KEM Innovation/Research Question (max. 4 pages + annex)

TITLE Mining Effect Risk Model Ownership and Quality Assurance, case Groningen Model

Objective

The objective is to provide an for an advice to the Ministry for the ownership, organisational and quality assurance
requirements for Mining Risk Assessment instruments, taking as a case the Groningen Seismicity Risk Assessment Modelling
Instruments (including Gas production, Seismological, Wave propagation, Site response and Impact model modules). The
advice should be based on international experience, other, e.g. weather or water risk assessment instruments and guidelines
and national preferences or boundary conditions set by the mining law.

State of the art, background

Following the interesting discussion on Mining Effect model ownership and quality assurance in the KEM Kick off meeting, MEA
wants to know how model ownership and quality assurance should be organised and assured taking the seismic risk
assessments as an example case to build scientific and public trust. The approach defined by the UK treasury office, a review of
Quality assurance of government analytical models can be used. There is similar experience to be considered in Switzerland
with earthquake hazard and nuclear safety as well as the experience in risk assessment instruments for weather and water
safety in The Netherlands.

The inherent conflicts of interest between mining operators and regulatory authorities require an independent ownership of
Mining Risk Assessment models, certainly for the Groningen Hazard and Risk model, realising also the huge complexity of the
model. Dutch parliament is also suggesting the same and it is timely for KEM to help evaluate the feasibility and implications in
an open-ended and balanced study.

For Groningen the development of a public version of the seismicity risk model is being implemented. Recommendations are
needed for the management and further development of this specific instrument.

Research Questions

What are the options for ownership, the management and quality assurance procedures for the mining effect risk
instruments and specifically for the Seismicity risk models for Groningen?

What are the advantages and disadvantages of different (international) approaches? And which option contributes most in
building trust in society at large?

What does this mean for the public Groningen seismicity model developed at TNO et al?

Deliverables expected

1. Organisational options of Mining effect risk models

. Review report on the national legal requirements and societal perception and on internationally applied ways of
organising mining or environmental risk instruments by authorities (UK, CH, NL also in weather and water)

. Description of scenarios for ownership, organisation and sustainable development (as well as technical validation) of
Dutch Mining Risk Effect Models. Mixed version, such as a joined public-private ownership of the model, or an
independent oversight of the NAM model, or a second MEA public model at TNO et al., should be considered.

. An evaluation of requirements for these options, including rough resource assessments. This includes technical,
organisational, legal and societal aspects. A recommendation suitable for all mining risk instruments, if possible.

2. A specific advise on how to proceed with responsibility, steering, finances, technical development and public access to the
Groningen seismicity risk instruments (software’s and data).
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Timeline

First deliverable 2 month to be discussed in KEM expert panel and
Second deliverable 3 month from the start.

Expected use

MEA will use the results in their responsibility concerning the Mining Law.

SodM will (ask to) use the instruments for specific safety responsibilities.

Results will be applied in organisation of KEM-research, EM-risk instrument development and maintenance, specifically for the
Groningen seismicity risk model.




