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(::\: Appeal to an Bord Pleanila against a Decision of Mayo County Council on April 30,
2004, to grant planning permission to Shell E & P Ircland Ltd., for the Development of a

Gas Refinery/ Terminal at Ballinaboy and for a Peat Dump, Deposition Site;at-Srahmore;————————— =
AN BC La
Ref. No. in Planning Register:- P03/3343 TIME | | WWo BY Uu’/‘dg
. , >
Appeal by:- Micheal O Seighin and Others. ' 26 MAY 2004
Contact:- Michedl O Seighin, Ceathrii Thaidhg, Béal an Atha, Co. Mhaigh Eo.
Contact E-mail:- moseighin@eircom,net LTR-DATED FROM
Contact Phone:- 097/88961 PL
Enclosure:- Record of receipt from Mayo Co. Co. of submission of objection against
the granting of Planning Permission.
Relevant fee.
Further Request:- We ask An Bord Pleanila to grant us an oral hearing into t AN BORD PLEANALA
substantial  matters. Received: 2 / s | oL
Enclosure:- Relevant fee. . 7
Fee: £ D9 0" cash
Receipt No. 5221S

Basis of Appeal:- It is our belief and contention that Mayo County Council is in error in its
decision and that the proposed development, were it to proceed, would seriously injure the visual
amenities and landscape character of the area, and would manifestly§fijure the amenities and
property values of residential properties and farms in the vicinityO\ ould be prejudicial to public
health and the health of individuals, would endanger publiq;segéty especially and evidently in the
construction phase, would seriously degrade the ameni ‘é\q&e for tourists - especially those
seeking outdoor pursuits, the only viable local tourisipraduct - and locals alike, would introduce
a risk environment where none has previously exig é,%)vould destroy the compromise by which
the local community has prospered in this diffigiit €vironment and lead inevitably to its
extinction, and would in these matters and ig\ ers be contrary to proper planning and
sustainable development of the area. S

In this our belief and our contention, we, cittzens of this State and residents of this area, on whom
and on whom alone the social, physica ‘ﬁnancial, physical and mental health burden of this
proposal will bear on a daily basis ogé%:ing and so on, have due regard to the policies of the State
and public bodies, and we believe the interpretation of these policies and decisions being
advanced in this instance by MCC are in error, in that at the least they do not give due weight and
cognizance to the rights and requirements of the local community and in this deficiency are
negligent in their duty of treating all citizens equally and so discriminate against the local
community for no good reason. We further believe that in the P03/3343 First Schedule MCC fails
to discriminate between compatability on a macro economic level and gross incompatability on
the micro human and socio-familial level, the level on which people in reality have no choice but
to function: in this also M.C.C. are deficient in their care for the proper planning and sustainable
development of this area.

Having due regard

* to national and Ministerial policy with regard to the development of natural resources and
energy supply as expressed in legislation;

* to Ministerial statements and relevant official documentation that limit the true
implementation of such policy statements;

* to the County Development Plan (CDP);

* to the evidence previously presented in relation to previous applications for this project that

EPA Export 08-07-2014.23:40:51



CONTENTS

Notice From Mayo County Council of Receipt of Submission
Objecting To The Granting Of Planning Permission To Proposal
As Contained in File Register Numbered P03/3343 .

L

Text of Appeal To An Bord Pleanila Of Decision By Mayo
County Council To Grant Permission, 30th Aprit 2004.

76 MAY 2004
LTROATED ____FROM___

PL

Some Sources Used In Text To Support Appeal.
In Text:- SA

or

S.H = Source Supplied.
e o

SourceLL

4, References To Some Published Sourc(gs Used.
K

®

EPA_Export 08-07-2014:23:40:51



e

Qist of Sources:- JJ' - 5 - :
Source Parliamentary Questions. [ ! ———8Y_ LA

Fehily Timoney & CO. 2
Moving Bogs - Scéal na Ména 6 MAY 2004
Petroleum Taxation - 1.0.0.A LTR DATED £
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Receipt of Submission to Mayo County ¢
on 28/01/04 and on April Ist, 200
in connection with File Register Number |
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n Mayo County Council
Aras An Chontae

Castlebar
Rel No.: P03/3343
28/01/2004

Mr Michael O'Seighin & 5 Qthers
Carrowleige e
Ballina | {
Co. Mayo I R 1 ﬁsF}RvZﬂ%m

{

| o R

—— g
A Chara \;\é\)'_"

D
1 wish Lo acknowledge receipt of submission re \wfrom you on 28/01/2004 in
connection with planning application by SHE l&éE & P IRELAND LIMITED for
CONSTRUCT GAS TERMINAL FORg 1 RECEPTION AND SERAPATION
OF GAS FROM THE CORRIB GASTICLD, AND FOR A PEAT DEPOSITION
SITE, RESPECTIVELY. THE DEVELOPMENT WILL CONSIST OF TIIE
CONCURRENT DEVELOP[\-lE{fEBF\ OF TWO SITES LOCATED
KILOMETRES APART, APPROXIMATELY, AND IDENTIFIED AS THE
SITE OF THE GAS TERMEYAL FOR THE RECEPTION AND SEPARATION
OF GAS FROM THE CORRIB GAS FIELD IN THE TOWNLAND OF
PEITACELLY SQUTH AND THE SITE OF TIE PEAT DEPOSITION SI'TW
IN THE TOWNLANDS OF SRAHMORE AND ATTAVALLY, BANGOR
ERRIS. THE DEVELOPMENT AT THE BELLAGELLY SOUTH SITE WILL
CONSIST OF: A GAS TERMINAL FOR THE RECEPTION AND
SEPARATION OF GAS INCLUDING PLANT AND EQUIPMENT;
PROVISION OF 4,935 SQ M (GROSS FLOOR AREA), APPROXIMATELY,
OF BUILDINGS; ACCESS ROADS; 40 NO. CAR PARKING SPACES; AND
ANCILLARY DEVELOPMENTS, OF WHICII 13 LIA, APPROX, WILL BE
DEVELOPED INRESPECT OF THE GAS TERMINAL'S FOOTPRINT. THE
PROPOSED DEV. WILL OF THE BELLAGELLY SOUTII SITE WILL ALSO
CONSIST OF; THE EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OF 450,000 CUBIC M at
BELLAGELLY SOUTH SRAHMORE ATTAVALLY.

The matters referred to by you will be taken into consideration by the Council before a
decision is made on the application. Notice of the Council’s decision on the
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application will be given in accordance with the requirements of the Planning and
[ _}evelopmenl Regulations, 2001. This may be in the {orm of:

(0) posting the notice directly to you; or

(h) publishing the notice in a newspaper circulating in the area where the proposed
development is situated.

Please nole that in the evenl of an appeal being lodged by vou, An Bord Pleanala
will require a copy of this letter of acknowledgement.

Mise, le meas

RUNAI CHONDAE

&
s
ﬁj@
S §Q’b
Of S—
Sl
& |
\°°® l —
Q ——
& =
S
MAYO COUNTY COUNCIL
RECEIVED
1 APR 2004
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
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Comments on Response by Shell to Request for Further Information on File NO.
P03-3343, relating to proposed Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal and Related Srahmore

(__.}at Dump.

Submission: Michedl & Seighin and others. Wavo cocugmchuNc—'r
Contact: Michedl © Seighin, Ceathrd Thaidhg, Bég] an Atha. D
Contact Phone: 097788961 1 App 2004
Contact Riomhphost: moseighin@eircom.net

PWNING & DEVELOpyeyr

Réamhfhocal:- Diil Debates, 4/11/1998. Minister Dr-Woods:
"We will not grant a foreshore licence unless we.are satisfied ﬂ\t(at there is

planning permission.l"
Ach thit an spéir ar Acaill 6 shoin. 26 MAY 2004

. iy FROM
Ongoing Development of Context:- We note that May @ounH,QQ,LlEEI_I_ did norinfem,
the M.L.V.C., of their worries regarding the instability of Glengad Hill et alta; oref i
history of landslides. Mayo Co. Co. had so briefed the developer.

The M.L.V.C. is a committee of experts whose brief it is to recommend thatdhe relevant Minister grant a
Lease, Licence or Permission in matters marine, in this instance the go-a&@ad for the offshore and on-shore
(8 Kilometres of pipeline and accessories) projecl. & @O

"The M.L.V.C. will only consider and assess an application vzé/zﬁi&is Judly satisfied thar all relevant
information is provided." (Marine Institute Dcu:ume:nlalior@o &@b

S
e '\oo é‘& . . .
We note also, that responsibility for matt%@%b‘bve HWM lies with the Local Authority.
S
o~ N
Transport Mal:gﬁiment Plan Item 1, Vol.1

This "plan” is in response to requesiNo. 1 (Item No. 1). The preamble notes that it is a

"living document", in other words'a concept, not a proposal, and as far as its

implementation goes, a blueprint for an ad hoc delivery of the required result. We do not
+ belicve that tiis is sufficient for a project ot such magnitude where the risks are so great.

Overview:-  Consideration does not include the disposal of excavated material from
the 8 Kilometres of pipelines, from Glengad (Tré na n-Oistreach) to Ballinaboy, It is
proposed to produce this waste to make way for a pipe of 500mm from the well, k¢
think) for the umbilical, and the outlet pipe taking waste water and its' passengers out to
Erris Head. As well as the pipes themselves it is proposed to import some 50,000 cubic
metres of fill (stones etc) presumably along the roads from Glenamoy to Rosport (Léana
Mhianaigh / Seanmhachaire) and from somewhere to Glengad to replace the excavated
material over I kilometre from Tr4 na nOistreach to Rosport. This necessitates the
disposal of huge amounts of waste peat and soil, on the sloping land stretching along
Sruth Mhada Conn, an SP A. and on a macaire etc, Or is it intended to be left where the
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An Appeal to an Bord Pleanila against a Decision of Mayo County Council on April 30,
2004, to grant planning permission to Shell E & P Ireland Ltd., for the Development of a
Gas Refinery/ Terminal at Ballinaboy and for a Peat Dump, Deposition Site, at Srahmore.

Ref. No. in Planning Register:- P03/3343

Appeal by:- Michedl O Seighin and Others. '

Contact:- Micheal O Seighin, Ceathnt Thaidhg, Béal an Atha, Co. Mhaigh Eo.
Contact E-mail:- moseighin@eircom,net

Contact Phone:- 097/88961

Enclosure:- Record of receipt from Mayo Co. Co. of submission of objection against

the granting of Planning Permission.
Relevant fee.

Further Request:- We ask An Bord Pleanila to grant usf@an oral hearing into these
substantial matters.
Enclosure:- Relevant fee. |

]
z |
Basis of Appeal:- It is our belief and contention that Mayo County C uppij is in erroririits |
decision and that the proposed development, were it to proceed, Wﬁﬂfg%eridﬂsl?‘iﬁjﬁre the visual |
amenities and landscape character of the area, and would manifgstéy injure the i
property values of residential properties and farms in the vicinity; would be prejudicial to public
health and the health of individuals, would endanger public sg‘?éty especially and evidently in the
construction phase, would seriously degrade the ame 1?\ ue for tourists - especially those
seeking outdoor pursuits, the only viable local touristpgoduct - and locals alike, would introduce
a risk environment where none has previously exﬁ%@ would destroy the compromise by which
the local community has prospered in this di ‘environment and lead inevitably to its
extinction, and would in these matters and(j.ﬁ‘iosﬁers be contrary to proper planning and
sustainable development of the area. QO{\ )
In this our belief and our contention, wqp‘?ltizens of this State and residents of this area, on whom
and on whom alone the social, physigéi, financial, physical and mental health burden of this
proposal will bear on a daily basi;éﬁgoing and so on, have due regard to the policies of the State
and public bodies, and we belie¢€ the interpretation of these policies and decisions being
advanced in this instance by MCC are in error, in that at the least they do not give due weight and
cognizance to the rights and requirements of the local community and in this deficiency are
negligent in their duty of treating all citizens equally and so discriminate against the local
community for no good reason. We further believe that in the P03/3343 First Schedule MCC fails
to discriminate between compatability on a macro economic level and gross incompatability on
the micro human and socio-familial level, the level on which people in reality have no choice but
to function: in this also M.C.C. are deficient in their care for the proper planning and sustainable
development of this area.

el Y S

Having due regard

* to national and Ministerial policy with regard to the development of natural resources and
energy supply as expressed in legislation;

*  to Ministerial statements and relevant official documentation that limit the true
implementation of such policy statements;

* to the County Development Plan (CDPY);

* to the evidence previously presented in relation to previous applications for this project that
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applies to this renewed application;
e to further scientific and other information not available during consideration of earlier
applications, especially with regard to health and safety of workers and residents alike;
e 1o the relevance of environment to planning matters, which did not previously apply;
« to the character of the landscape
+ especially to the continued thriving of the local vibrant community;
we believe the decision of MCC in granting this permission is perverse and wrong in
planning, which we shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of An Bord Pleanila;

we believe, and believe it is self-evident that the proposed development if implemented :-

e must seriously injure the visual amenities and landscape character of the area, as laid down in
the County Development Plan, changing catastrophically from a rural to an industrial
landscape at one blow;

» must seriously injure the amenities and destroy values of houses and farms in the area, for
who wants to move in next to a refinery/terminal on this scale, operating 24 hours a day, and
emitting, by more or less, dangerous gases, with the admitted danger of a catastrophic
OCCUITENCE;

« must be injurious to public health;

« must endanger public safety;

« does not sufficiently take into account the rights and the utility to them of the safe
environment in which the community has lived for generations in mutual respect and nurture;

e would break the continuity of the local families and their identification with and shaping of
the local dynamic environment by inserting a dominant presence that will stay long enough to
break the culture, i.e. the way of living and its means of survi %of the inhabitants, but not
long enough to put a sufficient base under the sustainability@nd survival of the community;

. and be therefore contrary to proper planning ang@gﬁinable development of the area.

og"? K

Furthermore, in its use of the term "area” Mayo CeRGbuncil, in its decision and supplementary
commentary, fails in practice to define the physica) ‘or administrative or socio-family level, the
functioning level, to which they refer, so that’il 4§ often unclear to what unit in reality it refers; so
that multiple discriminatory and misleeggn‘%\@plications result.

R
in our appeal that follows, we will ref@r(foo
National policy with regard to @{‘\ergy and natural gas resources in reality;
Mayo County Developmentﬁan 2003-2009;
the character of the landscape;
report of the NHSA as on File P03/3343;
Planning report and recommendation;
other documents and reports supporting our contention that this concept of a project is indeed
for the wrong place and for the wrong reasons and is inimical to sustainable development in
this community and thus to proper planning, and that the scientific and technical knowledge
underlying this application is faulty, incomplete and not in accordance with best knowledge
and practice.

Mayo County Development Plan2003-2009
(quotations from plan are in italics.)

As this proposal, in so far as it refers to the terminal site, is largely the same as Application
P01/900 of April 2001 and very similar to the application of November 2000 a short note on
planning history is essential. In the draft phase of the previous County Development Plan 1992, a
draft for the Erris area plan was drawn up and circulated. During the oral hearing held by An
Bord Pleandla, February 2002, into the appeal against the granting of P01/900, the then Senior
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Planner of Mayo County Council stated that the Erris area plan had never been presented to the
Council for passage, because more important matters were prioritised, and so, in fact, no
development plan for the Erris region was in existence. This situation was in effect until the
acceptance of County Development Plan 2003-2000, and is an indication of the general regard in
which this area is held and the predominant preconceptions within officialdom. AS the Mayo
CDP now operational has come into effect since this project last came before An Bord Pleandla,
and given the prominence rightly given to itin planning deliberations and decisions, we start our
appeal with a look at what is a very fine plan, which will clearly show that in spirit and in letter
this proposal and this planning consent is in breach of its aims, objectives and recommended
mode of implementation.

1.2 The plan leads with the idea of sustainable development, which was given legs by
Agenda 21, from Rio (1992). Under the Kyoto Protocol, governments, including Ireland,
promised to limit greenhouse gases emissions to an agreed level by 2008-201 0: The National
Climate Strategy translates this into a program of action. Given the checkered history and
ongoing uncertainty regarding Kyoto one questions the sense in hanging one's planning hat on the
hope of its implementation. However, there is no material evidence that the fact of having another
source of gas, apart from Kinsale and the 2 interconnectors, is going to advance the objective of
Kyoto and the National Climate Strategy. The decisions to change from the more polluting oil
and coal to the less polluting natural gas is not dependent on Corrib coming or going: this
decision can be made at any time, and will be, dependent on the perceived realities and
economics of individual industries and individual or industry-wide decisions made. However, no
industry can access gas, until/unless An Bord Gais builds the necessary pipeline - this and
industry decisions is the decisive factor in the displacement by nak al gas of more pollutant
sources of energy. &

S
There is no shortage of natural gas, now or in the forgge Sle future, except such as the vagaries
of a one-world market dictates. The Taoiseach recgfitls*in the Dail made great boast that "we"
would shortly be exporting gas to Britain and futthe afield through the second interconnector
which is much surplus to inward requireme \tﬁ%ource )
The annual Report of An Bord Gais for 28U¢ akes this point clearly: -" The E. U. forecasts that
60% of EU gas usage will be importea“g 010 and 75% by 2020, up from 45% in 2001 However
there are ample resources within readdi of the EU."(p.38) "With supply of natural gas secured
well into the future, our focus is ngf irmly on minimising gas procurement costs.” (p.14) "The
238KM second sub-sea interconifector pipeline linking Ireland and Scotland ensures security of
natural gas supply to the Irish market to the year 2025" (script on illustration.). There is no
consideration of the contribution of Corrib to this analysis and the accompanying map (p.39)
shows only a single line from Craughwell to Ballinaboy with no spurs.(Source H)
Natural gas in its pipeline has passed through North Cork and Mid-Tipperary etc for 20+ years
without influencing one jot the sources of energy used or attracting heavy gas users to the area.
Reality is to be prized above all.
1.2.1 "balanced regional development is a fundamental objective.” The Corrib proposal as
passed by Mayo Co. Co. does not advance balanced development and the lack of any contribution
by this project to the attainment of this objective is summed up in the Report by the Bord Pleanala
Inspector on the previous application for this project:- "The exploitation of this very valuable
natural indigenous resource is premature because, with a short 15-20 year life-span, the region
would lose out significantly in the potential to expand the gas distribution network in the region,
the potential to facilitate the region's energy infrastructure, and in the potential to create
substantive socio-economic spin-offs for the region. The draining of this resource lo a national
network trough the West Region (outside of Galway) without tangible, definitive benefit to the
region and to the North-West is unacceptable in the knowledge that such benefits could fall to the

|
- |

o = |
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regions when appropriate commitments are in place to exploit this resource.
There is only one clear commitment - to bring the gas out of the Region." (Inspector's Repor!
2003: p.60)

In the light of the availability of this analysis in the above report, there is little need to further
expand on this fundamental fact - this proposal is not an agent of regional development: the
development of Corrib in a different context, given a different legislative framework, a more
focused State commitment combined with semi-State flexibility could be an agent of major
development, but in the reality that is in place, this is not remotely possible. (see discussion on
licensing terms p. 39 onwards.)

The proposed establishment is a monster on a green-field site, in the middle of a vast bog. The
local gain is to be ca. 50 jobs, which are unlikely to be aligned with local skills availability: the
tocal loss to fishing, utility of traditional environment, freedom from risk, freedom of movement
is incalculable, nor has any effort been made to calculate such loss. The gain for the County
depends on the possibility that An Bord Gais will build a pipeline and distribution network to
Castlebar/Westport - Ballina is definitely out of the loop: An Bord Gais can do that at any time if
it wishes, with or without Corrib. We are really tired of this obtuseness masquerading as clarity.

Sustainable Development:- "that meets the needs of the present generation without

compromising the ability of "future generations to meel their needs"

Corrib development as proposed

 makes no contribution to national or regional finances; )

o the leases in force since 1992 ensure that a minimum return %pfs% is returned to the state;

« the present needs of a few guesthouses, quarries, property gnters only will definitely be met;

e the life of the local population would be irrevocabl%@fi red, by fear and noise, and

emissions to a pristine envircnment; & <

future generations will be left with empty pipqﬁi&@%‘om Ballinaboy or Castlebar to Glengad

« natural gas is not a renewable resource; N

« the needs of future generations will be y influenced if not decided by the decisions of
this generation in power - needs areoiﬁ ed from the social and physical environment -
wants are internal: unless the futuféogﬁeration at Ballinaboy exists it can have neither needs

nor wants to satisfy. \6\

"it is equally about the economﬁﬂ?td quality of life and therefore relates 10 social economic and
cultural sustainability”. This project will obviously destroy the quality of life of this community,
a quality we extracted in a compromise from a hard environment - risk etc. It would introduce a
strong "push" factor 1o encourage young couples to move away while removing the very strong
"pull" factors at present drawing the young to stay within this protective environment, and the
possibility alone is doing so. 1t is the enemy of hard-earned sustainability. Such an enormous
unrestrained power with its own cuitural baggage and requirements, cannot help survival. The
decision by MCC is ill-judged, ili-advised and a poorly understood interpretation of this
reasoning : it does not "meet(s) the needs of the present generation # (of the community) while it
compromises "the ability of future generations to meet their needs": if such a generation should
indeed exist.

neentral to the whole concept also are that development should allow future generations to enjoy
a quality of life at least as high as our own, and should respect our responsibilities to the wider
international community.” Impossible under this proposal. We are respecting "our responsibilities
{0 the wider international community " by driving through machaire, cSACs, SPAs, risking listed
riparian systems, licensing blasting in breeding and nurturing areas of dolphin and whale,
destroying the nests of sand martins? Endangering Carrowmore Lake Regional Water System,

-
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paid for by European taxpayers. Respect? We are being sacrificed to an ill-judged, ill-advised and
poorly understood interpretation of these fine sentiments.

"this plan embraces the principles of sustainability in addressing future growth and
development." 1. the gas is not renewable; 2. nothing guaranteed for Mayo before gas runs out -
unless Bethlehem Steel suddenly decides to build a major forge in Ballindine, though even that
would hardly be up and running before gas runs out. No growth or development for local way of
life and those who have created it and live it.

1.2.4 Development Trends. The increase in economic activity reported is not reflected in
population figures.

Environment:- "water quality in the county continues to decline" But all lakes in Mayo
classified as un-enriched for 'Water Quality Report 2002 Corrib would certainly contribute to the
trend, especially re. Abhainn Mhér, Muincheann and Ceathri Mér Lake. Given the pace of
deterioration the report of 2002 is not relevant.

1.3 Key Issues
"To halt the decline of population in the rural areas of the county." by making Ballinaboy etc less
attractive as a place to live, and destroying the advantage there now is in living there, vis a vis
urban or brown field areas.
"an attractive built and natural environment.” a structure of many heights, stretching to super-
windmill height, with substantial night-lighting, and constant noise, all in sight of Ceathri Mér
and within the living environs of the local community? Is this what Ian Douglas considers to be
'an attractive built and natural environment'?
"to provide alternative employment for farmers leaving agriculture gzd those moving to pari-time
farming": comment is superfluous. v\\é\‘f
N
ERM Review of the EIS for the Cog&li&%ld Development,
Final Report as consultants to the Dept. of Marine ag@gﬁml Resources
2.5 Impacts. "no matching of skills to requiremen@%épﬁ'oject."
gt

ERM Repﬁg&ﬁLVC; Annex A.
3.4 "there has been no original researcl&(ﬁ‘ri@"‘employment patterns and all judgements of
significance are qualitative with little jffs&’fca:ion for impact predictions that were made”.
The reservations still apply. \6\0
[t doesn't take a consultant to see g@ irrelevant this terminal proposal is to this sentiment of
CDP. )
"0 ensure a range of social and educational opportunities”" a few euro for an old folks party, and
the sponsorship of a game of golf 12 miles away in Carn for Erris Tourism hardly qualifies.
"o ensure...other valuable natural resources including gas, forestry, fishing, aguaculture are
developed to their full potential but in a manner that has due regard to environmental protection,
bio-diversity conservation and the preservation of visual, scenic and residential amenities.” We
believe that all the issues here under 'due regard' are breached by this Corrib proposal: SACs and
SPAs are breached, reclaimed farmland irrevocably savaged, the bio-diversity of the Munhin and
Owenmore continues to be retarded (as per EPA and NWFB), and the amenities of the locality
are undermined, at least for us who live here. The development to full potential of gas would be
to develop it in such a way that the benefit to the community and to the tax payer is maximised,
while the developer is also substantially rewarded. This is not the case. This issue does not
mention people. The forestry development ongoing is a la Burma or the Amazon - extraction, full
stop.

Infrastructure Deficiencies.
"major infrastructure deficiencies particularly in relation to strategic road and rail connections,

Ay
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telecommunications and energy" what singular contribution would Corrib make to this mix? By
rushing the gas out of Mayo? Intelligent placing of wind farms solves the energy as far as the
region is concerned : if Bord Gais build a pipeline for us rather than for Shell, natural gas can
flow to where the demand is from where the gas is readily available, and at market price. We
have been silly enough to believe that balanced regional development means that this region is as
much entitled to a supply of readily available gas, as the horsey set in Kildare is to an indoor
pleasure dome, a la Kubla Khan: or that giving an alternative supply of gas toa functioning
system on the East Coast is not a contribution to Balanced Regional Development.

The effect on our roads locally, must be disastrous, when Mayo Co. Co. now allows all the HVT
for the project on a road previously declared 'not suitable for heavy traffic': In the "Corrib Field
Development Planning Dossier - Terminal”, 14/11/2,000, on a map enclosed is written unsuitable
for heavy traffic” on the L1204. Also written in the text: Section 8.4 : "In addition to above fi.e.
roads from Ballina and Belmullet) there is a possible cut-through for light vehicular traffic from
the N59 to site via Glencullin Lower / Glenturk Beg.".

Also, in Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS, April 2001, referring to the Li204:- 15.3.3.2 "its" low
volumes of HGVs makes it less suitable to any increase in HGV movement resulting from the
development.”

Key Issue:-

"The provision of a sound infrastructure base is of “fundamental importance to the future
development of the county”

Definitely: how does this Corrib proposal advance this? By importing raw gas o a bog site,
introducing risks to the population, removing the impurities that no one else wants and leaving
some for us while sending most back out to our sea, exporting the clgan useful product that
everyone wants out of Mayo and likely out of the country. (Even ysider the deal EE! did with
Bord Gais, only 27% of the Corrib production was destined for3he Irish market, i.e. 60% of the
share heid by EEI, now Shell.) The 73%2. OQ\AO; S

4(7 K

Rural Housing:- "rural housing plays pivotal roleﬁ%&%ining rural communities and in
maintaining the vibrancy of such areas": is it li&%{* at anyone will want to build in an area that
was initially per this project, and until the 0 %e%ﬁng held by An Bord Pleandla in Feb. 2002,
within an exclusion zone on the directiog @HSA?. Or downwind of the flaring stack and other
chimneys? Is it likely that Mayo Co. o@' I take the chance of giving planning permission for
housing in the vicinity of this reﬁner;(@fé? The only vibrancy this project generates is the steady
thud of the generators and pumpingﬁ‘tations.

oY

Infrastructure Map: Gas pipeline shown has nio basis in reality - " I wish 1 had a shepherd's lamb".
An Bord Gais has ruled out Ballina as an item in its planning, as per conference in Galway,

Environment and Landscape.

Water Resources:- "their importance canriot be underestimated" ..(sic). 1 know what is meant but
in this form it is a Bertyism, which may reflect a previous planning attitude, reflecting society's
concern'.

Key Issune:-

"to improve the quality of our water resources and avoid further decline in water quality
resulting from eutrophycation as a result of excessive phosphorous input" : the peat removal
hardly contributes to this objective.

Waste Management:
Key Issue:-

"The formulation of policies that will increase public awareness in relation to waste
minimisation.” By defining 450,000metres cubed of peat as "waste', just because 'tis convenient
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for Sheli? By dumping this waste between the Owenmore and Munhin, by Carrowmore Lake? By
thrashing the entire area for the benefit of Shell? Wil this make children and others aware of the
importance of 'waste minimization'?

Nature Conservation:

Key Issue:-

"How to provide for new development without compromising the conservation value of the
designated sites'. The message being delivered is that designated sites are just a minor
inconvenience, that can be turned into a convenience if it suits the establishment. Regulations
state that pipelines cannot be driven through SACs SPAs etc: if it doesn't suit, as in this instance,
we just bash ahead. The project is in complete breach of this K.I. in spirit and in letter: as the
ordinary grunts in iraq took a message re. humanity from their superiors, who transferred
prisoners "abroad” for interrogation and refused recognition as human beings to Guantanamo
guests, so the 'public’ takes the message, subliminally or no, from what is done - not by what is
said.

Landscapes:
Key Issue:-
"How to reinforce and enhance the traditional landscape character of the countryside."
Even allowing for the fact that landscape is an evolving entity there must surely be a missing link
if this project applies, building a refinery in an open bog site?
Key Issue:-
"how to accommodate new development without compromising one gj Mayo's major economic
resources, its landscape” slap bang next to Loch na Ceathriine [\gé} e?
Key Issue:- &
"How to maintain and improve access to and enjoymento@f 142 recreational amenities of the
countryside.” by permanently putting off-limits a su%gaé@&l acreage that is no longer suitable for
new forestry and so potentially a recreation facili%gQ &\?\‘

e
Tourism: &é‘\ A
"The growth in the number of holiday hopteggn sensitive rural areas and their impact on the
landscape has the capacity to damage f??@%urist resources.” Compare with the reality of this
monstrosity in that it is totally out of Ej;a(ée. Curiosity factor?

Town and Village Developmeng;é\
Key Issue:- "o enable the smaller towns and villages to develop” - by renting a house in
Bangor for 2 years?

Cultural and Architectural Heritage:- Contribution?

1slands and Gaeltacht Mhaigh Eo:

Key Issue:-

"The need to ensure that the population on the islands and in the Gaeltacht is stabilised in order
that they remain viable communities." 'We could comment but would be crude.

Social Community and Recreatjon Facilities.

Key Issue:-

"To insure that the provision of Social Community and recreational facilities is fully
integrated....sustainable development." Contribution?
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2.1 Overall Strategy

Quite harmless general statements and the Corrib project as envisaged advances not one. It is only
necessary to quote one "To sirengthen and enhance the county’s urban structure and promote
sustainable vibrant rural communities” but not in Ballinaboy or Lenamore.

2.1.1. SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AIMS
Fine aspirations but project irrelevant except “with the long term effect of sustaining and
enriching the quality of life of people in Mayo." Corrib proposal has opposite effect for us.

2.1.2 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AIMS

Fine aspirations. "To ensure the county's natural resources are managed and developed in a
sustainable manner that will ensure they can be enjoyed by future generations." Under present
regulations, which seem unchangeable even in the presence of political will, there will not be gas
for future generations, and sustainability, where the return from an extractive industry is not
substantially re-invested is a chimera. Everyone knows this!

2.1.3. ENVIRONMENT DEVELOPMENT AIMS
Very laudable. "To ensure that the resource that is Mayo's diversity and variety of landscapes is
utilised prudently and sustainable and that new development is integrated sympathetically into
the landscape in a manner that the landscape can be handed on to future generations without
being degraded." This illustrates perfectly how this proposed project is in direct breach of the
County Development Plan. "prudent” "sustainable” ("best use of bog,?) protection from
"degradation”. >
"0 maintain and enhance the quality of those physical eleme. & such as air, water, soil, that
contribute to the environment." To maintain, at best, ﬂg\\Mﬁh in in the degraded state it is in? to
enhance Carrowmore? to add pollutants to the pristngg"?@?ﬁ

SO
2.1.4 TRANSPORT AND INFRASTRUCTURE VELOPMENT AIMS
The only possible relevance Corrib projectfﬁcﬁ\r this, apart from the havoc wreaked locally for
the duration of the construction and aﬂe&@s\&\he expansion of energy supply” which is not
dependent on Corrib gas coming ashore 12 is manner or in any manner - it depends on the
provision of a pipeline from the natiq\@i’gﬁd. The gas will not leave its nest under the sea-bed on
its own - not after the long Rip Vgg@l inkle sleep there.The approach that this pipeline will only
be built if we allow Shell to devefop this, our resource, in the cheapest manner, is blackmail, pure
and simple, and has no place in the planning process, however and by who so ever it is used.

2.2 A DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK FOR MAYO.

2.2.2. "the 1992 plan ..all development was welcomed for the socio-economic benefits it brought
to the county as a whole" but it led to imbalances (which already existed.)

"What is required is a plan led rather than an ad hoc unstructured approach to development
.promote a spatial perspective”. Absolutely! So why Corrib?

Rural Areas:

"nolicies aimed at protecting and conserving rural areas ... must be matched with policies which
seek to maintain and support established rural communities”

"the importance of family ties and links to local areas ... essential element in reinforcing local
community ties and networks and strengthening rural communities must also be recognised.”

[n this more than in any other way directly, this project is in conflict, directly, with the Co.
Development Plan. The significance of this community is its “estab!lishment“ a viable organism
having over generations achieved a modus vivendi with the physical environment, respected and
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respectful. Rumpole would rest his case.

DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK Objective DF - 4

"To maintain and promote vibrant rural communities and sustainable patterns of development
whilst ensuring that the environmental, natural and cultural heritage resources of the county are
uncompromised and the character and amenities of the rural areas are maintained.” Apart from
"the county” and "rural areas" being made to seem interchangeable, this again illustrates the
incompatability of this proposed project with the aspirations of the county development plan
(CDP from here on.)

2.3 The Landscape:
The NSS calls for "the wise management of all environmental resources.”

The landscape : "is composed of a complex mixture of natural and man-made elements that can
also be an important part of the identity of an individual or of a community. It combines
important economic social and cultural roles - as the location of agriculture, housing and
history.”
The proposed project clearly breaches this and imposes a totally new reality suddenly,
catastrophically. Culture, the sum of all human elements and interactions with the physical
environment, conscious or instinctive, sums up this "wise management" or "wise use”, The
proposal to place this major industrial project in this place introduces a schizophrenic element
into a sane and progressive and proven humanscape and landscape. Landscape in Ireland has
never been static since the ice substantially departed: it has been co stantly evolving, but seldom
subjected to total upheaval, the catastrophic event - major earthq%a%-type scenario. The utter
upheaval here proposed changes this. &
The landscape objectives "attempt to manage change loo&'géﬁé that the effects of change are fair
and proportionate - balancing individual needs again$i gublic rights, ensuring that the past
remains visible to the future." There is no balance ift the approval of this proposal which serves
neither "individual needs" nor “public rights” g@b y delineated. A gamble on a possible
financial/political decision is not a right. &é’o$
LN
N

S
LANDSGABE SENSITIVITY MATRIX
is only a too! and so not directive. It isS useful as the professionalism and skill of its operation.

It's application to this project is deggﬁwith later and is of doubtful integrity.
oY

SECTION 3
3.1.2 Economic Activity
We believe that we have shown in this glance at the aims and objectives etc of the CDP that the
project proposed is in conflict with it. We will shorten our scrutiny of the rest, with some
exceptions.

Eisheries:

EA - AF6 Sustainable management of inland fisheries? promote silting?

Tl - HGV | "To reduce the adverse effects of HGVs within the county". By opening up a road
previously deemed unsuitable for HGVs to intense battering from well over 1,000 HGVs a day,
and this without any explanation of the U-tum? Oh, a limit of 800? Direct breach of the CDP and
of much else more basic.

T1 -E5:- "To have a gas-powered generating station built in North Mayo." This project, already

through the planning process, is hardly contrary to the CDP. It is strange that this one project is
singled out - why not the sewage treatment plant at Muingmore, a very important facility,
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nationally and regionally, and according to Mayo Co. Co, not requiring planning permission.
What about a diesel powered power generator? Or the wind-powered one at Comhraic already
being processed while the plan was being drawn up? Would such a proposal be contrary to the
CDP. We wonder if this pre-emption of the process is in accordance with the guidelines for
development plans, but of course that is not within our competence. Still, strange - no gas, no
pipeline, but we want a gas-fired power station, because we've given permission for one already:
but no commitment in the CDP to challenge the Government to supply the necessary
infrastructure for such!?

Ti - G1:- " It is an objective of the council that it fully supports the realisation of the Corrib Gas
Field find and any other gas find in the Co. either on or off shore”. (No one could find fault with
that - nice and bland.) "It also supports the provision of an onshore gas terminal in North Mayo
and the related pipe network throughout the counly to maximise the benefits for the county." This
was inserted into the CDP while the project was already going through the planning process.
Although contradictory -"maximise benefits for the county" by facilitating the export of gas out of
the county, without any control over production rates or any rental or other income, - it definitely
ensures that this individual project by a corporate developer, in which the public polity has no
influence, is compatible with the CDP. This method maximises the benefit for Shel!, Marathon
and Statoil, yes. There is no indication what MCC is prepared to do to realise this "support” and
as such is just rhetoric, but to tie the county resources to so retrograde a development option, with
minimal benefits is inexplicable (Even Shell admits that the over-riding reason for the Ballinaboy
option is to save money.) It speaks wonders for the suitability of the project that Mayo Co. Co.
feel it to be necessary to so designate it, so as to fit it in somehow tgghe principles of good
planning. While no affair of ours, it is a strange effort to subvery{\(\ﬂa planning process but

childish. CQ°
S

HC - RA 7:- "to recognise children's appreciation o3} @%lura[ environment" Children
recognise the difference between what [ say ando\@& do.

P @
HC RA 15:- "to require developers 10 provi r('\ sport and recreational infrastructure
proportionate to the needs of the propocgga @@elopmem, as an integral part of their proposals”
sponsor a game of golf in Carne (very rf@@ational for us evacuees and displacees.)? A few euro
for an old folks party? Surplus comp #ers, with or without operating systems? A sponsored trip to
Anjum? A good run when the da(ﬁtsiren goes off? Do the 50 proposed permanent staff not
require services or is it accepted that they will not live in the area anyhow - the normal practice in
Erris? The project as proposed does not help.

3.1.5 Environment, Heritage and Conservation:
EH-G1:- special character of county - not specifically any area.
EH-NH 11:-EU Water Framework Directive.

Landscape Character.
EH-LCI1: appropriate development.
EH-VP1:- views and prospects from Carrowmore Lake (public realm).

Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plan.
EH-CZ1:- Dochoma or Broadhaven Bays not mentioned - strange that.

Air Quality
EH-AQI:- "to maintain and improve the air quality of the county through the monitoring of
emissions from industry” We did not realise that this was the responsibility.of Mayo CO. Co. - if

10
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s0, it has implications for this project not addressed.

3.2.3 EU Directjve 2001/42/EC: Our understanding of this directive was that the local authority
was obliged to produce an S.E.A. describing the potential effects on the environment of
implementing the plan, in force before 2004. Mayo CO. CO. has not done so re. Corrib proposal
unless they have appointed Shell as proxy??.

Further, as Mayo Co. CO. has specifically identified one specific project, an onshore gas
terminal, in the plan, and defined its spatial implementation as a requirement for an "onshore"
development, then they surely require themselves to implement an S.E.A and to abide by P&D
Act 2,000, Section 1075. Since a decision is 2 matter for An Bord Pleanla in its wisdom and not
for us, who at this moment consider that Mayo Co. CO. is in breach of this directive with
whatever consequences the existing regulations demand.

P&D Act 2.000, Section 10/5 : "a development plan shall contain information on the likely and
significant effects on the environment of implementing the plan".
"The purpose of S.E.A. is to ensure that the environmental consequences of policies, plans and
programs are taken into account at the earliest stage in the process, i.e. that they are assessed
during the preparation stage and before adoption."

As Mayo Co. Co. has adopted one specific project and its method of implementation, i.e. onshore
terminal, it has bound itself: it cannot legally make this decision previous to S.E.A.

Environmental Goals.
All very laudable but this Shell project does not contribute to any. However, the final one

"encourage the efficient use of land" is especially breached by this project. (Ravage 600 acres for
a footprint of 40 acres?)

&
Strategic Objectives of Development Framework. ‘ &
DF-4:- “maintain and promote vibrant rural communiﬁgf\g@sustainable patterns of
development.” Not in Ballinaboy. AN
O
IR

O
The project is also in breach of the Economic.gémmem Aims and the Environmental
Development Aims, where prudence, sustaigability, sympathetic integration and the obligation to
future generations are highlighted. Q&\i\&"\
S

XS SECTION 4.
4.2.2 Rural Enterprise:- "the Cogggﬁ‘\ will consider" does not include any reference to large-scale
industry such as this proposal of €orrib; and in effect excludes such development by its use of
"will" and not the normal "may".

Landscape Appraisal for Mayo.

"landscape policies generally ... try to continue the distinctiveness and character of each part of
the landscape® “ensuring that the past remains visible to the future."”

EPA Guidelines on Content of EIS.

"The first aspect to be considered is visual impacts, focusing on the extent to which the new
development can be seen. The second aspect considers impacts on the character of the landscape,
examining responses that are felt towards the combined effects of the new development”. (noise,
odours, ecology, history, risk/fear, curtailment of freedom). However considered, the project fails
the test for sense and sustainability.

AreaC - NW Coastal Bog;: "Development can have a disproportionate visual impact in such a
terrain, due to an inherent inability to be absorbed, physically and visually.” The project fails in
this respect also.

11
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3.6. We fail to appreciate the logic behind scenic route designation: how come that along one side
of Carrowmore Lake looking across the lake to Cnoc Maol, mostly towards bog and conifers is
nscenic", while along the other side, looking across the same lake towards the impressive
Knocknascollop it is not "scenic". We give up on this one.

Landscape Appraisal for County Mayo.
4.1.1 Policy Area 1. Montaine Coastal Zone.
"a desirable setting for visitors and also particularly sensitive to inappropriate development”.
The placing of the area within the plan is the work of Mayo Co. CO. and they are obviously in
breach of their own decision in granting this approval for this, in reference to the CDP, very
inappropriate development.

Landscape Area Sensitivity Index, The Development Impact Potential Index and Landscape
Sensitivity Matrix, singly and finally in concert, depend on the right definition and recognition
of catagories. The Senior Planner of Mayo Co. Co. assumes an industrial/commercial status for
this complex, which gives a totally misreading of the matrix, for this project proposal has
elements of windmills, quarrying, communication masts - all giving much higher negative
readings than the assumed industrial/commercial, which relates to general experience of modern
industry and industrial estates. 1 am very surprised at this misuse of what is in the final analysis
nothing definitive - just an aid.

WE have felt it necessary to give more than a cursgry glance at the relevance of
this project to the county development plan, because of its use agsd’decision maker, rather than an
overall vision. We believe, except where the plan is artificial Sand specifically inseminated with
the Corrib project as proposed, this proposed developmén i markedly in breach of the County
Development Plan 2003 - 2009, in spirit and in Iettggfi QJS\

S
Trying to accommodate this project withi ~§Q ims and strategies of the CDP 2003-2009 is as
futile as the struggles of Cl{\ @g\ﬁs sisters not to overfill her slipper.
..... QOK\A*\&\
\C’OQ
O

&

S
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PLANNING REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION.

Senior Planner,

Mayo Co. Co.
1. Introduction
We notice that the Senior Planner visited the terminal at Anjum, which is where Shel wanted to
direct everyone towards, for some reason: selected public representatives from Mayo previously
partook of the same generous hospitality. We are surprised that Mr. Douglas succumbed to Shell's
importunities, as the terminal bears little relationship to the reality of the proposed project, sitting
80 miles from the well, requiring a slugcatcher etc.

3. Description of Development.

Overview: "The landfall for the pipeline is at Dooncarton in Broadhaven Bay. The gas is
then treated at the terminal etc" when it has crossed 8 K of deep bog and farmland, itself
reclaimed bog, crossed Sruth Mhada Conn SPA twice etc. The anomalous situation the
unprecedented siting places the project in here repeats itself again, and will continue to do so, for
the place is wrong,.

Summary of the Process at the Terminal Site:- (b) “small quantities" = sufficient to facilitate
the project, whatever that may be.

“chilling by mechanical refrigeration” a major building in its own right and an integral part of the
project and for which planning is not sought. This pre-empts the planning process and even on the

terms proposed by Mr. Douglas, is project splitting and in viol%@‘ﬁ of Council Directive
85/337/EEC as amended. ‘ *o\
SE

Landscaping:- Screening at this height, in a rise il‘@ﬁi@&lqlddle of a basin, dependant on conifers
growing on top of the bog is really a nonsense logg%g?m It is pointless arguing about it. (Source
N) S
e

B X
Construction:- 33,000 m cubed "will \}\q@n off-site for disposal" to where, by what road? Why
so coy? This is a substantial amount o\@te.

N
3

Peat Reception:- Mr Douglés can repeat Haku trailers 'til he bursts, as if thus naming
trucks used in the Haku methodf milled peat management will give them an Oriental aura and
mystic capacity. It won't: they are just dumpers.

Drainage and Overflow:- "two proposed new settlement ponds " to add to those already on
site that don't work either, if to work is to save the rivers and bays from silting,

" The new drainage system will ensure that surface water run-off will be effectively treated before
reaching the Munhin and Owenmore Rivers and to prevent excessive suspended sediment from
entering the rivers." Is it excessive to pollute the Munhin, Owenmore and destination bays to the
extent reported by the EPA, as quoted in the Srahmore EIS, causing significant species reduction
and silting?. It never has worked: why should it work now?. (EIS Dec. 2003, Vol.2, Srahmore:-
p.98 of 223 et al.)

Post Construction:- This is a bullet point that promises but delivers not. Source O).
5. Change in Planning Circumstances:- Apart from regulations there is a different level of

knowledge now accessible,
6. Mayo CDP:- Infrastructure for Castlebar in the distant future - pf)ssibly when Corrib has been
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drained - is to be paid for by the destruction of the cultural context of this area, the way of life of
the individuals. The same argument was used for logging/ranching in the Amazon and for oil
extraction in the Niger Delta etc etc. It is obvious who pays. Is Mr. Douglas making this choice
for us? In good planning terms decisions advocating change beyond the evolutionary to the
human habitat must be validated by the culture.

(‘individuals have rights, and there are things no person or group may do to them without
violating their rights.” from ," Anarchy, State and Eutopia", by Robert Nozick 1939-2002 , the
pre-eminent free-market guru.)

