rodney Saunders (RS)

Peter Huxley (PH)
Mostyn Field (MF)

	

	2.
	Apologies 
Robin Williamson (RW)


	

	3.
	Notes 29 Jan agreed

	

	4.
	Terms of Reference
No change but to be reviewed after ballot

	

	5.
	Update on the Consultative Ballot/changes to Electoral Roll

The updated Electoral Roll revealed c223 changes (net addition of 79).   ERS can accommodate these additions at no extra charge and will deduct deletions, mailing out first class.  Agreed to use MSDC data as feed to ERS.   October minutes say reliance on the Electoral Roll so no need to have further BPC meeting to validate decision to mail out to new electors.   RS will draft press release for website (indicating how BPC have reacted positively to this issue) and RR to contact those new electors who had queried participation. 
	RS/RR



	6.
	Review of the current planning application by Cuadrilla for flow testing at Lower Stumble 
Application Form – Chris Hird what is his relationship with Cuadrilla which lists no employees and Hird is not a Director?  Two different signatories appear on application – who are they.    Certificate E is contradicted by Cert. B & F.

7b Disposal of mineral waste NO -  query this with WSCC – contradicted elsewhere
8 Are WSCC content that these answers are correct

8d lists 6 months duration is this adequate time to ensure proper site restoration seasonal considerations may have to be taken into consideration
9 Lack of Environmental Statement (rules suggest not necessary because less than 5 hectares even though AONB) – BPC would like WSCC to ask Cuadrilla to do Environmental Impact Assessment

10. Flood – EA Flood Risk Map suggests the SW corner abuts Flood Zone (access track) – KB has asked WSCC to clarify – point of accuracy.   If access track polluted there should be measures in place within the document

Surface water disposal – WSCC need to clarify

11. Biodiversity – KD getting biodiversity report to cross reference.  Ecology Report mentions newts but there is no precise info. on where the habitats are – this should be included.
Notification letter to Graham Larwood not presented – KB to check website

Planning Application 

2.2  Point of accuracy - Footpath No.10b at Pilstye Bends omitted
2.4  Newts not mentioned  KD to identify the nearest Site of Nature Conservation Interest
2.6 Kemps Farm identified as 385 or 380m away – a distance of 600 m was used in noise surveys.

2.7 Geological Summary hard to challenge because data with commercial value is not released.   No significant Faults although Fault lines to the South exist.  MF drawn strata cross-section.

2.8  Petrol Licence – valid

2.9  Site Planning History – they will restore back to “forestry storage” so hard-standing stays 
3.1 Site restoration only 3 days (see above) query.    7 days’ notice for work is too short notice for stakeholder bodies to prepare (police, WSCC etc) ask for more notice
3.2 Avoids any mention of unconventional/conventional - there is no internationally recognised definition of those terms.  RS’s research concludes Lower Stumble is conventional – a nodding-donkey will extract (in simplistic terms tapping into a reservoir conventional, tapping into the source rock unconventional).   Useful to clarify with FFBRA what their definition is – they are against unconventional

3.3  Ask WSCC if there is sufficient time for Stage 3

Traffic – unclear on how many vehicle movements – AS to clarify

Site Access – BPC should ask that smaller HGVs be directed to Whiteman’s Green (mini-roundabout not suitable for large HGVs).   BPC would prefer a wider range of routes to share the impact of traffic.   AS to prepare draft on traffic for development.   There should be a traffic management plan in the document with attention to the village, school, 20 mph speed restrictions etc.  as yet there is no definition of the large HGVs.

3.5 The drill head is not central on the protective membrane bunded area so connections to tankers will possibly  compromise any pollutant containment
4,1 Baseline studies – BPC want monitoring throughout – the planning application should define the testing framework.

4.2 Visual Impact – CJ pointed out that the flare stack not shown (14 m)

4.3 Access – purpose built access road incorrect (a track)

4.4 /Appendix D

Flare noise not included (possibly 120 decibels).   Noise limits previously imposed should apply but last time they did not comply.  CJ to provide Rob Greer’s evidence of violation to WSCC..   WSCC needs to action infringement quicker – which body would monitor and what form of noise mitigation could be used 

Appx D 
2.1 CJ to ascertain if it is unreasonable for Cuadrilla to meet the first aim in NPPF guidelines – Background noise level (LA90) + 10dB(A), for all periods 

2.2 Road Traffic Noise figures don’t correlate 
3.1  BPC should ask WSCC to use more than one location for noise monitoring
3.2  Prediction Methodology – they have only identified 2 plant items is this correct – is the generator in fixed location (would be smaller this time)

3.4  No inclusion of flare stack – BPC should see mitigation methods set down against a trigger scale – there must be other site/industry benchmarks
4. Rob Greer has provided figures which show that the cumulative effect  would push noise levels above quoted levels.  BPC should undertake its own noise survey – AS to chase Jacobs for help and to ask WSCC for a noise contour map as given last time

BPC should ask how WSCC will monitor, anticipated response times and possible mitigation

Planning Application

4.5 Waste Management – permits still apply – have lorry numbers been factored into waste management?  Mining waste permit contradicts  Application Form 13 d 

4.6 Can light pollution be measured and monitored WSCC should identify and place conditions on light pollution and should police compliance.

4.7 Flood Risk (see earlier) access track within Flood Zone 2 

4.8 No help on drainage forthcoming.20 cubic metres HCI (is this 200 cubic metres overall? – a need to clarify) – removal of this wash water to be done by road what provision has been made in tanker numbers – AS will check.
4.9 BPC should see Pollution Prevention Plan – draw attention to the position of the wellhead on the bund.

4.12 Ecology – bat survey done but BPC want to see full environmental and monitoring plan

4.13 Flare stack would be the same level as Kemps Farm so no screening potential

4.14 Air quality – KB meeting Laurrie Dunne

4.15 Emissions include Norms? – to investigate

4.16 Methane odourless – dust should not be an issue

5.  Planning Policy does not mention impact on Balcombe – social disruption, anticipated further protests etc  This should be in the plan and WSCC should have contingency plans
Appx A

Geology – standard procedure acid wash very reactive so comes back as salty water,  What is set out is no different from procedures which have been used for the last 50 years or so.
Appx E
3  Site Set Up needs a sketch – AS to do note
4.2.4  2 km radius – should this be bigger?

6.  WSCC need to check on over-pumping implications when Ardingly is topped up by Ouse. – this should be linked to input from South East Water

AS to speak to Jamie Kirkman about flow direction in local streams
7.2 No Method Statement in Appx 2
Bore hole measurements need to be clarified

Appx F

Site restoration – Cuadrilla needs to specify after care duties with timescales

Financial considerations of utmost importance – Cuadrilla Balcombe Ltd have no income – all expenses are paid by parent co.   They should have adequate insurance and money in bond to restore site if things go wrong.
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	7.
	Moving Forward/Actions
KB to write the response document.

People should be urged to reply to the ballot – RR/RS will redo poster urging participation

	KB
RS/RR


	8.
	A.O.B. and further Actions
(a) EU Guidelines – nothing useful 
(b) Insurance – to go on Agenda next time 
(c) Local Groups – both sides have issued publications though regrettably one was anonymous – BPC have issued a disclaimer statement 

(d) PR and Press – Media Silence till after ballot results
KB to draft response

CJ drafting further comments

AS thanked all those present for their input
	KB
CJ



	10.
	Next Meetings:
· Weds 26th Feb Bramble Hall 8.00 pm
· Thurs 6th March (RR’s house) 8.00 pm
· Sat 8 March Extraordinary BPC Meeting to formally adopt response to WSCC


	


