Keuper Gas Storage Project 05/08/2026
Local Liaison Group
Minutes of Meeting

Item Summary Actions
Meeting Keuper Gas Storage Project (KGSP) Local Liaison Group (LLG)
Details Wednesday 5" August 2026, 6pm — 7pm, via MS Teams
Attendees | Emma Dickson, Font Communications (ED)

Yasmin Stretton, Font Communications (YS)

Paul Snary, Storengy UK (PS)

Beth Thomas, Storengy UK (BT)

Richard Stevenson, Ineos (RS)

Andrea Stott, Byley PC (AS)

John Beecroft, Byley PC (JB)

Julia Wilson, Allostock PC

Simon Hayes, Lach Dennis and Lostock Green PC (SHa)

Simon Moorehead, Byley PC (clerk) (SM)

Tony Roberts, Lach Dennis and Lostock Green PC (TR)

Apologies:

Hazel West, Allostock PC (HW)

Lyndsay Sanderson (LS)

Steven Holmes, Cheshire West and Chester Council (SH)
Item 1 Welcome, introductions and approval of previous minutes

Chair YS welcomed attendees to the meeting, provided

introductions and asked for comments on the previous LLG

meeting minutes.

AS provided comments to the meeting minutes from February

which included the points that she did not feel had been

adequately clarified:

- Cumulative developments list had not yet been shared. BT | BT agreed to
caveated that it has been some time since the list had circulate this.
been reviewed and that this would be revisited before
submission in September.

Item 2 Material Change Application Update

YS handed over to PS to run through the material change
application update.

PS recapped recent changes to government including the new
Secretary of State for DESNZ and current lack of government
commitment to hydrogen. He explained that there had been no
progress yet to the hydrogen strategy but that the material change
application was complete and waiting to be submitted in October,
at the earliest, once KGSL receives government reassurance.

JB asked if the budget would affect this. PS confirmed that it would
shed light on funding for DESNZ.




AS asked when KGSL would know that the application would be
submitted in October. PS stated that the decision would be made
in September. PS confirmed that once the decision was made and
submission timeframe agreed that the date for submission would
be communicated to members of the LLG.

AS requested further information on the operator and developer for
KGSL due to confusion over information in the public domain,
referencing Hydrogen Association UK causing confusion over the
current state of the project.

JB asked for a tree with details of who is accountable for different
elements of the project. He also explained public confusion
between KGSP and HyKeuper.

PS explained that KGSL is owned by Ineos, the developer and that
Storengy were assisting but have no association legally with
KGSL. He explained that this could potentially change in the future
but that Storengy were bringing extensive experience in gas
storage in the local area.

SM asked if Storengy had stored hydrogen before. PS explained
that this amount of hydrogen had never been stored before and
that HyKeuper was a nickname for KGSP and that the name
denoted hydrogen.

RS added that there were caverns in the North East which store
hydrogen as well as in Texas. JB asked about the caverns in Utah
which RS said he was not aware of.

SM asked if all salt caverns were geologically different. RS
confirmed this but said that both types of caverns can store gases.
He explained that the caverns on Holford Brinefield are well tested
and had previously been used to store Ethylene.

AS said that despite this, hydrogen had not yet been stored to this
scale and that it presented different chemical properties and so
proposed different challenges. PS reaffirmed the longevity of
experience that both Storengy and Ineos hold in the area,
specifically with gas storage, and reiterated the highly regulated
nature of the proposal.

AS referenced the Non-Technical Summary and asked if KGSL
was keeping up to date with current hydrogen pipelines and
safeguarding. This was confirmed by PS.

BT to recirculate
organisational
structure diagram
and provide clarity
on Keuper /
HyKeuper names.

Item 3

Project programme




YS handed over to BT to run through the current project timelines.

BT explained that the application was due to be submitted in late
October/ early November but that it was possible that things could
shift around.

A date has been agreed with PINS of when they should expect the
documents and KGSL would also keep the LLG updated with all
stages of the application. She explained that LLG meetings would
continue with the next meeting falling just ahead of the next round
of engagement with the planning inspectorate.

JB requested a meeting around the same time as submission as
they would receive questions from parishioners. AS added that the
council would also only have 28 days to form a response. PS
stated that this would not be an issue but that this may be at short
notice.

AS stated that PINS did not consult Byley Parish and asked if PINS
would notify them of the new application. JB explained that this
was likely as Byley is a parish meeting and not a parish council
and that PINS are not legally obligated to do this.

RS explained that last time PINS asked for KGSL'’s list of
consultees as a starting point and that he was sure that as Byley
were on KGSL'’s list that they would be consulted by PINS.