EH-VP 1 "views and prospects worthy of preservation and protection” this is appalling
arrogance: nothing is to be seen through the eyes of those who live here and have sequentially
created this landscape, but a casual visitor is authorised to proclaim most of it unworthy! ("This
fails to appreciate the difference between transient visitors and longer-term residents who may
have more of an impact." Annex A EIS for the Corrib Field Development: Review Checklist.
ERM., in MLVC Report to Minister for the Marine.)

8. Differences between P03/3343 and P01/900, the Previous Application.

+ Peat Management etc:-
= Re-use on site not "the" materials not suitable but “some”.
*  U-tumn on roads, unexplained. &
» Stabilisation using cement: piling. &>
: N
*  Dumping of peat now defined as waste. s
» Issue of a waste licence for Srahmore without publ’@i@ﬁmg or specific notification.

Reduction of Visual Impact:- By raising the buggf@g“?
R\
Q

9, Implications of Decision on P01/900 by A
An Bord Pleanala can hardly be said to havefgiyen a ringing endorsement to this project as
proposed, and it is now even less attrac%@él@n before. Environmental considerations are now
planning issues; the requirements for b%l@*ce in regional development more definable. The
professed "strategic" nature of the project is less convincing as is the ability of Shell to implement
promises made, in view of recent @inders of doubtful past practices. The limited nature of the
remit of the OHSA is becoming&gary, which leaves the entire population along the pipeline from
Glengad to the terminal boundary without statutory protection - in case of accident - which is par
for the pipeline course - Shell seems to be the responsible body: the failure to address the
implications of the high pressure umbilical alongside an electric power line and a reverse high
pressure raw gas pipeline to the terminal boundary and through the terminal site to the terminal
itself and the apparent lack of need to do so paints a new and scary picture. Even more
information and the landslides of the past year bring even more into focus how little is known of
the dynamics of massed peat. (Source K).

10. Adequacy of EIS.

We believe that the opinion of the Senior Planner of Mayo Co. Co. that the EIS as before the

planners and the public is adequate to enable a decision to be made is wrong, discriminatory and

lacking in sound basis, especially in the following respects:-

+ scientific basis for stabilisation of peat on site is a work in progress; (Habib&Farrell)

e the risk inherent in the U-turn regarding the use of road L1204 from Bangor to Ballinaboy is
not addressed let alone justified; (Source G)

e the task of upgrading the L1204 its pavement and its widening on peat foundations and its

14

EPA Export 08-07-2014.23:40:52



maintenance is underestimated as is the inevitable inconvenience to the public;

e no consideration is given to the inevitable leaking of acid silt bearing water from the HVT on
the 1.1204 in the Carrowmore SAC and to the lake itself, during movement of peat;

« the proposed use of sheet piling, a new and uncertain technology in peat soils, is neither
questioned nor analysed; (Roos).

« the stability of incoming pipeline of raw gas on deep peat and within the site boundary, i.e.
the establishment as narrowly defined by the OHSA; (Johnston, Source J & K)

+ the dangers and unquantified risk to the working public cutside and to operatives within the
site boundary posed by the high pressure espc. liquid pipes outgoing, high pressure raw gas
pipeline incoming and the power cable in close proximity to one another; the traffic and road
pavement implications for the L1203, L12035, L52453-0, L52453-25 posed by the
construction of the pipeline from Glengad to Ballinaboy, and the servicing of same, including
disposal of waste material extracted as a necessary result of the operation; (Source K)

(Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS Nov. 2000:- referring to the same wells, same gas, same
technology: 4.9.2. Umbilical: Low pressure hydraulic fluid to sea wells 210 BARg: high pressure
hydraulic fluid to sea wells 610 BARg.

e the well known history of pollution by silting from Bord na Ména operations locally and
throughout the country; (Source T)

« the lack of precedent for this method of handling large volumes of peat;

*»  the unjustified and unjustifiable equating of milled peat operations with operations involving
exclusively raw peat siudge;

« the equating of piling fresh raw peat in ridges with windrowinyf milled peat from a peat
surface dried over a minimum of 8 years, is untenable; &

« the unsupported proposition that the common good is beig® served;

« the assumption, evident in practice, that the comme#! g6bd is served by ignoring their
interests and needs and real risk to the local po jon, entirely without their consent.

« the contradictions between what is here in n@ Sases presented in the EIS and what is said
previously in previous E1Ss, dealing with\\tﬁggshme physical and site reality, are ignored, for
example the probable consistency of t \z@‘éavated and much agitated peat, an issue of major
importance: in the answer to the q;l(\ y MCC for further information, the developer

objected to our opinion that there >h danger that the multiple handling of the peat, from

bog to Srahmore could cause it tgé'slurry": however in the Offshore EIS 2001, 19.3.2.13.7

"moving peat alters its physicgfi‘zmd chemical properties and excessive handling can turn

peat into a 'mushy soup’ wifli poor restoration potential. (this of course is an argument for not

moving the peat off-site: the objection to 'slurry' is an argument for moving the peat off-site,
but it hardly improves the scientific status of the produced EISs.

11. Reports.

Geotechnical Consultant:- Terms of reference of this report from Fehilly, Tomoney & Co.
were to prepare a report on part of the EIS - not on the project itself. They were not required to
realise the reading by site studies and they did not do so. I understand that the work was done in
fact on a sub-consultant basis by Dr. Michael Creed, who carried out his terms as requested.
Source B) Mr. Douglas is selective indeed in the quotation he uses from the report “that
reasonable care ...surrounding the site." Fehilly/Timoney also state "The letters from the
regulatory authorities ... make no reference to the structural stability of pipelines constructed in
deep peat soil and, as such, do not provide the written confirmation requested in Item 2." (ltem 2
of further information requested.) Also "While there is no explicit reference in the EIS to the
installation within the boundaries of the site..” (Are we correct in our belief that if further
information requested by the authority is not forthcoming, the application fails?) (Source J)We
will treat further of this report later.
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Dept. of Environment, Heritage and Local Govemment:-

The concern is how resourced the proposed monitoring and implementation systems are. There is
no confidence in the system where the inspection is sporadic, on the basis of advance warning to
the operators, and dependent on information supplied by the developer. The history of default is
damning and there is no virtue in pretending otherwise, even if such awareness has not been
politically correct.

OHSA:-
The limitations of its brief in this instance are frightening and will be discussed later, in context of
the Health & Safety Report.

Irish Aviation Authority:-
Given the restrictions imposed on flight paths in the vicinity of flare stacks in other jurisdictions,
we are surprised at the blasé response.

12. Third Party Submissions.
WE are surprised that the grounds for objection advanced by third parties and listed by Mr.
Douglas do not include the foliowing at least:-
«  Unexplained U-turns of significance;
e HVT to and from Rosport;
« removal and disposal of non-peat waste;
« mystery of the bottomless bog-hole that disappears most of the water from the terminal site

and disappears, in the context of the very shatlow but strategi;igarrowmore Lake.
o the plague-like avoidance of any consideration of the umbivl\\ig pipeline complex.

&

Dept. of the Environment Heritage & Local Govemmeg’@;fé%
3 No effort is made to establish the role in thg,ﬁv{l%ll site drainage of the bottomless bog-
hole which drains most of the site presently, Therg'cat be multiple and layered iron-pans on site:
hoping that buried bog-wood spirits the water 3y is ridiculous, as were that the case, the
oxygenated water would have demolished (gl%d»%od within the last 5,000 years. We still have no
idea how this obviously major drainageoﬁg\@e fits into the overall drainage of the area, inside
and outside the site. o
4, “There is no quantification o_Sl?ie volumes of water released from this peat but the
volumes are expected to be smal!"éﬁ' 5o, it contradicts the important, indeed vital suggestion on
which the proposal to lorry outdfe peat depends, that large volumes of water will free-drain from
the peat. There is direct conflict here: while we are inclined to believe the suggestion made here
that little water will in fact free-drain from the peat at this part of the cycle, the opposite is the
orthodoxy by Bord na Moéna in this instance on which the concept depends for meat in the
sandwich. Both can't be right in the real world.
"This matter can be dealt with by a condition requiring the implementation of an agreed
monitoring plan with mitigation measures” only if the power, authority, will, resources, structures
and back-up are provided to monitors with real penalties as bite. This optimism is a tall order in
the real world we inhabit.
5. Can Settlement Ponds Deliver?:- Settlement ponds are, by their very nature, full to the
outlet at all times, barring a very high evaporation rate in a dry warm summer of clear skies.
They are just holes in the ground where water gathers, and as long as there is water higher than
them in the surrounding land, they will be full. The capacity of a settlement pond to take a surge
of water from a sudden down-pour without a) stirring the pot; b) letting the inflow straight
through, warts and all, is nil.
A settlement pond accepts drainage water produced gradually from the drainage system, natural
or man made in its basin. The water and silt accumulates in the pond where the silt gradually
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settles. (Let's ignore the fact that mitled peat particles tend to float.) At some point in time the
water fills the pond to the leve! of the outlet and the water in the top of the pond at that time - one
could almost say the water floating on top of the other water in the pond - flows out to the
receiving drains or rivers or floodplains or sea shore, i.e. the receiving environment. Except in
exceptionally dry circumstances, the pond will remain full to the outlet forever, from then on.
(Where can it go?)
The top water, outflow, carries with it whatever silt and other impurities present in it, in
suspension or in solution: these silts and impurities are likewise deposited in the receiving
environment.
In theory and in practice as described above, very little silt should be carried from the settlement
ponds and deposited, in the case of Srathmore, in 2 rivers and in Tullahan and Blacksod Bays.
HOWEVER
The ballpark changes when the flow of water to the settlement ponds speeds up after heavy rain -
the kind we get normally. Once the soakage, if any, in the surface layer is taken up, the water run-
off charges into the silt ponds, carrying large amounts of silt because of increased erosive power:
these ponds are already, by definition, full to the outlet. The new rushing water agitates the
existing pond water disturbing the silt or some of it, and the flow from the outlet becomes laden
with silt, and on to the receiving environment - on the beaches of Tulahan or elsewhere or upon
temporary floodplains.
This is why Bord na Ména silting has always, and continues to be a problem, because two
physical realities, two different scenarios defined as one: one answer to two questions. The ponds
handle one scenario very well, theory and practice correspond, but do not at all cope with the
other. &
The real situation, well known to fishermen and to the NW F ish@i%s Board when they are
prepared to tell the truth, as in the report from the Weste ‘Pg‘a'ﬁe, March 24, 2004, where the
NW Fisheries people celebrate the demise of the Owenifiny®og-works: " The ending of peat
harvesting by Bord na Mona in the Oweninny Riverﬁ@hmem, is likely to have a beneficial effect
on fisheries in the area.” "Later in the year, wor. Neommence on cleaning the spawning
gravels which have been affected by peat silt g&r@r}lany years and further coring work will
indicate progress in cleaning up of the rive&@y’\@‘.o" "On a broader front, it is hoped that the end of
harvesting .. will result in a dramatic fag$@md, ultimately, cessation of silt deposits from the
Jormerly worked bogs to the acﬁoining‘?(@rs. " Source T)
&
Mr Douglas says "concerns about &B@ water quality can be dealt with by a condition" and so
underlines the misunderstanding fhherent in his approach: he cannot change physical reality by a
"condition", whatever "monitoring” he suggests may be done, which ultimately, however well
intentioned, is, anyway, outside his control. Since Moses, there have been no changes of the kind
he proposes: Bord na Mdna settlement ponds have always failed to control silting because they
are the answer to a different problem to the one that really exists.

6. Water quality in Srahmore:-

Monitoring proposals make no practical difference: resources, will, power to impose realistic
penalties, independence from vested interests and system back up do make a difference, a real
difference.

NWREB:- The real position, as against the politically correct one given here, is the newspaper
report (Source T ) and on-going activity in conjunction with it.

EPA:- Mr. Douglas States "the EIS appears to comply with the regulations as far as the risk of

environmental pollution is concerned” meaning that the EPA finds the environmental pollution
reported by the EPA itself and quoted in the EIS acceptable and compliant with the regulations?
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Does it also mean that the EPA considers that it does not matter about the carcasses from
Ballinaboy bog burials of unknown toxicity, mentioned by the EIS and widely acknowledged -a
few toxins here and there aren't really up to much - if they're there "inseoidh siad scéal ortha féin.
Good! (The mushy soup could do with a few more solid ingredients.)

OHSA:- Does not deal with dangers from high pressures in umbilical and gas incoming pipe with
power line, inside and outside the "establishment”, a major occupational risk. No one does -
Shell? (SourceK)

15 Third Party Submissions on_Further Information.
List not complete: removal of non-peat waste and storage and traffic implications of same, espc.
in Rosport area.

16. Assessment.
National & Regional Policy - Ongoing Applicability of Bord Pleanila Reasoning.

p.32 National and Regional Policy:-The statement by the Minister of the Marine and Natural
Resources on the 15.7.2003 that it was "vital" to "our national interests" that we produce as
much energy from "indigenous resources” as possible is a re-statement of what has been national
policy for a long time and is largely acceptable. However, what is not acceptable nor true is the
equation of the development of Corrib gas ina specific way with this long held national day-
dream, for such it is. 1. VITAL The arrival of Corrib gas to the market would not, could not,
change one jot the use or price of gas in the Irish economy. Bord Ggis has its suppliers sourced
jong term (Source H) and generally for prices lower than the present market price (H1) by
sensible purchasing policies and the remains of the Mara ‘orh’@eal, which gave a price discount to
the Irish market. Other entrants to the market, entitled 16 5eH to major customers, allowed under
the breakup (partial) of Bord Gais monopoly) can bgfi@éir gas from Corrib, either from Shell,
Statoil or from Marathon.They, and An Bord Gais'iay choose to buy from Shell United
Kingdom or Holland, or from Statoil Norway@'\ Lanka, or from Marathon Kazakstan. The gas
bought from Shell UK will cost exactly the;@m% as that bought from Shell Corrib, with one opt
out - because the conditions attached t &ﬁ%&ﬂeases, Shell is obligated to supply gas to the Irish
market at market rates only - no discoupt®'that is to frish State customers - so, if you want it,
Ireland, you must pay for it and give\lﬁ market rate, even if that rate can be undercut substantially
in the market. It is not likely to co@@ to that for two reasons 1. There is no shortage of gas
for the foreseeable future. (Som%% H) Of course a non-renewable resource will run out sometime,
but it is more likely that the use of hydrocarbons will end because of pollution long before the
well runs dry. 2. The market for oil and gas is an open market,
experiencing the same difficulties that the Irish very open economy faces in controlling its
market.

In 1973 ,when the world panicked in the face of the Arab oil embargo and caused chaos in the
economies of the developed world, our own included, Dr. M.A. Adelman, prominent
establishment economist of Cambridge , Massachusetts, angered the economics establishment by
his blithe reaction "If the Arabs won't sell to us someone else will.", and he predicted that the oil
embargo would have no effect. He was right - but the panic did damage.

In Nov. 8th, 2003, Dr. Adelman, in a letter to the Economist returned to the subject as follows:- "
sir, You correctly quote my prediction of 1973 that an Arab oil embargo would have no effect.
But there was a wider moral. The embargo was a non-event because there was only a single
world-wide market. No country could be isolated for punishment or favour. Hence national self-
sufficiency is, then and now, pointless and irrelevant to any consuming nation's security. Money
spent for more self-sufficiency was and is a waste.” {Source X)

Dr. Adelman was making his initial judgement just before Kinsale gas-came on-stream. Given the
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panic and economic and financial problems existing at the time it was indeed logical to assume

that Kinsale etc was vital for us. That is no longer the case. Furthermore, the deal made then with

the producing company in Irish waters, included some royalties for us taxpayers, a substantial
reduction in price to Irish users from the market price,(H!1) a condition that in case of emergency

Marathon would be forced to sell to the Irish State, if the State so wished, and other conditions

limiting the freedom of the multi-national in the interests of the Irish taxpayer. So doing has

saved the taxpayer millions in hard times. This situation no longer applies so where is the

"vital"?. In what way will the State be advantaged if Corrib - or any other gas supply under

present conditions - flows in to Ireland? We have asked the State consistently to commission a

cost - benefit analysis of this and any other similar developments to back up the applicability of

the discourse of 1973, during and after the OPEC embargo to the Corrib project: one is not
forthcoming. In being advised that the Corrib gas on-stream is vital to the Irish State or whatever,
the Minister is being wrongly advised, using an obsolete paradigm. While respecting the right of

a Minister to have an opinion, right or manifestly wrong, he owes it to the tax payer and to the

public to advance an informed opinion: there is only one who claims the right of ex cathedra

declamation.
2. national interests:

« No royalties (going out of fashion, replaced by more sophisticated accountancy.) or other
taxes on production (not going out of fashion.).

 no obligation to supply gas to Ireland, even in an emergency;

« the State has no power to insist that oil companies increase production if gas gets temporarily
scarce or to reduce production if there is a glut: i.e. to respond to the needs of the State;

e as all licences issued since 1992, apart from Corrib, are frontiegdicences, there is no
obligation on the licence holder to dig a well until way into ghe future and, even then,
Jicences can be given back rather than dig a well; (Sourc &).

* no capital gains tax on sale of prospect (Enterprizgg? &\si:i\(égshell) or on sale or lease of leased
assets; "

» the costs allowable against profits are "not w@ﬁ‘a@\éciﬁc" , whatever that means?;

» if good prospects show up, the owners of@fg@fies must be given access to the surrounding
blocks at the original cost, not at markef’ \aﬁle, much enhanced by a neighbouring strike;

s one licence and one set of "obligatj(@‘s\;\‘{\@wers many blocks - number seems to be unlimited;
(S3) R

*  An Bord Géis had a deal to purch@%g only 27% of the production from Corrib, i.e. 60% of the
Shell share. Where/what/how@ﬁhe national interest was the other 73%?

* in order to save production f heavily taxed fields, within the Euro-Asian-Middle Eastern
pipeline network, the production from Corrib can and will be maximised for the short-term
benefit of Shell, Marathon and Statoil and their strategic requirements. This is sensible
behaviour for the corporate good of the companies involved, their shareholders and the State
of Norway, and can extend the life of more taxed fields and be a negotiating ploy for lower
taxes.

« The Minister is badly advised - obsolete paradigm.

3. indigenous sources

We do not wish to engage in word games but the fact is that indigenous just means from a certain

place: and so, there is nio doubt but that Corrib gas is found within the Irish section of the

Continental Shelf. There is a tendency in the discourse of this project to ascribe all sorts of

meanings to "indigenous", and this has not helped clarity or judgement. In the case of turf,

another indigenous resource, the State controls the entire development, at one remove. In the case
of wind power, the State controls, not the wind, but the permission to use it. In the case of
hydrocarbons, once an exploration company declares a find "commercial” the State, through the

Minister of the day, has no cheice but to Jicense the development 'a_n_d_assist in its realisation!

The exploration and development leases as collated in 1992 ensure that 'indigenous' in relation to
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hydrocarbons, means just that and narrowly that i.e. it means the status of Guantanamo Bay,
leased for a song by the Cubans in perpetuity to U.S.A., not part of the U.S.A. (American law
need not apply) but in every way an American installation (owned by Cuba)! This meaning of
"ownership" is quite outside the lexicon of ownership law and mocks the concept. It effectively
means "possession is nine tenths of the law™ as the old tired adage insists.

The Minister is badly and incorrectly advised - obsolete paradigm except in Guantanamo Bay.

Because of the importance in planning matters of national policy, we have been forced to deal at
length with this issue. We will later deal, in a section apart, with the terms of the leases issued
since 1992, in a more systematic way, but here we have one more point to make: even if the
above discourse were not the case, the positioning of the refinery, and the dangerous placing of
the incoming pipeline would still make this specific proposal misguided, dangerous, bad planning
and in the wrong place. We would still be forced to oppose the siting of this establishment, even
though we support the replacement of coal/oil by natural gas (which of course is not dependant on
Corrib) or better and the development of the reservoir for the benefit of the local,Mayo and
Irish/European people, but using best available technology and planning.

The Minister further "It has been Government policy since the start of offshore
exploration in the early 1970s that Ireland should become self sufficient to the greatest extent
possible in supplying its own energy. This policy has been vindicated since that time by the
occasional uncertainties in the energy markets including the oil crisis of 1973 and 1979."

To be self-sufficient one must have control of a resource: to be self-sufficient in food a country
must be able to produce most/all its own food: were this to depend on the decision of some other,
the concept of self-sufficiency did not exist. The oil companies, le@lly licensed to find and
remove gas from our off-shore, can then do what they like with @8’ production - let it into the
international pipeline network and sell it to whom they will (gxCept for Statoil, who must consider
the national interest of Norway.): to Bord Gais, to Alcagy e ESB, to British Steel, to another
gas company to resell or to tanker away as LNG, to gﬁg\ on, if a surplus emerges, to store in the
lowering reservoir of Kinsale. All these possibiligﬁ jive one thing in common - they do not
contribute to Irish self-sufficiency. To repeat écﬁ@rhan "national self-sufficiency is, then (1973)
and now pointless and irrelevant to any cogﬁit@i‘%g nation's security.” (SX}

It is hardly necessary to point out that 5&’%@9 gas was not a feature of vindication of Government

in 1973. N
6\0
And the Minister "freland needs t ;velop its indigenous petroleum resources to counteract its
present security of supply exposire. " This is special pleading, dishonest, and unworthy of a
Minister in any Government. There is no exposure to an insecurity of supply. An Bord Gais are
very clear in their analysis of their needs and the sources to satisfy them, and Corrib is not among
them. (SH). No potential distributor of gas in the Irish market has made a case that supply is not
available: pipeline shortage, infrastructure deficiencies yes, but gas itself, whether priced
according to $10 a barrel or $40. The second interconnector is largely idle, but the Taoiseach
hopes it will be used to export gas out of the jurisdiction, which is the likely destination of at least
73% of Corrib, should it produce. (Source Z)
Marathon from its Kinsale well, does provide a "security” of supply, for whatever its worth, in
that it is still regulated according to the earlier and more realistic licensing terms of 1975, which
gives the State access to the supply in case of emergency, and which does not guarantee a market
price. Marathon are entitled, by the rules of 1992, to change their operating terms to those of
1992, but as the SourceP indicates, it really isn't worth their while, for an anomaly ensures that
they get back whatever payments they make to the state on an annual basis! Irish solutions
abound: like electronic voting and the Mad Cow on stilts.
The Minister again: "indigenous competitively priced gas": is not on offer - the legal position
excludes it. The market however defined decides, which is what happens with any open economy.
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The use of the discourse of the distracted does not change reality.
When the Minister announced that he was thinking of changing the terms, he was shot down
quickly

"Fahy tried, but the OOA said

"Back off, boy, it ain't your play". (with apologies to Calvin
Trillin).

The Minister is indeed badly advised. (Source S1, S2)
p.33
"The development of the gas field" whatever that can be taken to mean, will not necessarily
contribute to "the potential economic and social regeneration of Mayo and the North West
Region and to the sustainable development of the area”, but of course "potential" can be made to
cover anything. Even if it did, this version of the project up for decision would not. The "natural
gas network” is already extended to the west of Ireland to Galway, and only the political will and
a political decision prevents it from extending to Castlebar/Westport. (Ballina is not in the
planning viewfinder of An Bord Géis.) The provision of gas from any source and the necessary
pipeline infrastructure could "facilitate the improvement of the regions infrastructure” but the
landing of Corrib gas as propesed is not something that is not already available. The "electricity
supply" can of course be increased if new power stations are built, using fossil fuels or renewable
energy, as the wind farm at Comhraic, now gone through the planning process. The building of a
gas pipeline network to the major towns would of course enable major energy using industries to
turn to natural gas, if the terms were financial viable - nothing Jacking but the political will to
finance the pipeline from the national grid 65 miles to Castlebar.

"significantly increased local employment" 1. No effort madgto see if the permanent 50 jobs
at the terminal would match the available skills; é‘\’

2. How '&)\( of the ca. 500 construction jobs
will be available to the locally available unemployed weotkforce, and what is the skills' match for
these temporary positions? & QJS\ 3. Would the Minister consider the
decentralisation (say) of even 500 jobs (say to D@?@ﬁouse Castlebar) for 2 years maximum to
be 'sustainable development' 7 The contracto st know how many temporary workers they
would need - business cannot survive withcﬁi hdckery. Language that seeks to muffle the
underlying reality does no good servicgé'b(\@ Minister or especially to his advisors who
presumably are experts in their fields. \Qo®

N
p.33 We agree with Mr. Douglas l{tﬁi\\ of course that "national policy is to develop the Corrib
offshore natural gas resource" kecause this is the decision made. A refinery is essential to get that
done, but it does not have to be on-shore, it does not have to be in the most unsuitable site
imaginable, but must be subject to proper planning. Mr. Douglas concludes "therefore,
development subject of this application will advance stated government policy" and in this, his
logic again falls short of what is required in this complex situation, for "to develop" the source is
indeed Government policy; but not even a Government committed to this outmoded approach has
added the next step and said that it is Government policy to develop the Corrib source without
regard to the sustainability of the local community or their continued safety and physical and
economic security: or that it is Government policy to have our offshore gas resources developed
in a way that will minimise the return to the tax-payer in the short-term, maximise the production
in the short-term, deprive the next generation of a chance to overturn the mistakes of 1992, and
have the gas refined in the most unsuitable site and situation, physically and socially possible to
find. The planning issue is to advance Government policy in a safe sustainable way, to maximise
the benefit to the community locally and nationally: this proposal falls down sharply in this
regard.
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The bringing of Corrib gas ashore to this proposed terminal is not a sine qua non for the
expansion of the natural gas network to the NW. It is evident from Bord Gais pronouncements
that Ballina is out, and that Sligo will eventually be serviced from Derry, but no guarantees are
being given and 20 years is not a mighty long time when a gas resource is being exploited within
a narrow perspective of the corporate good. An alternative supply of gas does not contribute on
its own to balanced regional development, nor bring gas in usable form to Western towns or
industries, because, as Mr. Douglas says in the same paragraph, "that is a political matter for
government and outside the remit of this planning application”. However in the next sentence
Mr.Douglas again parts company with normal consistency: "without the presence of a gas
terminal in or close to the county the case for extension of the gas network to towns in Co. Mayo
is severely weakened": did this apply to Dublin in 19737 or London 1974? Must we justify the
neglect by Central Government of the regions, if neglect it be? Must we ourselves bring up our
dishes, Oliver Twist wise for our porridge, and not dare ask for more? 'Come up with your own
gas and we'll authorise a pipeline (even tho' it is not commercial in the normal commercial
sense?).. Is "the opportunity to redress the imbalance in regional and sub-regional development
to the benefit of Mayo" dependant solely on the building of a terminal/refinery complex in the
wrong place and for the wrong reasons? (Even Shell admits that money is the main reason not to
refine the gas more suitably at sea.) Mr. Douglas says it is a political decision - of course it is: he
is thus implying that unless we do what Sheil wants, the Government will not make the political
decision to enable An Bord Géis to extend the national grid to Mayo in accordance with Regional
policy and The Spatial Strategy? Maybe he is right? What a poor opinion of Government! Maybe
the political imbalance is so skewed against the West of Ireland? Maybe? An Bord Gais has
already bought the pipes and is storing them in the atmosphere glong the route from Galway? Is
Mr. Douglas saying that An Bord Géis will have to sell the p@s as scrap unless the planning

process gives Shell what Shell wants, and we must say that embarrassment? Surely not?
" Anyone for old pipes. Never used. As new. Siighll&éis!\ed on the flanges?" Talk of a GUBU.
S

This planning application is for permission tq@?@ﬂ‘ a raw gas refinery in the middle of a bog
close to dwellings 5 miles from the sea, qhﬁlﬁﬁ utterly and forever the risk status of the area
(SK) and its habitat ethos: Mr. Dougla&@f at this contributes to or furthers stated national
policy? This development on this site, h is the issue, with its breach of obligations to the
safety of the community and to the inﬁmationally designated sites, cannot surely "be in
compliance with national policy evelopment of gas resources?" The jobs to be lost in the
fishing and dolphin watching surely contribute to regional development or at least local
development. They will join sea-angling as a memory if this project is advanced. Of course this
issue is relevant to this planning application, but as An Bord Pleandla noted previously in its
judgement, it is not necessarily the optimum way available to develop the resource: why should
we be forced to accept a jerry-job?

The policy as promoted by the Minister as quoted is a continuation of pre 1992 policy. The
language of this promotion is also the same and has not been modernised to reflect the changed
reality imposed by the changed exploration terms of 1992 and the Finance Act of that year. This
omission has left consecutive Ministers using a discourse that is out of date and no longer
relevant, and open to ridicule by politicians abroad and oil industry executives more sophistically
briefed. Because of this self evident fact, even as the bringing ashore of the gas is in accordance
with Ministerial discourse and therefore to be given due recognition in the planning process,

(i) this version of the project would not necessarily be so;

(ii) the discourse and therefore the policy is not reflective or consistent with economic, financial
or spatial reality that now is and for the future will be.
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Available Alternatives.

In a written answer to Parliamentary Question NO. 74, dated 15 February, 2001, Reference No.
4339/01 The Minister for M&NR thus "Yes, I am aware that technology exists to exploit
petroleum at deeper and more unfavourable environments than that which pertains in the Corrib
field" (Source A )

Also to Parliamentary Question No. 73 on the 15, February, 2001, Reference No. 4338/01 :
"Technology is available to process gas offshore on a gas field such as Corrib. " "Offshore
processing for the Corrib Gas Field is not the preferred development, as it would mean that
production would be weather sensitive and there would be greater capital and operational
expenditure compared to a sub-sea development." (SA) )

Similarly to Parliamentary Question No. 140, March 20, 2001, Ref. No. 7478/01: "The cost
effective and optimum development system for Corrib is a sub-sea development with processing
at a terminal on-shore.” (Source A) A financial issue - pure and simple.

At the oral hearing into this matter it was made clear by developer's experts that the Minister was
indeed correct and that the technical obstacles to off-shore refining are in the nature of problems
to be solved rather than an end-game.

This proposed refinery could indeed be an element in a gas infrastructure regime but an element
only: there is no need to take unnecessary risks with the local population’s safety and health to
achieve a different gas supply, that does for the consumer exactly tige same job as before. Much
more important is (i) the supply of gas, available in the network rom Sakhalin to Kinsale -one
undivided internet, a world wide web of gas: how else co Jdﬁ gas standards that suit An Bord
Géis apply to the 73% at least of gas to be exported to wﬁ@fé\ver through the interconnector (We

are being simplistic for the gas network works on tQ “painciple of the clearing house - none may
physically "export"); Qo\ é}\}
i (i) the political

will, as identified by the Mayo Co. Co. Seniﬁu{cﬂoanner, to treat all children of the nation equally
(or as equal as 'some are more equal \o\tﬁrs‘ realism allows.). As a political matter, the
opportunity is in place: the only obstaclg$® the lack of political will and commitment; this is
independent of the existence or no of Corrib: this lack is in breach indeed of national
development aims and spatial poligy.

The reasoning of An Bord Plearidla vis a vis this issue previously is of course valid but
incomplete.

County Development Plan.
p.34

The use of the Landscape Sensitivity Matrix is not valid in this instance: wrong weighting.

We do not accept the "strategic nature of the proposed development": no serious economist has
tried to justify it in strategic terms nor even in 'tactical’ terms in the context of the world wide
economy of hydrocarbons. (We did hear Moore McDowell on radio saying off the cuff that it was
marvellous, the oil companies would pay their royalties and all that and we'd all be rich!
Hanrahan redux!.)

An Bord accepted that the structure as presented previously is obtrusive but not decisive in the
context of a "major, strategic development". Regulations changed since. The change would

“result in less visual impact” says the planner - by building a structure that sticks higher in the sky
"approx."? ;

-
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Health and Safety.

Further information is now available and oversights and omissions have become evident. No
treatment of the umbilical, with its complement of acids under very high-pressure (345 BARg +
or 610 BARg according to Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS, 2000, 4.9.2) and power-line, raw-gas
high-pressure pipeline etc. The more this matter is studied the more frightening it becomes - See
Source AZ! for caution from H & Safety Laboratory, U.K. re. natural gas releases from High
Pressure Pipelines; Source AZ2 being a caution from Dept. of Chemical Engineering,
Loughborough University re high-strength steel piping; Source AZ3 being a caution re. the
danger of induced currents, in an article presented to the Civil Division of the Institution of
Engineers of Ireland, Dec. 3rd., 2003; and the "IPCC Guidelines For National Greenhouse Gas
Inventories; Reference Manual." The experimental nature of this concept and thus its
irresponsibility in a residential area become clearer daily.

Peat Removal.
Mr.Douglas proposes that the new proposals overcome the Boards considerations in refusing
permission for the project previously on the basis that "rthere will be no peat repositories at
Ballinaboy or at the Srahmore site, and consequently no risk to the heaith and safety of people,
road users or pollution of saimonid rivers."This extrapolation is not realistic. The evidence of the
EPA itself as quoted in the Srahmore EIS (p. 98 of 223) is evidence of existing and on-going
damage to the salmonid rivers and to the destination bays from existing Bord na Mona activities
on this site and contiguous sites. There is no existing evidence or history that proves a better
record for the proposals here advanced. The suggestion that there igno risk to road users, at least
in the short term, is derisory and occupational health and safety(\'@?ues in the context of Seveso 11
are by no means finalised. &

S

. <O
EPA & Planning. &
p. 35. The difficult statutory obligations of EPA é&%atly illustrated: The EPA "will consider the
environmental emissions .. if and when they rg&@é an application for an IPPC licence.” and "
there is nothing contained in the observaﬁﬁ &Fom the EPA, in the matter of environmental
emissions, that would lead Mayo County cil to conclude that the development is
unacceptable on environmental groungg)oWeaning what? Is it an "is” or is it a "when"?.
O
Response thS\ubmissions in Support of Development.

Medium/long-term 50 employed:o (i) What is the match with local availability and skills?

(ii) What is the loss in fishing, tourism and rootedness?

Construction employment up to 500:- (i) How many are staff jobs and how many casual and so
available to locals? The contractors know their requirements but no effort is made to match them.

(ii) Skills match and availability of labour? The
mushroom factory in Erris - recently deceased - had a workforce almost entirely of citizens of the
Baltic Republics and the same is true of the tiny fish processing industry?

Mr.Douglas says this project as proposed is "an economic alternative to the declining agriculture
sector, (i) through the provision of sustainable employment: (ii) reducing out-migration from this
rural area; and(iii) consolidating this local community.”

(i) 50 specialist jobs to = an economic alternative to subsistence farming and inshore fishing? -
this is advocacy that has completely lost its head.

(ii) Would Mr. Douglas accept decentralisation of a number of jobs for 2 years as the "provision
of sustainable employment"? Would Mayo Co. Co. welcome with open arms a decision by the
relevant Minister to decentralise even 500 jobs to Claremorris fof2"years as "sustainable

EPA.EXxport.08-07-2014:23:40:52



development” and "in accordance with the spatial strategy" and to be the provision of an

alternative to "declining agriculture"?

(iii) How does this reduce "out-migration"? No match of jobs to those seeking work, long-term

jobs likely (definitely mostly) specialist? No analysis of pull and push factors that comprises the

out-migration mix or the changes from the pre-tiger 1980ies?

(iv) Adding a major push factor and reducing the attraction of the area as a living habitat for

natives and visitors is "consolidating” the local community?

This is bilge in the form of rationalisation: no one is this rationally deprived.

p.36

The spread of the gas network and for what purpose to the towns (which one's?) of Mayo is

indeed "by no means certain.” At a recent symposium in Galway, as reported by a Mr. Jackson, a

P.D. candidate in the local elections for the Ballina area, and the only Mayo putative public

representative attending, An Bord Gdis announced the possible extension of gas pipeline to

Castlebar and Westport (time unknown): Ballina is not on its policy agenda.

The belief is, among those who believe they have access to the engine's of power, that the

Minister for the Gaeltacht, Mr. Eamonn Cuiv, has promised and is promising a spur from the

downstream pipe to the hamlet of Belmullet or its environs - a marginal literacy in economic and

financial matters questions the possibility (SourceL) but after all, we have all those voting
machines. (To quote from "The Economist”: "Basic training in economics is needed to blind one

to the absurdity of this assumption,”). When presented with correspondence between the 2

relevant Government Departments (SL) gently indicating the unlikelihood of such a scenario, he,

the Minister mumbled "Lerters like that get written all the time," and something like "one just
keeps on trying": but Ministerial opinions must be regarded in planging law.

The Government decision in 2001 " in principle and subject to @re detailed analysis" has been

overtaken again and again by developments (not least be\mg égb% change in the price of oil from

$10 a barrel to $40 a barrel.). An Bord Giis gives nojggcﬁgg on of servicing Sligo from the West.

: . . &L

How this terminal proposal will S

* act as a catalyst for the extension of the ?@31 gas network to the west of Ireland "is a
mystery to us, in the absence of know| @of the elements on which the catalyst is expected
to work this wonderful transformatign: there is no shortage of gas - the pipes are stored on the
way, CPOs acquired, etc etc, : what elements will be transformed?

* "remove a barrier to inward inve.génent" caused by weak infrastructure of electricity supply
and distribution network. So Mack of a gas operated power station of 64 megawatts or
whatever in Comhraic is hol@nong up all this provision of infrastructure and inward
investment! Forget about the huge wind-farm authorised for that site: no good, useless. Only
a tiny power station, gas powered will do - investors will accept nothing less - wind-powered
energy is suspect, has been known to fail to boil the kettle! Come off it, Mr. Douglas.

A terminal or refinery will not

* “allow Mayo to connect to the global gas network into the future", a pipeline will to the
national grid, with or without Corrib Gas or this specific terminal at Ballinaboy with its
overland approaches. Mr. Douglas admits that such provision is not a decisive issue for
Mayo Co. Co. but a political issue - the lack of a terminal does not change or invalidate this.
The

* "significantly increase local employment" is a canard that not even Shell is now using.

This advocacy is not discourse suitable for a planning discussion.
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Response to Submissions Objecting to the Proposed Development.

Project Splitting:-

WE do not accept the opinion of Mr. Douglas that Article 1(3) of Council Directive 85/337/EEC
as amended (C. D. 97/11/EC) supports his interpretation of the matter of project splitting, We
therefore request that An Bord Pleandla satisfy itself on the legal and legislative status of Mr.
Douglas' interpretation in planning contexi. Furthermore it is not clear what "competent
authority” has responsibility for the safety of the pipeline covered by the pipeline consent, i.e. the
pipeline from the landfall to the terminal/refinery : in the event of an accident along this pipeline,
consequent on normal leakages or catastrophic failure, what competent authority is obliged to
come to the aid and succour of the injured party? (Source K: Minister Ahearn says " These issues
fall within the responsibility of Shell E & P Ireland Ltd., not covered by the terms of the planning
permission granted by Mayo County Council.” 1s it possible that the Minister is saying that no
statutory has responsibility for the health and safety issues of the local population along this
pipeline and inside the terminal boundary? Item 2 of *Further Information'?) As this Consent is to
the terminal boundary only, the issue of competent authority is even more pressing, as the danger
and risk of danger posed is continuous through to the terminal, i.e. the interaction of the incoming
high pressure raw gas pipeline, the outgoing high pressure pipes in the umbilical - up to 610
BARg - delivering fluids to the sub-sea manifold or such, and the power-line contained within
the same umbilical, and all floating in a trench cut in a deep bog and covered by draining peat.
(Corrib Offshore EIS 2001: 19.3.2.13.5:- "When a section of the pipeline is laid directly over a
peat substrate, there is the potential for problems with pipe insta%:'ﬁty as the pipe will float

within the peat."). §\\é

R SV . i
Even Andy Johnson, in his expert report to the Dept. \ae@lanne preceding the issue of a
Pipeline Consent makes it clear that the part of the ine and other works from the incoming

terminal boundary to the terminal is to be the rew‘b ility of the terminal EIS, which seems to
. (A

us to point to Mayo Co. Co. as the competen @ﬁ&homy—

" Report on Evaluation of Onshore Pr]pelig@ ign Code "...Andrew Johnston, 28 March 2002.

2.2 (page 5) "It is recommended that tgg\?%i@inal ORA to be prepared as part of the terminal

engineering is checked to ensure it addy@sses relevant gas releases Jfrom the pipeline in the

terminal." S

3
4.5 (page 18) "It is understood thq&}te terminal QRA (prepared as part of the terminal design)
will assess the risk to the termifal workers, and will consider the risks associated with all the
facilities within the terminal site, including the pipeline facilities." This, one concludes, was the
brief received by Mr. Johnston from the Minister. (See Source K again)

in the "Geotechnical Note on EIS", Fehily Timoney & Co., Feb. 2004 - Supplementary Note,
(Source B) commissioned by Mayo Co. Co. :

"The letters from the regulatory authorities relate primarily to environmental matters and make
no reference to the structural stability of pipelines constructed in deep peat soil, and as such do
not provide the written confirmation requested under Item 2 (of the request for further
information.)

"While there is no explicit reference in the EIS to the installation within the boundaries of the site
of the supply gas pipeline from the Corrib gas field to the gas terminal ..”

We ask An Bord Pleanla to clarify this position, which is not a matter of semantics but a real
issue of safety for the local population and the workers and thus of good or even adequate
planning. It is far from vexatious to draw attention to another major loophole in this disastrous
proposal, and one which seems to leave many people without protection except by the good will

26
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of Shell, and therefore with no prospect of recompense. In short, what is the competent authority
for the pipeline construction and operation from foreshore to terminal boundary and inside the
boundary? Where is the ownership of and responsibility for the risk? As it is accepted that leaks
are a normal part of operating a gas pipeline, has the EPA responsibility in law or has the OHSA
or Shell? Even if, as Mr. Douglas seems to insist, the Second Article 1(3) applies, and even if it
means (which we question) that national governments can circumvent its purpose to bring unity
and closure to a multifaceted project, by ad hoc Ministerial directions, that cannot dispense the
organs of the planning system from its duty of care.

The premise of this objection, is not as presented by Mr. Douglas, that" the EIA for this terminal
should encompass the EIA for several other projects” but that, as submitted repeatedly by the
developer, the project is one, from the sea-source to the terminal, or indeed possibly to
Craughwell, but in that instance the pipeline from Ballinaboy to Craughweil is under the
ownership of a different agent, An Bord Giis. The developer presents the project as one with
different parts and, indeed under one overall project management, not several projects as
postulated by Mr. Douglas, and so outside the bounds of effective project management.

Thus in Corrib Field Development Dossier 14/11/2000:-
Section 1.2. “The proposed development will comprise four elements:
»  The offshore (infield) production facilities.
e The sub-sea pipeline to land.
The onshore reception terminal which will be located at Ballinaboy near Broadhaven.( 'near’

=8Km.?) &
s The onshore pipeline - to Craughwell. " &>
It is worth noting that the pipeline on land from the landfall @ﬁé?er_min‘a‘l did not-figure at.all,
unless all 8 Km of it was to be included as landfall (wlﬂ?\ ifwas_ls.p intended.)

oé.zi@ " ———— ST |

And thus in EIS -Non-technical Summary Vol. 1 ber 2003;- DR
p.iv.  "The proposed development compris@?{g;ée distinct elements. 7 & MAY 2004 I
o The Offshore EIS (field to terminal) &ﬁ& |
»  The EIS for the Ballinaboy bridge g??rgf{)\al. .
»  The EIS for the gas pipeline from erminal to Craughwell"

S = =-

—— f
el

A
We don't propose anyone is arithorg@?lcally challenged: it may be 3, it may be 4, but it isn't 1.
;

Need for the Project:-

Mr. Douglas deals with only one basis put forward for the objection that there is no "need" for
this project. The major objection is to the use of the postulated "need” to imply that without this
terminal at Ballinaboy some identified need is not and would not be met. In actual fact, from our
perspective whatever "need" may be postulated for the terminal or even for the supply of gas
from Corrib, can be met and is largely already being met, from other sources, existing means,
without damage to the habitats or population of this area. The Corrib gas - and specifically the
proposed terminal/refinery - gives no national advantage because of the changes to the terms of
lease and the Finance Act of 1992: no price advantage, no security advantage, no control
advantage, no revenue advantage, apart from a speculative possibility that can easily be side-
stepped by competent company accountants and perfectly legally without the price of boardroom
contortions. A Corrib gas supply or the terminal as proposed will not enhance or advance any
national plan: it can be used in the implementation of a national or regional plan, as one source
among many, but if the political will is present, the Cortib gas will present itself as a choice for
the authorities and customers, not a decisive event, a tactical not a strategic issue. 1f there isa
strategic advantage what is it?
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We believe that Mr. Douglas has misinterpreted the core of this argument and its' validity. If, as
Mr. Douglas says, "the applicant sels out the need for the terminal based on the need for Ireland
to put measures in place to ensure there is a sustained gas supply for the future" then the
applicant is mistaken. because of the licensing and legislative reality imposed mainly in 1992, the
State cannot, repeat cannot, "ensure a sustained gas supply * on the basis of this proposal. No
amount of repetition of what we would love to hear can change this reality; spin must not be
allowed to obfuscate the simple clarity of the "market".

