It is clear what he was saying at the select committee, he also made some reference to the size of the sites at the RDC public debate when he was calling the sites 'Gas Farms'.  John Dewar has plenty of wriggle room as if each borehole is fracked 5 times at different levels/directions (as per the proposed test frack) he may try and retract what he said and say it is 10 boreholes used 5 times each.  But he has said about the number of boreholes per site to several people at different consultation meetings and the range I have heard quoted is '10-20 or as many as 50', I know others have heard similar.   This is something we have to extrapolate from what he is saying as I can't imagine for a moment that TE will be pleased to advertise that when they frack they intend to have a gas sites which will need 

· a minimum footprint of 5 acres (about 4 times bigger than their current conventional sites)

· a vast amount of water supply

· a vast amount of water storage enclosed tanks (nearly 20 x 70 cu m tanks are proposed just for the one test frack borehole) and treatment tanks

· several silos for chemicals/proppant

· at least one and possibly 2 drilling rigs per site drilling

· other on site buildings 

· an outer perimeter security fence of 2.7m height

· a large earth bund as well inner site fencing

· a huge amount of onsite noise deflectors/barriers

· a vast amount of onsite storage

· he has said it takes around 100 days to drill a borehole to the depths of the bowland shale so a massive amount of drilling time (10 boreholes = 1000 days of 24/7 drilling)

· Then there will be all the steel for the boreholes

· the cement

· As is clear all materials will come in by road

· As we know from the Ebberston Moor South application for conventional gas (but reinjection of the produced water to a different strata) their planning statement, their environmental statement and their hydro-geological report have all been criticised by Amec report for their 'methodology', some 'areas of the report do not have sufficient clarity', the 'risk assessment criteria being inconsistent', 'insufficient information in some important areas', and most damning of all the Hydro geological report was deemed to be of a 'poor quality'.  So we should not be taking these people on trust.