RS asked if KGSL were obliged to publish in a newspaper before
submission. BT confirmed pre-notification stages but explained that
consultees will be notified via email from KGSL and that PINS
would also notify consultees at a later stage.

AS asked about the Energy Path Finder website which lists KGSP
with Storengy as the operator/ developer and Costain as the
contractor. PS reaffirmed that Storengy was the operator
developer. AS asked who were the directors responsible. PS
explained that these directors were part of KGSL and that they
were employed by INEOS group.

RS explained that INEOS is the parent of KGSL and that it was a
partnership, not in legal terms, between Storengy and INEOS to
develop the KGSP. He explained that this could change and that
the website referenced was intended to promote the project to UK
based suppliers. AS explained that the website should be
corrected if the project is incorrect as it was in the public domain.
She asked if the directors of KGSL were the same as Storengy UK.
PS confirmed the status of the relationship.

PS stated that KGSL is a limited company with no employees but
had accountable directors. RS explained that it was normal for
developers to set up a Special Purpose Vehicle for developments
of this scale.

AS asked at this time if the directors for KGSL were responsible for
data which would go towards a possible consent and asked for the

KGSP has
included Byley
Parish on
stakeholder list
from the outset.
BT to liaise with
PINS to ask if
they can consider
Byley parish
meeting as a
statutory
consultee for
purposes of
submission.




Energy Path Finder website to be corrected and for the wording to
be corrected.

AS stated that the website should not be stating that the project
had already been sanctioned. PS agreed that this would never be
done and explained KGSL is a limited company set up to take the
project through planning but that it is not a mis-truth for Storengy to
say that at some point in the future they may be the planner/
operator.

It was confirmed that the contracting company is Costain who is
doing some front-end construction currently, not affiliated with the
current application.

PS/BT to reissue
KGSL
organisational
structure -
previously issued
in the Feb 2026
LLG presentation

Item 4

Peak Cluster project

YS handed over to PS for a summary on the Peak Cluster project.

PS explained that Peak Cluster had recently been mentioned in
government by local MPs like Esther McVey and emphasised that
the project is not associated with the KGSP.

JB mentioned that it was very close to the KGSP and AS asked
how close the northern route pipeline would be to the nearest well.
RS answered that it would be more than 300m but would have no
impact on the cavern due to the depth of the pipeline being only a
few meters down and the cavern being a few hundred meters
down.

AS suggested that it may create cumulative effects to the project.
PS and BT explained that it would have no impact and that Peak
Cluster would have to evaluate the effect of their project against
the already consented KGSP.

Item 5

Questions and AOB

YS asked if there were any further questions.

JB requested a diagram of the structure of the project to make
things clearer for parishioners and who is legally accountable for
what. PS said that the project would do their best to sort this.

AS asked for environmental impacts/ cumulative impacts of the
Cadent pipeline and what effects this comes with for local people
as well as specifics on the pipeline.

RS explained that the specification of pipelines etc are not known
to KGSL. RS explained that Cadent has gone out to consultation
on its plans. AS asked if residents would have to visit the
respective websites to find out the cumulative impact on the area,
particularly the location of the pipe going into and leaving the site.
PS explained the location of the pipe entering the west of the site.

See action above
re organisational
structure.




RS re-iterated that from a planning perspective it is the newer
projects that have to assess their impact on the consented
developments in terms of traffic etc.

AS asked if neighbouring schemes that could feed into the same
pipeline were all being consented differently, despite potentially
being able to form a chain of developments.

RS agreed that each link is consented differently as they are
consented under different regulations and rules under legislation.

SM asked about the current proposals regarding the community
benefit fund.

BT stated that the community benefit fund would be available
throughout each year of construction and that it would be available
to fund community groups/ the local area throughout the project.

SM stated that he felt that the project would be putting ‘barriers’ in
the way by employing a third party to distribute the fund and asked
if this was the intention.

BT explained that the details of the fund had not been discussed in
detail as the project had not been consented.

RS said that it was likely that the fund would be distributed similarly
to how it has been done in the past and that organisations would
bid for the fund through local projects. Previously the LLG has
agreed on how the funds are allocated and they will get a say
ahead of this going out to the public.

AS stated that the area has changed a lot in the last 14 years and
that the fund was not adequate in comparison to other projects
across the country. She stated that Byley has been significantly
developed dramatically in the last few years and as a consequence
this project would have a large impact on the residential area.

YS closed the meeting and stated that meeting minutes and
presentation would be circulated with the date of the next meeting.

JB stated that the LLG wanted to receive the structure of KGSL
ahead of the next meeting.

KGSP notes the
comments and
LLG invited to
input in the
creation of the
application
process for the
fund. No further
action on this until
the project is
consented.