"limiting dependence upon gas sourced from outside the country thus reducing the net import of
gas." BG or any end user of natural gas in Ireland buys from one of the multi-nationals. There are
possible exceptions, but few and far between, for example directly from the Government of Libya
or indeed from Statoil brokered by the Norwegian Government. 1t makes no difference to the
customer where any gas bought was originally indigenous, whether Kuwait or Holland and, as
mentioned earlier, the control of the distribution of natural gas is so sophisticated now that a
clearing house system is required, which means that gas, ostensibly bought from a North sea
source may actually and is more likely to have come from off Kinsale or elsewhere. Given the
regulatory system in force in Ireland, gas from Corrib or Slyne is sourced outside Irish control:
buying Corrib gas has the same effect as buying Caspian gas. There is one *fainic' = reservation:
Marathon, Shell & Statoil must, for the benefit of their corporate ownership, use the gas from
Irish sources to service as much of their market as possible, so speeding away our silver lining.
There is a "virtual” gain in the sale of gas from Corrib or any other source indigenous to Ireland
in that the payment will be recorded as part of Irish exports, and will thus technically represent
Irish exports in the Balance of Payments columns: it matters little whether the end user is in
Ireland or in Marseilles. The substantive part of such "inﬂows"\(\éﬁer expenses, will be repatriated
by the controlling companies, and will add to the "blacl\gol 3n the Irish Balance of Payments. It
is a virtual, temporary gain: not rea! as the money a tQuf15 pays for a pint is real, or a customer in
Boston pays for a bottle of Bailey's. This "virtuali gﬁb ies to Corrib, and puts paid to claims
like Mr. Douglas' that the indigenous source h g@%itive impact on Irish realities.

it is false to claim that the supply from Con%#%@ldlwould act "as a controlling mechanism for
the cost of this form of energy to the coun@é@ the concessions of 1992 gave up any control or
influence on the fiscal terms applying@W\\e‘énclose an analysis - no doubt An Bord Pleandla has
access to the Terms!). \c,oQ

The satisfaction of the "need for a gds supply at regional level” is not dependent on Corrib -
supply is no problem. "No Corrik*is not stopping it but in the meantime Shell is playing hardball
with a nervous State that has not altocated sufficient resources to face up to what is effectively
blackmail/hardball - what's the difference? The State meanwhile through An Bord Géis - or visa
versa - says we won't/can't build a pipeline from Galway to Castlebar unless the planners let Shell
build a less than optimum recovery system. We must not forget that the "commerciality" of the
second interconnector was not an issue when An Bord Géis decided to build it: the justification
was a strategic judgement that has so far proved inaccurate but that happens and is justifiable. If a
supply of natural gas is of strategic importance to the west, then there is very little to prevent An
Bord Gais building it, for roughly the cost of the electronic voting scrapped machines, especially
that the relaxation of competition rules that apply to Objective 1 Status still applies to the West,
and balanced development is the operative principle of the Status.

Shell's "need for the development of the gas terminal” is well established, especially in the present
corporate maelstrom, or "want" for Shell's need can be satisfied without loss to us residents.
Security can be better served for the State, and for less, by accepting Marathon's offer and filling
the declining reservoirs off Kinsale with off-peak bargain basement gas. The planning authorities
are "bound fo have regard to the policies and objectives of the Government or of any Minister”
but one notes that it is the boy who shouted "The King is in his all together” who is honoured and
not the implementers of official dogma to the point of imbecility. It {5, of course, the prerogative
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of An Bord Pleanala to decide whether the prerogative of the Minister extends to the choice of a
definitive site and technology for a named project not in public or in p.p.p. ownership. Were this
to be the case it were indeed true that the lessons of the corporate State could be said to have been
unlearned.

Mr. Douglas admits to not pro-actively seeking an alternative, but to passively following
Shell's suggested sites as alternatives and these only. If we propose the Mall in Castlebar as a
possible site for an incinerator and then announce "We have examined the site and found it
unsuitable, owing to the nesting habits of the Lucan crow"” will anyone be surprised or will no one
suspect that the real target is actually, say, Turlough?. This is pathetic reasoning.

Adequacy of the EIS.

We ate quite amused at the judgement call " The deficiencies identified in the EIS relate to minor
matters that do not affect findings of the EIS."

«  U-turn on roads without explanation - an engineering not an opinion issue;

« contrary evaluation of likely consistency of peat;

« lorries from Ballinaboy to Bangor water-tight past Carrowmore Lake;

« o consideration of safety of incoming pipelines and outgoing umbilical of enormous
pressures and complexity;

mispresentation of the findings of EuroSoilStab project as regards peat reinforcing;

higher means less visible;

polluting record of Bord na Mona;

no destination for non-peat waste;

no reduction in value of properties; &

no traffic plan for Ballinaboy to Rosport; >
patching of L1204; ) *0

thrashing the principles of the CDP 2003-2009. NHFE

piloting nature of sheet piles in wet peat envirogt @1 s

« lessons of Derrybrien ignored. Ail minor of g&%&% to big players.

Designated Haulage Route:- ;\\0‘\0@‘

Local Roads such as from Bangor to Balli@ﬁ@, are not defined for this intensity of HVT.

p. 41, "The development of the lerminq(@b@\ Vot involve the use of the Dooncarton-Glengad
route for the haulage of materials." No,ut the pipeline does and no planning permission has
been applied for necessary road-builQﬁmg to facilitate it nor has the TMP been applied to it.

" at no cost to Mayo Co. Co " simgistic: surely the costing basis of work in Mayo Co. CO. is
more real than this: were the wérk to be done by new staff or contractors the direct cost would not
be great; but using existing Council staff and engineers there is a cost in the neglect of other vital
routine work.

,@é‘

Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS 2001:-

4.3: To excavate all the peat and transport it off-site using the public road system would have a
significant environmental impact due to the increased number of vehicle movements required. It
would result in wear and tear of the public road infrastructure and would introduce road safety
concerns for the local area. The method selected .. has the advantage of a short haul distance ..
avoiding the use of public roads."”

4.3.1 "there would also be a requirement for considerable quantities to be brought into the site
with consequential and public road impacts.” But of course this was what suited the "preferred
option then” the EISs provided have no credibility except as advocacy documents, given the
extent of the double arguments used. The same tongue-in-cheek arguments explaining why partial
peat removal was discounted:-
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4.3.2

lots of fill;

significant peat removal and construction of temporary haul roads;

the terminal would be higher;

vehicle movements on public roads unacceptable;

settlement in un-piled areas;

containment problems of tapered wedges of peat;

need for retaining walls;

« potentiat effect of settlement on ground drainage.

To where have all these decisive discounting realities gone?

4.3.1:- "In the past, peat has been subjected to experimental improvement techniques but they
have not been found to be successful.” (7}

15.3.3.2 The L1204:- “1ts’ low volumes of HGVs makes it less suitable to any increase in HGV
maovements resulting from the development."(?)

Minimising Disturbance:-

Very misleading presentation, that illustrates the slight of hand that project splitting facilitates
and enables. To deal with disturbance, honestly and with transparency, the actual traffic burden
imposed by the whole project must be input. To the 800 runs a day must be added the 36,000 tons
of dry cement, ready-mix, pipes to the sea, piles and sheet piles, construction materials, non-peat
waste removal efc etc, or such proportion of them as a major operation must have blueprinted for
real time, as being required during the peat removal period. If suchfinformation is not to hand, the
question arises as to the viability of the project management. @é‘

p.42. One item of HVT is not a sufficient treatment of traffi [Ssue, and without a mention of the
U-turn on the L1204 as "not suitable for heavy vehicl, Q%\ 7c"? And no mention of Rosport
HVTs. This is a wink and a nod treatment and not \r@ﬁy of a planning report.

In the Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS, Nov. ZQ\@ @\‘3 have;

12.8 "Mayo Co. Co. require a 2 year period e@%@l}emem to take place before the completion of
the permanent reinstatement.” of the le\g&&md that was before all this HVT was permitted.
Special pleading, inventing supporting drgi iments for the optimal decision for the moment already
made, degrades the EISs and any decig ased on their presentations.

3
Health & Safety:- oo°¢\
HSA conclusions apply to risk ot to living working people in their own, until now, safe
environment. HSA looks at the risk of a "major disaster" only:
»  Severe distress to almost everyone;
» asubstantial fraction requires medical attention,
» highly susceptible people might be killed.

Is no one obliged to calculate a minor danger or less catastrophic, as when severe distress afflicts
some, when only 15% require medical attention and reasonably susceptible people suffer
permanent lung damage?

Is the risk justified because we have not enough votes to be important?. We are shocked: this is
an incredible measure to apply as sufficient protection for local people.

HSA did not consider the umbilical complex with the pipeline: nor did Johnston (SJ) nor Fehilly.

Peat Extraction & Peat Stabilisation:-

The Senior Planner fails to take seriously:-

*  this is wet soggy peat, not milled peat that Bord na Ména deals in;
e the incredible scenario re. free drainage of water over 8 days;

30

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:40:53



O

+ windrowing experience relates to dried milled peat - not to 'mushy soup' peat;

«  Settlement ponds and silt traps of Bord na Ména provenance have always been monitored and
have always polluted riparian systems;

» information given re. bog restoration is defective and not based on BAA;

« windrowing - even this untried untested sort - is proposed in a hollow, shaded by conifers,
that are supposed to provide screening for the terminal: this is real multi-purpose stuff.

« the planner ignores all submissions that do not concur with Bord na Mona;

» leakage from peat mush on road past Carrowmore Lake and through an SAC;

« stabilisation info given is selective and deceptive but accepted without question by Mayo Co.
Co.

Risk of Water Pollution / Eutrophication of Carrowmore Lake:-

existence of unspecified carcasses in peat recognised by EIS in the context of biological

laboratories next door: Mayo Co. Co. ignores implications;

“the approach taken to site drainage is described as ‘cautious’ by MCC's geotechnical”". We

presume the reference is to the Fehilly/Timoney report: we cannot find this reference but enclose

a copy so that the Bord can find it and check it for significance;

the EPA and NWF have reported poliution by silt: the mitigation measures proposed are more of

the Bord na M6na same and have always failed. Yet Mr. Douglas refuses to come to grips with

this anomaly;

" Scéal na Ména”, March 2004, the Bord na Mona magazine has an interesting article "Moving

Bogs - Part one.":- () It gives an account of an extensive bog-burst near Killarmey in

1896 as reported by Robert Lloyd Praeger, which deposited a hugesamount of debris into the

Lower Lake of Killarney. When, in 2001, a team from UCD tq\g@t core samples in Loch Léin for

an EU project "they found a layer of peat silt that the b@.—%«%f had deposited in the lake.":105
XS

years after, the bed of the lake is still siited. & (ii) It gives an account of a bog
burst in Tullywood, early this year: " Obviously thet @woad incident is totally different to those
at Pullathomas and Derrybrien, since no inclin volved.”

We believe that the decision of Mayo Coun @gﬁncil in authorising this development is a risk
too far, in the context of above facts and.%éi%mﬁnsistent with good planning.

p.44 &

Landscape Designation & Adverse Visual Impact

Mr. Douglas has the best of both wogils: as Senior Planner of Mayo Co. Co. he presumably
designates the proposed site as "Béficy Area 1 Montaine Coastal" in the County Development
Plan 2003-2009: but as this desfgnation does not suit the requirements of this application, he
decides "that this site is atypical”, which promptly removes from consideration 4 of the seven
(4:7) recommendations for planning in this Policy Area. Shades of “illegal combatants!.Very
nice: have one yourselfl.

We have elsewhere expressed disappointment at the improper use of the Landscape Sensitivity
Matrix , (Source M) which equates the proposed refinery/terminal complex with an
Industrial/Commercial development, when in reality it contains elements of much more severe
visual impact, more like to windmills and "uglier” than windmills than to the normal modern
Industrial/Commercial building intended by the matrix. Added to the treatment of the Montaine
Coastal attribution in the previous paragraph, it paints an ugly picture of abuse of an ethically
neutral analytical aid. We would be happy to accept a more benign explanation than what springs
from what is presented.

p. 45. : "reduced impact on the environment” higher = lower. WE notice in published notices that
the heights are approx. (Source E). We believe that the "other benefits accruing” are chimerical.
The EIS states, in response perhaps to our contrary submissions, that the terminal is not placed in
a basin. We enclose a computer generated graphic from the Terminal EIS of April 2001 (SN)
which should leave one in no doubt on this point, and also an extract from the Map "Mayo
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Landscape Appraisal :Slopes and Ridgelines" from the CDP 2003-200 (SN). We have likened
the proposed structure en mass as a marble in a saucer, with serious visual and meteorological
implications, especially inversions in calm weather with accumulation of emissions and probable
funnelling towards Carrowmore Lake in high NE winds. The implications of this graphic for the
visual are self evident: what locals see - the reminder of the underlying risk - is visible from every
point around the terminal/refinery, and any screening is totally dependant on conifers or one bog
fire.

Noise:-
It is obviously not believable that "the predicted noise levels at the operational stage should not
result in increased noise levels over the existing background noise at the nearest dwellings." We
ask An Bord Pleanéla with its access to this specific expertise to comment.
p.46
Risk of Landslides:-
The concern re. Dooncarton Hill and environs is also prompted by the advice given by Mayo Co.
Co. to the developer, in the pre-planning stage, that the area had a history of landslides and that
the hill was geologically unstable.(Source E1). This advice was not proffered to the MLVC
(SourceU when that body was considering how to advise the Minister on the granting of various
permissions which necessarily involved substantial blasting at the foot of Donncarton and out
through the Bay. Nor did Mayo Co. Co. seem to take its own reported concern into consideration
when issuing permissions for blasting to the developer in the summer of 2002. We consider these
facts as seriously damaging to the credibility of MCC, to the planning process, whose legitimacy
is thereby compromised.. &

We will deal with this issue in a section covering also relevant\kec\?\nical information prepared in

response to the Derrybrien disaster, but it suffices to say ‘erg.é‘

* itis not anywhere proposed that rainfall alone caua&ktﬁé Dooncarton landslides;

* the 40mm/hr figure for rainfall on the night of @? gﬁaster (Friday) is based on a subsequent
reading of a rain gauge in a national school ide the full force of the downpour on the
margins of the rain path and is therefore @l@h ly not accurate or even relevant;

¢ the risk of bog bursts on the site at Ba@ﬁ’\a&y is not covered;

* we cannot find the reference in th (gféqt&hnical report that the design of site drainage is
"conservative" but accept Mr.Dou 3 word for it;

* inthe present terminal EIS, 3.5.84t states "Rock blasting will not be necessary” a major
advance on the position held 'g?%ll EIS's since Nov, 2000: but in the conditions attached by
Mayo Co. CO. to the grantifg of Planning Permission is the following:-

23. " Blasting of rock on the site shall be designed and operated so that .." etc

24. Similar. We do not know the significance of this apparent contradiction, nor why Mayo

Co. Co. decided to grant permission for something the promoter did not require: or if the

promoter requested this facility outside the planning file and the EIS. It is not a minor issue and is

disturbing.

Pipeline Location & Safety.

“The proximity of the pipeline to dwellings" did not make any reference to the umbilical and its
implications, emphasising the pilot nature of this project: apparently this problem did not
previously arise in the working experience of the developer's experts. It is our understanding that
the OHSA defines the area and its structures within the site boundary as being the
“establishment", and this includes the pipelines and umbilical from the boundary incoming to the
terminal. We have not been shown how this very dangerous section is excluded under Seveso, nor
how the HSA is justified in abdicating responsibility for it.

I, as Mr. Douglas puts it " the pipeline from the terminal boundary to the manifold is under the
control of the Depart of Communications Marine and Natural Resources,” then are we to
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conclude that the pipeline and umbilical from the terminal site boundary to the terminal is not
under the aegis of the same Dept. and therefore not subject to the Consent? The evidence
Fehilly/Timoney and of Johnston, as previously quoted (SB, SJ) would seem to support this
conclusion.

To add to the confusion Mayo Co. Co. now informs us "The second issue arises from the Health
and Safety Authority informing Mayo Co.Co. that the definition of establishment in this case did
not include the pipelines into or out of the terminal plant".

We have always held that the rush to push through this labyrinthine version of a project would
inevitably give rise to legal and safety imponderables. This uncertainty involving a safety issue, a
major safety issue, is not tenable. It is incumbent on An Bord Pleanéia to sort out this mess
dumped on them by a badly planned proposal, and to clarify once and for all where the
responsibility lies - and of course the entire area "from the terminal boundary to the manifold" is
also in question - and what authority is responsible in law if one of us gets hurt or is killed.

The applicant's response to Item 2 of the further information requested, is said by
Fehilly/Timoney, the Consuitants commissioned by Mayo Co. Co. " do not provide the written
confirmation requested under item 2."(SB) However, Mayo Co Co. accepts the developer's
response as sufficient. As is evident from the last section above, the authority with responsibility
for the item involved in Item 2 is a mystery, but obviously An Bord Pleanila must make a
decision on it. The issue of pipeline stability should also involve the umbilical, which introduces
acids & raw gas under high pressures, waste and a power-line within a single excavated trench
with undefined implications. A cursory examination of the document produced by A. Johnston,
Consuitant to the Dept. of Marine and Natural Resources on, mainy, pipeline design, has brought
to light worrying uncertainties, which further complicates lhis@r us, safety issue.We are
informed by Mr. Daly of the Dept. of the Marine, that th\ Conisents were issued on the basis of
the details submitted by the developer and verified by &5« ohnston, and Minister Ahearne (SK)
seems to agree. QO{
Is Mayo Co. Co. claiming that it does not have{'@ﬁ@;ﬁction over the upstream facilities within the
terminal boundary?. N

S5
Contrary to National Policy on Sustainable®Development.
In saying that "1t is vital that Ireland vigdrously promote its offshore oil and gas exploration
programme" it is implied that such aprogramme of work is sustainable. But it is not. It is not
sustainable to burn this non-renew#ble gas for minimal or no return, gas that should contribute
largely to national advantage, bt does not, because of legislative decisions in force. Use it under
present regulations and its gone with no contribution to sustainable development - and it makes
full corporate and Norwegian State sense to exploit it fast and furious. To be forced to expound
what is not true is torture, no matter how forced.
The "security of supply implications"are not spelled out and we have shown elsewhere that they
are not relevant, in our regulatory environment. Gas is The Global Product: unless all sources are
crippled at once, the market is decisive. (SourceX). The concerns about security of supply in this
context is a virtual bogeyman, and any serious economist of hydrocarbons or energy recognises
this. There are issues of strategic supply but Corrib cannot realistically contribute to their
resolution. We have consistently sought an independent cost-benefit analysis to clear up this
bogeyman once and for all: we are not afraid of it - we seek it: the Government has not
responded.'Tis a simple matter: one of the international think-tanks, neo-con or neo-lib, or the
Economist Intelligence Unit can be got to do a researched report on this, if the authorities want
closure and progress on this. In the meantime this proposal cannot comply with national policy on
sustainable development when it cannot contribute to sustainable development.
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Above-ground Structures for the Pipeline:-

"pipeline from landfall to terminal” or to terminal boundary, is the subject of the relevant
consent? For the sake of legitimacy, we believe that An Bord Pleandla must access relevant legal
authority, to decide, if possible, whether or no the consents apply as far as the terminal or the
terminal boundary only. As this project proposal is breaking new ground and advanced in an ad
hoc manner, there are many uncertainties: we ask An Bord to get definition on this one.

p.48

NORM:

If such does occur in leakages from the upstream pipeline within the terminal boundary or other,
who/what has ownership of the damage and responsibility for same?. (Sourcek).

17. Conclusion and Recommendation.

We welcome the statement that "sustainability” " encompasses environmental, social and
economic concerns reflecting the integrated nature of man and his environment."”

It is evident that, as An Bord Pleanila said in its previous judgement of this project, that
"strategic policy matters with regard to the (i) nature, (i) timing and (iii) terms of the
development of the gas resource is the responsibility of the Minister for Communications, Marine
and Natural Resources.” The exercise of this responsibility can only extend to what the Minister
is legally empowered to do. The Minister cannot be held responsible for implementing that which
he is legally forbidden to apply. If, as in this instance, the law does not allow the implementation
of an action, then it is of no consequence if a policy discourse implies an obligation on the
Minister to be in breach of the law of the land and the decisions of the Houses of the Oireachtas,
and neither is Mayo Co. Co. "statute bound" to have regard to 3@ contradictions.

3

in the matter of the strategic policy matters (i), (ii), (iii@@@d above:-
(i) The nature of the development is a matter for thes lan ing authorities and the applicant - not
for the Minister. It is the developer who designs an of Development: the Minister has an
option not to accept a specific shape of plan, bat # is the developer in all cases who decides the
nature of the development, Further the Mi[géf\@sln answering Parliamentary question No.137,
March 20,2001, Ref. No.7475/01: "Th '%dfﬁommerciai decision by Enterprise Energy Ireland
and one in which I have no function. "éfgﬁ

d
(ii) the timing is decided by law @V\Ee a find is declared by the developer to be commercial, the
Minister has no choice but to faéifitate its development.
And in answer to Parliamentary Question No. 166, March 20, 2001, Ref. No. 8048/01 "While I
must approve the company's plans for the development of the Corrib gas field on a commercial
basis having regard to environmental engineering and cost factors.” (SourceA )
(iii) the terms are fixed by legislation, and the Minister has no power to change them, in so far as
they apply to licences issued under the 1992 terms, which incorporates Corrib project. (Source
S1, 82)

Furthermore, did Mayo Co. Co. follow Government Policy when it banned gold mining in Cruach
Phadraig area or was it rather the Westport tourist lobby being too strong to be ignored? What
was sacrosanct? It is common knowledge and experience and not challenged that the exigencies
of electoral politics in multi- seat constituencies often precipitate decisions by Ministers and
parties that fall short, when examined against the objective standards that the planning authorities
must apply to the common good. Are we to be bound by such temporary even if 'strategic’
requirements? Of course not.

The State has had 4 years since the first application for planning permission for this project to
demonstrate the political will and commitment to allocate the necessary resources to realise the
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promises and semi-promises to the towns in Mayo, and resource a natural gas network in Mayo.
Not even 3 elections, the yeast of the representative electoral system, has drawn this practical
expression of commitment, during which time when other commitments to recreation and other
facilities of similar cost or more have been made and implemented. It is an unfortunate message,
and not one Mayo Co.Co. is inclined to see: but the State machine is prepared to build a pipeline
to bring Shell's little piggy to market but not to bring the market to the Mayo little piggy.
Democratic politics is selective. The cost of this commitment would be little: we have Objective
One status yet so little political capital need be expended. To have to pretend that the naked
emperor is dressed in the glory of Solomon was supposed to be the hallmark of monolithic
communism, not of market realism. This is a planning context matter and we disagree with the
judgement of Mayo Co. Co.

The proposed gas terminal in Ballinaboy does not address the infrastructure deficit in Mayo,
however defined, and thus is irrelevant to the Co. Development Plan. Our need is for individuals
and families to be safe in their own area in their traditional familiarity and to have the same say in
its destruction as we had in its construction from raw bog, which we consider superior to the want
of the Co. Co. to run a gas pipe to Castlebar.

Mayo Co. Co. does not give a balanced interpretation to the various elements of the Co.
Development Plan 1903-09, and puts perceived economic advantage for the few before the safety
of the individuals who would bear the brunt of this development, and fail to give due cognisance
to the fact that the purpose of the developer may be achieved by alternative methods that would
not infringe the human rights of the local residents. It is worth notifig that when this project was
initiated oil was $10-$15 a barrell: it is now hovering around t013¢$40, What value Corrib now?

P03/3343 Secqid &thedule.
Schedule of Conditions. R N X
We note N

= that the conditions are largely transc\giﬁf@s of promises made by the developer in the EIS
accompanying the application, apait Q\@@m financial requirements of Mayo County Council
itself. &®

* also, that the condition attache. 3 the previous granting of planning permission to this
project regarding a limiting gFthe hours of work during removal of waste and construction
has been omitted, without regard to the local population.

e that no conditions are applied to traffic movements involved in the various construction and
removal of waste activities from Ballinaboy to Rosport, and in the vicinity of Glengad.

*  (16) that the local residents are deemed of no consequence in the matter of the monitoring of
the rape of their own environment and only habitat without their consent.
e the physical impossibility for the developer of being fully compliant with condition 18.

We draw the attention of An Bord Pleandla to conditions 23 and 24, relating to permission to
blast rock on the site. The Terminal EIS, 3.5.8, specifically excludes the requirement for blasting
"Rock blasting will not be required." This granting to the developer of a concession that has not
been requested is very disturbing, and introduces a question of the transparency of the
negotiations between Mayo Co. Council and the developer, before planning permission was
granted.

« condition 29 relating to the nesting of birds and bring to notice the previous destruction by
the developer of the nests of the sand martin and the lack of acknowledgement of the sand
martin's presence in the literature provided.

* in the context of condition 30 the contradictions between the various stated positions
espoused by the NWFB in the matter of pollution by silting from Bord na Mo6na workings.
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+ worriedly the derisory amount, 30,000 euro, required from the developer to update and make
adequate the fledgling fire service in the Erris area.

s that the proposed environmental protections proposed are totally dependant on information
provided by the developer, who alone has the resources and personnel in place to do so.

« that access to the site by Mayo Co. Co. personnel shall be only with the consent of the
developer, which means also with prior notice.

»  with relief, the requirement that the developer shall lodge a bond, prior to the commencement
of the development, to ensure the prompt availability of resources to minimise the damage
associated with abandonment of such establishments when economic working has ceased.

e however, that unless the sub-condition, "Prior to the commencement of development"” be
strictly adhered to, in the matter of the form and amount of security, the requirement is of no
practical use.

Appendix 4.
F1 Request and Response Submitted.
Volume I:-
Item1:- Not adequate or complete.
Item2:- Not answered at all - Fehilly/Timoney agrees.
Itemé6:- Carcasses ignored.
[tem13:- Not answered.
item14:- Not done.
Item15:- No explanation attempted for the untypical behaviour of flow or intensity of
suspensions/solutions in Drain 22 or higher levels of pollutants. Thg possible existence of sub-peat
springs up-slope of surfacing of water suggestion is hardly sci ific: a deus ex machina. Drain
22, and the existence of the bottomiess bog-hole, adds to the gfiystery, incoherence of the
hydrological dynamics, that has not been elucidated in@ &of the application of substantial
expertise, time and resources. &
Item16:- Explanation incredible - running in the&%é‘with sheets of plastic.
Item17:- No real explanation of route or desti\@‘g@h or timing of removal of "unsuitable”
excavated material: nothing tied down or @"ﬁ\&med.
DG
Geotechnical N&&@\'n Environmental Impact Statement.
Péepared for Mayo Co. Co.
by Fgﬁi\ly Timoney & Co.February 2004,
(SourceB) The report merely invBived a reading of a small part of the two volumes of the EIS, in
accordance with the terms of the contract. As a result, it is essentially a document of "it appears™
"it was concluded" "on the basis of this interpretation" "very cautious estimates were used". The
report therefore was not in a position 1o question doubtful assertions regarding the reduction of
moisture by free-draining or windrowing, or to question the applicability of windrowing to a non
milled-peat vacuum harvested bog.

The use of sheet steel piles introduces problems that the report did not envisage, nor, it seems to
us, are the authors fully aware of the fragility of present state of knowledge of peat stabilisation or
strengthening using dry cement mixing; and although the authors refer to the most relevant report
from the EuroSoilStab project (Habib & Farrell) we suggest, and will illustrate later, that they
convey a substantially inaccurate picture of the findings and significance of this report, itself one
of very specific engineering application and expertise.

The report is largely a paraphrase of the relevant sections of the EIS and so not largely
significant, except where some few deficiencies are acutely observed, in particular in referring to
the issue raised by Item 2 of the request for further information: "there is no explicit reference in
the EIS to the installation within the boundaries of the site of the supply gas pipeline from the
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Corrib field to the gas terminal” and again in the supplementary geotechnical note "The letters
firom the regulatory authorities relate primarily to environmental matters and make no reference
to the structural stability of pipelines constructed in deep peat, and, as such, do not provide the
written confirmation requested under Item 2." (Implication ?)
Referring to the Srahmore Peat Deposition Site the authors do not appreciate the vital distinction
between the expertise of Bord na Ména in the harvesting of milled vacuum gathered peat and the
unprecedented activity here proposed involving a completely different material dynamic, raw
material that is proposed to be handled here, raw untreated peat, being the full profile of peat
from the top of the acrotelm to the deepest catotelm, including substantial propagule material,
indiscriminately mixed.
“relatively thin" is not what comes to mind in considering the great variety of depth of remaining
catotelm in the Srahmore dump area .
The supplementary geotechnical note notes the real problem of differential settlement of the
proposed re-constructed road from Ballinaboy to Srahmore, L1204. It is our opinion however,
that the authors have not sufficiently appreciated the extent of the dangers inherent in this stop-
gap measure.
Noting that it is a positive step on the part of the developers to involve the Swedish Geotechnical
Institute, the report did not notice that this fine body has only been brought on board in the last
stages of this proposal, and the results of that study are for the future and not available for our
enlightenment or for the guidance of the planners.
The "absence of experience in the application of dry deep mixing technology to Irish peat sites” is
well noted but hardly justifies the conclusion that "there is good reason to be optimistic" that the
proposed dry mixing will be effective. We suggest, with respect, th&t, as we are to be on the
receiving end of this optimism, we do not take comfort from i@r is it sufficient to justify

N O . . QO
planning permission for it. (Farrell & Habib) & @
Following on from the geotechnical report of Fehily Qm'lc-:y, the following, from the Corrib
Offshore EIS, submitted by EEI in support of the g@ &L&ls application for various licences and

T

permissions:- Q'
19.3.2.13.1 Peat Structure:-"A4 blanket bog cgpo seen as having two functionally distinct zones
from a hydrological perspective, i.e. the em and the catotelm. The integrity of both is

required for the maintenance of the h)@it\:@%ical functioning of the bog" The entire acrotelm and
a large depth of the catotelm is removgd-from Srahmore.

19.3.2.13.5 "The maintenance of peat Stratigraphy as outlined above is essential to the
maintenance of the hydrological @'if::ioning of the bog": the layering, i.e. the stratigraphy of the
quarried and transported mush i5'to be totally destroyed.

19.3.2.13.6 Pipe Lowering "the pipe will float within the bog" introducing the need to anchor
artificially the pipe in bog: this is not dealt with in regard to Item 2, Further Info.

19.3.2.13.7 Backfilling:- "Moving peat alters its physical and chemical properties and excessive
handling can turn peat into a mushy soup with poor restoration possibilities." 1t is strange that in
the developers submission to the request for further information, our suggestion that the excessive
handling - up to ten times - of the peat in the proposed manner - would make a 'slurry’ from the
mix was indignantly dismissed.19.3.2.13.7 quote was used in the Offshore EIS to dismiss the
possibility of moving the peat off-site, and so to bolster the case for its retention behind bunds on-
site.

Deep Stabilisation of Peat Soils -
What the EuroSoilStab Project Has Actually Come Up With To Date.

EuroSoilStab is an EU project, carried out by a consortium of contragtors in 6 countries. Each of
the contractors works on the stabilisation of one type of soft soil using different binders: Trinity
College Dublin was one of the laboratories involved and the following article published in the
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Canadian Geotechnical Journal, Vol 40, 2003, gives an interim report on the trials and their
results to date. This report, by Hebib and Farrell, is widely accessed and quoted in support of this
project by the promoter in the EIS and by Fehilly and Timoney in their geotechnical report to
Mayo Co.Co. and is a model of its kind. Like all such interim reports, it lends itself to selective
quotation and use!

"Some Experiences on the Stabilisation of Irish Peats" .. Samir Habib & Eric R. Farrell
"Most of the data available on soil stabilisation projects relate to the stabilisation of soft clays
with small amounts of organic matter." Peat studies are in their infancy.
"Even if successfully treated, the stabilised peat is a new material that has not been investigated
previously, thus little is known about the mechanisms involved in its stabilisation.”
"The main assumptions currently used in the design of deep soil stabilisation systems were
initially developed for lime-stabilised soft soils, and their validity for sofi clays, peat in
particular, is still not known and remains to be verified.”
In these experiments "the peat was first mixed for homogenisation".
"Strength achieved by stabilisation decreased with advanced decomposition."

Compressibility:- "For the cement-stabilised peat, creep could be associated with structural
breakdown.":-lesson of Derrybrien.

Pre-loading:-"The permeability of pre-loaded cement-stabilised peat was found to be lower than
that of the original peat."

"The stress state .. plays a fundamental role in the mechanical behaviour achieved."

"4 loading delay of 24 hours reduced the strength achieved to abogt 25% and 75% of that
achieved with a delay of 45minutes" (this was tested only it segrgs for cement-slag and cement-
lime mixtures.) Y ﬁé\

Strength of Stabilised Peat in Lab.Test:- “the strength @r&@ along the column and was
significantly lower than expected near the base." \giplications for sliding espc. after removal of
sheet piles, especially in context of suggeste:l&@h%ﬁ at Derrybrien (see Derrybrien Section.)
"Some lumps of unstabilised peat were obse &t the base of the stabilised column and this
could account for the low shear strength ed." This bodes ill for mixing in the real field
conditions of a commercial site, handl'ag\@nnous amounts of peat: if the laboratory
experiment, involving only 2 samples agﬂ%onﬁned within containers and fully homogenised
comes up with this shear-strength prQéIem, its application to the site must be moot, in the present
state of play &

Finite Element Back Analysis:- “The stiffness of the stabilised soil is very non-linear and
dependent on the confining stress." (What happens when sheet piles are removed from road-side
support?.)

"The experience gained from the six field tests performed within the EuroSoilStab project showed
that the strength achieved in the field for stabilised columns in organic soils was much lower than
that achieved in the laboratory.” This also noted by Fehilly Timoney.

The foregoing indicates the very preliminary state of real research into the behaviour of peat
under stabilisation: also the dangers of promiscuous use of such material to support a decision
already made. We believe this report does not support the conclusions drawn by the EIS from it
nor in general by Fehilly/Timoney, and note that it is initial research only and into two
samples:the authors make no claims for it but allow the test results to speak for themselves. It is
worth nothing, however, the remarkably different results achieved from the sample taken from
the top of the bog including some acrotelm and the much less impressive results from the sample
of deeper origin, catotelm only. As Hebib and Farrell report "many questions remain to be
answered regarding its mechanical behaviour in termspef-compressibility, permeability and shear
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strength.” Until they are answered, we should not be put at risk and the project should be refused.
The Srahmore proposal is as yet science fiction.

Corrib Gas Pipeline Project
Report on Evaluation of Onshore Pipeline Design Code.
Andrew Johnson
28 March 2002

(SJ) This report was commissioned by the Minister and it is on the basis of this report that the
pipeline consent was given. The ‘J.P. Kenny' is the main designer of the onshore pipeline. The
report seems to present anomalies and inconsistencies that are extremely worrying in reflecting
extensive uncertainty in what is the major danger to the public about their business and to
workers within the terminal site.
The report presents:
+ an evaluation of those codes which are relevant to the design of the on-shore pipelines;
« an assessment of design and construction aspects which affect the integrity of the onshore

pipeline section.
[t seems from the report that the Primary Code is B.S.8010 - because of its flexibility, i.e. it's not
too demanding: (not very encouraging!), and that where B.S.8010 is non-specific or ambiguous,
reference shall be made to IGE/TD/1 or ASME B31.8. The guidance in the code for the
transmission of methane is based on IGE/TD/1.

Flexibility: it allows different methods and procedures to be followed but risk analysis, as part of

a safety evaluation is normally required to justify variation from basic code:

 Corrib requirements are not normal. "The on-shore sec@n of the Corrib Gas Pipeline
operates under certain conditions which are unusua\&'f %grounprecedented.

Risk analysis should include: o‘\\o«

e i. identification of all potential failure modes; o{&

* ii. statistically-based assessment of failure r@ﬁgﬁnd frequency;

» iii. a detailed evaluation of the consequepéesdof failure from small holes up to full bore
rupture including reference to populai nsity;

* v, prevailing weather conditions; Qo\\ ‘«\6?

s v. time taken to initiate a pipeline shiit down.

There is no indication that the haza’gﬁ\from ground instability in deep peat were ever recognised

and certainly were not modelled.oo

The code does not specifically State maximum operating pressure but the illustrations imply a

maximum of 100 Bar, especially for public safety - much lower than the normal operating

pressure proposed for Corrib and lower still than the real intermittent maximums experienced.

However it suggests, that higher pressures may be acceptable " provided a more detailed

assessment of potential additional hazards is made in conjunction with a safety evaluation." 1t is

the only code to include a liquid phase and in this sense applicable to Corrib conditions.

Cover not less than 900 mm. Valves to be used on either side of an estuary or crossing, because

espc. of vortex induced vibration.

Note:- Liquid accumulates in low dips in pipeline and is discharged during production. However,

"The high-momentum slugs are prone to cause high tensile stresses in piping and vessels unless

procedures are developed to mitigate their occurrence or the system is designed to handle the

resulting forces."

The supplementary code, IGE/TD/:- High Pressure/Gas ‘Tfarismission.
Covers only dry natural gas at maximum pressure of less than 100_Bar: therefore Corrib is

outside its design parameters? So how can it be used to supplemeht primary code? Safety
evaluation of whole pipeline is not meant to include crossing alsg.
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ﬁ States strict limit of 100 Bar (Corrib design pressure 345 Bar). Design implies a defect-free
L pipeline.

The supplementary code ASME B31.8. Transportation and Distribution.
This is an American code. Gas containing free water is considered corrosive = Corrib.

IS 328. Edition 3, 2000. Gas Transmission Pipelines and Installations.
There is something very odd about the treatment of [S 328. "4n Bord Gdis has adopted(it)" as the
'the code of practice for gas transmission pipelines and pipe installations™ for the construction of
the pipeline from Mayo to Galway.
Johnson, p. 7 "The project design basis states that where the primary code, BS 8010 is
non-specific or ambiguous, reference shall be made to the ASME B31.8 code."”
p.9 "The project design basis for the onshore pipeline states that IS 328 will be
used as a supplement to BS 8010 where this is considered to be beneficial.”
but
p.7 "The on-shore pipeline design basis document states that where the BS 8010
code is non-specific of ambiguous, reference shall be made to IGE/TD/1 and ASME B31.8.
but
O p.9 (Kenny Comparison) *Pipelines under the Gas Acts should be designed using
> IS 328.
and
Corrib Offshore EIS (incorporating on-shore pipeline) p.19-4:
19.2.3.1 "The p:pelme will be designed in accordance with IS 328 @ade of Practice.”
Ni Thuigim: is this clear or is it clear ? It's about our safety? {\\é
but Q°
1s 328 &
Covers onshore pipelines 16 to 100 Bar. Not lntendg&(? @} pipelines the main length of which is
offshore - therefore not applicable to Corrib. S
Gas must be dry at all times - therefore not s@ﬁl@e for Corrib.

Is our intelligence failing or does the a é@\%&how that none of the codes used is applicable to the
upstream onshore Corrib gas? In case annc distinction is made, this is equally relevant to
Item 2 request for further mformat:o@and has not been adequately answered.

A Comparison of théR/arious Design Codes by Kenny is noted by Johnston:-

Pipelines under the Gas Acts should follow IS 328. (Does Corrib?)
Pressures proposed for Corrib are well above normal design pressures for on-shore pipelines.
It is rare to transport unprocessed well fluid in the vicinity of inhabited buildings.
The use of QRAs to modify codes is well established engineering practice to get over
difficulties.
* BS 1801 should be used as design code for Corrib supplemented by IS 328. (how suitable to

Corrib circumstances?)

O
=
* o s @

Johnston's Opinion on Kenny's Comparison Conclusions:-

No reason to disagree with choice of BS 8010 but
Comparison gives no opinion on use of BS N 1594,
Comparison does not mention where the primary code is non-specific or ambiguous.

It is not normal practice to substitute sections of one code for bits of another. Note: we
would have thought that safety matters would be inviolable?.
»  More work needed to show high velocity slugs cannot affect allowable piping stress levels.
s The QRA should show justification for 0.72 design fagtor.at crossings
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O « concem for corrosion especially of joints: water in pipe for a year long.p.18
' * Pipeline leaks: (i) 70 metre distance from houses to be fixed not variable;
(ii) failure frequencies of pipeline and pipeline fittings -valves - not
modelled in QRA;

(iii) No leak detection system provided;

(iv) terminal QRA must address leakages at fittings within terminal
boundary, including explosion and dispersion modelling. (it does not: the HSA specifically
excludes it. This is again required in answer to Item 2 request for further information but has not
as noted also by Fehily Timoney & Co.: HSA does not take responsibility for any part of the on-
shore up-stream pipeline: is the Minister saying (SK) to leave it to Shell? this is a mess.)

« Interference: completely unaware of deep bog issue: crossings vulnerable to corrosion.

Recommendations by Johnston.
*  QRA should (i) Justify design factor 0.72 at crossings of road and water courses;
(if) include the effects of leaks from valves etc at shore.
Further analysis required of ability of piping to carry slugs.
Confirm that erosion at watercourse crossings included in design.
Operating and maintenance procedures to be checked to ensure monitoring is carried out.
Confirm that hydro-test water in pipeline for one year will do no damage.
Fix pipeline route to guarantee 70 metre separation distance.
Provide leak detection system
Termina! QRA to be checked to ensure it addresses gas releases from pipeline within terminal
boundary. &
WE have no idea what happened regarding implementation of Y,\[@hnston's recommendations
This report presents some worrying aspects of this onshg\{e ?giﬁeline, inside and outside the
terminal:- S
No consideration of umbilical complex in proximi .@aw gas, and the opposition of two(three)
streams of gas under v. high pressure in the field® Spower line. In "Gas Pipeline to the West",
P.J. Rudden, B.E., C.Eng., M.LE.I, M.LC.E 'm}].E.M., M.C.L.W.EM.,R.Cons.E.l.: "The
pipeline had to be protected from induce #onts such as overhead/underground power cables
or electrified railway lines." (Paper presented to the Civil Division of the institution of Engineers
of Ireland, 4th Dec., 2003.) Whateverfgeéimplications are, they obviously exist in an engineering
context for gas pipelines: they are ngteven mentioned, not even in answer t0 Item 2 request for
further information. This alone préfudices beyond redemption the safety claims of this project.
The low point of the on-shore upstream pipeline in Sean-mhachaire has a right-angle bend, as far
as we know(?) and obviously that is where liquid will accumulate, for it is immediately followed
(._ ) by an up-hill stretch crossing the road (or so we gather from the various suggestions thrown out.)
Then on inside terminal! The codes used do not suit the circumstances of Corrib.
The scrutiny of the codes by Johnsen does not include from the terminal boundary to the
terminal: p.5 2.2 "It is recommended that the terminal ORA to be prepared as part
of the terminal engineering is checked to ensure it addresses relevant gas releases from the
pipeline to the terminal.”
p-18,4,5 "t is understood that the terminal ORA (prepared as part of the terminal design)
will assess the risk to the terminal workers, and will consider the risks associated with all
facilities within the terminal site, including the pipeline facilities." Not done by anyone - no one
responsible it appears?
p.5. 2.1 "The pipeline is considered to meet public safety requirements as outlined in the selected
design code, provided that the actions recommended in Section 2.2 are followed.” Even though
neither pipeline stability nor the umbilical is considered? And Johnston has no control over
implementation.
Confusion on design code to be implemented. This is a rightmess.

O
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The expansion of the role of this report not envisaged by the author, A Johnston himself, brought
to light by the hide-and-go-seek on Item 2 Request for Further Information, puts a question mark
over the bona fides applied in this project. It is imperative that this entire issue no longer be
covered up, not least because of the over-riding safety implications for us and indeed for the
project. There is not sufficient clarity to justify the granting of permission by Mayo County
Council to this slip-shod project. We ask An Bord Pleandla to grant this appeal and save us from
the curiosity value of a future disaster.

Other Concerns not addressed by Johnston.

These concerns are magnified given the complexity and potential dangers of the pipeline nests in
the up-stream onshore. 1. New high-strength steel pipe where used, give considerable
savings in transport costs. However, its ability to resist damage and limit a propagating fracture
within the trench can be questionable.

2. A case study - Natural Gas Releases from High Pressure Pipelines by
the U.K. Health & Safety Laboratory draws attention to a new insight into the behaviour of
escaping gas, especially , as in the case of upstream Corrib, without and within the terminal
boundary : "In previous times it had been assumed that the leak would result in the formation of a
quiescent cloud over the release point which would subsequently be dispersed by the wind.
However studies have shown that the overall flow character is more like a high momentum jet,
Modeling this initial jet phase is not straightforward as the jet is likely to remove earth from
around the point of the pipeline failure forming a crater from which the gas will subsequently
escape to the atmosphere." The significance here is that the very I-\ggh pressure pipeline lies in the
same trench in a bog as the flexible umbilical sheath, with its vagiety of high pressure acid
conduits (up to 610BARg) and a (at least one) power ling,As‘%is project design is without
precedent the real hazard here identified is unknown \g@nvestigated.
(http://www.hsl.gov.uk/case-studies/natgas.htm). @6

3. A five-mile overland p@%ﬁé with easy access is causing concern now
that international motivated sabotage is causig ic, encouraged by political rallying now
coming home to roost. It is a further blow 1555_( confidence of the local residents already severely
damaged by this proposal. But in reali ‘a@ﬁnile raw gas pipeline at up to 345BAR pressure non-
odourised, with 2 acid bearing lines golg@in the opposite direction under pressures up to 610 Bar,
and including a handy power source gl the way, with easy access from sea or by land, looks like
a war-games scenario, at a time n a favourite anti-western pastime is blowing up pipelines.
{What a great "Mission Imposs:%’?e "scenario/) We have enough to be scared about without this.
(Source K!).

The following is a tentative list of the normal discharges to be expected from a gas pipeline

system during normal operation:-

Discharges from Process Vents, Chronic Leaks etc. These include:

 Emissions from pneumatic devices (gas-operated controls such as valves and actuators)
depend on the size, type, age of the devices, the frequency of their operation and the quality
of their maintenance.

s Leaks from system components are unintentional and usually continuous releases resulting
from the failure of a seal or the development of a flaw, crack or hole in a component designed
to contain or convey oil or gas. Connections, valves, flanges, instruments and compressor
shafis can develop leaks from flawed and worn seals, while pipelines and storage tanks can
develop leaks from cracks or from corrosion.

« Emissions from process vents, such as vents on glycol dehydrators and vents on .. and storage
tanks resulting from normal operation of the facilities. However such process vents are minor
methane sources in most gas production facilities.
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« Emissions from starting and stopping reciprocating engines and turbines.

Further emissions result from
» Maintenance - pigs, blow-down;
* system upsets and accidents - surges, pressure release systems.

The request for information in item 2 has not been answered and the implications and possible
sources of hazard multiply with knowledge of the real operation of the proposed experimental
system. This project must fall on safety grounds alone.

Risk of Spontaneous-combustion in Dried Sheltered Peat:-

In a lecture "Properties of Binders and Stabilised Soils" MI. Esrig, for the Swedish Deep
Stabilisation Research Centre (wwww.swedgeo.se/sd ) the effects of the heat generated by the
hydration of cement and lime are reported. Caution is suggested when stabilisation soil on or
adjacent to slopes because of the likely short term destabilizing effect of the increased ground
temperature.

The danger in an establishment such as this, of spontaneous combustion of the dried stabilised
peat under piled buildings and concreted areas is not addressed. We do not know if stabilised
areas under buildings will shrink because of their shelter from water flow or if this, to us,
inevitable shrinkage, will leave a gap to funnel oxygen - wind - to any such initial combustion.

Sheet Pile Technique:-
Similar to deep stabilisation, there is substantial use and knowledgg.of the use of sheet piling in
soft soils, but not for peat. The study is in its infancy and it is ng# justifiable to place major
elements of safety at the mercy of what is effectively a \%_Jjﬂot-phase science/engineering.
Yong Tan of the University of Massacheussets, Lowe, lﬁg is acclaimed report "Sheet Pile Wall
Design and Performance in Peat” emphasises that yerylimited data is available regarding lateral
soil stress measurements on sheet pile walls and tically none is known to be measured in
peat. QOQQ@

P
The lateral pressures on the preloaded @ﬁbilised peat will change totally with the removal of
the sheet piles. Also the piles while in plite up-slope of the piled roads in particular, will created
a temporary new drainage reality, sq that water must accumulate: on the other hand, down-slope
the protection offered by the pilesé@nd stabilised peat will prevent access of water and so this peat
will substantially dry out. The gtacement of loading increases the pressures on the in situ peat,
adding a further complication.

We now know from the bog-slide at Tullywood, that loading on its own, even minor loading, is
sufficient to trigger bog movement: no incline is needed: on this matter, we quote from an article
previously referred to, "Moving Bogs - Part One", Scéal na Mona, March 2004, Vol. 13, No. 50,
published by Bord na Ména:
(Referring to a bog burst recently at Tullywood Bog, Westmeath) " The bog at T ullywood is a
beautiful example of a raised bog, surrounded by evergreen forests where turf had been
excavated (rather crudely using modern techniques) along a narrow front. This has obviously led
to an outburst of pressure along that front since the bog is very wet.

Obviously the Tullywood incident is totally different to those at Pollathomas and Derrybrien

since no incline is involved."”
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Lessons Of Derrybrien.

In_the AGEC report for Galway Co. CO. on the Derrybrien disaster:-
2.2 "The head of the failure was located a few meters down-slope of excavation work for turbine
base .."
2.2 "The site access road was constructed as a floating road supported by geotextile and an
underlay of  brushwood and felled trees."
2.3 Ground Conditions :- "The basal shear surface of the failure was within peat 200 mm to 400
mm above mineral soil" (The mixing of peat and stabiliser in Ballinaboy must take place in situ,
and the effectiveness and quality of mixing at the depths present in Ballinaboy must be
questionable. The feasibility of avoiding this tiny loading on peat bordering the stabilised
material, with its effect on shear strength is questionable.).
2.4 Failure Type and Volume: "Detachment occurred along forestry plough/drainage channels."
(The influence of drainage channels, even the faces of turf-banks in initiating bog movement is
probable: results of research by Durham University on bog-bursts at Glengad will shed more
light on this. This, in dynamic terms, also includes the upper face of bog, down-slope from
compacted roads.)
3.3 "An access track is located at the head of the failure. The additional load due to this floating
track would have contributed to an increase in applied load." Very scary.
3(8). "lines of potential surface weakness"
3(6) "there is a possibility that the excavation locally removed lateral support in an area of wet
peat " ( astate that will be present down-slope of stabilised road bases.)
9.1 Recent Landslides and Ground Movements:-"there are bearingfailures below placed
arisings, squeezing-in of recently excavated v-ditches & Iocaliseygge’;sion cracks." (The influence
of weightings - placed arisings here - seems to be paramoqma‘é\nd the amounts in Derrybrien were
not enormous.) 470&36'5\
10.2. Factor of Safety:- "Ground resistance is pr@?zﬁa%y the shear strength of the ground along
an assumed failure surface.” S »
10.4 Stability Load Cases:- "Following pl it of load there will be a reduction in Factor of
Safety”. (10.2 and 10.4 together do not gjig&e to confidence - especially as AGEC are the

authors. ) QQOQ
)

O
In the matter of access tracks to thedbite at Ballinaboy:-
*  Access tracks are floating. ¢°
*  Weighting reduces shear resistance at base and increase in water pressure;
* which leads to an increase in down-slope pressure on adjacent down-slope peat on removal of
piles.
* Is there a weak zone of peat at depth?
Farrell and Habib point out the negative effect, even in laboratory testing of two (2) samples of
the mixing and homogenising not being perfect.

The UCG consultants, John Mulqueen and Dr. M. Rogers, agree in their submission to Galway
Co. Co. that the landslides were caused by construction activities.

In its decision Mayo Co. Council has not made any effort to apply the lessons of Derrybrien and
this is the willful ignoring of relevant facts. Risk tolerability criteria in the aftermath of Glengad,
Derrybrien, Tullywood and the Southern Shetlands(all 2003) are in all aspects negative and do
not justify the decision of Mayo Co.Co. in granting this planning permission; which decision is
then contrary to good planning.
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Compare What Happened in Derrybrien with what the Experts expected and Believed.
Predicted impacts of the Proposed Project :- (Derrybrien)

Saorgus Energy Ltd. of Tralee R.T.C. produced the EISs that enabled Galway Co. Co. and An
Bord Pleandla to authorise the Derrybrien windfarm project, using the best information available
to them.

Non-technical Summary:- p.4 "No impacts of an exceptionally severe nature are possible
through the construction and operation of this project.”

"The major negative effects of the wind farm at this site will be the limited and subjective visual
impact and the traffic during construction.”

p.26. b) " Construction of turbine bases consists essentially of excavating a hole of approximately
15x15m down to competent bedrock and constructing the turbine base within this. The base is
made of steel reinforced concrete with or without a fill of hardcore beneath to raise the level of
the base sufficiently.” (Remind one of anything anywhere?)

p.29 "The only impacts on the soil and bedrock of the site will be in the construction stage.”

Saorgus Energy Ltd. EIS re. Windfarm Extension:-
p.6 "No effects of a severe nature (e.g contamination of an aquifer, destruction of a unigue
habitat)are possible through the construction and operation of thisproject.”

p.29 "The only impacts on the soil and bedrock of the site will & n the construction stage."

p.39 p.39 "The main potential effect ... if run-off from ear, hw\?? brings large amounts of
suspended solid matter into local streams. This risk is \ﬂ'é‘\

&
It is unnecessary to labour the obvious - not eno al information is available on the dynamics

of deep peat to enable its manipulation in the@i% sed way with any degree of certainty of the
outcome. The available expertise was of cgfr’sgﬁjsed by Saorgus Energy Ltd. when preparing the
EIS, but it was not enough and it was w&bﬁg‘?ﬁe lesson for Ballinaboy proposal is obvious: there
is no justification for allowing this proj‘ggﬁo be finalised as a refinery/terminal site at Ballinaboy
- every indicator says no!. éé:“é\

Galway County Council no doub?%pproached the application for this huge development with
extreme care, not alone because of the project itself and its site and location, but because it
overlooked Lough Cutra, fed mainly by the Owendalullegh River whose tributaries drain the hills
above Derrybrien - Pollduff, Knocknamona and Cushlaundrumlahan - where the windfarm was
to be sited, a mountain acid bog area feeding into the alkaline source of the Gort water supply and
the proposed Regional Water Scheme for the entire area, on which substantial human resources
and capital had been expended. Somewhat similar to Carrowmore Lake scenario. p.12 "The
developers also consulted Galway Co. Co. before proceeding with the choice of site at
Derrybrien."

The experts were wrong: little is known about ever-changing bog dynamics: MCC has put the
whole complex of habitats, human and other, at risk, even while the danger signals are there, by

giving permission for this project. We believe the decision to be irresponsible and contrary to
proper planning.
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Further ltems of Unease.
The Proposed Re-instatement or Restoration of Srahmore Dump Site.
As the continued and accelerated silting of the Srahmore will not directly affect us we refer to it
here merely in passing and question some of the assumptions underlying the proposal.
Bord na Mona's record speaks for itself: a dog barks not brays.
Extract from * Wetlands Ecology and Management I Kluver Academic Publishers 2003
(Netherlands). p. 105 (referring to vacuum-mined peatlands) " We should however keep in mind
that any spontaneous revegetation process is slow, and it can take decades or even centuries

before a more typical bog vegetation community is being restored.”
Stephen King, novelist, would warn with justification of the proposed scenario:

" All characters in this publication are fictitious and any resemblance to real persons, living or
dead, is purely coincidental.”

Re. Further Information Request by MCC on ltem 2.

EIS of April 2001. Appendices.
13.7 (Rosport but also applicable to ltem 2 further information): " Some test pits have gone as
deep as 3.5m without reaching mineral soil."
13.8.3.1. Wayleave Areas but aiso referring to Item 2 further information request 2004:
" Unstable ground environments, such as bagland with a very high water content, will require the
construction of hard standings such as substantial timber mattingjé d geotextile material. In
addition the pipeline will require a concrete weight coat in these wet areas.” Implications for
traffic plan for Rosport area which does not exist on ﬁlg&aﬁd@lsn for failure to answer ltem 2
request. How many miles of pipeline must be anchgsgii egf concrete? Impossible.
SN
Marine EIS 2001, S5E
19.3.2.13.6. Pipe Lowering:- "When a sec;sg&b&?"pipeline is laid directly over a peat substrate,
there is the potential for problems with giﬁq@r\stabilio» as the pipe will float within the peat. "
QOOQ\
&
H.S.A. Land-use Planni S Advice to Mayo County Council in Relation to the
Cefistruction of a Facility at Ballinaboy.
(P03/3343)

In the 1950ies and 60ies an effort was made in American Universities to find a better way on
which to base decisions about the future than infuition:"Decision science"was born. The most
memorable example of it is Robert McNamara's use of it in forecasting the progress and outcome
of the Vietnam war - with not much success, obviously. The 'science’ lost popularity!

Risks are different from uncertainty, which is unquantifiable. The establishment of priorities is a
very subjective process and misplaced priorities is the single greatest reason for bad risk analysis:
this is inclined to happen when regulators get too close to the creators of risk which is an ever-
present danger espc. in a small country.

The budget of the Dept. of Homeland security in S.A.M. is this year $30,000,000,000: no one can
estimate how many lives or none that will save: is it a price worth paying for the extra peace of
mind it is supposed to give to American citizens at home?

The HSA use only one yardstick for risk "total wipe-out", or "gxtreme value analysis” as financial
markets call it. They do not consider any possibility except the most-extreme. Therefore its'
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analysis is of no relevance to the day to day danger imposed by this project on the people of
Ballinaboy and Léana Mér in particular, and down-wind in Bun Abhna. The risk of a slow
accumulation of dangers is not considered: the short-of-disaster scenario that only kills one
person or damages the lungs of only 2 people and permanently disables only 3 people are not
within the terms of reference of HSA. Surely An Bord Pleanéla cannot accept this report as an
analysis indicative of the real dangers faced by the workers, farmers and local residents, short of
Armageddon? The acceptance of this report as adequate, by Maye Co. Co. is irresponsible and in
breach of the terms of the Co. Development Plan 2003-2009 which enshrines proper care for the
safety and security of the people as a central and key objective, throughout the different headings.

With the growing awareness of the cost of risks in an uncertain world, "scenario planning”,
pioneered by Royal/Dutch Shell initially, has regained its' popularity as the international espc.
geopolitical risks escalate. Shell keeps track of at least 3 long-run forecasts but one, the uitimate,
is sufficient for Ballinaboy. Microsoft keeps 7 or 8 different scenarios on track at any one time.
Different cultures place different monetary value on human lives. In a Harvard study by Kip
Viscusi, "The economist", the following figures present, based on workers' willingness to take a
job that endangers life: in the U.S.A. $6.5 million; $4.1 million in Britain and so on to a mere
$750,000 in Taiwan. In parallel with this is the real cost of lives saved by selected U.S. risk
regulations, ranging from $100,000 per life saved by regulations governing child-proof lighters
(1993) to $19,000,000,000 for each life saved by the drinking- water regulations(1992).(John
Morrall, Office of Management and Budget, U.S.A.) These figures put into context the
insignificant obligations put on the proposed operators of the Ballinaboy facility by the OHSA,
and illustrate the value system being implemented. &
It is accepted that "regular inspection” will take place, and png:ﬁ%ects these inspections will be
announced to the operator beforehand: this is stupid, evgﬁf’ﬁ is normal practice. (‘So, you don't
trust us?: "No, we don't have any reason to think that gﬁygopards change their spots - as distinct
from virtual leopardism’) &Qé&')\\

s
2. Executive Summary:- "Potential major aggi’\c\@ﬁr"s only considered. It is unthinkable that Shell
or any major company should expect to gﬁ?{ﬁ% kind of free passage on health and safety grounds
from any sovereign governiment, nor w they expect it, nor would their insurance companies
act accordingly, as is evident from th¢\$pate of "fraud on the market" type law-suits being
threatened against Shell, where onlytoss of share-value is involved. The 3 X 10 to the power of
X, ¥, or z means nothing to us in &tms of the decline of our environment and the destruction of its
utility by the imposition of a risk environment where none has previously existed. This matter has
been extensively covered is our concern for the ongoing health of our people in what has been up
until now a benign but challenging environment. And if these 50 jobs are going to filled by us ”
which no one believes then the occupational H & S is even more relevant. The are no schedule
conditions to protect us. Is this all the HSA is qualified and empowered to do?

The Consultation zone started out as an exclusion zone, then it changed to a consultation zone of
1200 metres from the terminal, then it reduced again in time for the last oral hearing into this
project (quite elastic) until this time there is no need for a consultation zone except inside the
boundary. Do the HSA officials really think this is credible behaviour, or credible science? Did
the project go-ahead as initially sized up by the HSA, it would be impossible to get planning for
any domestic development in the villages around Ballinaboy: but because it was opposed, the
requirements disappear. This is not a sufficient basis for planning permission, nor consistent with
basic rspect for human life and limb and the uncertainties undermine confidence in a vital State
service. In this context, the statement "this area is greater than should normaily be specified as a
consultation zone" begs the question of how "normal" was the initial scrutiny and authorisation?
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3.1 The HSA did not consider for example a tanker of mercapton parked at the terminal while a
fag is being smoked (We know it is illegal.) Nor the umbilical within the site, accepted as the
establishment by HSA, in a channel with v. high pressure raw gas and impurities, itself the
conduit for v.v. high-pressure acids in the opposite direction and a fine ignition source, a power-
line to the sub-sea manifold? Giving a clean bill of health where such exclusions are imposed is
criminal we believe. This does not fulfil the CDP's protestations of care. This is what risk is all
about: everyone knows that one can be killed, but the HSA have left us uncertainty only.

Assessment of Global Stability:-

Nor is the danger imposed by the instability of the upstream pipe-line within the establishment,
and umbilical and waste pipes, on deep bog considered by HSA, and still the diagnosis is clean
bill of health?: this information was also required in answer to Item 2 of the Further Information
sought by Mayo Co. Co. and was not supplied, as supported by Fehilly/Timoney. Johnston did
not treat of the risks posed by this section in his analysis of pipe-line code safety for the Dept. of
the Marine. This pipe-line complex passes through the fields and some commonage in Rosport
where some test pits have gone as deep as 3.5 metres without reaching mineral soil. (EIS April
2001 Appendices,13.7). Surely if the establishment is the area within the boundary then that is the
establishment? Or is only a butcher,s knife available for organ transplant work?. By exclluding
this part of the establishment, the HSA has rendered its function redundant.

Key Assumptions for Analysis:- The absence of treatment of the umbilical/pipe-line complex
emphasis the experimental nature of this development and we a guinea pigs. There is a
ready source of ignition buried power-line. Forestry, all the wastYo the houses in Bun Abhna, is
an ideal agent of congestion especially during high pressare£enditions in what is, despite the

developers protestations, a basin. (SourceN). When tl;ﬁigﬁﬁ:ilical complex and other exclusions

are considered, there is little basis for the conclus'@h;@at the assumptions overestimates the level
of risk. EOA

&
)

3.3.1 The rate of release modelling doesén%nsider the possibility of build up of gas in ground
channel, which has the potential to be & g@inage channel.

s

O
3.3.2 Scenarios Selected for Mode@\g:- It is evident, not least from the report by DNV
following, that leaking is a no part of the operation of a high-pressure pipe system: yet, the
HSA does not consider it.
Normal operating pressure 150 Bar?

3.3.4 The risk from the mercaptan mix, although classified as highly flammable, is not modelled
because of its safe storage at the terminal : so the terms of reference conveniently rule out
consideration of the danger from a tanker at the terminal. This is not science nor sufficient
grounds for permission.

3.4.3.2.1 Spontaneous or other combustion of dried peat, especially stabilised and sheltered from
the elements under some terminal constructs is an obvious danger but not to the HSA. As peat
sinks as water is drained out and inflow of new water prevented, air tunnels will develop under
such structures, to fan any flame source.

3.5.4.5 Why not BAM, Best Available Means, instead of recommended best practicable means, a

much lower standard, and 1 suppose good enough for us. We poinf out that the HSA judges do not
have to live in the vicinity of this refinery complex.
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5.4 Control of Ignition Sources:- no thought of the power line very vulnerable in its bed and the
implications for induction of the complex. This is not a complete report.

6 WE believe from our own knowledge and the report supplied by the HSA, based on information
supplied by the developer and an analysis of it by consultants DNV, that there is not sufficient
justification for the decision that "The duthority does not advise against, this proposed
development.”.

Neither do we believe, on the same basis, that, if operational, the risks posed by this
establishment (would be) tolerable.(Appendix 3.)

2.1 Establishment.

The jigging and side-stepping required to justify the approach chosen by the HSA regarding this
project, makes clear the necessity for a unitary treatment of major projects and an end to project
splitting. We fail to understand how this supplied definition of establishment can be narrowed to
exclude the dangerous substances that are common and continuous inside and outside the
terminal fence, as well as the ignition source and an induction system of 2 contrary streams of
high pressure liquids of undefined electrical characteristics. Details of the discussions between
the authority and EU commission officials and representatives of other EU states should be
available to the public and to An Bord Pleanala to establish the extent and details of information
supplied and analysed. Where lies the responsibility for this decision?

@.
Report by Det Norske Veritas for Amec/Shell @& P Ireland Ltd.
Basis for HSA Reggrt.ﬁé\
N

(OIS
3
An extreme event only considered ™ no other scenag‘@??@nvisaged "sufficient to cause fatalities
in .. the most vulnerable1%." N &\?
2. The Terminal KON

The Corrib field contains a dry sweet gas: (;Agfﬁ\@v\ Johnston in his report to the Dept. of Marine
insists that the gas cannot be considere%@?xféﬁd that therefore it is corrosive. No hydrogen
sulphide has as yet been discovered in \gﬁ b but other wells to come on-stream from area could
be sour. O

2.2.2 The odorant,a mercaptan mi&oﬁg\ems to us from figures supplied by the developer to amount
to 8750 cfd, a not inconsiderablefaomount (at a rate of 25ppm.).Toxic, flammable, it is only 25m
from security fence.

3.3 The justification for reduction of predicted failure frequency is not evident. The failure of
tankers of mercaptan is not modelled in spite of its danger.

3.4 Where did DNV get their "The import pipeline will be supported on firm ground, the export
pipeline support may be enhanced by mini-piles”? This is the information required in respect of
Item 2 of Further Information requested : it was not supplied. (Fehilly/Timoney). Catastrophic
failure of a road tanker: no inclusion of mercaptaan? Mayo Co. Co. has not made its permission
dependent on thee assumptions of safety, unfounded as they may be.

3.8 Domino:- The interpretation by both DNV and Mayo C.C. must be wrong: if the
establishment is within terminal boundary only, the upstream pipeline incoming is a proximate
and continuous installation under the terms of Seveso II, and therefore the domino effect is indeed
relevant. This problem which An B.P. must solve, makes apparent the lack of substance in the
argument by Mayo Co.Co. justifying project splitting in this instance. The Goban Saor's
requirement of 'An Chraiceann agus a luach' is often sought but seldom granted.
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X5 An extreme flooding event did not occur in Derrybrien:conclusions must be founded on fact
and good research not on discursive requirements.

X.6 Mining - quarrying is required to take place: stability of site is problematic. (See Derrybrien
section.)

The OIR 12 Database: This risk assessment process is questionable, as the authors admit: ina
conflict with reality as here, reality must prevail.

Final Comment:- The bottom line is that

s it is normal for holes to occur in high-pressure gas pipelines, and DNV seem to accept this as
fact.

+ An umbilical is not a normal accessory 10 a pipeline as envisaged by regulators
and is ignored with its implications both by the HSA and DNV in spite of the
dangers inherent in such a dynamic set-up.

e  The horizontal release from a hole in the upstream pipeline is not considered with its difficult
modelling, lying next to the umbilical with its babies. The premise is that

«  asmall number of deaths or/fand damage to a number of people less than death is acceptable
almost the logic of the inevitability of friendly fire casualties in war.

It is not acceptable to us. This is our place and we do not ask for this intrusion - nor do we

believe should it be acceptable to the planners.

¢ The conclusions here are based on off-shore experience. Why?

&
&
&
S
Other §ssues Left in Limbo because ofocﬁgé)ct Splitting and Bad Project
Pl 3
| The main one remains the dangers pog&l the pipeline and umbilical and waste outlet

complex. The terminal technology has Iittlgﬂ‘lgﬁ%ed since the first application in November2000

as it would seem that all machinery etc \é(a%\&?ught inthe belief that planning permission was a

doddle and that the natives were harmlésglit was an outrageous business gamble and did not pay

off. The design pressures given in thg\ Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal EIS of November 2,000 are:-
4.2.3. Pipeline Design Pregsure 345 BARg.

MNOP X 150 BARg.
4.9.2. Umbilical low pressure hydraulic fiuid to sea wells 210 BARg.
high pressure hydraulic fuel to sea wells 610 BARg.

Methanol injection 20 bbl/hour.

Produced Condensate 70 bbl/hour.
Add to these enormous pressures some right-angle bends in the overland upstream, which of
course is not the establishment according to HSA, but the dangers apply to the pipeline complex,
the subject of Item 2 query for further information and is not addressed. The uncertainty alone
make this proposal a gamble with our heaith and safety. We object to this being given planning.
And don't forget the alignment of these contra pressures and the handy positioning of the power-
line.

(Health and Safety Laboratories: Case Studies.) S.AZ1)

2. HSA has not treated of the likelihood horizontal escape of gas under pressure in the
trench within the terminal site. Research by H.S.A.United Kingdom indicates that previous
assumptions regarding the dispersion of gas from a leak are erroneous and this is not taken into
account by HSA. "In previous madels it had been assumed that the leak would result in the
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formation of a quiescent cloud over the release point which would subsequently be dispersed by
the wind, However studies have shown that the overall flow character is more like a high
momentum jet. ... the jet is likely to remove earth from around the point of the pipeline failure
forming a crater from which gas will subsequently escape 1o the atmosphere."

Given the placing of a longtitudinal live electric cable within the trench, filled with
drying/draining peat in conjunction with a possible accumulation of gas and given the fragility of
the umbilical coating protecting streams of acid under very high pressure, it is evident that Risk
Tolerability Criteria are breached and the Precautionary Principal not applied. It is hard to accept
that BAT is here being applied or that our monitoring people responsible for our safety are fully
aware of the requirements of the project.

3. "Gas Pipeline to the West" P.J. Rudden B.E., C.Eng., M.LE.L, M.I.C.E,,

M.L.G.E.M., M.C.L.W.EMM., R.Cons. E.L: from RPS-MCOS Projects - Technical

Papers "Gas Pipeline to the West:"

"The pipeline also had to be protected

from induced currents such as overhead/underground power cables or

electrified railway lines."

The risk, apparently a real one, has not been modelled by any safety agency or by the promoter's
consultants, where the raw physical circumstances are so much more dangerous and
unprecedented than a simple cross-country pipeline.

4. The more we learn of this proposal the crazier it gets.
&
Are the Licensing Terms for Hydrocarbon Exploration and Dgﬁéélopment in the Nationa! Interest?
S
<O

During 1992 the licensing terms for offshore gi? @qubgas exploration and development were
changed from the "Justin Keating terms” of. 5? or rather changes already put in place by the
Ray Burke regime were brought together, one with final fiscal terms in the 1992 Finance Act,
putting into effect a new statutory regi gbout which Egil Andresen, Statoil’s general manager

in Ireland said "Yes, tﬁ?}o@‘a\c conditions are the best in the world."

&

The effect of the change was to allg&% the oil companies to alienate large territories for long terms
with little or no commitment tod{%ging wells. Up to 1999 twenty two licences were issued - 21
as Frontier Licences, and one - the first one issued - as a Deep Water licence. All the Frontier
licences are for an initial 15 years plus extras if required. Since then, there have been very few
wells dug: no one in the business is surprised, for this is what happened wherever the regulatory
regime allowed it. However, all the promising areas are sewn up for little cost, until the licence
holders decide to use them or not, i.e. to suit the oil majors' strategic interests, not ours.

51

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:40:53



o

Two Realities - the real world out there!

. On the first of January, 1993 - the first day the new terms came into effect - Enterprise Oil
were issued a deep water licence for Blocks 18/25, 18/29, 18/30, 27/4, 27/5, 27/9. This is Corrib
gas - what luck - even Moses wasn't that good a dowser!. Coincidence. However, given the
claims of the Petroleum Affairs Division of the State, that they are given immediate access to all
relevant information in the possession of the oil/gas explorers we must ask if the PAD officials
had any inkling as to the potential of the area so immediately in demand and still proceeded with
the new terms. 1f they did not know, there is obviously another question to be asked.

The PAD, (Petroleum Affairs Division) is a section of the Civil Service with overall responsibility
for the regulation and development of the oil and gas industry. The division answers to whatever
Minister of the day leads the Department to which they are allocated.

The second licence issued in this period, post 1992 exploration terms, happened to be the now
admitted promising praspect, Duiske, off Donegal.(12/2, 12/3, 12/7, 12/8.): another coincidence?
The fourth is an area called, by oil interests, Cong,.

2. (From Irish Times 7/5/01) - Lorna Siggins. (SourceS1)

Enterprise Energy were very enthusiastic about their well 100 miles off Donegal. They brought
Minister Fahy out to the drill ship, the West Navion, with TV crews etc. Fahy on the trip got
excited and said he would review the fiscal terms of 1992 if the year was a good one. The
reaction was immediate; 1. Enterprise plugged the well saying they g,ﬂd reached the planned depth
and it was dry. 2. Fergus Cahill, on behalf of IOOA tolgthe Minister he would not be
allowed change the terms already issued because they were a dntract etc.(S2)The Minister, Fahy,
immediately renounced publicly any such lunatic intent@{. 3)(There is nothing like an
independent democratic state. 'Tis good to have peo%té?gi‘&e calibre of Fergus Cahill and the

Irish Offshore Operators Association to keep our ¢t 5r Ministers on their toes and sufficiently
humble as befits their subservient condition andstgssave them the embarrassment of being found
to have notions beyond their station.) QQ@(’ 0$°

NNy

4
The only conclusion we can draw is mﬁoﬁ\ﬁsca] terms must be tied as the other terms are; i.e.
the Minister for Finance has no contrg@ﬁover this aspect of taxation. We are not aware of any
similar situation in any independentétate, but our Minister likes to please and back in 1992 he
was Bertie Ahearn. (The Dept. oﬁ%inance and other possible Department tell us under FOI that
they do not have any reference to any such document(s) to prove or disprove our assertion.

(SourceS4)

Remarkably, the dry well has been revisited, is still very much a prospect and at the AGM of
Royal Dutch Shell 2003 in London, Sir Philip Watts, the capo of all the capos announced itas a
bright light in Shell's firmament - admittedly not now a very bankable reserve!

Realities 1 & 2 illustrate that oil companies are serious, appreciate our resources & play
hardball.

Keith Robinson, chief technical officer of PAD, (ex we believe) is on record (video) as saying
that the British regime is largely like ours - only 30% tax on profits etc. Apart from the 30%
being wrong, he forgot the Petroleum Revenue Tax, which the Government introduced when it
considered that Shell and others were making too much money - although Shell had paid £21.1
million up front for one concession. He is also on record saying that the Government cannot
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dictate to the multinationals. This is the quality of advice being given the Government in our
benighted Ireland and, as far as our badly served Government is concerned, this is good enough.

The recent history of the Corrib/Slyne gas field, illustrates the contrast between the professional
painstaking approach of the oil companies to the enormous potential entombed there, their close
attention to the detail of maximising their returns as best suits company policy and the amateurish
"Yes, Minister" attitude of those whose job it is to look after the national interest and maximise
the benefit accruing to the tax payer over the long term.("But I am the Minister” "Sorry,
Minister!") It is implicit in the documentation supplied by the Petroleum Affairs Division of the
Department of the Marine and Natural Resources that the Corrib "adventure" began in 1996, with
the blunt statement "The Corrib field was discovered in 1996" (Information seminar,

Geesala, Wed. 25th July, 2001), when in actual fact there had been substantial activity and some
drilling in the area in the 1980ies by Santa Fe, on behalf of Chevron. But the impression given by
the PAD is clearly that the activity in Corrib happened as a consequence of the new exploration
terms 1992..

The following chapter -"Licensing Terms For Offshore Oil and Gas 1992"- looks at the changes
made to the Oil/Gas licensing regime in 1992, and their implications for the present and future of
this great potential national/European resource. Some of the matter is quite technical but the
underlying reality is simple: we have given away, alienated, huge swathes of potentially rich
territory, for 15 years plus, with minimal drilling obligations, and if the oil majors
eventually decide to develop territory, the legally copper fastened fiscal terms ensure that
the tax payer will not benefit. (The Section References are to the teyms as published by the
Dept. of Marine and Natural Resources.).This analysis or a relateél%ost-beneﬁt analysis of the
Corrib project is essential to an evaluation of the claims of the &atalystic potential of bringing the
Corrib gas ashore to join the national grid including intg‘c‘\irﬁ%sctom. The facts make such claims
risible. F°
SN
Licensing Terms for Offshore Qil s\uﬁﬁ@as Exploration & Development 1992

S

1. It is fairly clear that when these terms&%@being drafted, the oil companies had gone through
the 1975 terms (prl 4510) with a fine cgrgﬁ\, with a view to enhancing their position in every
conceivable way and diminishing the dghts and powers of the State. Nearly all the cards are now
in their hands. When the terms werg’published in 1992, was there any detailed explanation given
for the departure from the 1975 dScument on a section by section basis, or was there any debate?.
If this were a piece of legislation the issues involved are so vital that every provision, every
change and every omission would have been taken item by item and explained to the Oireachtas.

2. We are well aware of the pressures which had been maintained since the late seventies, to relax
the fiscal regime applying to petroleum exploration, the companies' case being based primarily on
the fact that drilling results achieved since 1975 had not been as successful as they had hoped.
(The same case is presented re. every prospect, good or bad, whether in Ireland or anywhere else.)
However, the new fiscal regime, consolidated in 1992, which involved the complete
abandonment of royalties and participation rights and the introduction of extremely generous tax
provisions, has been criticised by experts with experience in the oil business, as being favourable
beyond all reason to the exploration companies. Comparable terms are not, apparently, to be
found in any self-respecting (or anywhere else) democracy and their ultimate effect is to leave
practically nothing for the people of Ireland who own these resources.

The argument has been put forward that, while we may get little in the way of financial return
from discoveries which may be made under these terms, we will have the comfort of reducing our
dependence on foreign supplies. It is clear, however, that this does not hold a great deal of water,
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as it is beyond doubt that, in the event of an emergency, the new terms will enable any producers
in the Irish offshore, to charge prices in Ireland equivalent to those prevailing in the emergency
market. So, in the matter of price, there is no real benefit from having our own indigenous
supplies of gas or oil. Furthermore, in regard to access to supplies in an emergency, it is hardly
realistic to expect that, under any sharing arrangements devised by the E.U. or other international
agencies, we would be entitled to retain for ourselves any petroleum produced in our domain,
while at the same time claiming the right to share in supplies arising elsewhere. No doubt Statoil
would serve Norwegian National interest. It is also relevant to note that the powers which the
Minister had under Sections 32 and 33 of the 1975 terms in regard to landing of petroleum
in Ireland, controlling gas contracts, satisfying Irish national requirements, placing all
produced petroleum at the disposal of the Minister during emergencies and regulating
production in the interests of the State, have all disappeared. We are given to understand that
the powers given to the Government to control supplies during fuel emergencies are not on a par
with these 1975 provisions.

3. Whatever may be said about the need to relax certain features of the fiscal regime to provide a
"kick start" to revive exploration work in the Irish offshore, there are many features of thel 992
Licensing terms which give grave cause for concern, as the overall effect appears to be that, even
if substantial discoveries are made, very large tracts of Irish prospective territory will have been
alienated to the oil companies into the far distant future and not even a new Government will be
able to rectify matters, as its hands will have been tied. With the great incentive provided by the
new fiscal regime, was it necessary to give everything else away?

@.
4, In this connection there are certain statements in the introductvi\gl?(pages 1&2) to the licensing
terms published in 1992, which are of interest. Under the he;%iﬁg " An Integrated Approach” it is

stated that o&\g

"There is a direct link between the Licensing Terms @%&eland 's statutory petroleum taxation

regime. Companies committing (o activities offsh land, can, therefore, be assured that they
g1 p g

will be operating in an integrated environmen@ih;\ ‘appropriate linkages between fiscal and non-
fiscal elements.”

Has it ever been explained what this mezgﬁ?\@oes it mean that the tax regime cannot be changed
during the lifetime of an authorisation, %ﬁe IO0A says.? It would be highly unusual to bind the
hands of Government in the matter of tixation in this way, as was done under the old Marathon
agreement, and under the 1975 terme$; care was taken to ensure that this did not happen. We note
that in May 2001 the Minister indftated that he might, at the end of that year, review the fiscal
regime set in 1992. However, the oil companies claimed this could only be done in respect of
future licensing rounds as the contracts between the Government and the explorers would not
allow it to be done in respect of existing licenses. A similar claim was made by the oil companies
in an RTE program around that time, and the Minister’s response to queries on the subject was not
as clear as it might have been. We should now be given the full facts. It is of interest to note, that
in the texts and exchanges alluded to above, what is being referred to as "the fiscal regime”. This
goes beyond taxation and would cover also royalties and other charges. (Royalties no longer
feature.)

In a move which seems to be calculated to deceive, the oil companies have recently been
suggesting that "All we need is one very good find to transform the Irish offshore scene." This
seems to be intended to convey the notion that if such a find is made, we can revert to more
respectable offshore terms. But how can this be the case, if, as the oil companies maintain,
everything, fiscal and otherwise, is bound during the whole life of all authorisations which can
last into the distant future?.

| |
X
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5. There is no further elaboration on this subject in the 1992 licensing terms or in the 1999
reprint. Under the heading "The Incentive" in the introduction to the 1992 licensing terms, it is
stated that the greatest taxation benefit will accrue to those who make early commitments to the
drilling of wells, but no explanation of this is given and it is difficult to relate it to the claims
being made by the oil companies.

6. In this same paragraph there is a somewhat oblique reference to market prices and it is to be
inferred that a commitment has been given to the oil companies that, no matter what the
circumstances may be, they will be paid the full market price for any gas or oil produced in the
Irish off-shore. It would be interesting to know in detail what precisely this means, but, on the
face of it, it raises the question whether there is any benefit at all in finding our own oil and gas?
There will be no tax, no royalties, no State participation, but at the same time we must pay
through the nose for any petroleam produced, if the oil companies decide to sell to us. Could
we end up paying more for our own oil and gas than for imported products? There does not seem
to have been any public discussion on this radical change in policy. It will be recalled that, under
the initial agreement with Marathon in regard to pricing for the Kinsale gas, the State undertook
to pay only heavily discounted prices and this resuited in savings and dividends for the State
amounting to many hundreds of millions over the years. In the penultimate paragraph of page 1 of
the 1992 introduction, it is made clear that the holders of earlier authorisations could, if they
wished, opt for the new terms. Was it open to Marathon to change the Kinsale gas price regime
by availing of this option and did they avail of it if so? Note also that the effect of this particular
clause was to enable any consortium which had already accepted the 1975, terms to set aside the
obligations which they had assumed without undertaking any compg/nsating commitments to the
country. &>
&
7. We will now proceed to offer some comments on meohﬁizﬁdual provisions of Part 11 of the
1992 terms but it may be necessary, where appmpri%é? ng?'elate these back to the strategic
considerations dealt with earlier on. Q\@é&'&"
'\OQ é‘&
Sections 6/9 Pet@’gﬁn Prospecting Licence.
N
RN .
8. These provisions appear to cové‘r(gt‘e most basic form of authorisation which, we
understand, is generally used to carry éut seismic and related activities. It does not give any rights
to drill or produce. Moreover, it shqﬁd be noted that it does not give the holder the right to carry
out any activities in areas whichdite covered by other forms of authorisation. This has some
relevance to the breadth and scope of the areas covered by such authorisations and the adequacy
of the exploration work being done by the holders. Presumably this exclusion is subject to the
later Section 15(2) but the need for it is not at all evident, as it seems to accord an unnecessary
privilege to the holder of other authorisations.

Sections 10/14 Licensing Option

9. According to experts with experience in the oil exploration industry, the fundamental
requirements of a prudent licensing regime are:-

1. to avoid alienation of large tracts of territory for unrealistic periods of time;

2. to ensure that when territory is allocated to a licence holder he will carry out meaningful work
leading to a drilling of wells at an early date and in proportion to the size of the territory.
Licensees must not be allowed to "sit on territory” as it then becomes inert and sterilised to the
disadvantage of the State.
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When these basic rules are not observed, the State can easily end up with a situation in which it
has lost control of territory with no discernible advantage to itself, has deprived itself of the
power to rectify weaknesses in its regime, which have become apparent, and has placed
impediments in the way of more aggressive exploration companies who might put the territory to
better use for the benefit of the citizens who "own" such resources as may lie within it.

10. Ireland should surely have learned some painful lessons in this matter from the Marathon
exploration agreement of the 1960ies which involved the surrender of practically the whole of the
national territory and its' offshore for many decades with no mandatory obligation to drill. Other
countries made similar mistakes, though not on such a dramatic scale, and they were quick to
change things when the opportunity arose. When the realities of the Marathon agreement became
apparent to the public in the late sixties there was a huge outcry but nothing worthwhile could be
done because so the story goes, its provisions had been drafted with great care to copper fasten
the rights and powers of the company, while minimising those of the State. It is little wonder that,
when difficulties arose in its relations with the State, Marathon were happy to point out that it
could simply sit on the territory as long as it liked and do no further drilling.

11. It was inevitable, therefore, that when the wider offshore and Continental Shelf was opened
up in 1975, the State would learn from this experience and ensure that its new offshore terms B
would adequately protect its interests, especially in regard to the surrender of control over its
territory. Regrettably, in1992, the State abandoned many of the 1975 safeguards and now seems
set to create a situation which in material respects repeats the mistakes of the Marathon
agreement. &

N<

12. Bearing in mind the criteria enunciated above, it is difficuléto see what advantage there is for
the State in the Licensing Option provided for in Secti(gﬁ;()& seq. It may well have been l
mentioned in the Act of 1960 Marathon agreement g’}med in Section 1, but it does not appear

in the 1975 terms, for obvious reasons. Clearly #5'no question of wells being drilled under

Section 10(b), and exploration work other tha@oﬁv S could just as readily be carried out under the

Prospecting Licence granted to the comparggﬁgd%r Section6. The main purpose of the option)

provisions seems to be to give the holde&é\%eé‘lal privileged rights to procure an Exploration

licence under Section 15. He can thus ie any other explorer, even one who is prepared to

commit to far more burdensome and béneficial exploration programmes under an Exploration

Licence for the blocks in question ﬁtematively, he can exact a price for his own pocket from

any other explorer who is interesfed in the territory. It is therefore simply a mechanism which

enables the option holder to put his name on territory at little cost.

13. It is noted that a minimum period of 12 months is indicated for an option but there is no
maximum and the period can also be extended. This has some relevance to the overall period
during which control of territory is surrendered and will come into the reckoning again in our
consideration of other forms of authorisation.

Sections 15/21 Exploration Licence

14. First of all, an interesting point arises in connection with Section 15(2) which provides for
limited exploration activities within the licensed area by parties other than the holder of the
licence. This is similar to a provision of the 1975 terms (Section 15) but that provision
specifically enabled the Minister to authorise a State agency to undertake scientific research in
the licensed area. This ministerial power has been deleted in the 1992 terms and our own
experience would lead us to conclude that the omission is all of a piece with the desire of the
companies to keep the State, the owner of the territory, as much at bay as possible.
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15 As regards the three catagories of licence set out in Section 16, it appears that, with the
advances which have taken place over the years in exploration technology, a depth of 200 metres
is hardly appropriate as a cut-off point for Deepwater blocks. It may have been relevant in 1975,
but great changes have taken place since then. Section 17 deals with the Standard Exploration
Licence, in other words, the licence which is availabie for blocks with less than 200 metres depth.
The licence period is six years which is the same as under the 1975 terms, but it should be
remembered that the effect of the earlier provisions relating to exploration options can be to
extend this to a very significant degree and also put off the date of the first well.

16 Section 17(2)(a) provides for the exploration programme which is to be carried out but it
seems clear that the one well referred to does not have to be drilled during the three year period,
and this interpretation appears to be supported by the drafting of other provisions in the 1992
document. More importantly, the 1975 terms provided for the drilling of gne well per block
during the initial three years whereas the single well mentioned in Section 17(2)(a) is enough to
satisfy drilling requirements for the whole territory covered by the licence. It would be interesting
to know how many blocks were covered by the licences which have been issued; anything more
than three blocks per well would be extremely generous, especially taken in conjunction with
other provisions of this section.

17.Under Section 17(2)(b) provision is made for a further work programme. There is no reference
here to the drilling of wells, but under subsection (3) however, the licensee is required to
surrender 50% of the area unless a second well has been commencggby the end of the fourth
year. &
&
18 The net effect of all this is that even in shallow wate@t@éﬁcensee can hold on to half the area
for six years by drilling one well only and he can keqﬁ@é‘name on the whole of the area for six
years by "drilling" two wells. Bear in mind that a this generous regime applies no matter how
extensive the licensed area may be (5, 10, 15 b\l& 7). Note also that if he has taken an option on
the blocks for, say, four years, the period fo&@bﬁ‘é\h control of the blocks remains with him
becomes ten years. This is quite unneces&é&@iberal treatment and can hardly be regarded as a
fair balance between the rights of the Siﬁ(tg}md the interests of the exploration companies.
&
It appears that no Standard Eo{ﬁ;ratiou Licences have been issued under the 1992 terms.
O

19 The rules for deepwater blocks are set out in Section 18. Bear in mind, first of all, that
anything over 200 metres water depth qualifies for this treatment. The period of 12 years seems
very generous, considering the nature of the exploration requirements envisaged which are
covered by subsection (2). Here again, it appears that the one well referred to; in (2)(a) does not
have to be drilled within the four-year period, while no wells are provided for under (2)(b) and
(2)(c). Note also, that the exploration activities proposed by the licensee refer not to a single
block but to an offshore area of perhaps vast dimensions.

20 Subsection (3)(a) requires that 50% of the licensed area be surrendered at the end of the fourth
year but this does not apply if the licensee commits to commence a second well before the end of
the seventh year. Under (3)X(b), surrender of 50% of the area then held must take place at the end
of the seventh year. This will not apply if the company commits to commence a third well but
there is no indication when this well is to be commenced or completed. Finally, (3)(c) provides
for the surrender of the licence at the end of the eighth year unless a second well has been
commenced by that date. It seems clear that the second well envisaged by (3)(a) would satisfy
this requirement and surrender would not then be required until validity had run out.
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21 The net effect appears to be that, no matter how extensive the alienated territory may be, the
licensee can hold on to it al} for 12 years by committing to three wells and can keep his name on
large parts of it by committing to one well or two wells only. And if he takes an option on the
territory for say four years before the issue of an exploration licence, the period for which he has
control can be as long as sixteen years, and this will apply to a large part of the territory even if
there is only one well. This is very liberal treatment for such meagre exploration obligations.
(Committing is not always drilling.)

Until and including 1999, only one Deep-water Licence was issued under the 1992 terms:
that was the first

Corrib.

22 Section 19 applies to Frontier Licences. It provides that the validity period for such a licence
shall be not less than fifteen years. For some reason which is not evident, a minimum of fifieen
years is specified but there is no indication of the maximum peried. The Minister could, if he
wished, grant a licence for thirty or even fifty years! These frontier areas are defined in Section [ ———
16(1)© as ones in which special difficulties apply, but the logic of these provisions is very
difficult to understand, bearing in mind that the territory is to be alienated for these
extraordinarily long periods, that the licensee will have exclusive rights to whatever resources lie,
within it, and witl have only the most meagre exploration obligations to discharge.

23 Subsection (2)(a) provides that during the first phase of the lj(@ﬁ%e, presumably about a
quarter of the overall period, an agreed work programme is t b2 undertaken, but there is no
reference to wells. Subsection (2)(b) requires a work prg%:ﬁme for the second phase to be
proposed, including one exploration well, but there ig{ﬁgbl dication when this well is to be drilled.
Subsection (2)(c) provides for the work program@%gﬁ be submitted for subsequent phases, but
again there is no reference to wells. ;on;oéf

S
24 Subsection {3) deals with surrender oglg@ory. At the end of the second phase, 50% of the
acreage must be returned. Although the g’ﬁﬂtion of the phases is not defined, subsection (1)
prescribes a maximum of four phaseskci“or a licence period of 20 years this suggests phases of
about 5 years each. This means noﬁurn of territory need occur until some ten years have
elapsed but this can be put off foranother five years, in return for a further well which does not
have to be drilled uatil the end of the fifteenth year - which can then be aborted. Subsection (b)
provides for surrender of 50% of the area held at the end of the third phase unless there is a
commitment to commence a third well, but the date for this well is not specified. Subsection(c)
clarifies some of the ambiguities of the earlier provisions as it indicates that, in return for one
single well, very large amounts of territory can be retained for more than fifteen years. We note
also that whereas (3)(a) speaks of a second well being completed before the end of the third
phase, it is not clear what penalty will follow default.

25 Even in the absence of precise details of the number of years licence validity contemplated for
these frontier blocks, or the size of the area to be granted under each licence, there is enough data
here to enable us to conclude that these provisions are truly horrendous. They are attractive to the
oil companies, but they show little respect for the peoples’ property. Vast areas of our offshore
(there is no limit) can be given away under these provisions for perieds of time which are again
without limit and the oil company can keep it in its control in retumn for one or two wells.
Remember that these are exclusive rights and that another party cannot, because of Section 7,
even carry out seismic work in the area. And as pointed out in respect of other provisions, the

58

ERAEXport.08-07-2014.23:40.54



O

.

situation will be even worse if the licensee has availed of the option provisions before taking out
the exploration licence. At this stage, it seems appropriate also to draw attention to the provisions
of Section 20. Subsection (2) simply provides that the Minister can further extend all these
amazingly long periods without even the requirement that further drilling must take place.

26 It may be argued that it is in our interest to encourage scientific research in frontier areas, but
why should we seek to do it at such a huge cost? Similar research is going on in other parts of the
world better resourced and we will have the benefit of that anyway. Prudent exploration policies
adopted elsewhere accept the principle that if territory is at the frontier of prospecting techniques
or presents difficulties ot risks in so far as production is concerned, the right thing to do is to keep
it in the bank and await developments.

*  What the 1992 provisions do is to enable the oil companies to put the territory in their
bank!

» [t makes no sense to alienate whole swathes of offshore for incredibly long periods in return
for meagre work programmes. These provisions will undoubtedly be locked on by the oil
companies as suitable mechanisms which wil! enable them to sit on territory, with very little
pressure to carry out exploration work commensurate with the extent of the property and the
period of alienation.

* Indeed it has been pointed out to us that, as these provisions are drafted, they can be counter-
productive, as they will keep other explorers at bay, or simply provide the licence holder with
the means to extract a price in one form or another, in retum for allowing other interested
parties to become involved in the benefits of the licence. (There is no capital gains tax
payable on such farming in.) And, if scientific research is so i@ortam, is it not odd, as we
point out in paragraph 14 above, that a clause in the 1975 tegms, enabling the State to carry

. . )
out research, was specifically deleted in the 1992 teoggs A

Q> )
Sections 22/25 - ngﬁdertakmg.
S

27. Although the drafting of some of these pr > s is not very clear, there is no difficulty in
establishing the overall intention. Like alm &ewthing else in the 1992 terms, the object is to
increase the powers of the oil c0mpanig<%<a\'@iminish those of the State. Although referred to in
the Act of 1960 (see Section 1) it was nqp‘ﬁcluded in the 1975 terms for reasons which seem
obvious. S

&
28. As regards Section 22(1), it lﬂ%y be pointed out that the obvious thing to do if you have an
interesting discovery, is to carry out more exploration, which usually involves the drilling of
further wells. If the licensee is worried about the approaching end-date of his licence, there are
ample provisions for seeking an extension. But it may not suit the oil company to behave in this
logical way, so we have this concoction of Sections 22/25 to enable it to organise things more to
its liking. You may read Sec. 22(1) several times and you won't find any other sense in it. The
one thing you can be sure of is that it is not in the interest of the State, since the rules of good
management of an offshore province dictate that if you have a find, you proceed to development
as soon as possible, in the hope of getting some benefit out of it for the people who own the
resources.

29. One of several questions that come to mind is, having got the undertaking, what if production
does not go ahead? The answer is that the undertaking goes on and on, even if economic and
strategic circumstances change and the Minister (or a subsequent Minister) no longer concurs
with the opinion of the oil company. This interpretation is borne out by the very peculiar drafting
of Section 23. It states that the effective date of the lease envisaged by the undertaking is

(a) in the case of a gas discovery -
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- eight years after the notification referred to at the beginning of Section 22(1);

- six years from (presumably "after") expiry of the exploration licence (which might be  decades
away);

- an earlier date:

- whichever date the oil company may choose.

30. The first indent is clearly a postponement of real activity for a period of eight years, while
the oil company busies itself elsewhere. It isn't doing the right thing with the property as a
diligent licence-holder would do, but this is not going to be held against him.

The second indent is even more alarming since it will be seen from our earlier comments that
exploration licences can go on for decades..

The third indent provides that the licensee can pick any other earlier date that may suit him.
Does this mean that he can pick a starting date for the lease, long before the time when the
Minister is able to assess the find properly, not only in relation to economics but vital issues like
environment, health and safety? Section 23(b) sets out similar rules in relation to an oil
discovery, and the same queries arise.

31. The terms and conditions of the lease undertaking are set out in Section 24, but there is no
solace to be derived from them since they do not rescue anything from Sections 22 and 23. Note
that under Section 24(d) the licensee is required to merely use his best endeavours (whatever that
may mean) to establish commerciality. The special emphasis in 24(f) on confidentiality (which is
covered anyway by Section 46) is intriguing and causes additional worries about the meaning and
purpose of Section 23 and 24. Finally, we come to 24(g) and the m@lifying requirement that the
holder of the undertaking must always be the holder of a Prospquﬁg licence. It would make more
sense to require that he be the holder of an Exploration licqncgp ut that, of course, would not fit
in with the odd provisions of Sections 22 and 23. oﬁi\é’é\

32. These provisions look extremely dangerous o 'is the case with many other 1992 terms,
they seem designed to bring about a reversion\\té\ ¢ good old days of the feckless Irish and the
banana republic type Marathon agreement.&@(’ 0$°

» The oil companies can lay their hangs&

Q@éﬁuge chunks of the Irish offshore for little

exploration outlay, QQOQ‘\

¢ they can hold on to it for donkeyg‘éyears, can sit on it even afler the expiry of their exploration
licences, and I

« are not, effectively, requirec.(?o diligently develop any discoveries they may make without
penalty as to surrender and

 can stymie, or milk, any other explorer who shows an interest.

»  One begins to wonder whether one of the purposes of the oil companies in putting forward
these provisions was to tie the hands of any future Government?

*  Finally, do they wish to put themselves in a situation where they can refuse to develop a find
unless the Government agrees to pay them more than market price? Our reflections on
these provisions helps to remind us, too, of the arrogance with which we, in the West, the
mere Irish, were treated by the oil companies and those who were so keen to advance their
interests.

33. Before going on to deal with sections 26 et seq., relating to Petroleum Leases, we think it
would be appropriate at this stage to point out that we have been unable to identify in the 1992
terms any provision which could be regarded as the equivalent of Section 14 of the 1975 terms,
which simply provides that where a licensee fails to carry out his exploration obligations, the
Minister can demand payment of the cost of any unfulfilled requirements (which would, of
course, include wells.) There must be some good reason, from the oil companies' point of view,
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for securing this deletion. There is no point in drawing attention to Section 67 of the 1992 terms,
since this has its counterpart (S.50) in the 1975 terms anyway. Among other things, it raises
worries about the Minister's real intentions in regard to the enforcement of even the feeble
exploration requirements of the 1992 terms. Our understanding is that, with financial provisions
like those set out in Section 14/1975, drilling obligations could not be forgiven without going
through certain Government accounting procedures. When Section 14 is deleted, this difficulty
disappears, and the Minister can be as generous and understanding as he wishes.

Sections 26/33 Petroleum Lease.

34. Obviously the comments which we have made earlier in regard to exploration licences,
options, lease undertakings, etc., have to be borne in mind in considering Sections 26/33 relating
to Petroleum Leases. Whatever expressions of alarm may be uttered in respect of the individual
chapters of the 1992 terms, it is the cumulative effect of al! of them that really matters in trying to
figure out how far removed these terms are from the criteria which ought to define a responsible
and prudent offshore exploration regime.

35. Now, according to our industry friends, the really significant thing in exploration work, is the
drilling of wells. This is how petroleum (gas or oil) is actually discovered, and when a discovery
is made, one expects to come across provisions which allow and require production to take place
if it is commercial.

36. Let us ignore for the moment, the huge holes which are made inghis concept by the effect of

lease undertakings and other provisions of the 1992 terms and | ok at Section 27 as it stands. It is

clear that, despite references to the duties of the licensee and th€ duties of the Minister, this T ———
section gives far more power to the former than to the latter?The licensee must apply for the
lease, but he is entitled to rely on his own data an@df@%wn plans in assessing commerciality.
On the other hand, the Minister must grant the | it is requested, but in considering the case
he is confined to the licensee's data. This is v pdifferent from Section 15 of the 1975 terms,
which did not confine the Minister in this &Snder the 1992 terms, the licensee is in the

driving seat all the way. He can in effe @8\( development (to the loss of the State and the

political embarrassment of the Govern ) unless the Minister agrees to whatever demands the =
oil companies may wish to make; or Qé\may simply want to allow the find to lie fallow because c‘:
he has other fish to fry. IS

O

37. Apart from any comparison with the 1975 terms, there is a very special problem which arises
in connection with these provisions against the background of licences which cover large areas;
last for long periods of time and have inadequate drilling requirements. In the case of more
prudent licences it may be good enough to relate the circumstances covered by sections 26, 27,
28, to "when a commercial discovery has been established.” But we know from experience that a
well may produce very promising results and still not be a commercial discovery until further
wells are drilled. Under the 1992 terms which we have been discussing there is no pressure on the
licence holder to follow up the initial discovery and his next obligatory well may not be due fora
very long time. In the face of the grim realities of the 1992 terms common sense would surely
have required that a clause should have been inserted hereabouts to the effect that when a
promising discovery is made, the licensee must proceed diligently to appraise the prospect in
accordance with measures approved by the Minister and that this obligation transcends any earlier
approved work programme.

38. Section 29 deals with the period of the lease and here again a significant change has been

made in the 1975 terms. Under Section 19 of 1975 the lease period is 28 years. This can be
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extended under Section 18, but only on such terms and conditions as the Minister may specify.
The logic of this is that 28 years is clearly more than adequate to reward the explorer for his
endeavours. Great changes may have taken place in the world scene and it is appropriate
therefore, that the Minister should have the right to review things at the end of that period. The
1992 terms change all this, as it appears that the Minister must include the whole production
period in the lease.(S.29(1)) Despite this, Section 29(2) goes on to provide for an extension of the
lease period but, in contrast with S.17/1975, on terms and conditions to be agreed between the
Minister and the licensee. Here, as elsewhere, the guiding principle is "Leave the Minister with
nothing."

39. Section 34 deals with Reserved Area Licences. Section 1 reveals that this is encompassed by
the 1960 Act, but it was not provided for in the 1975 terms for obvious reasons. Like so much
elsewhere in the 1992 terms, it is obviously founded on a hankering to re-create the old Marathon
scenario. [f anyone is going to profit from the development of the Irish offshore, it is certainly not
going to be the Government or the people of Ireland.

40, The section gives to the holder of a lease, the right to put his exclusive name also on any
promising adjoining territory which has not been granted to other parties, and there is no
restriction whatever on the total size of the additional area to be so alienated. The terms
applicable will be the same as those for an exploration licence and the price to be paid to the State
is merely the area fee for such a licence.

41. It is well known, that where a commercial field has been discovered, the adjoining territory
may be extremely valuabie and the State could do handsomely gﬁh matter of exploration terms
and otherwise, by opening it up to competition. Some states Ve auctioned off such blocks at
great profit. This is completely precluded by Section 34asthe only entity given any rights to the
territory is the lessor of the commercial field. This ig arathon stuff. None of this makes
sense, but the object is clear and in keeping with @Qg:ﬁtire approach of the 1992 terms. There is
no point in drawing attention to the fact that S@{dﬁ 34 is not mandatory. The wording of
subsection (2) in particular, together with.tgg ole tenor of the 1992 document and the
Minister's performance to date, must pr s for the worst. Note that, apart from depriving the
State of benefits which it might otherwiseShjoy, this provision is hardly fair to other progressive
explorers. \5\

&
42. We are reluctant to try to surfvinarise our comments on Part I of the 1992 terms in view of the
risk that this would deflect attention away from some of the horrors to which we have drawn
attention. We may be off the beam in our analysis of some of these provisions but surely it was
the duty of the Minister to insure that misunderstandings could not arise. Indeed, we do not think
it unfair to observe that the drafting of some of these provisions is so opaque that they tend more
to obfuscate and hide than to enlighten. There is also the possibility that the situation may be even
worse than we have been able to make out, bad and all as that may be. The object, however, is
quite clear - to bring about the alienation of the Irish offshore by devious means and on bead-
traders terms. By whatever means, the Irish State and its citizens must not be allowed to get any
notions of dignity or status which other countries have had the courage to take unto themselves.

43. Our interest in this business was sparked off by our environmental and safety battles in
connection with the landfall for the Corrib Gas Field, and by the "Croppy Lie Down" arrogance
which we had to endure on behalf of the people of Mayo, and which seems to be acceptable to
certain so-called leaders and public representatives. When we look at the 1992 terms we begin to
see where this arrogance came from. The absentee landlord and his local agents are alive and well
in the West of Ireland. It was not an easy task for us lay people to take on this burden and we
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were amazed that we were not able to discover any worthwhile documentation on this subject,
whether coming from the State, politicians, or journalists. We hope the case will now be taken up
by others.

44. Before going on to examine the remaining perhaps less dramatic terms of the 1992 booklet,
we feel obliged to draw attention to a vital political point recently made to us by oil industry
personnel, experienced in the exploration and production area. They pointed out to us, first of all,
that, from the beginning, even though the companies were left with no option but to do business
on the 1975 terms and drilled many wells in compliance with these terms, their sights were set for
strategic and economic reasons on the provisions relating to State participation. These have now
disappeared, as have royalties and other provisions of what is referred to as the "fiscal regime".
Having made enormous concessions in this area to provide what was to be an immediate fillip to
exploration, the State then proceeded, under the 1992 terms, fo abandon all the principles of good
offshore management, in the very many respects to which we have drawn attention, including the
binding of the fiscal regime, the alienation of vast amounts of territory, for incredibly long
periods in return for insignificant exploration commitments and the transfer of power and rights
in so many matters from the Minister to the oil companies, creating by now a situation in which
the State effectively may no longer be the owner and landlord of its own offshore territory.
Unider these terms, the oil companies will be the new proprietors. They can put their name on the
territory, refuse to drill (as Marathon did) and allow other interested parties to become involved
in the blocks only on their terms, usually by requiring a carried interest for themselves, while the
newcomers bear most of the exploration burden.
&

45. For all practical purposes then, these new landlords stand in. gshoes of the State and
whether in the matter of carried interest or other rights w\léi;:ql&ﬁe State sought to enjoy under the
1975 terms, these rights will in future be transferred t tﬁ\ - We note from press reports that
several deals have already been done on this basis, s&’{kiat privatisation, without payment, is
already underway. We also note other reports wl@ﬁyﬁdicate that the oil companies, having
already degraded the fiscal regime to practic 9°@thing, are now seeking to reduce even the area
fees and are supported in this by major lrjitﬁ multi-national investors{Tap-n hand.- Will.no
one shout "STOP'"? Qo*\ ‘&\\{\

QOQ\\
N

Part II1 - Gezﬁ Provisions Relating to All Autho:fia.ntions

46. Section 39 deals with the charter and constitution of the authorisation holder: 1t requires
changes to be notified to the Minister, whereas Section 53/1975 required thiat the approval of the
Minister must be given. —
47. Section 40 deals with assignments or transfers of interest. Its counterpart in the 1975 terms
(Section 54) empowered the Minister to appoint a person to carry out enquiries into these matters

but this and other features seem to have disappeared in the 1992 terms.

48. Section 44 enables the Minister to increase all money amounts from time to time. The 1975
equivalent is Section 64/1975. However, that section contains an additional clause enabling the
Minister to initiate a review of the terms of a lease after five years of commercial production, but
we can find no such power in the 1992 terms.

49. Section 48 provides for the training of persons nominated by the Minister. This is a repeat of
Section 58 of the 1975 terms. Those terms also stipulated conditions (Section 62/1975) relating to
the purchase of Irish goods and services, but we cannot find their equivalent in the 1992 terms.
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Likewise, we cannot find any equivalent for Section 53(2)/1975, which requires that management
be exercised from within the Republic of Ireland.

Part IV. Other Provisions.

50. Section 65, which deals with navigation and fishing, appears to be the counterpart of Section
41/1975, but it includes a restriction on the rights of other people to carry out fishing operations,
which is not included in the said Section 41.

51. Section 67 appears to be the equivalent of Section 50/1975, but as pointed out earlier, the
provisions of Section 14/1975 seems to have disappeared. This also seems to be the case with
Section 51/1975 which provided rights of distraint to the Minister.

572, Section 70 deals with measurement of petroleum. It replaces Section 26/1975 but the
Minister's powers seem to have been restricted in certain respects.

53. Finally, we are unable to locate in the 1992 terms, any equivalent for the provisions of the
1975 terms (Section 32) regarding: i the Janding of petroleum in Ireland:
ii prior approval of the Minister for all contracts for the sale of gas:
iii and the power of the Minister to require delivery of
petroleum to specified purchasers, to satisfy [rish National requirements.
Similar comments apply to the powers given to the Minister under Section 33 of the 1975 terms,

in regard to iv control, during emergencies, ofgupplies of petroleum:
v the regulation of productioQ\fm the interests of the State during
. . .ye 3 . . . .
emergencies: vi and the curthmg%f excessive production which is
not in the national interest. o‘?\o«'é\
So much for the argument that the really woﬂhwhilaﬁf@eﬁt to us of having petroleum produced
in our own offshore is security of supply to mee Swn needs!. There is also a clause in Section

34 of the 1975 terms, empowering the Minist@?@%quire that pipeline facilities shall be owned in
part by persons other than the licensee, wlz; stems to have been deleted in drawing up the 1992
terms. NS
S

S
A real beauty appears in the 1992 le iSlation and mentioned by the Minister in answer to
Parliamentary Question No. l49,o June, 2001, Reference No. 16732/01:

“okploration costs are also deductible,
which need not necessarily be field-related,
provided they have been incurred in the 25 year period immediately prior to the commencement
of field production.

Whatever that means.

ALLELUIA.

A Few Questions Arise, 0 Knocknagoshel
1. Did Marathon transfer to new terms as offered? Why should they - the royalties they pay are
returned to them every year. (Source P): ("An element of theatre” according to the Secretary of
the Dept. of Finance giving evidence to a Dil Committee of Public Accounts.)
2. Was there debate, publication,justification of new terms in 19927
3. Did Enterprise group purchase our data or get it free?
4. Are we subsidising the landing & transport of gas - Coillte, Bord na Ména, State facilities, Co.
Co. time and facilities, Bord Gais credit facilities and executive time?
5. What is the real value to us of a find?
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6. What "security in emergency"? Is it credible that the EU would allow us 100% access to "our"
gas if there was a European shortage? And no other "emergency” is imaginable?
7. Are any other country's terms comparable to ours?
8. What are the linkages between fiscal and non-fiscal terms? What is the separate guarantee re.
Tax?
9. Have Shell or/and other companies availed of "options"? Options are a contradiction of the
purpose of the terms which is to get wells dug, not to alienate territory for acons.
10. Who is now landlord of our seabed? Who has the power to sublet?
11. Why give away acreage that is too difficult to dig? If it is too difficult it should be kept by the
State until such time as technology makes it viable to benefit our people in the future.Sustainable?
12 If it can't be developed why lease it or why take outa lease on it?12. Who came up with the
notion that it is deepwater at 200 metres? This is ridiculous and was in 1992.
13. Is there no limit to the amount of territory that can be alienated in one licence: One
Frontier Licence issued 4/6/1997 has 12 separate Block references?.Reference to "welis" means a
well per licence, not per block - the opposite to '75 terms?.
14. In granting a lease can the Minister use only the data supplied by the applicant? (I think so!)
15. Are companies required to land petroleum in Ireland? (1 don't think so!)
16. Must the Minister give prior consent to contracts of sale? (I don't etc)
17. Can the Minister direct that oil/gas be sold to satisfy a specific need - eg. to Bord Gais?. (No!)
18. Why can't we - Ireland Inc - do some work on our own - drill a few wells, if the majors wish
to stall? Make majors think we are alive? Find out if PAD really exists? (As a concept, yes.)
19. Who gets access and under what terms, to the data from the Continental Shelf Survey, which
puts Ireland in a very strong position in this regard? We did pay foggit.
20. What means "appropriate linkages" between fiscal and nonzfiscal terms?
21. What means "market prices” or is it defined? (Great l'qfﬁ\emary draftsmen.)
272. What means "commence a well"? (I can think of ngﬁg) rthy illustrations of the possibility of
acts of incompletion..) G
23. Under the 1960 Petroleum and Other Minera@ﬁ@elopment Act, Section 57, the Minister
must lay before each house of the Oireachtasé; edy six months, an account of his stewardship of
this industry. Does he do so? & ,\o\$
24. Why cannot the PAD see that acti\@y\ {é\tself is of no advantage to Ireland? Wetls dug are the
only activity that are relevant. Anything@lse is froth. Are the members too long in the job? A bird
in the hand is worth two on the bus}é\lly if it can be eaten or otherwise enjoyed. (We like
singing.) S
25. What data did the PAD get from Santa Fe as a result of the wells drilled in the Slyne/Corrib
field in the late eighties? If none, why none? If some, were other exploration companies supplied
with the data and under what conditions?
26. If the Irish offshore is as unpromising as the oil majors and the PAD say - talk of mura
mbionn agat ach pocdn gabhair bi i lar an aonaigh leis - why are the majors taking out so many
frontier licences in the Irish offshore? ( Answer: They like to own a little bit of the oul sod.).
27. Why can/will no Government Department verify under the Freedom of Information Act either
the Government or Minister
o has given a guarantee to the lease holders under the 1992 terms that the financial/fiscal terms

cannot be changed for the duration of the Jicences;

or

*  (b) has not given such a guarantee? (Source...)
28. Why have we no monitors on the drilling rigs, as is allowed?
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29. Can we still say without cringing that

« the construction of an up-stream v. high-pressure pipeline for 5 miles through farmland and
deep bog,

the building of a terminal/ refinery in Ballinaboy and thus

bringing the gas, owned by Shell, Marathon shareholders and the Norwegian State into

the Irish National Grid and

export interconnector to the Eurasian Network

with the inevitable dangers, risks and disturbances

contributes to national energy self-sufficiency, to balanced regional development, to security of
energy supplies, to strengthening and stabilisation of local communities, to the proper planning
and development of Erris, Mayo and the Border and Western Region, and to the building of a
prosperous healthy community, in accordance with the aims and objectives of the Mayo County
Development Plan 2003-2009 and the National Spatial Strategy.?

Cultural Heritage Context.

In response to a previous application for Planning Permission for this project (File P01/900) we
found it necessary to present our understanding of culture to the Board, in the context of this
proposed project.

"Culture," we presented "is how we live, what we do, how we mould our environment to cope
with the struggle of living and rearing a family: how we and our sqapetimes harsh environment
come to a compromise that enables both to thrive in a modiﬁed@atial and attitudinal context.”
"it is the 'dlith & inneach’ (waft and woof) of our existence, %@ﬁ’owing for all the elements, god
and bad, of our existence, presently, historically and eyén gbolutionary element.”

"Culture is the public manifestation of how we live, @t @z sense that our culture is what e are
seen to be, both by ourselves and from an e.xtem@l@'ﬁvpoim. The view forms the latest pair of
shoulders in the evolution." 4\\000 :

We do not need to further argue the strenggﬁdg\ﬁgur case in this, because the County Development
Plan 2003-2009 incorporates much of @\ d-set we then advanced in its awareness, not
previously expressed, of the interconnecgedness of human habitat and physical and historical
surroundings, conscious and sub-cong®ious. Suffice it to say that we can safely let the discourse,
in spirit and in letter, of the CDP sg€ak for us.

We note, however, the destructioh of that interconnectedness that this gross, unprecedented,
blind, uninvited guest would inevitably and catastrophically bring about.

The Visual Landscape.
It is obvious that this proposal, higher above sea-level (or Carrowmore Lake level) than the last
by approximately some metres, would be grossly obtrusive in its lack of proportion with the local
presence. Its' dependence on conifers growing on the top of a bog for screening is not to be
seriously considered - a case drawn up to support a decision made. That it is proposed to build
this series of structures in a basin is well illustrated by Source N: i. the graphic from the Terminal
EIS, 2001, and especially ji. the 2 map extracts from the
County Development Plan 2003-2009. Not alone built in a basin, but one whose meteorological
dynamics incline most readily over Carrowmore Lake and secondly, in different air-stream, over
Sruhwddycon. (what an awful massacre of a perfectly normal name!)
It is futile to suggest that this proposal is in some way isolated from Carrowmore Lake or that
Carrowmore Lake is in someway insulated from the proposal.
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From Our Submission on the Visual to the Oral Hearing December 2002:- Still applicable. "It is
obvious that the local community perspective was effectively ignored: the view of choice was that
of a casual visitor or tourist not a local from Muing Engdin, but it is locals who are exposed to
the accumulation of physical, social and psychological effects. It is not possible to forget that the
HSA recommended a 3Km. exclusion zone ( around this proposed series of structures) before
changing its' mind and that the terminal got planning permission on this basis."”

"The relevant visual effect for local people is quite different to that for tourists who are not a
permanent feature on the landscape. For local people what I (we) choose to call 'The Titanic
Principle’ applies - cail it 'The Iceberg Principle’ if you wish. Much or little that is seen on the
surface, that is above the irees where there are trees, serves as a constani reminder that there is
potential danger. The statistical chances are irrelevant on this level. The visual is the trigger
reinforcing the fact that a permanent risk environment has been imposed where it had not existed
previously.

The poignance of the' Ballad of Reading Jail' illustrates the triggered response where, for the
inmates, the "little patch of blue' is effectively the entire sky. Because how the lived environment
is seen becomes totally changed - utterly - this is, I (we) believe a planning manner, as much as
more commonly considered material concerns. The destruction of the utility of the lived
environment for the local community is thus addressed.”

In the new reality imposed by the CDP2003-2009 the above is without doubt a planning matter,
and has been ignored by Mayo County Council in its decision. This we appeal.

The loss of utility to the local population were this project at Ba&#ﬁboy to go ahead is obvious,
even though its' full extent in its' gut-wrenching reality must felt only by a few, Whether or no,
no effort has been made by the developer to quantify the'lods 'to the local residents of their use of
their inherited and nursed environment, although tl'@??@?e sophisticated formulae available to the
accountancy practitioners for pricing hedonic vaé\‘}g@?égarding the loss of landscape values on the
local residents and potential tourist economy .as g tesult of this pristine area undergoing forced
industrialisation without balancing benefit While we are aware that an economic analysis is not
required by legislation, such an analys'gil‘i@rportedly submitted here by the developer in support
of this proposal to justify the need for ustainability of this project, and so a comprehensive
matrix of environmental economic/fklu‘hncial factors should be identified and assessed, in
complement with a real costfbene@\analysis, in accordance with the "polluter pays" principle; so
as to eliminate the possibility of & rhetoric only based and unjustified impression of need,
responsiveness, viability, sustainability and catalystic priming.

W the undersigned, hereby having presented our appeal to An Bord Pleandla against the
e decision by Mayo County Council on April 30th, 2004, to grant Planning Permission
to Shell E & P Ireland Ltd., for the development at Ballinaboy, Co. Mayo, of a gas terminal,
refinery, and also a peat deposition area at Srahmore, Co. Mayo, this peat defined as 'waste’ for
the purpose, and ancillary works and activities, especially bearing on the heavy vehicle traffic
(HVT) generated by the developer and his agents in the implementation of this project, request

An Bord Pleanila to accept the validity of our submissions and accordingly uphold this our
appeal.
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We suggest that it is self-evident that there is no demonstrated need for this project: it has not
been demonstrated by the developer that any item of local, regional or national policy and/or
development is being obstructed by the lack of this project or its delay, which was specified to
produce gas in 2003 for whatever market it was destined to, in the short to medium term. Nor has
it been demonstrated that the realisation of this project and its' outcome would in any way further
enhance the provision of energy infrastructure, in the first instance nationally, there being no
shortage of supplies at market price available to the relevant service providers in this State or
others, a condition attested to by no less authority than An Taoiseach and alse by An Bord Géis in
its' annual report 2000; nor is the option of a supply of natural gas for less than market price on
offer, as the conditions of the leases, relevant legisiation and so on by which the production of gas
from the Corrib Field and other such is regulated, allows for and enshrines the right to market
same gas at market rates, without further definition or limitation. Furthermore, in an open market
economy such as we proudly advertise, as it is official policy to uphold and promulgate
Ministerially as being nearer to Boston than to Berlin, it is evident that a further source of gas
materially owned by the same suppliers, a limited number including among the most powerful
actors Shell, Marathon and Statoil, into the world-wide and therefore Irish national market cannot
influence or over-rule the existing supply or improve the satisfaction of its' needs nor sublimate
existing dynamics. As John Vickers, Chairperson of Britain's Office of Fair Trading (OFT) wrote
in his address, ("Competition Economics") in the annual public lecture to Britain's Royal
Economic Society 2003: "There is no inconsistency in regarding competition as beneficial but
vulnerable to being undermined - for example by cartel activity." to which the limited number of
suppliers and the control of production exercised by the mighty and strategic reserves of OPEC
and the voracious demand for energy by the US economy is akin. &
In the second instance there is no identified local need for this ,gcb_]ect or its product .The only
credible identified market for its output locally is the propo tiny gas-powered power station
permitted for Comhraic, a project while welcome, of an strategic import. The limited and
unbalancing effect of such employment as the proj \g?ay bring is not considerable and for
which the price to pay is too big. The supplyin% @?bed town gas to the tiny towns of Mayo is
really not on the agenda for the life-time of g@'@

S
On this ground of need, therefore, we N \Qt An Bord Pleandla does not approve this project,
especially since it has been previously eStablished that the advantage given by a disruptive project
should and must outweigh the disadyantage to the local community and individuals, who must
without any responsibility for ing&%‘ﬁ:ar the brunt of the inconvenience and harm. Furthermore,
on the 19/11/2003, An Taoiseach in the Dail is recorded as saying:- "At the moment we are at the
end of a pipeline that gives us access to almost unlimited amounts of gas from Russia. If this
resource works effectively, .. we could be exporting gas to the UK.". Facts have overtaken
expressed Government policy based on the memory of the 1975 Conditions and the parroting of
same to consecutive Ministers. As of the end of May 2004, the new agreement between Russia
and the EU signed on behalf of the EU by An Taoiseach has removed any possible quibble about
the security of gas supplies from Russia for the foreseeable future.

As the Irish and EU economy is indeed and avowedly an open market economy, whose driving
force and imperative is competition, we ask An Bord to consider if this project will in any way
promote competition in the energy market: pundits tell us that the first question to ask of any
existing microeconomic policy or of any new one is simply whether it promotes competition. The
answer as is so often the case is no. We fail to see how Shell will be encouraged by this supply to
compete with existing Shell sources, or indeed Marathon, or that Statoil will use its share of
Corrib output to compete with itself for markets in Ireland and elsewhere. Again in this, we
believe that no such benefits as flow from competition can arise from this project, and that the
suggestion widely mooted that the supply of gas from Cdrrib, enabled by-this proposal for
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Ballinaboy would encourage competition, could rather at best, have a neutral effect on the
competitive situation in the Irish market, and is therefore of little or no consequence. {

The site in question is totally without merit, as is the location - an unprecedented 8Km. of no-
man's-land from the landfall and the foreshore, which exposes people and environment to severe
and totally unnecessary risks: as it is well established that this project can be, and normally
similar projects are realised in other ways, the only premium factor in this instance being that 'tis
a cheaper option. The Senior Planner of Mayo Co. Co. states that he did not view any alternate
sites other than those proposed by Shell: nor did Sheil show in the EIS provided that they had
seriously researched alternative sites. Also it must be noted that the pipeline and umbilical
complex enters the establishment not from the foreshore but from a forgotten land for which no
authority wishes to claim responsibility but that presents serious danger to workers and public
alike. Likewise there has been no safety analysis of the pipe complex from terminal boundary to
the terminal, a serious omission, and in itself an obstacle to planning, for in Item 2 of Further
Information, Mayo Co. Co. specifically requested that such a decision from the relevant
Proscribed Body or Authorised Authority be provided.

We believe that we have shown in this submission that the project as devised is totally and

completely in violation of the aims and objectives, spirit and letter of the Mayo County

Development Plan 2003-2009, except in the one instance where the project is specifically and i
unusually inserted into the text, totally out of context. On this ground we ask An Bord to grant

this appeal.

From our own and our inherited experience we believe that the ‘?fejlopment works proposed for
this site would introduce risks and hazards that are not acce table, especially now that the mid-
autumn bog bursts of 2003 in Glengad, Derrybrien, Shefiarfd and Tullywood have made clear the
real presence of such unpredictable dangers in bog @'ﬁ@‘.\

The matter of blasting on the site is quite sinistcr@‘h%&he promoter has not requested such a
facility. @0‘\;@&
S
The history of Bord na Ména settleme \iﬁz@\s tell clearly what is in store from the Srahmore site.
The support of NWFB is not credible, l@@\ew of their own admission. We believe that we have

shown in our submission that the deyetopment of this site is not viable and in the interests of
developmental sanity and reputa(.fé our appeal should be granted.

We believe we have shown the effect on the road network of this appalling proposal. We find the
un-explained U-turn regarding the usage of L1204 bewildering, and as no explanation has been
given for this engineering about turn, we ask that our appeal be granted on the basis of this
important decision being a falsification of earlier information provided.

We believe that we have adequately shown in our appeal that the impact on residential amenity is
such that An Bord Pleanala must uphold our appeal. The admission of environmental factors as a
planning issue makes this our case even stronger.

We welcome the acknowledgement by Mayo County Council that the bonding of de-
commissioning is necessary, but unless implemented strictly in accordance with Schedule 2 of the
planning permission given such a decision would be empty.

We have pointed out in our submission many aspects of the EIS that render it inadequate, and we

disagree with Mayo County Council in this regard.
* the peat to be removed is now solid where it was ina previous EIS "mushy soup”, not a mere
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semantic point but an issue of intense practicality, if one considers (Source W) that much of
the heaviest daily totals of rainfall occur in summer and early Autumn, and not necessarily in {
accordance with perceived wisdom. Derrybrien and Glengad bog-bursts and the destruction '
of Glencullin Bridge happened in Summer and Autumn - not in Winter!
The unexplained U-turn on using L1204
Lack of up to date knowledge on sheet piling in peat.
Fuzziness of knowledge presented on re-establishment of Srahmore.
No record of experience of Bord na Ména works, especially settlement ponds.
The bog-hole that swallows and does not re-gurgitate.
Drain 22 and its magic qualities including unsourced phosphate levels.
No information of the process by which bog will cope with run-off from alkaline stabiliser.
Inadequate presentation of EuroSoilStab findings.
No treatment of safety of upstream pipeline/umbilical complex within the boundary of the
establishment, even as requested by MCC.
«  No treatment of the HVT movements involved in the construction of up-stream pipeline and
their social and physical implications.
= Ignoring the implications of the very high levels of phosphate in the terminal site - up to
11,000 times the recommended limit of safety: no real suggestions to cope with these limits.
The answer given to ltem 6 in request for further information make the situation even more
untenable. {
« No awareness of slope instability from blasting or the instability generated by heat from
chemical reactions of stabilising mix.
* Enough. éoéz,.
We are concerned that the "Report of the Task Force on Par@\‘gtales in Commercial Harbours"
established by the Minister for the Marine in Februa &ﬁg > with a very high-powered

membership reports that " Under the existing systentst tructures above the HWM require
planning permission from the local authority.” "@i > case of a development that straddles the
HWM, planning permission must be in place ¢ a foreshore licence application will be
processed by the Department.” S

As the pipeline/umbilical complex intg@ﬁcstﬁ\rminal establishment straddles the HWM, and as
road construction and cliff breaking hagcﬂ%eady taken place, we ask An Bord to clarify the real
position and to determine if the entigepipeline up-stream from the terminal is indeed exempted
development or is it another no- s land. We in this appeal say that this uncertainty is not
acceptable. In the event of thes&‘matters being ambiguous we appeal to an Bord Pleanéla to set in
train the judicial process by which clarity may be achieved.

We also notice that under the Planning and Development Act 2000 and the Planning and
Development Regulations 2001, planning permission is now required for development on
Foreshore, not required previous to 11th March, 2002. We ask that An Bord gets closure on this
issue, and make a finding on whether or not this is indeed exempt development as the
development crosses the HWM and extends to the terminal.

While the HSA has identified a hazard in the possible slope instability, but avoids responsibility
by saying that it does not have the necessary in-house expertise, Under Seveso Il itis incumbent
on the competent authority, in this case the HSA, to identify the establishment where major
accidents could occur. As the upstream pipeline is the place identified where an accident with the
worst consequences can occur, the verdict of the HSA that such an event is unlikely is totally
insufficient and an abrogation of responsibility under Seveso 11. Such an event, unlikely or no,
whatever 'unlikely’ means in the world of to-the-power-of-x, could not be spatially limited in its
consequences to the establishment as defined by the HSA for this project and must spread beyond
the establishment as defined. This uncertainty in the matter of safety is unacceptable in planning.
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)

We, the undersigned, object to the supportive use of comparison with accepted standards, when in (
fact this is a new venture with no precedents for implementation:-
» there is no recognisable need for it - except for the project co-developers, Shell, Statoil and
Marathon;
e  the site and location is a deranged choice, in the middle of a deep bog, 8 Km. from landfall
and foreshore;
+ the up-stream gas with its very high pressure, presents a major hazard, in a trench with
umbilica!l fluids in reverse direction under even more intense pressure and a power-line;
e the ecological impact is unfathomable, but Carrowmore Lake is a mere 2.5 meters deep and
it is unusual to say the least to plough through European designated areas;
e itis obviously contrary to the CDP 2003-2009, and equally unprecedented, specifically
mentioned in the CDP 2003-2009;
it ignores the nature of the farm-land, reclaimed bog, through which it ploughs;
it requires an engineering U-turn;
it requires intense HVT on bog-based roads;
it confers no measurable benefits on the local residents;
what is usual or precedented about it?

We ask An Bord Pleanéla to accept our appeal and reject this proposal now before it. and refuse it {
permission. We hold that it is not acceptable in terms of land use, environmental and human
impacts , where 600 acres is permanently put out of use to make way for a foot-print of 40 acres.
and 450,000 cubic meters of peat is made officially waste, without gompensatory payments on the
principle that the polluter pays. The development is not compatibl‘é’ with the recognition by the
CDP 2003-2009 of MCC of the inter-dependence of human habitats and natural environment, and
the rights of community and individuals to protection @ﬁit@support for the development of their
. . . . O . . .
potential in their own place. The granting of this peg 1§§ion will not advance any national policy
in reality or the National Spatial Strategy, in faco@géﬁng but short-term corporate interests.

<
&
Q&
Ao Ot 5
- 4'442/ e Ay 0\\\\‘&\6)(\
Micheal O Seighin, Céathri Thaidhg. S Uinsionn mac Graith, Ros Dumhach. *
$ zﬁécﬁkﬂfz éz;c,gfm«%

»{[J«sfatm /‘/&gmrf .jke.asa Ny \9L'M"r'o-?‘zll:
iihg

Uinsionn mac Graith, Ceathri Thaidhg. Treasa Ni ghearraigh, Ceathrii Tha

baet ﬁwy*ﬁﬁv Brai‘af f/thSL.ﬁ.U’(\A“_\)

Caitlin Ui Sheighin, Ceathri Thaidhg. Brid Ni Sheighin, Ros Dumhach.

We accept that our submissions of objection 10 Mayo County Council on the Application,
P03/3343, and on Further Information are before An Bord Pleanla and included in this appeal.

Dated:- 25th May 2004.
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Source A.

Parliamentary Questions
Nos. 73, 74, 137,140,149,166.
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1S FZ3 2001 {TEY) 1734 MINCLTAFAX PAGE. 1215

O

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION NO. 73

Dail Elraann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources if technology is
avallable fo process gas from the Corlb Gas Field, off the Meayo coastiine at
sea, rather than bullding a gas processing terminal covering 60 acres in a
highly environmentally sensitivs area.

- Michael Ring.
For WRITTEN answer on Thursday, 15 February, 2001,

Ref. No. 4338/01

s e

&.
N
REPLY §@

Minister for the Marine an &%ﬁﬁrzl Resources

(Mr Frank Fagﬁ T.D.)

Technology Is avallable to pmcssgé@é‘offshore on a gas field such &8 Corrib.
However this wouid not ehrmrxgte@e need for an onshore terminat and such
a terminal would have all thqéssentlal features of a terminal in circumstances
where there is no offshoref processing. These features would inciude a flare
stack, provision for siorage of liquids, provision for installation for
compressars and facilities for discharging produced fluids (although the
volume of produced fluids discharged from an onshore terminal where thers
s affshare procassing would ba much less). Offshore processing for the
Carrib Gas Field is not the preferred development option, as it would mean
that production weuld be weather sensitive and thers would be greater capital
and operational expenditure compared to a subsea development. in addition
there would be increased safety concemns as the offshore facllities would
have to be manned.

15-FEB-81 16:55 ) G3 P.l12
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FAGE. 1/12

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION NQ. 74

Dail Elreann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources if his attention has
been drawn to the fact that technology to recover and Process gas at greater
depths and harsher sea conditions that those found in the Corrib Field is
already employed by a company (details supplied) and other companies in
Norwegian waters.

- Michael Ring.
For WRITTEN answer on Thursday, 15 February, 2001.
Ref. No. 4339/01

@.
N
¢

REPLY
NS
Minister for the Marina am}ﬂ%tural Resources
(Mr Frangd*gﬁey, T.D.)

Yes, | am aware that technologyeﬁg%ts to exploit petreleumn at deeper and
more unfavourable envnronm%gﬁ than that which pertalns (n the Corib Field.

o¢\,\\O

S
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21 MAZ 2001 {WED) C4:43  M.AGL.AZAA
[
" % '_&
O
PARLIAMENTARY ggEST!ON NO 137
Dail Eireann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Naturai Resources the reason the
farmers of Rossport, County Mayo are required to SUpply Enterprise Energy
ireland with a 40 metre wide working strip through their small greenland
holdings for a 20 inch pipe when Bord Gais Eireann only require & 30 metra
wide working strip for a proposed 30 inch pipe from the Ballinsboy Gas
Cleaning Terminal in North Mayo to Craughweil in Galway.

- Michael Ring
For WRITTEN answer on Tuesday, 20 March, 2001
Ref No: 7475/01

&
REPLY §é

Minister for the Marine and Natumlﬁ@ﬁ%es {Mr Frank Fahgy_,_]‘_._D.)

O
This is a commercial degision by E[\@%@i\se Energy Ireland and one in which !
é

O
have no function. )
R2' Y
¢9§§
\C’OQ
&

S

2z-MAR-@1 21:87
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION NO 140
Dail Eireann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources the reason an
inland 60 acres gas processing terminal is required for the Corrib Gas Field

loceted off North Mayo, which s anticipated to he two thirds the size of the
Kinsale Field, the latter of which is processed at sea.

- Michael Ring
For WRITTEN answer on Tuesday, 20 March, 2001
Raf No: 7478/01
REPLY &
Minister for the Marine and Natural Resourc§§mr Erank Fahey, T.D.)
S

The Kinsale Head Gas.Field.is-located in 90 égﬁ%ﬁes of water 45km from shore
whereas the Corrib Gas Field is Iocate@ﬁ%ébout 250 metres of water 65km
for the coast. The Kinsale field wgfgévelcped in the 1970s at which time
there was not the possibility oié g@sea development. it has two platiorms
fixed on the sea bed. Ifit wa\a% be developed today the preferred
cost-effective system w be a subsea devslopment without field platforms.
The cost effective and optimum development system for Corrib is a subsea
development with processing at a terminal enshore. [§ processing wers to
take place in field it would require deployment of floating facilities which, as
indicated in my reply to Pasfiamentary Question No. 73 of 15th February
2001, would mean that production would be weather sensitive (& serious
drawback in the hostile environment at Corrib). Increased capital and
operational expenditures would be needed which could make the
development uneconomic and it would have serious safety implications.

28-MAR-~-B1 21:69 G3 P.19©
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12 JUN 2001 (WES, 02-28  MINOLTAFAX

PACE. 25
O -1-

PARLIAMENTAF!Y QQESTION:NQ. 149

~ Dail Eireann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources the monetary benefits

which wilt accrue as a result of the Corrib Gas Field; and the penefit it will be 10 the

people of north Mayo.

- Michael Ring.

«  For WRITTEN answer on Tuesday, 12th June, 2001.

Ret No: 16732/01
REPLY

Minister for the Marine and Naturat Resources
M Frank Fahey, T.B.
The current fiscal terme for exploration and expioitationéof%etroleum offshore Ireland

arg governad by the provisions peraining o pet m contained in the Finance
Act,1992. Under this Act. Corporation Tax at acratd of 26% will apply to profiis from-
gas production under the petroleum lease gé?gr% Corrib Field. The Corporation Tax
will be payable after the deduction of all ases, These allowances relate to capital
and operaling expenditurd and Mm costs for the field, in addition, .
‘i exploration costs are also deductis swhich need not necessarily be field related, ‘§
" provided they have basn incﬁﬁn the 25 year period immadiately prior 1o the
commencement of fleid produg\s' The Corporation Tax accruing wil depend on 2
number of factors including e referred to above,and the amount and price of the

gas sold. o

The benefits to the people of North Mayo wil include employment during the
construction phase of the developmant and permanent smployment at the Terminal
when it becomes operational. It 18 understood that up 10 500 persons will be
employed during the construction phrase and up to 50 persons permananﬂy af the
terminal when it becomes operational. Enterprise Ensrgy ireland anticipate that trish
contractors and suppliers will feature prominently in the Terminal construction team.
it is aniicipated that the development will alse provida more localised banefits for the
duration of the construction period. These include increased trade in local shops

and service industries and accommodation providers as well as indirect
smployment.

The Govemment is committed 1o ensuring that the nacessary pipeline infrastructure
is in place to bring gas to customers, both dornestic and commercial, in the West |
understand that Bord Gais are at present considering ihe easibility of making gas
available to towns in the west & north of the couniry. The existence of this
infrastructure should make ihe westem region more attractive 10 inward investment.

1Z-gJUN-81 181593
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION NO 166

Dall Eireann

To ask the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources the reason
Enterprise Energy Ireland do not land the gas from the Cormib Gas Field on
the Mullet peninsula; if he or his Department have suggested or discussed
this option; if this option is not viable, if he will supply a copy of the consuttant’
s reports verifying same.

- Michael Ring

For WRITTEN answer en Tuesday, 20 March, 2001

Ref No: 8048/01

@.
&
REPLY

Minister for the Marine and Natural gg%:g@rces (Mr Frank Fahey,, T.D) ..
NI

NI
While | must approve the compan%dgegigi"x% for the development of the Corrib

Gas Field the actual pians are Oge;%dgd by the company on @ commercial
basis having regard to envirog@?gntal engineering and cost factors.
é\‘\\ |

S

28-MAR-61 21181
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1. INTRODUCTION

This geotechnical note has be:: prepared by Fehily Timoney & Company (FTC), further to
a request from Mayo County Council (MCC) to provide an independent commentary on
geotechnical aspects of an env ronmental impact statement (EIS), relating to the proposed
Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Term:ral, at Bellanaboy Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo, with
particular reference to issues re ating 1o the influence of the proposed works on the general
stability of the extensive peat « zposits, which are known (o exist in the immediate vicinity
of the works.

L

To facilitate the preparation o! this geotechnical ndte, MCC has supplied FTC with a copy
of the EIS, comprising:

« Volume 1, which relates o the proposed gas terminal %gellanaboy Bridge and
contains four books, the ni .in EIS in one book and Tgc,hq\i‘é\al Appendices 1, 2 & 3 in
three separate books o‘\o«'é\

+ Volume 2, which rclates the proposed Srahlgﬁ?@?cat Deposition Site, at Bangor
Erris, Co Mayo T

) y EOA
POty

& ~<'\\O\$

As the request to FTC from NCC was to ¢t ode geotechnical comment on issues relating

to the influence of the propose: works on 1 general stability of the extensive peat deposits

in the vicinity, this noic is basc. on a d@‘hl]ed reading of only a limited part of Volume 1 of
the EIS, namely: &

(a) the Non-Technical Sunimary, in order to obtain an overview of the project
(b) Chapter 3: Construction Parts 3.1 10 3.6

(c) Chapter 8: Soils, Geolo. y & Hydrogeology, all parts

(d) Technical Appendix 1: (ieology, Hydrogeology & Global Stability, all parts
(c) Technical Appendix 2: [ arthworks, all parts

Geotechnical commentary on “‘olume 2, which relates to the Srathmore Peal Deposition
Site, is based on a detailed rea’ing of Chapters 1 to 3 and;Ghapter 8 of Volume 2.

Q2004 133 11 MCC LG [tno01.0 doc Page | ol 12 Febnury 2004 (GOSMIC)
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2. BELLANABOY BRI} GE GAS TERMINAL SITE

The soil and ground water -onditions at the proposed gas terminal site have been
summarized briefly in Chapi:r 8 of the EIS. This summary is based on Technical
Appendix 1, which compriscs a detailed analysis of the site investigation data, the
development of a suitable soil ind ground water model for the site and consideration of the
implications of this model for :1e proposed terminal development activities on the site, with
particular emphasis on the imp ications for stability of the peat in the general vicinity of the
site. Technical Appendix 2 considers in some detail the design and construction of all
geotechnical structures associz ed with the ptoposed terminal, including the presentation of
detailed design calculations, ic zether with a delaiLed summary of the proposed sequencing

of construction activities.

Q2004 LB MCC-BGT_Rpoo1-0 doc

Page 2 of 12

February 2004 (GOS/MIC)
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3. BELLANABOY BRIDGE GAS TERMINAL SITE — TECHNICAL
APPENDIX 1

revealcd a soil profile comp:.. mg Im to 5m of very sofl or soft peat, overlylng not more
than 3m of mineral soil, ovurlying head and weathered schist bedrock, overlying intact
schist bedrock.

%,

A considerable quantity of field data was acquired on both the permeability of the different
strata and the level of the grou 1dwater table. The interpretation of ground water conditions
on the site is particularly sign.ficant in the light of the proposed development. While the
ground water table in the pczt was found to be generally closeo(go the cxisling ground
surface, numerous ground water table observations within d#e rock provided strong
cvidence that the ground waler table in the bedrock was ge lly significantly below the
ground surface over much of t1e site, that it was consis il&y at a level below the proposed
lcvel of the terminal platform zad that it came close t@@é\vater table in the peat only in the
vicinity of the southern extrer: ty of the terminal ‘{ﬁkﬁrm footprint. The field permeability
measurements indicated that he permeabilit \\X\a@ uniformly low within the head and
highly weathered bedrock at tii: higher levels%? within the unweathered bedrock at lower
levels. Within the moderatel: weathered@@h fractured bedrock (core recovery in the
range 75% to 90%), the ni asured pe@‘lcablhty was consistently about an order of
magnitude greater than at the | igher mﬂ lower levels. On the basis of this interpretation, it
is expected that any significan flowesof ground water within the bedrock will occur in the
moderately weathered zone.

Global stability of the peat has been considered in Chapier 10. On the basis of a historical
review of mass movement of Irish bogs, it has been concluded that the prevailing slope
angles in the vicinily of the s'te are such that natural failures would not be expected to
occur. However, it was ackno:/ledged that there was historical evidence that uncontrolled
interference by man has led 1o bog failurcs on sites, where the slope angles were only 2°,
‘which is only marginally gre:ter than the very modest slope angles prevailing on the
present site. On the basis of ¢ morphological study of a 20 km? study area surrounding the
site, it.was.concluded-that-these-wasmo evidence-of slope-instability; cxcept due lo river
crosion of peal slopes in the rloodplain of the river. Sliding wedge stability analyses were
carricd out on a number of cross-sections through the sile.

‘\
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Very cautious estimates of 12 undrained shear strength of the peat, corresponding to the
very lowest values measure: in field tests, were used in these analyses, which yielded
calculated factors of safety o' 2.3 or greater.
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4. BELLANABOY BRIDGE GAS TERMINAL SITE - TECHNICAL
APPENDIX 2

Technical Appendix 2 consider: in some detail the design and construction of all
geotechnical structures associated with the proposed terminal, including the presentation of
detailed design calculations, toget ier with a detailed summary of the proposed sequencing
of construction activities.

:ﬁ/té wﬁ.wﬁ/q

The basic construction.strategy ior the t;f‘mineh platform is to remove all peat from the
footprint of the terminal platform, to reduce its moistyre content by windrowing on site and
to transport it to a peat deposition site at Srahmore. Elsewhere on the site, it is proposed to
leave the peat in place and to improve its, geotechnical properties using dry dc;g:p mixing

technology. ’ lm—&a Ao L0 iy ST
§é
g

It is proposed to leave the peat in place and to improve %ﬁ\%@ dry deep mixing alo
access roads, within the footprint of the administrationg ing and warehouse
within the footprint of the tempor-ry construction fggﬁgpf and around the peg
settlement ponds. While dry deep mixing usinga cement binder improve the
geotechnical properties of soft soils is a weél%gﬁblished technology ‘in Japan and the
U.S.A., and to a lesser extent in Lurope, pari‘igﬂarly in Scandinavia, it is new to Ireland.
While an outline proposal for the executioqc‘b(f the deep mixing has been included in the
Earthworks Report (Technical Appendix 355,\ it has been acknowledged that field trials will
be required to finalise the design. Suchield trials would be normal on any large contract,
even where the technology is we!ll astablished. A more detailed note on dry deep mixing of
peat is included below. It is propos :d, probably as a precaution against local failure near the
edges of the improved peat, to ins ail steel sheet piling along the perimeter of all improved
peat. The use of steel sheet piles in addition to deep mixing is indicative of a cautious
approach to site development. In the case of the perimeter road around and between the
settlement ponds, the improved pc it will be contained on either side by a steel sheet piled
wall, to form a cofferdam around 1 1¢ settlement ponds, which will-be created by excavating
peat to an appropriate depth. !
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The terminal platform is propcsed Lo be 9m below existing ground level at its north-western
corner and 3m above existin: ground level at its south-western extremity. The peat is
between 1.5m and 3.6m thick under the footprint of the terminal platform, increasing in
thickness generally from north-east to south-west. It is proposed 1o remove all of the peat
{rom this area. Most of the pcrimeter of the terminal platform will be in cut. It is proposed
to retain the peat along this cut perimeter using gabion walls, founded at a depth of 0.9m
below the top of the mjneral 5. il. The design calculations for these gabion walls (in Chapter
4) indicate that a cautious ap;roach has been taken in estimating the lateral loading from
the retained peat. It is propo ed that the gabion walis be installed in advance of mass
excavation of the peat and 11t only a short face of peat be cxposed as the gabion wall
construction advances. It is «!s50 proposed that the peat immediately uphill of the gabion
wall be strengthened by deep mixing and/or supported by a temporary steel sheet piled
retaining wall to ensurc that he peat is temporarily retained during construction of the
gabion wall. Again, this is indi ative of a cautious approach to the construction.

*

At the southern part of the terihinal plajform, where the proposed levels are above cxisting
ground levels, it is proposed io strengthen the peat using decp mixigg and to install a sieel
sheet piled wall Lo retain the p:at outside of the excavalion arez@éin order to minimize the
impact of groundwater flow from the mineral soil and the Odfarlying bedrock into the
excavation through the peat, it is proposed to install two g of deep wells well in advance
of the peal cxcavation works and to use vacuum @g8sifled pumping to draw down the
) . N . s
bedrock water level. In addit 1 to drawing doxvnod;R $edrock walter table, it is hoped that
this will also induce under-dr... 1age of the peat witlf'a possible beneficial effect of reducing
its water content in advance 0! mass excavaliongWhen the peat has been removed right up
to the sheet piled wall, it is proposed to Hf?g@ the fill up to existing ground level using a
vertically faced geolextile reii orced soil&ﬁlbankment, to ensure that the fill will be scli-
supporting and not exert any . teral pi\é\surcs on the peat when the temporary sheet piled
wall is removed at the end of ¢ nstruction.

The strategy of windrowing tl:< peat on site before transporting it to the peat deposition site
at Srahmore is predicated on i ing able o remove the peat from the north-eastern corner of
the terminal platform and trar. sorting it directly to Srahmore without windrowing, so as to
create an initial platform for tii: windrowing activities. It is stated in the report that it is the
advice of Bord na Mona that the thinner peat stratum rin-this_part of the site will be
sufficiently dry and fibrous lo facilitate its transport immediately upon excavation-to
Srahmore.

26
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While thereis no explicitireference 1 the EIS to"thevinstallation.withinsthe boundasies of
the=site=of“tHe“supply-gas pipeline " fron the Corrib gas~field “to the gas ‘terminal, &
methodology for the installation of 2 200mm diameter piped drain from the terminal arca to
the settlement ponds has been described at the end of Chapter 6 of Technical Appendix 2. It
is proposed to improve the peat by deep mixing along the route of this pipc, to facilitate the
construction of a temporary haul r..d, and to install the pipe in a sheet pile supported
trench. It is proposed to use ground i chors to tie down the polyethylene pipe so as to resist
uplift buoyancy forces on an empty ; ipe. The proposed-approachsis stated/lo.be.based on_ ks .EE: -
experience-of-installing-gas.pipelines.in_peat_elsewhere-in.Ireland. The strategy should
serve to minimize the impact of th construction works on the peat and constitutes a
cautious approach to the work.

L
In Technical Appendix 2, there is . consistent design strategy of tmproving the peat in
places where it is to be retained and of minimizing theWmpact of the construction of the
terminal platform on the surroundinc peat. Detailed consideration has been given to the
management of surface and ground viuter flows, both in the short term and in. the long term.
The outline of the sequencing of con: -ucfion activitics in Chapter 11 indjgidtes that detailed
consideration has been given at this sizge to the orderly execution g\f tQ@‘works.
oszﬁ°°\\°‘§
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5. SRAHMORE PEAT DEPOSITION SITE

Avt et

The deposition works at Srahmorc compriﬁé the partial re-filling of cutover peatland using
the windrowed peat from the gas l=’rmin13,l site. It is proposed that all of the peat deposition
work will be undertaken by and sup?rvised by Bord na Mona personnel, who have
considerable expertise in handling peat and detailed local knowledge of working the
Srahmore site. This should ensure that the transport, deposition and spreading of the
imported peat within the cutove{’piatland will be carried out eff%cliye__ly.

7 M”nj fri Yoy A

&

W

A new main access road to the Srahmore site is proposed from the R313. Probing of the
peat has indicated that the peat along the proposed route of this access road varies in
thickness from about 6m gt the 1:313 to about 0.6m in the peat reception area. There \
appears to be no quantitative site ir vestigation data'in the area of the sitgzaccess road where t
the peat is thickest, close 1o the R313. It is proposed to construct a gebgrid reinforced road
pavement directly on the peat. I further site investi‘gq\tion \\@:%%8 indicate that the peat

were 100 soft and compressible 1o sustain the proposed.rofticpavement in a serviceable | - Lo
condition over the duration of the deposition project, the cape uld be improved using the
deep mixing technology proposed for the gas lenninqlogﬁéq

QRS
> &
— . $ : )
As lhq\rﬁﬁm peat cover in the proposed‘q?é@f reception area appears to be relatively.

thin, the proposed reinforced concrete slab \i@(’lhis area should prove serviceable for the

duration of the project. (g»\
QO
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6. IMPROVEMENT OF P AT BY DRY DEEP MIXING

A |

While dry deep mixing using a cci1ent binder to improve tlE_géBieﬁﬁﬁlpmpeﬁiﬁﬂg@
soils is a well-established techno.ogy in Japan and th{;U.S.K}, and to a lesser extent in
Europe, particularly in Scandinavis, it is new to Ireland. Even where the technology is well
established in the treatment of organic soils, there is very limited experience of treating
peaty soils, which are almost (0% organic. There are two publications of particular
significance in the context of he proposed works at Bellanaboy. An international
collaborative rescarch project, | uroSoilStab, funded by the European Union, on the
development of design and cons ruction methods to stabilise soft organic soils, led to the
publication of the very informati e “Design Guide: Soft Soil Stabilisation” in 2000. The
research work on Irish peat, whicl: was undertaken at Trinity College Dublin as part of the
EuroSoilStab project, has been presenled in some detail in a recent paper, “Some
experiences on the stabilization of Irish peats”, in the Canadian Ggotechnical Joumal

(ebib, S. & Farrell, E.R., 2003). &

W |

The proposed dry deep mixing of the peat at Bellanabc\;@‘iﬁ@?ﬂd be designed and exccuted
in accordance with the design guic e and should be in in particular by the findings of
Hebib and Farrell (2003) on Irisk: peat. While di &%ﬁ combinations of cement, gypsun,
blast furnace slag, pulverised fue. ush and lime bﬁ,\\@“proved to be effective in soft soils with
organic contents up to 30%, the lesign gui&f(%@avises that only cement alone, cement +
gypsuni, or cement + blast fumace slag should be considered for peat. The laboratory-based
study by Hebib & Farrell (2003} Hn tonoﬁ'\lsh peats showed that, while a combination of
blast furnace slag and gypsum v 's vc@ effective when applied to one Irish peat, it was
entirely ineffective in improving the geotechnical properties of the other one. A cement
binder was shown to be cffeciive in both cases. The study also showed that it was
extremely important to place a surcharge load on the stabilized peat as soon as possible
following deep mixing. o 2P _Liunpireniic Ao Aegnd it
/

The design guide recommends that, particularly where local experience of deep mixing is
lacking, an initial laboratory stucy should be underiaken to cvaluate the effects of deep
mixing on the soil under ideal i:boratory conditions. On the basis of experience, it is
estimated that the shear strength < 1pacity developed under mixing conditions in the ficld is §
typically only 20% to 50% of the : aear strength of comparable laboratory mixed soil. When
the laboratory study has been coiapleted successfully, it is imperative that field trials be
conducted in advance of the maii: project and that these trials be guided by what has been
learned in the laboratory.
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In the case of the Bellanaboy ! 2, it would be reasonable to expect that a laboratory study
of the cffectiveness of dry deep mixing on the peat from the site be carricd out in advance
of any field trials and that field trials be executed in advance of any other site work on the
project to demonstrate the eii ctiveness of potentially suitable dry deep mixing field
strategies.

Euro Soil Stab: Design Guide: Soft Soil Stabilization. European Union, CT97-0351, Project
No. BE 96-3177

Hebib, S. & Farrell, E.R. (2002 Some experiences on the stabilisation of Irish peats. Can.
Geotech. J. 40: 107-120.
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7. CONCLUSIONS

The site investigation fieldworx described in the EIS, was quite extensive and appears to
have been sufficient to provide a comprehensive picture of the soil and ground water
condittons on the site.

In developing a construction stiz. egy for the complete removal of peat from the footprint of
the terminal platform, considcrition has been given to minimizing the impact of the
construction on the peat at levels both above and below the terminal area.

In all other parts of the site wh re any. construction work is envisaged, it is proposed to
stabilize the peat using dry deep mixing using a cement binder. In addifion, it is proposed to
construct sheet pile retaining w.l s around the perimeter of the impfoved peat, to minimize
the impact of any sile activitics on the in situ peat outsndtaoﬁgﬂ e stabilized arcas. Here

again, consideration has been given to minimizing the Ir%p}@‘of the works on in situ peat
immediately adjacent to the works. RS
NS

N

i
é’o\&\
While field trials are proposed 1o ¢nable the de\\&%‘pmenl of an appropriate dry deep mixing
strategy, it would be reasonabic to expect tﬁ@guch field trials be preceded by a detailed
laboratory study on the cffecti-cness of @Fy decp mixing on the peat from the site,

particularly in,the.absence:of mcncnc«z@ﬁ the:application:of dry-deep-mixing technology

é/¢“7 p.=5

|leslrish-peat.sites: On the basis of recefit laboratory studies on peat from other Irish sites, 57"~ 7

/

there.is:good;reasonito:beoptimisticsthat the proposed dry deep mixing strategy will prove
to be cffective.

The proposal to use the cxpertisz of Bord na Mona to enable the removal of excavated peat
from the site and its controlled deposition at Srahmore appears.te be sound. It:appears lo'be
recognized in the EIS that the need to dry the peat at Bellanaboy before it can be
transported to Srahmore will have a controlling effect on the rate of development of the
Bellanaboy site.

Consideration has been given in the EIS to thc need to control all water flows on the site
and to direct them to the settlem :nt ponds in such a way as to avoid any possible adverse
impact on the in situ peat surrounding the works.
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In summary, from a geotechnica. viewpoin, reasonable care has been taken in assessing the
geotechnical characteristics ol the site and in proposing a workable strategy for
construction, which will minimize any impact on the in situ peat surrounding the sitc.

.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This supplementary geo!
Company, further to a .
independent commentary
to a further information :
Bellanaboy Bridge Gas 7
This note addresses just t!
the basis that only these &

To facilitate the ‘prepar.
Timoney & Company wi
the first contains the re:
transport management pla

Q120041 10 1 \epons\MICC-BGT _Rptt02-0 doc

chnical note has been prepared by Fehily Timoney &
quest from Mayo County Council (MCC) to provide an
1 geotechnical aspects of a response, dated 11 March 2004,
juest from Mayo County Council, relating to the proposed
-minal, at Bellanaboy Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo.
ze of the items, on which furiher information was sought, on
2 items relate directly 1o the stability of peat deposits.

on of this geotechnical note, MCC has supplied Fehily
a copy of the response, comprising two volumes, of which
nses to the requests and the second contains a detailed
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2. ITEM ONE - TRAFFIC N ANAGEMENT PLAN

The transport management plar -ecognizes the need to upgrade the existing public road
y Bridge site and the Srahmore site, to facilitate the
at between the sites. The proposed road improvements
2 plan. It is proposed to widen the existing pavement
aved width of 5.5m, to carry out minor horizontal re-
ht distances, to replace two small bridges and a piped
svement using a geogrid reinforced overlay over the

network between the Bellanal
transport of ¢. 450,000 m of ;
are described in Chapter 4 of

locally to provide a minimum
alignment locally to improve s
culvert and to strengthen the

entire length of the route.

The plan recognizes that, wh
existing verges or by construct
settlement may develop betwe
the peat transportation. It is 2
require maintenance during pe
completion of the haulage work

The detailed proposal in Chapt
been agreed with MCC. 1t shou
in the longer term, following cc

QR0 330 N eeports\MCC-BGT_Rpt002-G.doc

> the pavement is widened, either by widening into
2 a low embankment on compressible soil, differential

the existing and new pavement during the course of
mnowledged that the ensuing @ifference in level may
gsén}' event be made up on

S

transportation and will i

as required.

<O

RS

4.2 for the. \@DQE,

. X
result in

iction of the reinforced overlay has
§§’ g&%rall improvement in the road pavement

pletio&{b}'\ﬁe works.
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3. ITEM TWO-STRL _TURAL STABILITY OF GAS PIPELINES

Item Two in the further ir Jrmation request required written confirmation from the
relevant regulatory authorii that the design of the proposed gas pipelines from the
terminal compound to‘the : = boundary is suitable to ensure the structural stability of
the pipelines constructed in  :ep peat soil

The letters from the regula: y authorities relate primarily to environmental matters and
make no reference to the s actural stability of pipelines constructed in deep peat soil
and, as such, do not provid the written confirmation requested under Item Two. The
response refers to design . .tails submitted to the relevant authorities, but does not
include these details.
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4. ITEM ELEVEN-ECC

.OGICAL IMPACTS OF CEMENT BINDER

Item 11 required information ¢
and surrounding peatlands ar
binder to comparatively.sma
technical information and ass
method of peat improvement i

The response to this request 1.
histories of the successful use
of the recent research work on
It is quite explicit in stating
addition of a small quantity o
testing and proposed field trial:

It is particularly significant th:
has been obtained in the prepa
as a consultant to provide tech
peat. The SGI is recognized a
stabilisation by deep soil mixir

The environmental impact of
detail in the response. On ti
leaching of cement from the
impacts are expected to be min

the possible impacts on water quality, aquatic ecology

ing from the use of the highly alkaline lime/cement
parts of the site. The information was to include
sments to support the use and appropriateness of this
his location.

comprehensive. It demonstrates an awareness of case
“deep soil mixing in the stabilisation of peaty soils and
ie stabilisation of Irish peats at Trinity College, Dublin.
\at cement is the preferred binder, possibly with the
:and, depending on the outcome of ongoing laboratory

&

&

&

the advice of the Svgﬁi\lﬁﬁ Geotechnical Institute (SGI)
iion of the respo d that the S8GI has been retained
cal support forfhigbroposed stabilisation works on the
a world leaddtdn the research and development of soil
and has ith of experience in the field.
<<O\\ \\63\

Sy
2 Kposed stabilisation works has been addressed in
Pasis of UK. and German sources, it is stated that
rabilised peat will not occur. While environmental
al, monitoring proposals have been outlined.
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Source C.
Moving Bogs - Part one
Scéal na Mdna
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r 1 nﬂztﬁaﬁ r ‘/0(./3 . MD 50 SCéal na M(')l'la

MOVING BOGS - PART ONE

T

Mara of Tullywood. Baylin,
Co Wesumeath, recently informed Scéal
na Mona that be onee heard someone
deseribe the appearance (when walking)
ol o very large woman as “like a moving
bog™. Indicative perhaps  that  the
concept of moving bogs wasn't at all
alicn 0 ordinary Irish midlanders,
which is understandable we
realize that at least 40 cases of bogs
moving or “bursting™ were recorded in
the last century, This has recently led
the Geological Survey of Irelund (GSD)
to set up a national “hazard™ database
that will outline the possibility of such
future occurrences as bog slides is
potentially hazardous arcas throughout
the country. That would mean that
fiture planning submissions, cte.. may
have 1o take the possibility of such
environmental impacts  as bogslides
into account. The GSI interest had been
aroused by the two major 2003
bogslides (sce Photos) at Pullathomas in
the blanket bogs of Mayo in the North
East of the country and al Derrybrien
(and the Slieve Aughty Mountains} in
the cast Galway.

when

How hazardous moving bogs can be
is shown by what happened in 1896
outside  Killamney in Co Kerry, when
the only known Irish fatal incident
associated  with such shilting bogs
oceurred.  Robert Lloyd Pracger, (ha
famous trish botanist who died in 1953,
explained in his monumental book.
“The Way That 1 Followed™

“It was on peat-covered hills near
Gneevegullia, out 1o the north-cast of
Killarney. that there oceurred, three
days after the Christmas of 1896, and
extensive bog-burst that attracted much
attention on account of the tragic
circumstances accompanying it, @
family of cight persons [who were
asleep at the time]. their home and their
livestock, having been carried away and
buricd... A vast mass of peat and water
precipitated itself down the valley. the
Mood ceasing only when it entered the
Lower Lake of Killarney, fourteen
miles  distant™.  Evidence of  the
environmental  impact Tof this
occurrence still exists: when Wayne
Trodd and Dr Declan Murray of UCD
took core samples on Lough Leane in
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A section of the hoy stide at Pullathomas. the house shown here was damaged
aned had to be evacnated.

2001 for an EU project they found a
layer of peat silt that the bog burst had
deposited in the lake.

Pracger. who had been sent § the
Royal Dublin Society to in\'cgﬁ‘galc the
. . )
incident. cxplains  hgwapog  bursts

L -
Cecam conditions,

generally oceur, “%

the fower layers@i@bog may become
. AR

so highly chg@q&\'llh water that under

the prcsgﬁ'& [ the superincumbent
B Q .

mnss\tbt ush out at the lowest poinl

. KN\ 4
ol ﬂf?:odiuur. dragging the wreek of the
m%;& solid upper levels after them. 1F

agﬁy?: bog be farge and deep. a great Nood

S of semi-liquid matter may be ejected:

and should the slope below the point of

£y i

.L,
ey .Q1 '
\‘i

cjection be steep, a devastating torrent
may result”.

It has been suggested however that
this year’s Irish bogslides were sused
by the blanket bogs being desiceated by
the unusually dry summer weather, to
the extent that they later
vulnerable to the heavy rain which
dislodged them. The GSI also suggests
that both evenls occurred in arcas of
poorly permeable bedrock. The “flood
of semi-liquid matter™ associated with
the Derrybrien bogslide made cxcited
television viewing, since for the first
time ever RTE Newsreels captured
footage of an actual moving bog!

were

.

e ! ; Pkt

i)
il

\ e,

Dehvix lefi on a gateway: afier the Pullathomas bogslide. This itlustrates more

thain words the difference between the material that moved in Pullathomas
compared with that at Devivhbrien.

Marche 2004
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Thankfully there were no latalities
associated agith the 2003 bog slides, but
both wi{_»}mw result in massive
compensation claims. The Derrybrien
hogslide has been referred 1o in the
media as an “own goal” for the lrish
green lobby in that it occurred on @
mountain where a new  windfarm is
being constructed by IHibernian Wind
Encrgy. o subsidiary of the Electricity
Supply Board (ESB). The Government
has stated that it the windfarm is found
1o be responsible for the bogslide the
local residents will be compensated.
Mayo County Council has reco-
mmended a €5 Million remedial plan
o olfset the damage coused by the
Pullathomas bogslide, and Tocals in that
region  have  been blaming  work
associated with the Corrib Gas terminal
gite for causing that avalanche.
Proposals to construct the terminal at
Bellanaboy, some two miles from the
site of the bogslide, were initally
trned down by An Bord Pleanila since
peat disturbance at the sile would causce
cnvirommental problems. Bord na Mo
and Shell E&P ircland Limited arc
presently investigating the option of
removing 650,000 cubic metres of peat
from the Bellanaboy 15-hectare site and
spreading it over cutover bogland at
Srahmore ncar Bangor Erris as part of a
rehabilitation process. Concerns have
been expressed however that this
operation may lead to the siltation of
nearby Carrowmaore luke, a local
reservoir, and Mayo County Council
specialists have stated that had the
Corrib pipeline already been in place it
would have been severed by the
Pullathomas  bogslide  and 2
“catastrophic  disaster” would  have
oceurred, Concerns have also been
expressed that the anctual site below
Dooncarten hilk chosen by Shelt for s
terminal is also surrounded by blanket
bog and potentially unstable.

While this article being
finaliscd o bog burst occurred
Tullywood Bog not far from Patsy
Mara's residence in Westmeath. Media
accounts suggest that some 48,000

wils

tonnes of bog moved forward in this
shide, but perhaps ths is a conservative
estimitte sinee o fow hundred yards of
the upper bog (highbank) there slipped
forward 1o push the lowbanks ahead of

Aol 2000

Scéal na Ména
it in a similar occurrenee 10
what happened in Kilnaborris
(Blackwater) Bog in County
Galway in the 1930s and
Clonfert Bog near Banagher in
the first deeade of the last
century. Children (including the
cditor’s father) who travelled to
Esker schoothouse the morning
of the bog slide were amazed 10
find a new bend in the road,
causced by the Clonfert bogslide,
on their way home. Val Hough,
who lived beside and cut turt on
Kilnaborris said the bogslide
there rendered o farge portion of
the bog useless for cutting wrf
(with the slane) sinee the bog
wats "all mixed up™.

The bog at Tullywood is a
beamitul example of a raised
bog, surrounded by cvergreen
forests where trf had been
excavited (rather crudely using
modern techniques) along @
natrow  front,  This  has &
obviously led to an oulbu’béﬁi@'cssurc
along that fromt sinccozﬁ’?%bb%g is very
wet, Obviously lth(§8 Wvood incident
is totally di\l'\&}@‘l lo those
Pullathomas g@dsDerrybricn, since no
incline i%{‘ﬁl\gvcd. The pressurc at
Tullywn%g;@\ results from the natural
raised .{I&)uml of the raised bog

The m
éé@

aving bog at Derrvbrien powrs past an
abandoned farmhouse.

species of heath [not specified] miy
disappear altogether within 50 years. Is
this suggested desiccation associated
with global warming responsiblc for in
particular the Pullathomas bogslide -
can we expect further such occurrences
in the future? >

ab the surrounding mineral
561

The Irish  Environmental
Protection  Agency (IEPA)
recently reported that the bogs
of Ireland are in danger of
drying out as the lemperature
rises  due 10 global warming.
An 1EPA climate report states
that “in just 30 ycars, peat
formation could fall by a
quarter from current levels, as a
temperature increase of just 1 to
2 degrees can have a significant
impact.”

fhe situation 1s so cntical
that Frinny
College Dublin believe that one

resvarchers  at

o
'

Comtinwing omward the
Derrvbrien bogslide engidfed

evervehing before it - this heavy
materiad hax the dangerony
consistency of quichsand

R]
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O Source D.
Petroleum Taxation in Ireland

Irish Hydrocarbon & Irish Exploration companies.

This is a summary of the terms from the point of view of the OOA, PESGB and other oil

interests. It has already been submitted to Mayo Co. Co. and was on file. It is

complementary to discussion of national benefit if this project at this time in this place in

this way.

%
% |

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:40:55



tish Hydrocarban Explaration & tnsn Exploraton Companies « A Ditectony andg Gude

Introduction

This directory was produced initiaily in 1997 primarily to back up our concession map
series on West Britain and Ireland and lo provide ready answers o our map user's ques-
tions. This issue is a low cest part revision of the original directory. | have had to cut it back
a bit due to a general lack of money in the Industry. Hopefully when things get better | will
be able lo expand il again.

The current low in the oil industry which has begun to hit Britain since the begining of the
year does not seem to have hit Ireland yet. We are still a 2-4 wells a year province and is
expected lo remain so for a couple of years. Interest in the sector is still high judging from
the number of delegates attending the Petraleumn Allairs Division(of the Department of the
pMarine and Natural Resources} Conterence on the Irish Seclor at the end of April 1999.
indeed, the recent awards ol acreage in Ihe South Parcupine Round to EN and Agip were
possibly beyond industry expectalions considering the current state of the industry. The
high cost. high nsk. difficult working areas like the west coast of Ireland and the "Aflanlic

Fringe" are among the first areas 1o suffer when oil prices are low.

As we do not have year round aclivily offshore Ireland we do nol have a jull z_.w@»mxu_o_,m-
tion servicing aclivily wilh the exception of Cork where the Kinsale Head n_m:os._@?._o_:o
operation is carried out from. The part time servicing operations of other service po re
in danger due lo labour dispules. Enterprise's decision last year 10 largely service ils m@m_

0 o . 7
coast exploration programme out ol Ayr in Scolland due 10 Irish labour dispules sets g\om\\&

(O]

Petroleum Taxation in Ireland
Summary Fiscal Terms for Exploration and Exploitation

ty Dermot Corcoran. (Petragal Enetgy Services Lid.}, April1999

The current fiscal .m-.q:.m for exploration and exploiation oifshore Ireland. are governed by
the provisions, pertaining 1o petroleum taxalion. contained in the Finance Act, 1992. The
key elements of the fiscal regime are as lollows:

® CORPORATION TAX - arale ol 25% applies 1o profils from oil and gas production on
petroleum leases ( awarded subsequent to declaration of commerciality ) issued before
specified *dales. A slandard rate of corporation lax (327, at presenl ) applies lo profils
from oil and gas production on peiroleum leases issued after these specified dales.

*‘With respect lo the 25°% corporation lax rate, the refevant petroleum lease must be
issued before the following dales:

. 1st June 2003 for field discovered under standard exploration licence ( = 200m Water }

. 15t June 2007 for field discovered under deepwaler exploration licence ( > 200m Waler )

- 151 June 2013 for field discoverd under frontier exploration licence { *Fronlier arga 1s
designated by the Minister of Energy)

® DEVELOPMENT oﬂ.um._. ALLOWANCE - the allowance for field development outlays
{ CAPEX ) i1s 100% in the first year of commercial produclicn with unlimited
carrylorward for unused allowances.

dangerous precedent. ,W,o.«\o& ® OPERATING EXPENSES - operating expenses are 100% deductible.

) o . . .
On a more positive nole there are al least two interesting developments since lhe last \00%@0 ¢ mx_u_.Omn’.q_m\z COST ALLOWANCE - exploration cosls can be writlen off immedi
edition of this directory. Firstly, it is great to see that there are lrish companies researching, A0«%&0 ately (i.e. 100% wrile off in Year 1 or as early as possible therealter). This wiite ofl
manufacturing and providing services to the international exploration market in the marine 44 rule relates to all explaralion expenses. including those exploration costs that are nol

technology area and getting aclive support from the Marine Institule. Secondly, about sixty
to seventy people turned up for the first meeling recently of what is to be known as the
PESGB -rish Branch {Petroleum Exploralion Sociely of Great Britain). This is was a great
turnout considering the number of oil exploration offices in Dublin. Meelings are to be
quarierly and the next meeting is in June 17th {1999} and will be hosted by the P.AD.
Anyone is welcome lo come along. Further information is available from lan Wilson (

Enterprise oil plc).

| would like 1o thank everyone who contributed information and the adverlisers 10 make ils
publication possible.

John Coleman

Editor ‘ April 1992
|
|

Cotyrgn € 039 L3 Tere Maos Tel +353-1 7847314 Far -353-1 2826311

&N.\\ %, lield relevant. provided they have been incurred in the 25 year period immediaiely

o&w:.a_. to commencement of field production.

V4
e A DONMENT COST ALLOWANCE - allowances and loss refiel, with respect {0
abandgnment expenditures, are available.

v
Other key elements of the fiscal regime and the revised licensing terms. tor ofishore cil
and gas exploration and development, include:

e

® STATE PARTICIPATION- None. ® ROYALTIES- None. ®SPECIAL TAXES- None

¢ m_zm.mmzn.m -2 ring fence pertains to all upstream activities. However. & limited
breach of this ring fence permils onshore minerals losses lo be offsel against offshore
pelroleum profits.

® EXPLORATION PERIOD
Stlandard Exploration Licence - 6 years ( divided inlo 2 periods of 3 years ).
Deepwater Exploration Licence - 12 years ( 3 periods of 4, 3. and 5 years ).
Frontier Exploration Licence - 15 years Min. { variable with max. of 4 phases )

e MINIMUM WORK PROGRAM BID
Standard Exploration Licence - to indude 1 well in first 3 year period
Deepwater Exploration Licence - to mclude 1 welt in first 4 year pericd
Frontier Exploration Licence - agreed work program only, in first phase

Sopyaght © 1999 La Tene Maps Tet +353-1-2847918 Fax 2350 1 7RIZIN
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Licence Types - Terms and Conditions

Licence lype
Duration
Renewal

Obligations
Note:

Cost
Licence lype
Duration
Renewal

Ohbligations

Note:

Cost

Licence lype
Duration
Obligations

Note:
Cost

Licence type
Duration
Obligations

C

Conynant € 1999 La Tene Maos

Petroleum Prospecting Licence. Ammousﬁ_om__.mmon:m_._,__nms
one. two or three years

renewable for a further 2 years or longer if you are a

~lease undertaking” holder

none
Allows the holder to do geophysical of geochermical work anywhere in

the sector excepl on acreage held under all other licence types.
£5.000 per annum

Licencing Option. nOmouzﬁ_nm:@mcnzma_nm_ Licence)

Normally one year

renewable lor a furlher 1 year on the agreement on a {urther work
programme or longer if you are a "lease undertaking” holder

1. has lo hold a Pefroleum Prospecling Licence.

2. complele agreed work programme

Allows the holder to do geophysical or geochemical work .:Jﬁ

the area covered by lhe licence and gwes the holder first ng m.:_:c
the life of the option 1o an exploration licence over all or part of n@ the

area covered by the option. \m®

B ] i

Licence Types - Terms and Conditions

Deepwater Exploration Licence {continued)

4. before the end of the 7th year propose a work programme for the
remaining 5 years of the licence for approval by the Minister

5. Al the end of the 7th year surrender 50° of the acreage then held
untess a 3rd exploration well has been commilied to by that date

6. Al the end of the Bth year the licence shall be surrendered unless

a 2nd exploration well has been commenced at hat dale.

Deepwater Exploration licences are issued in respect of an area.

any part of which the water depth exceeds 200 metres.

2. Gives Ihe holder the excluswe right of searching for petroleum
{including drilling) over all ihe area covered by lhe licence.

Motes: 1.

Cost £80 per Sq.Km per annum. £120 per Sq.Km per annum on relained
acreage afler 1sl surrender, £240 per Sq.Km per annum on retained
acreage alter 2nd surrender, .

Licence lype Frontier Exploration Licence

uration 1 15 years {4 Phases, Phase 1, year 1-4, other phases by agreement.|

£15.000 per block for the first year, £25.000 per block on the 1st \v 0, poligations m 1. In the first 4 years complele agreed work programme
anniversary of the oplion grant. b % | I ' 2 before the end of the 4th year propose the area lo be relained and
,We«\o& “ | 11 a work programme for the second phase. the work programme (o
Standard Exploration Licence. ovo Y% | | include an commitiment for one exploration well.
6 years (2 phases, year 1-3, year 4-6) Q00§0 | 3. Allhe end ol the second phase suriender 50% of the retained
1. In the first three years complele agreed work programme 10 .@w Y, | acreage unless a work programme has been approved including a
include one exploration well. &W@& 2 { commitiment to a 2nd exploration well 10 be drilled by the end of
2 befare the end ol the 4th year propose a work programme for the .\\oon\@ | the third phase.
remaining 3 years of the licence for approval by the Minister N i ___ 4. At the end of the third phase surrender 50% of the retained
3. Al the end ol the fourth year surrender 50% of the acreage unless A&, I acreage unless a work programme has been approved including a
a 2nd exploration well has been commenced by that date. 000 commitiment to a 3rd exploration well to be drilled by the end of
1. Issued where walter depih doas not exceed 200m | _ the third phase.
5 Gives the hoider the exclusive right of searching for petroleum ! 5. At the end of the third phase surrender the licence unless a 2nd
(including drilling) over all the area covered by the licence. T — ot exploration well has been commenced by that date.
£120 per Sg.Km per annum. £240 per Sg.Km on relained acreage Note: 1. Fronlier Exploralion Licences are granted WRT an area with
alter year 4. special dilficulties related lo physical. environment, geology or
Deepwater Exploration — technology and are defined by the Minister as "Frontier”.
2. Any work performed i
12 years (3 phases, year 1-4, year 5-7. year 8-12) éowx o wm:_:,.m qms _=cmxnmm.a.u g the requirements m_ an agreed
1 in the first 4 years complete agreed work programme 10 program ay be carried forward lo be crediled in respect
include one exploralion well. 3 M.m _m_”q penod. -
2 before the end of the 4th year propose a work programme for the . Gives the holder the exclusive right of searching for petroleum
5th, 6lh and 7th year of the licence for approval by the Minister. e mmm_:asm n_ﬂ___:e over all the area covered by the licence.
per Sq.Km per annum during 1st phase.£40 per Sq.Km per

3. Al the end of the fourth year surrender 50°% of lhe acreage unless
a 2nd exploration well has been committed 1o by that date. This
second well to be commenced before ihe end of the seventh year
of the ficence.

Tel +3531-2847013 Far 435312826311

annum on retained 2nd Phase acreage

Cooyngn! © 1999 La Tere Maos Tel +153:4:2847914 Fax 1800 2325711
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Licence Types - Terms and Conditions

Petroleum Lease

Licence Types - Terms and Conditions

Licence type

Licence type Lease Undertaking
Duralion 2 years Effeclive Date Gas 8 years from notification of discovery
Obligations 1. the operator must use his best endeavours lo establish or
commerciality and supply the minister with a report annually 6 years from expiry of exploration licence
2. The holder of a Lease Undertaking shall be the holder ofa
Petroleum Prospecting Licence during the full period of he Gil 5 years Irom notificalion of discovery
Undertaking. or. .
3. Having established the discovery lo be commercial, the holder of 3 years from expiry of exploration licence
w MMM_H_ M:%Mmﬂ.ﬂ_”_:a shall formally apply to the Minister far a Obligalions 1. __,2:_._-: 2 years of the dale of issue of a Petroleum Lease the
Mole: 1. This type of licence allows the operalor 10 appraise a discovery S .mmmmm wil be a.n.c:ma to mca.:l_: a am_m__.ma u_m: . Qm<m._ou:._m:_.
which initially is non commercial and come up with a development na *oqim_ mﬁm..u:ma by _:.m Minister but including a detailed
i [ E.on:n:o: Eo___m.w for the life of the field, for the approval of the
2. Lease undertakings have to be applied for 3 months bejore the J_ﬂ_“m_mnﬁ >_” S _meo_ Statement of the likely .m:mn,m
expiry of the exploration licence &,o - d M . e development on the environment shall also be required.
Cosl £800 per Sg.Km during 1sl year, increasing by £100 per mn.xw@.ﬁ pegtion . etroleum Lease i_.__ c.m valid for such period as the Minister
o _ shall decide and specily in the Lease having regard lo the hkely

gach subsequent year. \@u

La Tene Oil Concession Maps & Directories

Our Printed maps and directories ar

s

N
(o)

e free to exploration company personnel ,ﬁ,o

production prolite.

2. The period of a Petroleum Lease may be extended on lerms and
conditions as may be agreed by the Minister and the lessee. An

working in the area covered by the map or directory. We mail direct to the oil © application | .
companies and distribute free at various conferences and exhibitions.The maps 00§0 pplication for extension shall be submilied at least one year prnor
and directories are available for sale to other interested parties. | 2 % to the expiry dale.
- H &/ ..N\ -
Directories «.\\roﬁ.mmm:o_a The lessee will pay lo the Minister an annual rental fee calculaled on
rénta the basis of £1,600 per sq km until the date of first produclion. The

Irish Hydrocarbon Exploration and Irish Exploration Companies - A Directory & Guide 2nd
Edition -April 1999, A complete guidetothe lrish offshore areaandlrish exploralion companes. Free
1o exploration company personnel working in the lrish Sector. Olher interested parties can purchase

a copy at £20.00 each This directory will be updated every ane or two years, Lislings are free and

a fisling form is enclosed at the back of this directory.

Free Colour Maps

Energy Exploration & Production. 2nd Edition August 1995

ireiand and the Irish Sea -
This map is oul of date & out of print. ltis being replaced

1:1,000.000. Published by La Tene Maps.
by a new map of the Insh Sector.

The Atlantic Fringe - Hydracarbon Exploration & Production. 2nd Edition October 1997,
1:2,000,000. The 3rd edition is in preparation and will be available before the end of June. This
concession map covering the frontier areas of the UK, Faeroe 1slands, and Ireland

West of Ireland and West of Hebrides - Oil and Gas Exploration. 1st Edilion July 1997.

1:1,000,000. Concession map deating with the frontier areas West of Irefand m:as__mm.o_
West of Scotland and The

Licence type

annual rental fee shall be calculated on the basis of € 2,500 per sq km
from the date of first praduction and every subsequent year for the
remainder of the Lease term. These rental fees will be revised with
effect from 1 January 1994 and annually herealter in tine with the
Wholesale Price Index as published by the Central Slatistics Office.

Reserved Area Licence

A lessee may at any time apply for a Reserved Area Licence in
respect of a specified area adjacent to or surrounding the leased area
and which is not the subject of an authorisation other than a
Petroleum Prospeding Licence granted to a person other than the
lessee. Provided the applicanl has observed and performed the
abligations required under the Petroleum Lease.

Sealland. 1tis being reptaced by a map covering West of Hebrides,
F slands. - Should be available nex1 year. . -
Updated col ; digital hout adverlisements are availabt b Duration Similar 1o Exploration Licence
paate colour versions or digital versions withaul a veriisem e available or wi e N . e . f
53 (0)1-2847914. Obligalions m_.BJ_mq to mxu_o_,m._.ﬁ_ _._om:nm
i S Costs Similar to Exploration Licence

mcm__mc_ma.._::oawo _uo-_c::m-nm_m,_mno:_mn_..,_o:: OQ_m_dm:o

Copyngni © 1299 La Tene Maps i Tet +353-1-2B47984 Fax +3531 2826311

Copyngtt © 1999 La Tene Maps
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Health And Safety

The National Authority tor Occupational Safety & Health (the Health and Salety Authority)
is the government body responsible for offshore safety under the Safety, Health and
Weltare (Olishore Installations) Act, 1987 and ihe Safely, Health and Wellare at Work Act,
1989, These Acls apply to alt olfshore installalions, exploration and production. A number
of Statutory Instruments have been issued under the 1987 Act.

In addition, all ofishore instaliations are required to be certified as fit for purpose. Forbairt,
the Irish Science and Technology Agency, has responsibility for cerification matters.

Regulations made under the 1987 Act provide for the nolification of
ion managers, emergency procedures. operational measures 1o be taken for the saiety |
and the proteclion of the heallh and welfare ol persons on specified olfshore installations |

and life saving measures 10 be followed.

Amongsl the details contained in the regulations are requirements for:

- the provision and maintenance ol Emergency Procedures Manuals;
- the provision and maintenance of life-

. wrilten salety instruclions:

- the identification of hazardous areas and areas conlaining explosives an

dangerous substances;

- procedures for the maintenance, exam

appliances;

- the provision of aquipment and operali

- procedures for nolitying accidens.

The regulations also contain provisi
requirements and the operation of tr

Safety and Training

Cork City Fire Brigade

Fire Brigade Headquaters, Fire Station,
Anglesea Sireel, Cork

Tel: 021 966333 Fax : 021 310745
Contacl: J. Ryan, Asst. Chief Fire Officer.
Provide fire fighting training for the Marine
and Offshore industry. Developed an
alishore fire fighting emergency course
tailored to suit the needs of the ofishore

FAS (Foras Aiseanna Saothair)

Rossa Avenue, Bishapstown, Cork

Tel : 021 544377 Fax : 021 346349
Ooq_D.. Niall Reardon.

Natitd Agency - Training & employment
authority and safety cenlification of offshore
personnel in lrish waters

Copyngni © 1899 La Tene Mags

saving appliances:

ination and testing of equipment, plant .\0
©

ons for radio communication:

@oé
d%

s
S

Q

ons relaling to food. drink, hours worked, medical
anspor lacilities in relation 1o olshore installations.

National Authority for Occupational

Safety and Health

Head Office: 10 Hogan Place, Dublin 2
Tel: 01-662 0400 Fax: 01- 662 0417

National Authority for Occupational
Safety and Health - Regionatl Office

4th Floor, Government Buildings, Sullivans
Quay, Cork

Tel: 021-064900 Fax: 021- 961663
Contact: Mr. Donal O'Shea

National agency for ofishore safety.

See "Health and Salety" above

Tel; -353-1-2847914 Fax -353-1-2826311

appointment of installa- |

,We.&

|

Environmental Provisions

The Minister for the Maring and Natural Resous ses has specified certain requirements to
be observed by operalors in carrying out their activities. These include:

- the maintenance of apparatus ele., in good repair and condition and the use of
good oil lield practice;

- the preparation of an Emergency Procedures Manual;
- compliance wilth international conventions relating to dumping of wastes at sea.

——__and in particular prohibition of disposal of oil, ol based drilling fluid and drill
I cuttings containing oil into the sea:

| 1 control and removal of pollutanis, caused by licensee's operalions, at licensee’s
expense,;
| - reporting procedures for oil spills.
“The Idsh Marine Emergency Services ol the Depariment of the Marine and Natural

esolirces has responsibility for marine search and rescue and marine pollution, casualty

aﬂm?mam qmmuo:mm..?m:w,mo_owm_mmmmo:cmgmm: oﬁmqm_o-m.Em_um:o_mca_pzm_a
wigion and IMES lo enaure that environmental raquiremanta are aatiafied,

Under the Continental Shell Act, 1968, as amended by the Sea Pollulion Acl, 1991, the
.s_i_m_mq for the Marine and Natural Resources can make reguiations prohibiling or regulat-
ing/the discharge of oil or other substances from a petroleum expioration or production
operation or pipeline.

%

2
Q. . o
S A development plan submitled to the Minister for approval lor the production of pelroleum

@,
000&0& :aa.mq a um:o_m:& lease must a..m accompanied by an environmental impact statement. The
&&w&_:_m_mq will take into account this statement and any observalions received in conneclion

2 it when making a decision on the plan.

v O
(0N V]
Vv e}

Maririe Emergencies

Irish _smzs% Emergency Service (IMES)

Department of the Marine and Natural
Resources

Leeson Lane, Dublin 2

Tel: 01-6785444 Fax: 01-618628
Contact: Captain Liam Kirwin

IMES runs the Marine Aescue Coordination
Centre and Pollution Hesponse Services.
The Following Numbers are for emergency
use only

Marine Rescue Coordination Centre
Dublin (Day & Night)

Tel: 01-662 0922 and 01-662 0923

Fax 01-6620795

Copynght © 1299 La Tene Maps

IMES has stocks of Pollution Response
Equipment Stockpiles al Dun Laoghaire,
Co. Dublin; Killybegs Co. Mayo and at
Caslletownbere, Co. Cork.

Each harbour authority is obliged lo
maintain a supply of poltulion response
equipmenl whilst County Councils in
marine counties are obliged 1o keep
malerials for clearing beaches.

The main contact numbers are the same

for a marine emergency and a marine
spillage.

Ted, +353-5.2847914 Fax -353-1. 2826311

EPA_Export 08-07-2014:23:40.55
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Future Activity

Euture Licensing . . .
Al the moment [April 1998} the oil exploration Industry IS experiencing one of those cyclical

downturns and therefore it is difficult to talk of future licencing in the lrish Sector. 1tis expecled
ihat there will be one or two blocks converted from options 10 full licences and some acreage
taken up under the “Open Door Policy” this year. | would expect hat there will be no rounds
announced this year. The Petroleun Affairs Division of the Department of the Marine and
Nalural Resources did well in gelling acreage licenced 1o Agip and Eif inthe South Porcuping
Round awards announced last month.

The Oplion and Open Door Systems coutd be important to the lrish seclor in the short term n
qetling some new acreage licenced as lhe only signilicant areas which are currently open for
licencing are in the Cellic Sea or Irish Sea, areas which are shallower and cheaper o operate

in than the Atlantic West Coast.

Future Seismic o
In companson wilh previous years seismic aclivily in 1999 and 2000 will be m_o:__._om:__ lower |

Government Departments and State Bodies

Department of Marine and Natural
Resources- Petroieum Affairs Division
Beggars Bush, Haddington Rd, Dublin 4.
Tel: 01- 6199200 Fax: 01-660 4462
Promotion, regulation and monitoring of the
. exploration and development of oiland gas in
~——.onshore and offshore Ireland. The Petroleum
>=m_q..m.._c_<._m,o: is divided into lwo Seclions
. Af Administralive Section and a Technical
| Spctign.
>aL?mm=m=<m Section:
Admifistration, Licence Applicalions.
Well drilling applications:
r.[Hat Ryan. Pancipal Officer
el 1-6199567 Fax: 01-6604462
-hail: ryanp@lec.irgov.ie

oy

&10 T
Future Drilling . < _L Ms. (Carmel Murray, Ass. Principal Olficer
Now is a relatively cheap time to drillfor those companies who have committments. dm@::m Tel|01-6199572 Fax: 01-66044 62
downturn in the industry should not have any significant effect on drilling levels in _é:ﬂms
seclor. Ireland should slill see an average of 2-3 wells a year over the next three y&gar éw.\_: Mr. Rory Boyd, Ass. Principal officer
the maijor players still being Enterprise and Statoil. However as far as | amaware there .@«\ Tel 01-6109547 Fax: 01-6604462
commitment wells to be drilled by Chevton, Sherrilt international/Frontier, and EDC (Europ .o&

Development Corporalion. Exploration or appraisal drilling by Providence Resources in Emovoo\ &,

Cellic Seais planned between and the end of 2000. Looking beyond thatis crystal ball gazing
at the moment.

Development .
Marathon are still the only operator in lreland producing hydrocarbons. The Kinsale Head and

Ballycotton Fields are producing well above expectations. 1t is understood .Em_ that some
further aclivity will lake place this year with a projected tie back from S.W. Kinsale.

Providence (formerty part of Arcon) has alease over the Helvick dicovery (49/9)and an optlion
on the Ardmore discovery. A lease is a licence to produce hydrocarbons . Providence has put
out to tender development plans for Helvick which were developed in the their lease muuqmmmm_
period. Helvicks reserves have been upgraded lo the 15-18 million barrell mark , however this
is still quite small and a cheap and innovative production system will be required to make a
profit. 1999/2000 will see some activity on the lease.

The major prospect at the moment is Enterprises Corrib prospect offshore Mayo.This gas
discovery is to be further appraised this year. A new gas field is what the country needs.
However the demand for gas in Mayoislow and some infrastructure will need to be putin place
il the_oroduct is to reach the end user. | would expect it will be the new Millennium belare
m:@ﬁm has a good idea of Corrib's size and resernves.

Tel, +1571-2847514 Fax 253.1.2826311
Copynoht © 19991a Tene Haps “ .

s Liam O' Brien, Higher Execulive Olficer

%% Te:01 5199571 Fax: 01-6604462
%y %5 E-mail: obrienl @tec.irgov.ie
&
7, % . ) .
\o_:_ Taylor, Higher Executive Oilficer
1’ 816199570 Fax: 01-6604462
E-mailSaylorm @tec.irgov.ie
)
Mr. Cormac Judge, Executive Officer
Tel: 01-6199542 Fax: 01-6604462
E-mail: judgec@tec.irgov.ie

Ms. Marion Salmon, Execulive Officer
Tel 01-6199564 Fax: 01-6604462

Technical Section:
Mr. John O'Metia, Clerical Oifficer
Tel: 01-6199568 Fax: 01-6604462

Dr.Keith Robinson,

Sen. Petroleum Specialist

Tel: 01-6199568 Fax: 01-6199578
E-mail: robinsonk @lec.irgov.ie

Copynept © 1999 La Tene Maps

Petroleum Affairs Division (Continued)

Petroleum Speciaist-Geophysics
Mr. Peler Croker

Tel 01-6199574 Fax: 01-6199568
E-mail: crokerp@tec.irgov.ie

Petroleum Speciaist- Geology

Mr.Noel Murphy

Tel: 01- 01-6199575 Fax: 01-6199578
E-mail: murphyn @ lec.irgov.1e

Commissioners of Irish Lights

Head Office; 16 Lr Pembroke St 2

Tel - 01-6624525 Fax: 01-6618094
Contact: Mr Mel Boyd.

The Commissioners have a responsibility 1o
ensure thal proposed aclivilies do notl pose
a hazard o navigation.

Forbairt

Ofishore & Coastal Engineering Unit,
Glasnevin, Dublin 9

Conlaclt : Gerard Keane,

Emer Butler, Brendan Dollard

Tel: 01-8082264 Fax: 01-8368139
Certification of offshore installations, envi-
ronmental downtime studies for ofishore ex-
plorers & producls systems. Advice (o Irish
companies who wish 1o service the offshore
industry

Irish Marine Data Centre

80 Harcourt St., Dublin 2

Tel - 01-4757100 Fax:01-4757104
Contact: Bronwyn Cahill

The irish Marine Data Centre is the National
reposilory of Marine dala.

irish Aviation Authority

Scotch House Hawkins Street, Dubtin 2.
Tel : 01-671 8655 Fax: 01- 679 2934
Contact: Mr. Fergus O'Connor

The Irish Aviation Authorily is the safety cer-
titying authonty for helicopter companies
operaling ofishore Ireland .

Tl +253-1 2847914 Fax +353.1 2828301
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O Source El & E2. _
History of Landslides on Glengad Hill and Blasting.

El:-

The experience of Tullywood (Source C) puts paid to the optimism thdt-afevel-or2
degree slope is not sufficient to acomodate the bog.

MCC also gave permission to commence blasting in the summer of 2002 just under the
hill of "instability " and with a "history of landslides", and out into the bay, under the hill.
Mayo Co. Co. has now given permission to the developer to blast at the terminal site,
although the same operator states in the EIS that blasting will not take place.

Mayo Co. CO. did not make known to the MLVC their concerns before they made a
recommendation to the Minister to authorise the project.

E2:-

The "history of landslides in the area” was not addressed in the "offshore EIS or
anywhere else that we can find.
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THE SUNDAY TIMES - SEPTEMBER 28, 2003

Laol_ldslide adds to Co.

THE €2billion Corrib gas
ploject is set to be delayed fur-
ther after a massive landslide
coused millions of euros worth
of damage to the Puilathomas
area in Co Mayo where a pro-
posed refinery is to be situaled.

Enterprise  Energy Ireland
(EEI), the main partner in the
project, said last week that
plans to route a gas pipeline
under the mountain where the
Jandslide occurred had already
been shelved earlier this year
after local objections.

The proximity of the land-
slide is certain lo give morc
ammunition to local protesters
who forced the re-routing of
the pipe some lime ago after
forecasting a possible slide.
Geologists are atiil conducting
tests on the area and about 40
homes have been evacuated.

“There are no immediate
plans to move the pipeline fur:
ther away but we have been
in contact with the relevant
agencies since the unfortunate
events and they are keeping us

up to date with developments,”
EEl said.

“Given the history of land-
slides in the area, which we
addressed  in our offshore
environmental impact state-
ment, we took the decision
to move the pipeline 500m
away from the base of that
mounlain.

“The pipeline now funs
1,000m betore turning lelt fo
land at Rossport on the other
side of the bay, where it will
continue eastwards before com-

Des Crowley and Douglas

pleling a second bay crossing
and running south towards the
roposed terminal at Bel-
anaboy Bridge.

“The Department of Commu-
nications Marine and Natural
Resources has granted all the
necessary offshore approvals
for this route and should the
Corrib project proceed, this
pipeline route will not change.”
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New Corrib Gas application ..

likely before Christmas |

By Joan Geraghty &
ElishaCommins

IT is likely that a new planning
application will be made for
the Corrib gas terminal at
Bellanaboy this side of
Christmas, pending consult-
ation with local residents,
according to a spokesperson
from Enterprise Energy
Ireland.

One hundred and fifty letters
were sent out to residents on
Friday last to discuss the
implications of the group’s peat
removal plans at the site and any
concernsthat residents may have,
jnviting them 1o meet with
Enterprise Energy’s repres-
entative in Bangor Ermis, Mark
Carrigy.

Survey work in the vicinity of
the proposed terminal site, which
began in early August, will
continue for the next four weeks.

“We are now locking at
removing the peat from the site
and we are talking to Bord na
Mona on how best this can be
achieved,” a spokesperson for
Emterprise Energy Ireland said.

Mr. Andrew Pyle, Managing
Director of EEI, has said:
*Together with our advisors, we
have been looking, in particular,
at ways of addressing An Bord
Pleanala's stated concern

regarding the safe deposition of |

peatadjacent to the terminal site.
We are seeking to minimise the
volume of peat to be moved on
the sile. We are also examining
if the peat can be relocated on the
site or removed and deposited at
a suitable and safe off-site
tocation.”

As part of this review,
Enterprise Energy have said they
are currently undertaking asurvey
of local roads to establish their
capacity to accommodate the
transport of peat from the
Bellanaboy site.

Enterprise Energy has denied
that the recent landslides in
Pullathomas . 1 have  any
implication fot:thé Corrib gas
project.

A spokesperson reiterated that
peatinstability was not aconcem
because the siope on the terminal
site was only one degree and
therefore virtually flat, whereas
the landslide occurred on a steep
hillside.

Enterprise Energy lreland have
also pointed out that there had
been some confusion locally in
relation to the proposed gas
pipefine route. While it was
originally to be routed along the
Pullathomas Road up behind the
cemelery which was ravaged by
the Jandslides, thisroute was ruled
out after they were made aware
of the history of landslides and
the geological instability of

The proposed pipeline was
then re-routed s
Sruwaddacon Bay the
grasslands on the otter side of
the bay, according 1o an EEI
spokesperson.

A meeting was held earlierthis
month betweenthe Taoiseachand
Enterprise Energy Ireland to
discuss the future of the Corrib
gas project. EEY was seeking
clarification on whether the
propesed Critical fnfrastructure
Bill would be in place within a
reasonable tlime scale enabling

EE? to avail of its provisions.

Follewing the refusal of.

planning permission for the
| Corrib gas project by An Bord
Pleanfla earlier this year,
momentum gathered for the
implementation of the proposed
Critical Infrastructure Bill to
speed upthe planning process for
projects deemed to  be of
| “national importance.”
Although the Taoiseach
announced plans to fast track the
planning and delivery of national
infrastructure projects al the
Fianna F4il Ard Fheis last
weekend, it is unlikely the Corrib
Gas project will benefit fromsuch
legislation, which is still only at
the drafling stage.

e

area by Mayo County Council. O

However, the Corrib
promolers were assurc
Taoiseach that a
resources were
An Bed P
planning appeais.

Follgwi the meeting,
Taoige Bertie Ahern
apgoggfed in the Diil that a
Gintherinvestment by Shell in the
ib Gas project was unlikely
Qinless there was a reasonable

prospect of overcoming the
planning difficulties surrounding
the project.

Thelinal decision wilibe taken
by EE! and its project partners
(Statoil Exploration freland Ltd
and Marathon Internationzl
Petroleurn Hibernia Ltd) within

W_m whether to submit

s
the
tional
place in
{t@ to speed up

e —

a new planning application for
the construction of an onshore
gas terminal for the Corrib gas
project. An off-shore gas
processing terminal ta still firmly
nuled out on economic grounds
and also on safety grounds.

1t is understood there is to be
an approach by a number of
Pullathomas residents (o
Enterprise Energy Ircland toseek
their assistance in the
reconstruction works  in
Pullathomas area following the
recentlandslides. A finaldecision
has yet to be taken on the matter,
pending the full agreement of all
members of the Dooncarton
Landslide Committee, before a
formal approach is made.

A spokesperson from
Enterprise Energy lreland has
said that they sympathise with
the people of Pullathomas and
would look at all proposals from
the local community, but that they
were niot in a position to giveany
guarantees due to the difficulties
they've had to date in securing
planning permission for the gas
terminal.

Despitebeing refused planning
permission by An Bord Pleandla,
Enterprise Energy ireland have
éngaged in an extensive
sponsorship programme over the
past year including sponsoring
compulers for a local school and
Jast summer’'s Humbert Summer
School in Ballina.
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. Source F
Notice of Planning Permission.

Real measurements have been replaced with approx. which seems to make a mockery of

any discussion previously entered into regarding the vigu*al"effect of this-project. =
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O Source G
N Copy of Map of L1204 taken from

Corrib Field Development Planning Dossier - Terminal
14/11/2000

The U-turn on this road is an engineering matter and is not explained: it must be or the
decision has no credibility - just a gamble to please Shell or some other authority. If there

is another explanation why is it not forthcoming?
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O Source H

Extract from An Bord Gdis Annual Report 2002

It makes clear that An Bord Giis is not waiting longingly for Corrib to deliver its gas : in
a normal competitive An Bord Géis and other suppliers have sourced their gas to way
into the future - to 2025 in the case of An Bord Giiis.

Of course they have: one gas is the same as another and there is only one market but
many suppliers.

It is important to factor in the fact that Statoil etc Ireland will not be nor is in competition
with Statoil UK for customers - 'tis one market, but a few suppliers.
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rise, warns regulator .
a2l H AT Jreacl :

Charlie Weston

RETAIL gas prices are likely
to rise because of moves to
have Bord Giis Eireann’s
costs move closer to market
costs, the energy regulator
warned yesterday.

At the moment, Bord Géis
supply costs are lower than
the market cost of gas,
because the semi-state has
entered into long-term con-
tracts to buy gas.

But a consultation paper
from regulator Tom
Reeves’s office warns that
these contracts expire in
2006 and Bord Giis will

need “to “replace “them.
“Thus, over time, Bord Gais
Eireann’s costs  will
approach market costs and
it is likely there will be
upward pressure on natural
gas supply prices, particu-
larly in the franchise mar-
ket,” the paper noted.

In the meantime, a way of
dealing with any windfall
gains to the semi-state will
have to be found.

Charges that reflect the
costs of supplying gas will
have to be introduced as
part of plans to fully open
up the gas market to com-
petition, Mr Reeves said.
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The 238km second sub-sea , .
interconnector pipeline
linking Ireland and Scotland
ensures security of natural

gas supply to the Irish

market to the year 2025
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networks & reserves

O

38 ﬁ Bord Gais Eireann Anaua Report 2002

European Gas Market

Natural gas had a 24% share of the EU's primary energy
consumption in 2001, (source’ Eurogas) This percentage 1s
expected to nse to 25% in 2010 and 28% by 2020. This
increase is due to demand for gas in power generation,
particularly in Spain, Portugal, Greece and llaly and fuel
switching from less environmentally fnendly fuels

The European Union forecasts that 60% of EU gas usage will
be imported by 2010 and 75% by 2020, up from 45% In

2001 However, there are ample supplies within reach of the
EU The majonty of these supplies are hikely to come from
Russia, Norway and Algeria, the EU's current princpal import
sources. New sources such as Libya, Egypt, Nigenia and the
Middle East are also likely to play an incr2asing part in the
EU's gas supply

The European Commission has progressively increased
the level of Ilwrahsatlon in European gas markets
The current {@ie| of market opering varies from 35% in
Denrgarkgﬁ 100% in the UK. treland currently has over 80%
r@é?? opening. (Portugal and Greece are exempt)

o?@ﬁovember 2002, the EU agreed to market opening 1n all
év}\oé* markets except residential by 2004, and full market opening

by 2007. Energy Regulators have been put in place in most
European countries

In addition, there has been an increasing level of overlap
between the gas and electricity markets in Europe
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Source J
The Johnston Report.

on Evaluation of Onshore Pipeline Design Code

Very very important: and apparently given fresh legs from a Diil question to Minister
Ahearn recently. The issue now is who is responsible for the safety and health that may
be affected by the up-stream complex: Mr. Ahearn would seem to have implied that it's

Shell!
See source K.

e
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Corrib Gas Pipeline Project

Report on Evaluation of Onshore Pipeline Design Code

Repart prepared by:

%«4

Andrew Johnston

28 March 2002

28 March 2002
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O Corrib Gas Pipeline Project

Report on Evaluation of Onshore Pipeline Design Code

1.0 Introduction

Enterprise Energy Ireland Ltd is developlng the Corrib Gas Fleld Iocated
approximately 65 km offshore from the County Mayo coastline. The gas is
transported from the offshore facilities to the onshore terminal via a 91
km long 20" pipeline, 9 km of which is routed onshore from the: randfall to
the terminal.

The onshore section of the Corrib Gas Pipeline operates under cértain
conditions which are unusual, and consequently it is important that careful
consideration Is given to the seiection of the pipeline design codg, to
ensure that the design takes into account best public safety
considerations.

In order to investigate both the applicability of the selected design code,
and how the Corrib Gas Pipeline design and operating conditions conform
to the code requirements as well as internationally accepted dedipn and
construction techniques, this report presents the fogdﬁing: :
&

» An evaluation of those codes which are r%{e\p\nt to the desngrl of

anshore gas pipelines, and & oS
= An assessment of design and const \@ﬁ aspects which affet:t the

integrity of the onshore pipeline seg(_rigﬁ

& '.

In doing this, the report identifiest foliowing key aspects of pipeline
design and construction whichds: particular relevance to the dbmb Gas
Pipeline, and comments on howcthe desngn accommodates them{. taking

into account the specified c&dg requirements:
I el

Design methodology
Operating conditions
Pipeline corrasion _ —_— g
Pubiic Safety [

Welding and testing . 26 MAY
Pipeline material quality

Protection from interference U —_—

[i2 —

The report addresses the whole length of the onshore papa‘ne fr‘hm"the --'
fandfall point to the terminal, including the two crossings of Sruv-ﬁddacon
Bay, and the road crossings. The limits of the onshore pipeline arg from
the mean low water level to the first valve upstream of the pig rede:ver at
the terminal and this section of pipeline includes a valve station rrear the
landfall. i

The report uses as a basis design documentation prepared by Enfgrprise
Energy Ireland Ltd., J P Kenny Ltd. and Granherne/Allseas, and

28 March 2002
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information gathered at the meeting of 6 February 2002 inJ P Kent’iy
offices. A list of these references is contained in Section 5.

’

i 26 MAY 2004 e

2B March 2002
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un

O 2.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

2.1 Conclusions

The following conclusions are drawn from the report:

The pipeline design code has.been selected In accordance with best
public safety considerations and is appropriate for the pipeline
operating conditions.

The design of the onshore pipeline is generally in accordance with the
code selection and best national and international industry practice;
provided that the actions recommended in Section 2.2 are followed
The pipeline is considered to be adequately protected from third patty
interference by burial to 1.2 m and provision of marker tape above I:he
pipeline. :
The pipeline is considered to meet public safety requirements as
outlined in the selected design code, provided that the actions
recommended in Section 2.2 are followed,

2.2 Recommendations

The following recommendations are made:

28 March 2002

&
N
{\\é
The QRA should contain justification for tgepke of a 0.72 design factor
at road crossings.
The QRA should include the effect ofdﬁg@ from valves and small bore
pipework at the beach valve statign
Additional transient analysis sh g%e carried out to ensure liquid
slugs can be safely accomm in the onshore piping.
Consideration should be gl\f@@:o running an intelligent pig during or
soon after commissioning I@Oprovsde a benchmark for future surveys.
It is recommended that terminal QRA to be prepared as part of the
terminal engineering @& ecked to ensure it addresses reievant gas:
releases from the pipeline in the terminal.
Confirmation should be obtained that erosion of watercourse crossmgs
has been accounted for in the design.
Operating and Maintenance procedures should be checked when
available to ensure that CP monitoring, coating surveys and
watercourse inspection is carried out at appropriate intervals.
Confirmation should be obtained that leaving hydrotest water in the
pipeline for approximately one year will not be detrimental to the
pipeline and fittings.
The pipeline route should be fixed near inhabited buildings to ensure a
minimum 70 m proximity distance is achieved. .
The provision of a leak detection system should be considered.
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O 3.0 Applicable Codes
3.1 General

This section discusses the pipeline codes which are generally addpted for
the design and construction of anshore gas pipelines. In order to
understand the rationale behind.the codes, a brief description of! t
development of the individual code is presented in this section, I‘ as
the main requirements and qualifications relevant to the Corrib a*s
Pipeline. -

The documents discussed in this report are variously described as !
Standards, Codes or Codes of Practice. This-report takes all of these tarms
to be synonymous, and for ease of presentation the report uses the Fehm
Code to describe alf such documents.

--J-.--.-..—_.._,

The Codes discussed are the foliowing:

« ASME B31.8, 1999 Edition, Gas Transportation-and Distribution Pipihg
Systems N £

« BS B010, 1989 Edition with Amendments-of August-+993~Part-1-=-|
Pipelines on Land: General, and Part 2.8 Steel for Qil and Gas

e BS EN 1594, 2000 Edition, Gas Supply Systems ﬂ%npehnes for
Maximum Operating Pressure over 16 bar - Fléﬁ%tloﬂal Requirements

e IS0 13623, 2000 Edition, Petroleum and@lagﬁral Gas Industriés —
Pipeline Transportation Systems

» IGE/TD/1 Edition 4, with Amendme ng May 2001, Steel P1p¢lmes for
High Pressure Gas Transmission o

o 15 328, Edition 3 2000, Code of@'@ftnce for Gas Transmission: Plpelmes
and Pipeline Installations _

S A*\o’

The codes ASME B31.8, BS 804@ and 1GE/TD/1 have generally baen

followed for most onshore ggs transmission pipelines in America and :

Europe, and all have a lopg track record. Since their issue in 2000, the:

IS0 13623 and BS EN 1594 codes are now being recognised, althpug for

completeness, the codes are often supplemented by other codes. [The IS

328 code has been in existence for some 13 years and has been used for

design and construction of onshore pipelines in Ireland.

Other pipeline codes are used in some countries; these are not discugsed
in this report because they tend to be specific to conditions in the: |
countries concerned and they are not considered to be relevant ta
pipelines in Ireland.

Most of the codes discussed in this report emphasise that they are not
design guides, and that following the code does not eliminate the Ineeid for
careful design or for competent engineering judgement. Some oil* _
companies and operators publish engineering procedures or standards
which although based on these codes, contain more detailed guidelines. It
is beyond the scope of this report to discuss such guidelines, but where
appropriate, current engineering practices not mentioned in the cqadbs are

discussed. _ : ;

i
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3.2 ASME B31.8

ASME publishes several sections of the B31 piping code, including gas
pipetines, liquid hydrocarbon pipeiines and station piping. The ASME 831.8
code specifically covers gas transmission and distribution pipelines (l.e.
high and low pressure pipeline systems) and originates from a code first
published in 1935. Since that time, the code has been refined to
accommodate new developments and design and construction techhiques,
and has become probably the most widely used code for gas pipeline
systems,

The code has been prepared under the direction of the American Soclety
of Mechanical Engineers, whose committee also publishes several
Interpretations of the code in response to technical enquiries regarding
the code. Where the current Interpretations have direct relevance to the
Corrib Gas Pipeline, they are discussed in Section 4 of this report.

The project design basis states that where_the primary code (BS .8010) is
non-specific or ambiguous, reference should be mad:::tho the ASME B31.8
code. N

3.3 BS 8010 éf S

The BS 8010 code contains several P e overrng‘nnshm'e oil a"ﬂﬂ"é'_fs‘
plpelines. The code has been develgp querapz:mﬁbf’mor&_bhan-fbnty
years and seveéral revisions havg@{s?nred that thé engineering pract|cés
are current. The guidance in the e regarding the transmission of
methane gas Is based on the % sophy and guidance contained in the
IGE/TD/1 Code, aithough there are some differences and these are
discussed in Section 4 of @s@ report.

The code permits more flexibility than some other codes in that it allows
alternative design methods and procedures to be followed provided they
cain be shown to achieve comparabie safety levels. A risk analysis is
normally required as part of such a safety evaluatlon, and should include
the following:

» Identification of all potential failure modes

+ A statistically based assessment of failure mode and frequency ’

» A detailed évaluation of the consequences of failure from smail hélés
up to full bore rupture including reference to population density
Prevalling weather conditions

» Time taken to initiate a pipeline shutdown

The design of the Corrib Gas Plpeline has been based on the prlmary use

of this code and a safety evaluation based on the above, The onshore
pipeline design basis document states that where the BS 8010 code is
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O nan-specific or ambiguaus, reference shall be made to 1GE/TD/ 1, and!
ASME B31.8.

3.4 BS EN 1594 : f‘
The BS EN 1594 code 1s the first European code for gas plpelines anq
came into effect in June 2000. It is part of a suite of pipeline codes
covering all parts of the gas supply system, and covers high pressure gas
pipelines over 16 bar. The code cautions that it is not a code of practice
and additional national or company standards describing the denalls dre
needed. f

The code states that in its preparation, it was recognised that fhé suité of
relevant European standards is incompiete, and reference should be made
where appropriate to international, national or other standards uhtll
relevant standards are available. It further states that requrremémts f‘or all
unusual conditions can not be specificailly provided for, nor are: ai‘ ,
engineering and construction details provided. Lo !

3.51S0 13623 -i
&
The [SO 13623 code is the first international codagrepared forlhqu:d I.anci
gas pipeline transportation systems, and camquﬁ o effect in Aprll 2000 It
was prepared in order to try and reconcdiledghe differences in areap of
public safety in previous pipeline systen&s e code allows mdwlhual |
countries to appiy their nationai requg@q&nts for public safety arid
protection of the environment. Theé;%dé describes the functional
requirements of pipeline systemg\& © '

]
i
I

i
ExxonMobil has recently pme\sﬁQé 1SO 13623 as its modei for its Projgct
Specific Design Code (PSDC)for pipelines in Russian and Japanese
projects. in Russia, the 1?& s at the Ministry level for review afd
endorsement. In Japan, & series of discussions with an expert panel of
university professors is in progress regarding the acceptability of thls i
standard versus nationa! requirements. : b

A note in the IGE/TD/1 code states that ISO 13623 is not being uked in
Europe for natural gas transmission on land. It is not clear whyilth/ /1
states that the code is not used in Europe, but it is reasoned to:bg |
because its principles differ to IGE/TD/1 (and IS 328), and ISO 1$623 is
considered to be less conservative than the othercodes in certald arebs

3.6 IGE/TD/1 26 . h I
The 1GE/TD/1 code originated as a 1965 IGE {:ommumcatmn covshrmgl
recommendations on the installation of stgel pipelines.’Since that time) -
additional recommendations and guidance have biegp_@,gressmew added.
The code states that the current edition can b& Used to provide detaileP
recommendations to support BS EN 1594. |
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The code allows some design relaxation in areas such as road crossings
and proximity distances, provided a full risk assessment is carried out. An
Appendix in the code provides guidance on the techniques and cmtbna for
assessment of risk. The Corrib Gas Pipeline design includes a Quantitative
Risk Analysis (QRA) which generally follows these criteria.

The project design basis states that where the primary code (BS 8010) is
non-specific or ambiguous, reference should be made to IGE/TD/1.

3.7 1S 328

The IS 328 is a recent code which has been prepared to cover onkhore
gas pipelines in Ireland operating between 16 and 100 bar, altholigh the
code refers to gas presSures greater than 100 bar when dlscuss:rlg
proximity. ;

The code states that the requirements are not intended for pipelll as the
greater part of whose length is offshore {therefore not directly applicable
to the Corrib Gas Pipeline). The code states that it is intended that the
code should be applied in conjunction with the new E{gropean standards
for gas pipelines and installations, including EN 15940

\Q
The project design basis for the onshore papgﬁnzéstates that IS 3i8 will be
used as a supplement to BS 8010 where 3 considered to be

beneficial. Q\Q S
N
&
3.8 Summary -\o‘&(\\O

<<0 N\
The scope of the pipeline deta \élég design undertaken by J P Kenny Ltd.
included the preparation of B ocument comparing relevant onshore gas
pipeline codes, in order tgo%elect the code best suited to the prOJacu The
findings of this comparison are as follows:

Pipelines under the Gas Acts should be designed using IS 328
The Corrib Gas Pipeline is well above the normal design pressdre for
onshore gas pipelines

« Itis rare for an onshore pipeline to transport unprocessed well fiuid in
the vicinity of inhabited buildings

« The use of Quantified Risk Assessments (QRAS) to both confi rm
designs produced using stress based codes and to modify desugns
where stress based design codes are too conservative is now well
established

The recommendation made in the above comparison document is that 8BS
8010 is used as the design code for the onshore Corrib pipeline with note
to be taken of IS 328 where this is seen tq supplement BS 8010 rather
than substitute it. This is considered to reflect-one-of the stated intents of
IS 328 which is to provide a design code suited to specific conditidns in
Ireland.
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Having reviewed the codes and considered the operating conditions of the
Corrib Gas Pipeline, this report can find no reason to disagree with the
above recommendation, although it should be noted that the comparisan
document does not state an opinion on the use of the BS EN 1594 code,
Additionally, the comparison document does not mention the areas where
the primary code Is non-specific or ambiguous and where reference should
be made to ASME B31.8 and IGE/TD/1. !

To investigate further the differences between these codes, certain key
aspects of the design and construction of the Corrib Gas Pipeline are
“tested” for all of the above codes. This will allow these aspects oi‘ the
onshore pipeline to be judged on best national and internationai 1ndustry
practice. Section 4 of this report presents this investigation.

&
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() 4.0 Discussion

|

f
4.1 General .‘

— |

In order to investigate how the pipelife-design-takes iﬁt"o.accoui’at cértan
potential hazards and consequences, this report Identifies key agpects'of
design and construction and comments on them. This is done by’
comparing the requirements or recommendations of the vanouS*ﬂnp ||ne
codes for these aspects, and then commenting on how the design o the
Corrib pipeline accommodates them. Where appropriate, currently '
adopted good engineering practices not mentioned in the codes a‘re also

noted and discussed.

It is not normal practice for sections of one code to be substitut&d by
sections from another; however, to undertake a meaningful comparison
and comment on the main aspects affecting pipeline integrity and safety,
it is considered appropriate to compare the requirements or
recommendations of the various codes for these key aspects.

The pipeline design included a Hazard Identification Exercise (HAZID) l:o
provide the starting point for the Quantified Risk Analysis (QRA), by |
identifying those hazards to be included in the QRA. A review of’theé,e
hazards has been undertaken and where it is consigered that they sholiid
be further discussed and compared with the codg&%qulrements they are

included in this review. N Kfé*
G5
RS
4.2 Key Aspects of the Corrib Ga% ine
&S

In order to understand the potepl?f%%hazards of operating a plpelime such
as the Corrib Gas Pipeline, the‘q?@klme design has been studied withia .
view to identifying the critical gbnditions affecting pipeline safety.'As:8
result of this, certain key asp%cts of the Corrib Gas Pipeline have, bean
selected for discussion indhis section, taking into account the spegific
circumstances of the pipefine., The circumstances include the factithat the
pipeline has an unusually high design pressure and transports
unprocessed well fluid, which is a wet gas and therefore corrosivé when
combined with carbon diexide (CO;) in the gas. I

The pipeline has been designed based on a design pressure of 344 bar
(g), although during normal operation, the onshore section of the pipeline
will be operating considerably lower than this, with 2 maximum atrival
pressure of 110 bar (g) at the terminal. It is only during a shut déwn'
situation where an offshore well valve does not close tightly thatithe :
pipeline pressure can rise above normal operating pressure. The pressure
of 344 bar (g) is the maximum well head pressure, and this pressure will
only be seen in the early production years because the field presﬂure
decreases with time. :

Some pipeline design codes limit the design pressure to 100 bar, And
because the Corrib Gas Pipeline design pressure is considerably :ti excess
of this, special consideration is given to the implications of this high i
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pressure. Section 4.3 addresses the implications of a high pipetine éesign
pressure when discussing the pipeline design methodology and gperatlng
conditions. P

The pipeline design takes into account the corrosion rate of the carbon
stee! pipeline due to the presence of carbonic acid (CO; dissolved in
water). The corrosion rate increases as a function of the carbonlc agid -
concentration, which depends on the amount of CO; in the gas. ‘Corrosion
inhibitor injected into the pipeline should be effective in preventing |
corrosion where the wall is water wet. The corrosion rate is related to
temperature, and also dependent to a lesser extent on pressure. -

|
The required corrosion aliowance has been calculated and included in the
pipeline wall thickness selected, and methods of mitigating and medsui'i.ﬂg
corrosion have been specified. However, the gas composition can change
with time, and the ramifications of this should be considered. Section 4.4
discusses this as well as both internal and external corrosion of the '
pipeline.

Public Safety is a key issue for the pipeline because the pipeline joute |
passes close by populated areas and crosses under roads. Sectioh 4.5 |
discusses public safety with particular reference to the Quantified Risk
Assessment (QRA) prepared as part of the design % -ess. '
RS :
Third party interference is one of the main c\:augég of damage to pipglings.
The pipeline passes through areas of pea ) and farmland where there
could be interference from third partie%q aspect is discussed'in |
Section 4.6. NI ;
W© @
& .
The quality of the pipeline materig ed and the inspection of its; =
production and installation hay@ feen identified as having a key ihfluence
on the integrity of the pipeling.o hese aspects as weli as other :
miscetlaneous topics such %gvriver erosion are discussed in Section 4.7.:

N | i
The following sections 4.(3 to 4.7 present the following for each of these
key aspects: e

. A discussion of the reasons why these key aspect$ of design and
construction are important to pipeline safety e
» A comparison of the code recommendations — A
A summary of the findings for the Corrib pipeline. 251 .
i (

4.3 Design Methodology and Operating Conditions: I r

r—r—— e i
] 1

- |

Discussion ' ; :

The design of a gas pipeline following the referenced codes will generally
follow a similar procedure, but there are certain differences in de§ign: |
technique and application. The discussion in this section presents,
information on how each code addresses the foliowing:
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« design factor
» pipeline maximum operating pressure
» quality of the gas

The design factor is equivalent to a safety factor, and the lower the factor,
the higher the margin of safety in terms of a heavier wall thicknesd. There
is a direct (inverse) relationship. between design factor and the selectad
wall thickness of the pipeline.

A fiigh pipeline maximum operating pressure (or design pressurg) means
that the pipeline has a significant amount of stored energy, and & large
volume of gas can be released in a short period of time if a leak or rupture
were to develop in the pipeline when operating at a high pressure. |

The quality of the gas in this context relates to the fact that the gas is
untreated well fluid, and contains water and hydrocarbon in a liquid
phase, which results in liquid slugs forming in the pipeline. Potential
corrosion of the inside wall of the pipeline due to the wet gas is ¢i|56ussed
in section 4.4.

The ASME B31.8 allows a design factor of up to 0.80 {which would nesult
in a thinner pipeline wall thickness), but for an area such as the Con*nb
Gas Pipeline where there are inhabited buildings clg by, it is m«,ely' that a
design factor of 0.72 would be required. The code\requnres a maximum
0.6 design factor at road crossings. The co s not allow the degign
factor to be modified using risk analysis. og?&
S

The ASME B31.8 Code does not mer@S&% maximum pipeline op¢rating
pressure. The code states that it é%csx%ot include flowlines between
wellhead and trap or separator.\ means that the code does npt directly
apply to the Corrib Gas Pipelir@ Secause the trap and separator ares
located downstream of the pipéline at the terminal. However, the che
mentions that when no Se@bn of the ASME B31 Codes specifically dévers

a piping system, the usershas discretion to select any Section deqermmed
to be generally applicable. Because no other B31 section covers wh t
essentially is a flowline, ASME B31.8 could be applied to the Corrlb
Pipeline. '
The BS 8010 code requires a design factor of 0.72 in areas such as that of
the Corrib Gas Pipeline. It requires a 0.3 design factor at major and finor
road crossings, however, this design factor can be raised to a maklmum of
0.72 if it can be justified to a statutory authority by a risk ana[ysns camed
out as part of a safety evaluation for the pipeline _
B85S 8010 does not state a recommended maximum operating preSsure
(MOP) for a gas pipeline, although it infers that pressures can be abéve
100 bar when stating proximity calculations. It does not limit the pas
quality and includes pipelines operating with both gas and hydrociarbpn
tiquid phases such as the Corrib Gas Pipelipe.
The BS EN 1594 code applies to non-corrosive natural gas and systems
covered by this code begin downstream of the gas producer’'s meterifg

e
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station. This means that the code only applies to single phase gals
pipelines, which would not be relevant to the Corrib Gas Pipeline] The
stated 0.72 design factor can be increased If additional measures are
taken against third party interference. No maximum pressure IS stated in
the code.

The 1SO 13623 code covers onshore and offshore liguid and gas pcpelines
including flowlines from wellheads to treatment facilities. It also covers
multi-phase pipelines such as the Corrib Gas Pipeline. It allows ﬁhe use of
innovative techniques and procedures, such as reliability based limni{ state
design methods, providing the minimum requirements of the code are
satisfied. It states that reliability based limit state methods shall hot be
used to exceed maximurmn permissibie hoop stress. A design factdr of 0.77
is specified for onshore pipelines.

The IGE/TD/1 code requires a 0.72 design factor, although in cerfain
circumstances and conditions, consideration may be given to using a 0.8
design factor, when using risk analysis and structural reliability a'pailysis.
For minor road crossings such as the ones crossed by the Corrib Gas
Pipeline, the code requires a 0.5 design factor, unless a higher fattor can
be justified by a full risk assessment of that section of the plpelmé The
1GE/TD/1 code covers dry natural gas at 8 maximum @Qperating pressure
not greater than 100 bar.

{\\é |
The IS 328 code requires a 0.72 design factgﬁ rﬁn upper pressurq: limit Is
not defined although the code states thatéﬂa neral practice, the;
maximum pressure ranges up to 100 bg@o e code states that the water
and hydrocarbon dewpoints of the gas working pressure should at all
times be less than the gas temper, u (i.e. the gas should be dr'}r) ‘This

is not the case for the Corrib Gqs\ eline as both dewpoints are Ipwer,
and water and hydrocarbon cdﬁ@nsate will form in the pipeline.

fé\
Summary &

A review of the codes reveals that they all specify a 0.72 design fmctor
(apart for a 0.77 factor in I1SO 13623), except for road crossings Where
the design factor is reduced to between 0.3 and 0.6. Some codes'lallow a
refaxation to a higher factor under certain circumstances. The onghore
section of the Corrib Gas Pipeline has been designed with a 0.72 design
factor for the whole length including road crossings.

A risk analysis in the form of a Quantified Risk Analysis (QRA) ha:i' béen
carried out for the Corrib Gas Pipeline, but the justification for using a
0.72 design factor for the road crossings has not been discussed m the
QRA. IGE/TD/1 states that the safety evaluation in the context of road
crossings is defined as a full risk assessment of the section of pipdiine
being considered (i.e. the road crossing), taking account of all factors
affecting safety. It is not normaliy intendegd to mean a safety evalq:aulon ef
the whole pipeline.

S S P
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Oniy the 1GE/TD/1 code states that it applies to pipelines at a maximum
operating pressure of less than 100 bar; none of the other codes apphes a
strict limit to the pipeiline pressure. Even though the design pressufe of
345 bar is considerably in excess of this limit, the pipeline design hps
taken this into account and the QRA documents that failure of the (defect
free) pipeline due to overpressure is not considered to be a credible failure
mode.

BS 8010 is the only code which specifically includes a gas pipeline -
operating with a liquid phase, such as the Corrib Gas Pipeline. The
transient hydraulic analysis of the pipeline shows that the maximunm slug
volume for the production ramp-down (followed by ramp-up) casesiwas
170 bbl over 50 minutes. This peak occurred in the first year of opération
when both ramp-down and ramp-up flowrates were greatest.

The transient analysis shows that the slug characteristics increasediin
order of severity of the production turndown. Liquid accumulates inithe
jow dips of the pipeline and is discharged when production is ramped up.
The analysis suggested that liquid accumulation was still occurring in the
pipeline at the beginning of production ramp-up, and greater slug sizes
tould be generated.

In order to predict the design case sfug, the analysi fecommended ithat
further transient operational simulations be undegcken. These additional
scenarios represent the range of potential o rgﬂons that cause liguid
accumulation in the pipeline and discharggzatthe outlet as either high
liquid rates and/or liguid slugs having ao\{ﬁ momentum. The high
momentum slugs are prone to cause h ensile stresses in piping and
vessels uniess procedures are devqiﬁ d to mitigate their occurrence, or
the system is designed to handl resulting forces.

% A*\
Taking the above into accoun <81e selection of BS 8010 for the detanled
design of the Corrib Gas Pipgtine is cansidered appropriate for both design
methodology and operatin conditions. However, it is recommended! that
the following items be addressed:

¢ Consideration should be given to performing the additional simulations
discussed in the transient analysis to confirm high velocity slugs can
not affect allowable piping stress levels.

» The QRA should confirm the justification of a 0.72 design factor for
road crossings.

4.4 Pipeline Corrosion

Discussion

All codes require the pipeline to be protected against external corrosion by
a suitable coating system and cathodic protection. The Corrib Gas Pipeline
has been specified with a high guality external anti-corrosion coating and

an impressed current cathodic protection system has been designed. The
pipeline is therefore considered to meet code requirements for external
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O corrosion protection, provided appropriate condition monitoring and
inspection Is carried out.

Any pipeline transporting corrosive product must have a means of'
mitigating internal corrosion. The Corrib Gas Pipeline has a corrosubn
inhibition system, and a corrosion allowance has been included in the wall
thickness.

It is important that the pipeline is designed for the corrosive nature of the
gas and the discussion below presents data on how each code addtasses
internal corrosion of the pipeline. Because the compaosition of the gas
results in it being corrosive and the composition may change over the life
of the pipeling, the discussion also addresses pipeline internal c:brrqsion
monitoring. This is normally carried out by corrosion coupons which are
weighed at intervals to monitor metal loss, electronic corrosion probes, or
inteltigent pigs which calculate metal loss by measuring loss of magnetic
flux in the pipe wall. ,

Erosion of the pipeline internal surface is not considered to be relevant to
the Corrib Gas Pipeline, as there are no reports of solids in the gas |
stream, and the gas velocity is below the level generally accepted at
which erosion occurs.

&

The ASME B31.8 code addresses corrosive gas, a(p‘fi states that gas'
containing free water (such as the Corrib Gag Bjpeline) shall be considered
corrosive unless proven otherwise. It stages¢hat when corrosion mhibttor
is to be used as an additive to the gas o@? , sufficient test coupon
holders or other monitoring eqmpme(& sﬁbuld be provided to allow for
continued evaluation of internal ¢ n. No mention is made of any
need to run intelligent pigs. The\ states that inspection shall, be made
to maintain continuous and eﬁﬁé e operation of the cathodic protection
system. 6\0

The BS 8010 code state &%t consideration should be given to intelligent
pigging. It also states that sufficient corrosion coupons or monitaring
equipment should be installed. After construction, any areas of coating
damage should be located using specified surveys e.g. Pearson survey and
close interval potential survey (CIPS).

The BS EN 1594 code does not address internal or external corrosion
monitoring or intelligent pigging.

The IS0 13623 code states that test points for routine monitoring and
testing of cathodic protection should be installed at roads and river .
crossings, and Isalating Joints. Monitoring of internal corrosion should
consider inspection vehicles (intelligent pigs), coupons or periodic
analyses of fluid to monitor its corrosivity. For external monitoring,
periodic close interval potential surveys of the pipeline coating can be
considered. .
The IGE/TD/1 code does not address internal corrosion, because thejcode
is based on a pipeline carrying dry sales quality gas which is.nan-
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corrosive. The code states that only in more inhabited areas should the
pipeline be capable of internal inspection. ’

The code states that appropriate inspection should be carried out for new
pipelines immediately foliowing commissioning to provide a database for
future inspection of that pipeline. The condition should also be established
periodically, using internal inspection devices where possible. In additipn,
surveys such as CIPS and a Pearson type survey should be undertaken to
monitor the condition of the pipeline coating, after construction and at.
intervals,

The IS 328 code states that on completion of the pipeline construction; a
Pearson type survey should be carried out to locate any area of coating
damage on the buried pipeline. It also states that where practicable, a
close interval potential survey shall be carried out over the total length of
the pipeline at intervals not exceeding 10 years. The code states that q'n
efficient on-line inspection tool (intelligent pig) should be used, and the
maximum interval should be determined by a schedule based on severhl
factors inciuding safety factor and corrosion. '

Summar

Y &
Appropriate provision has been taken in designingﬁgystems to pratect |
against internal and external corrosion of the'\pipeline. External carrosidn

prevention is provided by a 2.5 mm thick 2-igVyer polypropylene coating,
supplemented by an impressed currentosﬁ dic protection system. It i$
noted that the shore approach sectiogx‘? &oated with a 4 mm thick
polypropylene coating, because thig’ ion will be puiled through a rocky
trench. The specified 2.5 mm thigl ~d§83ting is considered adequate for the
less harsh onshore installatiomégﬁ% onshore section will be coated with
concrete for protection at riveg\ rossings.

X

The design includes test pdints for routine monitoring and testing of the
cathodic protection system at road and river crossings. .

A post-lay coating integrity survey will be carried out after pipeline
backfilling using a direct current voltage gradient (DCVG) technique to
confirm that all coating defects are located and repaired prior to final
reinstatement,

A cathodic protection (CP) survey will also be carried out within one
maonth of final reinstatement using close interval potential survey (CIPS)
measurements to confirm that all parts of the system are satisfactorily .
cathodically protected. This includes the placement of reference eleétroches
relative to the pipeline. :

Internal corrosion protection is provided by a corrosion inhibition system
at the wellhead and periodic analysis of the gas composition will be
undertaken to check for any adverse changes. Corrosion monitorifig is
provided by corrosion probes or coupons at bothropstream and
downstream locations.
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O Internal inspection of the pipeline is planned using an intelligent pig within
3 years after start up of the pipeline. However, the circumstanees of the
Corrib Gas Pipeline are unusual in that the pipeline will be left full of water
for approximately one year after the post installation hydrostatik test.
Although the water will be treated to minimise the corrosion patential,
there is still a risk of internal corrosion taking place. There wo Pd be
benefits in running the intelligent pig during or soon after comrpiss'io.ning,
as recommended in IGE/TD/1. ]

H
It is recommended that clarification be obtained on the impact;bf teaving
the pipeline full of water for approximately one year. The clarifiqation
should address the potential growth of sulphate reducing bactatfia (SRB)
and the effect of leaving chemically treated water in contact with seal
material in valve cavities (which may not allow draining) and the isolating
joint. i

i

Based on the above, the Corrib Gas Pipeline design is consideref ta follow
the requirements of those codes that address pipeline corrosionl’ However,
it is recommended that the following items be addressed:

tal

« Consideration should be given to running an intelligent pig dﬂri.ng
commissioning or soon after, rather than within Sgﬁ'ears as clirrently
proposed. Q{x\é :

» Confirmation should be obtained that ap quhate considerauipn has
been given to the effects of leaving h',;gjzg\t%st water in the plpeline for
one year. P& :

» The operating and maintenance pg&%%é?ures when available sHould be
checked to ensure that pipeline gatodic protection monitoritig and
coating surveys are performgg?g\%r the whole pipeline at appropriate
intervals, S TN

N

&
X
4.5 Public Safety Qoeéé\

Discussion

All codes stress the importance of public safety in designing and operating
a pipeline. The aspects of public safety considered here include proximity
of the pipeline to areas where people spend time (taken to be infiabited
dwellings), and detection of gas leaks from the pipeline. As part gf the
detailed design of the onshore pipeline, a Quantified Risk Assessment
(QRA) has been prepared to identify and assess all risks associated with
the operation of the pipeline. This assessment of risks includes the
proximity of buildings and pipeline failure consequences. :

It is understood that the terminal QRA (prepared as part of the terminal
design) will assess the risks to the terminal warkers, and wil! consider the
risks associated with all facilities within the: terminal site, including the
pipeline facilities. ;

28 March 2002 9
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O The discussion below presents information on how each of the todes :
addresses proximity distances to buildings and the detection ofi gas ledks
from the pipeline.

The ASME B31.8 code does not state a minimum clearance of DIthnE$ to
buildings, and one of the Interpretations of the code confirms that a
“safety corridor” is not specified. The code reguires leakage surveys for
transmission systems such as the Corrib Gas Pipeline, but thesé SUrveys
are carried out by surface patrols rather than using leak detection
software.,

The BS 8010 code contains a graphical relationship between pipeline
maximum operating pressure (maximum 100 bar) and proximity distafce,
and states that pipelines operating outside this pressure range (like the
Corrib Gas Pipeline), may be acceptable provided a more detailed
assessment of potential additional hazards is made in conjunctipn with )
safety evaluation. It is on this basis that the design of the Corribp Gas |
Pipeline has proceeded. The code also states that consideration. should|be
given to leak detection.

The BS EN 1594 code states that the route of the pipeline should be at'an
appropriate distance from buildings, and the distance s defined; by
particular parameters and nationa! standards. No n% ticnh is made of any
need for leak detection. .

\% @ i
The ISO 13623 code states that the pipel ‘éhould avoid areas wnth
frequent human activity and a leak det system should be
considered. gt
S

The IGE/TD/1 code gives a grap\m%’r relationship between distance and
pipeline pressure, but the rela(sfg@k;h:p does not extend beyond 100 bar,
which is the maximum pressugé covered by the code. The code required
leakage surveys, but does gﬁt mention leak detection systems.

S
The IS 328 code states that where it is impractical to comply wnth stated
proximity requirements, deviations from these requirements may be .
permitted provided they can be justified by a QRA carried out in.
accordance with a recognised standard. Leakage surveys are only required
where proximity infringements have taken place.

Summary : '

In the QRA, the assessment of risks to the public resulting from the
operation of the onshore section of the Corrib Gas Pipeline indicgtes that
the risks are acceptable provided certain design recommendatiohs are !
implemented. Taking into account the review of documents listdd in |
Section 5, the majority of these design recommendations have been
incorporated into the design. A

However, the QRA has been based on the closest inhabited building being
approximately 70 m from the proposed pipeline route centre ling, and tlne

28 March 2002
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pipeline alignment sheets state that the actual pipeline location is subject
to change within the 50 m working width. To avoid the 70 m pragximity
distance being compromised, the pipeline location should be fixad in this
area.

The QRA states the failure frequencies for the pipeline and pipeline fittings
(for example vaives and small bore connections), but does not include
them in the risk modelling. The valve station at the beach has twb vaives
and some small bore connection, and the leakage potential fromglthese
should be included in the calculation of failure consequences in the QRA.

The Corrib Gas Pipeline is considered to meet public safety requirements
as outlined in the selected design code, provided that a minimum 70 m
proximity distance to the nearest buiiding is specified, and the QRA
includes the effect of leaks from the beach valve station. :

Plans for jeak detection have not been finalised and no documentation has
been produced at the time of writing discussing the provision of I_eak
detection. It is recommended that a suitable leak detection system be
provided.

It is recommended that the terminal QRA to be prepared as part of the
terminal engineering is checked to ensure it addres gas releases from
the pipeline at the terminal boundary, (including gipeline fittings such as
" the isolating joint and valves), and explosio&&ggﬂ dispersion modglling.

<O
G
. S
4.6 Protection from Interference (X <
P
Discussion -\0‘9(\\0
s\ ‘\Q

VRN '
Third party interference is geré\e?%lly considered to be the largest risk to
the integrity of an onshore Qpeline. The deeper a pipeline is buried, the
more protection is afforded™to it, and in selecting the required depth, it is
important to consider the likely types of interference from third parties.

For the onshore Corrib Gas Pipeline, potentlal interference is congidered to
include peat cutting in some areas, associated drainage works and the
possibility of farming activities. The discussion below presents data on
how each code addresses the requirement for protection of the pqpeline
from interference. !

The ASME B31.8 code requires a cover over the pipeline of not less than
600 mm in non rocky soil conditions, such as along the Corrib Gas
Pipeline.

The BS 8010 code states that if there is a likelihcod of third party a¢tivity
leading to interference, then slabs should be used to protect the pipeline.
This is normailly taken as being relevant oply in more built up areas, and
is not considered to include farmland. The code states that cover over the
pipeline should be not less than 900 mm.

28 March 2002
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The BS EN 1594 code states that the minimum depth for the pipeline shall
be greater than that of normal agriculture/horticulture activities expected
in the area. In general, 800 mm aof cover should be provided.

The ISQ 13623 code states that marker tape should be considergdfor
buried pipelines on land, and markers used at crossings to show, the
location of the pipeline. Normally, 800 mm of cover should be speqlﬁed
and 1.2 m of cover for river crossings.

The IGE/TD/1 code requires a minirnum of 1.1 m of cover, and astates that
where considered necessary at sensitive locations, the pipeline should be
protected with, for example, concrete slabs. :

The IS 328 code states that buried pipelines should normally be Ingtalled
with a cover of not less than 1.2 m. Markers shouid be positioned at
suitable intervals, such as field boundaries, at all crossings and 'vilhere
practical at changes in direction. In addition, where a warning taPe: is used
in pipeline trenches, they should be above the pipeline, half way'between
the top of the pipeline and the ground levei,

Summary
& .
The Corrib Gas Pipeline has been specified with 1 isdﬁ'n of cover l:d the top
of the pipeline. This is in accordance with th% t conservative Eobe
requirement. It is assumed that peat cuttipg.will be prohibited along the
pipeline route, and 1.2 m of cover is ge %y considered to affoHi '
suitable protection from normal farm@j éftlvntles The pipeline hasmeen
specified with 2 m of cover where @E\g&ses the estuaries, whlch 'meets
code requirements

0;
O &\
It is planned to instali pipeli @Qarklng tape above the plpehnes (and
umbilical) and additional m}éng tape is be installed at the folldwlng
locations: 000 &

In-ground utility crossings

Road crossings

Water crossings

Inside aboveground installations

® ¢ = a

The marker tape will be placed in the trench at a position 600mm above
the top of the each pipeline. This meets code requirements and |5 2
normally adopted method of providing additiona! protection aga:rrst ‘third
party interference.

Based on the above, the Corrib Gas Pipeline is considered to offer
protection from interference in keeping with code requirements and
normal practice.

4.7 Miscellaneous

28 March 2002
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O Discussion

The discussion below addresses miscellaneous items which are mehtioned
in some of the codes or are included because they are considered tio: have
an impact on the integrity of the installed pipeline system. The iterigs
covered are as follows: |

» Quality of the pipeline material :

« Inspection of pipeline field welds

s Hydrostatic pressure test

« River or estuary erosion

The pipeline material is specified in accordance with DNV Code 05-F-101
which is a recognised international pipeline material specification. The
specification covers the complete manufacture and testing of pipelihe
material. It is based on BS ISO 3183-3, and bears many similarities to
other major pipeline material specifications. The project has documented
some deviations to the material specification, but none is consideretl to
impact pipeline material integrity. i

All codes except the ASME B31.8 code require 100% of pipeline fikid
welds to be inspected with radiographic techniques or approved i
equivalent, which is normally ultrasonic testing. ASME'B31.8 requires only
10% of welds to be inspected in class 1 areas, angd5% of welds to'be
inspected in class 2 areas. The Corrib Gas Pig@%&@ will be installed with
100% of field welds inspected, and therefgg\is in accordance with the
adopted code. e !

S& |
The post instaliation hydrostatic tests &0 be carried out in accordance
with the most conservative pipeling gode requirement in BS 8010. This is
taking the test pressure up to 5&\ «&quivalent of 90% of the specifie
minimum vyield strength of the gipeline material. The pressure is then: held
for a period of 24 hours and nitored for leaks or pressure variations.

N
River crossings and tidal Water course crossings can be subject to
extensive and rapid erosion. This may result in loss of cover makingithe
pipeline vulnerable to spanning and vortex-induced vibration. BS 8010
and IGE/TD/1 state that valves either side of an estuary or river sholld be
provided where the pipeline could be damaged by anchors or scourirlg.
The valves should be remote controlled unless a safety evaluation
demonstrates this is not required.

BS EN 1594 states that water crossings should be inspected. IS 328 states
that the operator of the pipeline shall undertake inspection of water '
crossings, and schedule the frequency having regards to the nature of the
watercourse. Inspection of the bed of the watercourse shall take the form
of a depth check and physical inspection if necessary, at intervals not’
exceeding 2 years initially and in no case exceeding 5 years.

Al

Summary

28 March 2002
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The items addressed in this section are all considered to be in adcordance
with specified code requirements and good engineering practlce,ualtriaugh
confirmation should be obtained that scouring or erosion of the nivar and
estuary bed has been accounted for in the design. In addition, te
operating and maintenance procedures should be checked to engure that
inspection of the watercourse bed is carried out at appropriate |ntewals,

28 March 2002
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to’'Mayo gas pipeline

9l e 4

Repor by Tom Kelly I thelly@con-telegraph.is

A LEADING Irish environmentalist has ex-
pressed fears that the proposed pipeline
from the Corrib gas field in North Mayo
could represent a target for a terrorist at-

tack.

Dublin-based Green Party T.D., Deputy
Eamon Ryan, revealed he was told by ex-

perts that there is no international prec-

edent for such a lengthy pipeline from the
shore to the processing point.

Speaking on the Maritime Secu-
rity Bill 2004 In Dall Eireann,
Deputy Ryan stated: "It is inter-
esting that lhe conventien to
which we are signing up ad-
dresses the safety of platforms
when it comes to possible ter-
rorist altacks.

“One of the great risk | see here,
If someone were sufficiently
demenled to try to take on such
terrarist activities, is in the pro-
posed development of the gas
pipeline from the Corrib gas field,
which hits the Irish mainland near
Pullathomas, County Mayo, be-
fore travelling overland for some

9 km. to the proposed process-
ing station.

*| am lold by experts in the field
{hat there is no intemalional prec-
edent for such a lengthy pipe-
line from the shore lo lhe
processing point. The very ex-
istence of that pipeline in itself
poses quile a risk for the area
given possible blockages or
olher damages that can be
caused lo it, However, in Irag at

the moment, some of the targets?

about which | am not very clear,
we cannol put a processing
plant at a landfall elsewhere or
provide offshore processing fa+
ciiities. | am genuinely concerned
that, if someone were sufft-
clenlly demented and wished to
targat lhis country's offshore
facilities, that person would not
have to go offshora.

“Ha or she could ook at those 8
km. of pipeline, which would be
almost impossible to guard, and
'decide that a small device there
would do incredible damage lo
this country.”

Meanwhile, Sinn Fein T.D. Mar-
tin Ferrin asked the Minister for
Communications, Marine and
Natural Resources, Dermot
Ahern, who will be respa o
for accidents that occytalong
the route of thepro ed Corrib
gas pipeline 1@\60 ered by the
terms of th@plghning permission
grani ayo County Coun-

s
er Ahern replied: “These

i\%ues fall within the responsi-
maost difficull to protect aga@%b\\% ity of Shell E& P ireland Lim-

terrorist activily are those ye
pipelines. O
“Yet in this country, (f asons

iled, the developers of the Corrib
project. In my consideration and
appraisal of the pipeline pro-

posal, | commissioned a lechni-
cal evaluation of the onshore
pipeline. The evaluation, entitled
Corrib Gas Pipeline Project, Re-
port on Evaluation of the Onshore
Pipeline, Design Code, was car-
ried out by a pipeline technical
expant, Mr. Andrew Johnson.

*Mr. Johnson's report staled that

the onshore pipeline design code
has been selected in accord-
ance with best public safety
considerations and is appropri-
ate for the pipeline operating
condilions. Subjecl! to the devel-
opers undertaking to comply with
a number of condilions lald down
in approval

and consents |

granted by my Department, the |
design is generally in accord- |

ance with bast national and in-
ternational industry practice and
the pipeline Is considersd to
meel public safety require-
ments.”
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National

Firefighters 'not prepared' to deal with
terror atrocity

From:The Irish Independent
Wednesday, 14th April, 2004

& Punter (mendly version

&2 Email to a friend

IRELANG. and.emergency:seryices=an ;%P Eﬁ,"
Madmd-@ypaterronst‘&f‘?__ﬁmmmefﬂh arnedthe

Gauemment"]’
0&

And they are angry that the Go@é\'nment has refused to set up a
Nationai Fire Authority, thgk@ recommendation in the Stardust
Tribuna! 20 years ago - dn the Government's own review of
fire services last year\Q R

The chilling warr‘ﬁ\g@bout the fack of preparedness for a major
terrorist attack vealed in a letter to the Dept of the
Enwronment 5@ the Chief Fire Officers Association.

The assog;ﬁ%on refers to the terrorist attacks on commuter trains
in Madgﬁ and the concerns expressed by leading politicians about
the risk of further such attacks in other European countries.

The response in Madrid by the fire and emergency services
included search-and-rescue and pre-hospital emergency
treatment of casualties.

The chief fire officers responsible for services in each county said
they now wanted to point out "the limited response capacity of
the fire service in Ireland, in the event of a similar or other large
scale event occurring here”.

They referred to the damning Government review of fire and
emergency services in Ireland carried out by leading consuitants
Farrell Grant Sparks.

This report concluded: "We do not believe that the current
regime would stand up favourably under the inevitable scrutiny
and mvestlgat:on whnch would follow a ma]or fire or other major

EPA.EXR0rt.08:07:2004:23:40'57
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emergency incident with multiple casualties.

O "Given the exposures involved it is, we believe, fortunate that
this strategic review is not being undertaken against the
background of any particular major tragic incident or disaster."

The review called for the establishment of a National Fire
Inspectorate to co-ordinate the service at a national and regional
level. The Department of the Environment has decided not to
implement this key recommendation.

The chief fire officers, in their warning to the Goverment, said
that the service needs considerable development and
modernisation to bring it into line with current internationai
practice.

Michael Fitzsimons, association spokesman and chief fire officer
for Kildare, yesterday accused Environment Minister Martin

Cullen of dragging his heels on the key recommendation of the
review,

"There is no central direction. Each local authority organises its
fire services but national and regicnal co-ordination is needed.
The whoie thing has died a death. Ncg]:hing has happened,” he
added. éo

&

Referring to the Madrid atgstj@, Mr Fitzsimons said that three
trains were bombed at tlie.same time and that if something
similar happened in 15@ the fire services of up to four local
authorities would .boeﬁgé@ded.

&
However, the «fﬁ%@uief points out that while each local authority
had its own Qﬂ@‘br emergency plan there was no regional
structure wloqﬁsoever.

X

"If we dyad a Madrid or Lockerbie-type incident we would not be
co-ordinated,” added Mr Fitzsimons.

In their letter the fire chiefs said the review identified a range of
weaknesses and shortcomings in the existing regime and
recognised the pressing need for modernisation with new
structures at national and local authority level.

FROM

Expressing concern at the lack of any progress in implementing
recommendations, the chiefs said the input by the fire service

BY
26 MAY 2004

’: into major emergency management was identified as "a key
- - national policy issue”.
Ll
..-
f:‘_, Despite stark warnings about the need for a new agency to
|2 o reorganise Ireland's emergency services in the wake of
"i PERPRPPN.... September 11, this has been dropped as a priority and will not

now go ahead in the near future,

County and city managers !16‘_\_/8 also expressed the view that

N T Eem. mer . metEiEtw e weew weeE s wem memesswesmem 4 % - - R R R L P EE T AT o mwmmwwas
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there is no need for the authority and it is known that there is
also resistance to the proposal from the Department of the
0 Environment which currently has overall control.

Treacy Hogan Environment Correspondent

next story * *~back to top
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O Source L

From One Department Secretary to Another.
Cut Through the Cur i gCéill

Immediately following the Decision of An Bord Pleandla not to grant permission for the
Ballinaboy Terminal Project, a Nurmberg type rally was held in Belmullet, chaired by the
local Fine Gael representative on Udards na Gaeltachta and directed by Minister Eamonn
Cuiv.

It was a gross exercise in intimidation, which is often a basic part of planning matters in a
local area, but Cuiv is not local. He announced that the matter had gone too far now for
there to be any alternative to Ballinaboy, and that Shell would have to re-apply for the
same site. He announced that of course the opinion of the Bord Pleandla Inspector and
Expert Consultants did not matter - only the Board itself mattered. Everything except the
torch lights and the goose-step.

The Minister seems to have promised Belmullet that he will deliver them gas : at least
that is what they seem to believe. When he was presented with the enclosed, one from his
own bailiwick, the frenzy dissipated somewhat and he mumbled "Letters like that get

written all the time." and something to the effect that ‘one k%qu’s on trying.'

. : ﬁo%\ . .
WE wish to put them on the record to support the ob?:l@ﬁs lack of advantage this project

as proposed presents to the residents, and also \g\ \)g?on record that the day of the wattle-

man in planning matters is gone, y,\\ooQé«
&
S
SR
<<@®
& AN
&
Qo(\ TIME By
26 MAY 2004

LTR-DATED FROM
PL
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Mr. Philip Furlong *‘ RD PLEANAL ]
Secretary General TIME ___ By T
Department of Arts, Heritage, Gaeliacht and the Islands o F
43/49 Mespil Road 26 MAY 2004
Dublin 4 LT |
TROOATED FROM
Dear Phil, R

i refer to your istier dated 18 January 2002 regarding tie feasibility of running a 'g'és
pipeline to Baimullet. My apologies for the delay in responding but thare have been 3

number of gas-related developments sincs you wrote to me and thess have an
impact on my response.

As you are aware, the work of our Department is primagily focused on its ability to
contribute to the competitiveness of the overall egénomy, through the policies
implementad in the transport, communications a@sdéaﬂergy seclors. The issue of the
provision of infrastructure has traditionally followed demand. One of the strategic
issues for Government is the degree lo whi .\li?frastructure should bs devsiopment
led ~ by instaliing the infrastructure sl the conditions for investment and
= H I Yy - '\0 - - 4 - Y

davelopmeant with the attendant demanpo created. Some of the cors qualitiss for
inward investment idantified by the @%@e[opmem agencies are a sacure elactricity

H : 2. g | £ AL
supply, telacommunications and ﬁ%@‘sporl inrrastructure and Iabour feree. While
appropriate nztural gas mfrastructggé and security of gas supplies are esszntial in the
national contaxi, because of Ets@%reasing imporlance for elzctncity generation, at a
local level the provision of ga€’supply is not considered to be a critical factor or an
essential service.

| believe that the broad policy issues which arise from proposals for non-commercial

=y

gxtensicns of the gas netweork should he considared in tha contavt of tha views of the
development agencies, maximising the value of grant aid, the National Spaiial
Stralegy and the overall landscape of lhe energy networks.

As you are aware, the issue of extending the gas netlwork to the North West has
already been considered by the Government. Exianding the gas nelwork into
counties Sligo or Donegal will require very substantial levels of exchequer funding,
currently estimaled to be in excess of 85%, whatever roule is considered. The
Government has requesied detailed costings for an extension from the proposed
Mayo/Galway line to Sligo via Ballina, and for an extension to Letterkenny from
Derry, which is o get gas under the developmenl of tha network in Northemn freland.
A5 you know, both Sligo and Lelterkenny are identified as gatevsay towns under the
Mational Spatial Stralegy. Because the projects will require xchequer funding, there
are Stale Aid and nublic nracirement issues which also agise and,nced to he dealt
wilh.
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We have considered the question of extending the gas network to Balmullet in the
ligit of your letler. To pul the prospects for Belmullst in contaxt. the combined
populations of Bailina and Sligo is about 27,000, and the estimatad level of grant aid
assumes that there will be a significant industrizl gas lcad on tha routs. Even then,
the propesed pipeline barely covars its opsraung costs. Belmulist has a population of
about 1,000. There is no prospect of an industrial loaa in the area and, given that a
gas fired power station is already planned for Bellacorrick, it is very unlikely that
another station would be built in the ar=a which would underpin a pipeline to
Belmuilet. In these circumstances, despite its proximity to the planned landing point
for Corrib Gas, it is unlikely that the demand in Belmullet wouid be sufiicient to cover

the operating costs of the pipeline let alone pay for the capilal costs involved. This
would constitute an operating subsidy.

You suggestad in your letter that a special tariff regime be daveloped to encourage
energy intensive industry into the area. The issus of the method of calculating gas
iransportatior tanitfs was considered in dstaj by Governmant last yzar and focused in
particular on the question of postalisation. This topic was considerad by an Inter-
Departmental group chaired by Dermot McCarthy, Secretary General to the
Government. This Group reporied to Government in June last ysar confirming
postalisation (geographical uniformity) as the preferred policy choice. You may also
be aware that the Gas (Interim}(Regulation) Act regenily enacted, will transfer
responsibility for setting gas tariffs to the Commissige for Elsctricity Regulation, as
part of the transfer of the Minister's regulatory fL@G%@Ons in the gas sactor. Aside from
these issues, a special tariff regime of the kin % emplated in your letler would add
to the "operating subsidy" element for a pipg@ &lo Balmullet,

Q&
. . N . . .
On a more general issue, while | ur@%@and your intersst in extending the aas
network to Belmullet as a case d¢ fving of special consideration, initiating a

consullation of the kind you sugge@@cused on one particular location could lead to
demands from other areas for spgcial treatment. There are a substantiz! number of
towns in the country which do gt have a natural gas infrastructurs and, bearing in
mind the recent discussion atcéovermnent on the National Spatial Stratzgy, it may be
more appropriate for us all to consider the gas issue in that contaxt,

Your letter indicated that you thought your proposal might be regarded as

unwelcome.  Let me assure you that this ie not the cace and we have kaen ac
creative as possible in considering the issue. However, the economics of getiing gas
lo Belmullet are so poor that | consider initiating a study into the issue might raise

hopes without any chance of the project coming to fruition in the future.

Should you require to discuss the issue further, please feel free to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
/) TIME BY
/
DL@L—/ - 26 MAY 2004
[Frendan-Tliohy
St:-T:TElaPy General LTR-DATED FROM
PL
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18" January 2002

Mr. Brendan Tuohy, !
Secrelary General, e O e
Department of Public Enterprise,

44 Kiidare Street, 26 MAY 2004

Dublin 2. DATED FROM

——— I

Dear Brendan,

&
Our two Departments have been in contact in the past i@céelation to a range of issues
which surfaced in the report of the Belmullet Task Eosgs‘e published last year. To
recap a litlle on the background to the establishgrast of the Task Force — it was set
up on the initiative of the then Minister of St Lg&o' his Department, Eamon O Cuiv,
T.D., in July 2000 in response to the immi Siosure of the Warner (Eire) Teo
faclory in Belmullet with a loss of 113 ]g;f‘{o*{? ou will readily appreciate that the loss
of s0 many jobs in a small town of the ige of Beimullet and in its hinterland where
high levels of unemployment alreadxﬁ'evailed represented a crippling blow to the
region as a whole which includes &(S%eltacht areas.

&
The Task Force recommendeé’(copy attached), inter alia, that a gas pipeline spur be
laid to Belmullet (presumably from the envisaged Corrib Gas facility at Bellanaboy
Bridge, to be developed by Enterprise Energy Ireland and its pariners) as an
investment to enhance job creation possibilities in the Erris Region. My purpose in
writing to you now is to enquire as 10 whether you would be agreeable {o a
collaborative exploration by our respective officials of the feasibility of running a spur
off the main pipeline in order to bring natural gas lo Belmullet. Were this to come to
pass, it would give an appreciable boost to industrial promotion agencies such as
Udaras na Gaeltachta seeking to promote Beimullet as a localion for appropriate
inward invesiment. ASyouare-aware;there.are concerns:thatthe-economically

backward Erris region may not bera significant-beneficiary of the gasdiscovery. It

would seem to me to be a pragmatic and posilive response to such concerns to
provide a pipeline spur to Belmuliet.

If the case for lhe project stands up, our officials would then need lo firm up on
coslings and how the over-all cost of the project might be financed. 1 understand
that broad cost estimales of the order of some €7.5m are in circulation. Another
relaled issue on which our officials might engage is whether it might be possible as a
targeted regional development incentive to countenance some departure from strict

EPA_Export 08-07-2014:23:40:57



postalisation of the gas tarrif to encourage gas-using industries to locate in the
BelWAlet/Erris region. | appreciate that a suggestion along these lines may be
unwelcome to your Department bul | am keen to explore as creatively as possible all
options for giving a boost to economic activily in one of the most deprived and
remote regions of the West of Ireland.

Yours sincerely,

PhilipFurlong

Ard Ranai
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O Source M.

Landscape Sensitivity Matrix
Development Impact Potential Index
Landscape Area Sensitivity Index.
from
Mayo County Development Plan 2003-2009

This is Policy Area 1:- Taking 'Development Impact Potential Index' one sees that
according to the reding of Mayo County Council, rural dwellings have the same potential
impact as this massive terminal: because, I presume, the nearest name to it on the list is
Industrial/commercial. By this reading, powerlines are more visually obtrusive than this
development, as are communication masts: a communication mast or powerline has the
red danger sign of 19 - 24, while the terminal complex has somewhere around 137 This is
abuse/ or lack of knowledge.

The Landscape Area Sensitivity Index leads us on to the biggie -
Landscape Sensitivity Matrix:- which, based on the other two, finds a power-line or
communications mast to have "high potential to create visu@gﬁinpact over a wide area”
but at the same time in the\\sag:é\ place
this massive grouping o, é}\sl@tures has
"low potential to create adverse impacts on th\gqﬁ iSting landscape character ": or at worst

tendine towards "medium potential to creat® acts on the existing landscape character.
g p al A g p
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28 MAY 2004
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How to Use the Landscape Matrix
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O Source N.

Computer-generated Pictorial Representation of Topography of Erris
Centred on the Proposed Terminal
from
EIS by RSK Environment Ltd.,
for
Enterprise Energy Ireland Ltd.

N1 & N2:- The promoters insist that the terminal is not situated in a basin, because of the
implications for lodging of emissions in high pressure or more specifically in inversion
conditions. Possibly even more damaging, in an SAC and high amenity area, is the
implication of the destination of emissions when the air-flow is from the Eastern or
Northern side of the landscape, for situated at the low lip of the basin, its' natural outlet is
Carrowmore Lake. (N1.)

N3:- The Map taken from the CDPlan 2003-2009, Mayo Landscape Appraisal: Slopes
and Ridgelines drives home the reality even more starkly - tifére is a funnel from the high
cliffs of the North Coast through the Ballinaboy progpsgds\site, and on through
Carrowmore Lake out towards the sea over the low?\géimd to Tulahan and on out North
of Achill. In so far as the graphic or the map\}@g}\ﬁ% agenda to promote, the reality of the
site is, as we have promoted, a marble in %csa%;é@r; with the added sting that it has a
natural flow over Carrowmore, when.lz\m by a down-flow of cool air.
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Bellonaboy Bridge Terminal Enterprise Energy freland Lid
Environmenial Impact Stalement

. Topography Surface Plot - 20 km x 20 km
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Enl\erprise Energy freland Lid. Bellanaboy Bridge Terminal

Environmenlal Impact Statement

APPENDIX 10.2: PICTORIAL REPRESENTATION OF
METEOROLOGICAL AND TOPOGRAPHY DATA
TITLE
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RSK Environment Lid 67 of 81
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Belianaboy Bridge Terminal i Enterprise Energy Ireland Lid
Environmental Impact Statement

Topography Surface Plot - 20 km x 20 km . .
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Source O.

Timeo Danaos et Dona Ferentes.
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Source P
Marathon Pays 134 million Euro
but
Gets It All Back.

Féile & Flaithidlacht an Fhior-Eireannaigh Fhior-Eireannach.
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| U0 vl 1
enjoys huge
tax savings
' h&e since
1959 deal

Eugene Moloney

A SPECIAL deal with the
Irish Government dating
i back more than 40 years
means an American oil firm
effectively escapes paying
tax on its Irish operation.

The Dail Committee of
Public Accounta hoard yea-

terday how, normally, in the
past 12 years the firm would
have been liable for corpo-
ration tax of almost €150m
on its Kinsale, Co Cork
operation.

The firm signed a water-
tight contract in 1959, effec-
tively meaning it does not
have to pay any tax.

The committee was told
by Comptroller and Auditor
General John Purcell of “the
element of theatre” by
which corporation taxes
were paid each year, but
then refunded.

Committee chairman
John Perry of Fine Gael,
referring to the contract
enjoyed by Ambassador Oil
and now by American oil
company Marathon,
described the deal as “giv-
ing a2 huge privilege to a
very wealthy company”.

Though the company has
to pay royalties, it is enti-
tled to a refund of the
amount by which its tax
and royalty payments
exceed 40pc of net income.

Details of the agreement
were outlined to the com-
mittee by Tom Considine,
Secretary General of the
Department of Finance. He
said it could not be altered
unilaterally.

Up until the end of 2001
the company would have
produced oil, gas or petro-
leum with a market value of
more than €1bn, on which
it has paid royalties at
12.5pe, or €134m.

The committee heard how
the deal reflected low pros-
pectivity expectations, an
unfavourable risk reward
ratio and a desire to provide
a favourable environment
for exploration investment,
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Source Q.
.. Pipetine Deal to Galway
1 before
ermjssions Sought or Given
tober 2000

ITTs Issued
tate Committed
to
" Whatever You're Having Y ourself "
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photo: Irish Times
& Gas from the Corrib field will be available to the Irish gas market by
““ 2003. This was confirmed by the Irish Taoiseach (Prime Minister), Bertie
Ahern, on October 4 when he announced details of a IRE100 million joint
venture agreement in principle between Bord Gais Eireann and the Corrib
co-venturers Enterprise Energy Ireland, Statoil Exploration Ireland and
Marathon Petroleum Hibernia.
This will involve the construction of an onshore natural gas pipeline from
Pollatomish, Co. Mayo to Craughwell, Co. Galway, connecting lhe Corrib gas
field with the national gas grid. .
The Taoiseach congratulated the Corrib co-venturers on their success to dale
and said: "This joint venture demonstraies the exciting polenlial of ofishore
ireland and will facilitate the use of a new indigenous gas supply in Irefand. In
addition lo the economic benefits, Corrib natural gas will have a very positive
impact on the environment and will ensure diversily of supply over the next 15
years."
Under the terms of the agreement, Bord Gais will construct the pipeiine on behalf
‘of the Corrib co-venturers, enabling gas sales from Corrib {o commercial
customers by early 2003.
Brian O'Cathain, Managing Director of Enterprise Energy freland said: "Natural
gas is increasingly the fuel of choice in Ireland and this new indigenous gas
supply ensures a diversity of supply o the Irish market. We are very hopeful that
we will be able to add to the success of Corrib withduture lrish gas discoveries.”
Frank Fahey, Minister for the Marine and Na@rg&ﬁesources, also warmly
welcomed the joint venture between Bord ais and Enterprise Energy Ireland,
saying: "The joint venture is evidence o\»{@\gﬁickening of the momentum of
offshore development and will, toget with the recent announcement of two
exploration wells next year, furthe J?l@?ease interest in lhe Irigh offshore.”
The deal is still under detailed nggghation, but is expected to be finally executed,
subject to Corrib project sanct@@ around the end of the year.
Meanwhile, the bidding proceés for Corrib is getling underway. Enterprise Energy
Irefand has presented cono.gé\ctors and suppliers with details of the field
developments and issued the first ITT (invilation to tender). The three conbracls
will cover the subsea production manifold and centrol equipment; subsea
pipeline, umbilical and alt marine installation activilies;-and the gnshore gas
reception and treatment terminal. |
Field facts Corrib —
Enterprise Energy Ireland (operator) 45 per cen#
Statoll 36.5 per cent '

Marathon 18.5 per cent
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Source R.
No Technical Challenge in Slyne-Ervis
Even in 1998
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07-0CT. " 98 (WED) 16:11

zw.];ber 147

WOOD MACKENZIE

FAX:0131 243 4435

North West Europe Upstreom Report

P. 003

Net Acreage Positions in the Slyne/Erris Trough Offshore lreland

Enterpr

29%

1,485 km?

Statoil
1,153 km?
2%

Murphy
658 km?

13%

969 km?

19%

ARCO
790 km?
16%

_— following sestions we address the key tac
inluehce the potential development of Corrib Northy

(§)
Thd Technical Challen g}jo;@

8 Torrib North reservoir is n@ﬂ?

sal weli is representativ

~ with parhaps as few as

large. These could be lieg
back directly to shore, ﬁ‘e\
70 kmn from Achil islﬁ@*
&

3.6

$

@cal and commerclal issues that will

ved lo be geologically complex and, if lhe recent

productive. This could allow the field to be drained
walls as the areal extent of the field Is not particularly

to a wellhead TLP or, i the properties of the gas allow, tied
e lying in falrly deep waler (350 metres) Conib North lies only

The gas is also g\qﬁe to treat and contains litde condensate/NGLs. The key factor that will

tecide whether

e fisld can be directly tied back to share Is liquids drop aut dus to the

rapid coollnqﬁt\ the gas in the subsea pipeline, Any liquid drop out could give rise 1o
excassive unstable stugging and hydrate formation. Hydrate formation can be prevenied by
injecling chemicals at the subsea wellheads, these can then be recovared at the onshore
plant and recyclsd. Slugging behaviour can be moderated by stable operation of the
pipeline. Advances continue to be made in subsea separation technology which could
posslbly allow any free Fiquids to be removed and perhaps injected on the sea-bad.

Remote deepwater subsea developmenls have already been execuled in the Gulf of

Mexico. For example, Shell"
of $280 million (IRE 175 million) Irom two subsea

5 Mansa gas field was brought into production in 1997 at a cost
templates in 1,646m ol water lied back

some 110 kilometres to the shallow water West Della platform. The field, which contains
around 720 bel of recoverable gas, will praduce around 300 mmcid from only three wells.

in addition, the ather Corrib North pariners, Saga and Statoil have valuable experience of
aperating major subsea developmenis. Statoil, has bean invastigating the remote subsea
explaitatian of a group of gas fields including Snehvit in the Barents Sea in the far north of

Norway (See Norih Wesl Europe Report 131, June 1987).

Slatoll, is also close to

compleling the Asgard project off mid Norway, which is the world's largest subsea
Saga Is cumenlly planning the Haltenbanken South area
development nefghbouring Asgard, which is also expected lo make significant use of

development 1o date.

subsea technology.

In summary, we balieve that tha technical challenges posed by the development of Conlb
North are already surmountable glven eisting tochnology: We estimate that a subsea
development of Corrib North tied back to an anshore plant could cast in the region of
IAE 500 million Including the building of a pipeline link ta the main grid on the easl coast.

WOOD MACKENZIE

Oclober 1998
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o Source S

We Don't Control Our Gas Resources
We Don't Own Our Own Gas Resources

Hardball:
* Don't Even Think About It, Minister."

$1 = Minister will change the 1992 Terms.
S2 = Minister Backs Down.
S3 = All Are Frontier Licences.

S1:- Good prospects in off-shore, Summer 2001. The Minister suggests he is thinking of
reviewing the terms: the good prospects dry up and well is capped.

S2:- The Minister renews his Baptismal vows but is not entirely forgiven.
The Minister - or the next one - did re-examine the position in the next ficensing
round ; he made matters even easier for the oil ma%\&f?ﬁ
&
S$3:- Remembering that the licences that the Off: hﬁ?@%perators Association, and is
probably right, cannot be re-negotiated, are W@bept one Frontier Licences, that can

mostly see out Corrib's reserves, without di i‘ﬁ) a well.
y Nt g

NEW
S4:- What was actually promised @%\@bil majors in 1992 or since? Does anybody
know? \5\(’0
&

S
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Union advised

‘hard’ assesst

ent

of o1l and gas
reserves regplred

Trish Times

ARD independent evi-
dence on the amount of
oil and gas beneath Ire-
land’s seabed territory

must be placed in the public do-
main *as a matter of priority™, ac-
cording to an  unpublished
economic briefing for SIPTU on
the offshore exploration industry

Only then can the fairness of the
current tax regime for exploration
companies be assessed, according
to the Internal briefing prepared for
the union. Although the 1992 fiscal
terms were set to arpuse interest In
a sector which has shown little en-
thusinsm for exploring Irish
waters, this approach may be
simple “game-playing” to get the
(;.'overlll‘ment to reduce taxes fnr-é',\\
ther, the paper suggests.

The briefing, prepared last ei\}i?‘
notes that Statoil’'s Sarsfiel
pect in the south Porcuplne | -
sidered  “particularly  robust”,
while the most importantield of
proven commercial ntial is
Corrib North — which; It says, will
supply some 70 per cent of Ire-
land’s natural gas requirements to
at least 2015 when in full pro-
duction.

The briefing examines the reluc-
tance of exploration companies to
employ Irish labour, the boycott of
an Enterprise Ofl contracted sup-
ply vessel in Foynes by dockers in
1998, and the “strong anti-union
position” of Enterprise Energy Ire-
land. It notes that while the drive
for employment continuity appears
to be a significant factor in limiting
opportunities on short-term
drillings, it is “no excuse” for not
hiring Irish workers on permanent
locations,

“Therefore it should not be ac-
cepted as an excuse for Enterprise
Oil or its contractors to discrimi-
nate against Irish labour in devel-
oping the Corrib North location,”
the paper says. Claims that the in-
dustry Is reluctant to hire Irish
labour due to a fear of information
flowing back to shore are “difficult
to prove”, it adds, but are consis-
tent with the relatively “soft” posi-
tion that the Government had
adopted regarding ofl tax “and can-
not therefore be discounted”,

Statoil has made & polnt of offer-
ing employment on the Sovereign
Explorer vig off Kerry to qualified
Irish candidates, through the con-

Tls

tractor Transocean Sedco Forex.
Some 23 candidates have been of-
fered work on the rig — which will
employ 100 in total — as & result of
interviews conducted in Limerick
and Cork.

The move has been welcomed by
Mr Fergus Cahill, chairman of the
Irish Offshore Operators’ Associa-
tion (100A). The IOOA and FAS
conducted the recrujpment cam-
paign, and the assogintion is fund-
ing initial trai in Cork. It
demons lggs fgx industry's com-
mitment o afiording full and fair

Q&Q to Irish goods and

r Cahill says.

{OA has taken issue with
ent made by SIPTU's off-
e committee spokesman, Mr
adhraig Campbell, in relation to
the employment initiative. Mr
Campbell had described it as “win-
dow dressing”. Mr Cahill believes
the I0OA has honoured the spirit
of an agreement entered into with
the unlon through the framework
group, set up as a linison between
various players in the exploration
sector, Mr Noel Dowling, SIPTU
representative on that group, had
welcomed the progress made on
providing employment at a frame-
work group meeting on April 6th,
Mr Cahill emphasised.

Commenting on the Minister’s
recent indication that he might
review the fiscal regime set in 1992
at the end of this year, Mr Cahill

said that the IOOA had no prob-,

lem with a review of terms in future
licensing rounds, as this was the
Minister’s prerogative. However, it
would have “serius problems”
with al:r review during the lifetime
of existing licences ns these repre-
sented a contract between the Gov-
ernment and the operator, Mr
Cahill said.

Lorna Siggins

Statc
Prosg

OR ‘*‘very hopeful” read

“euphoric”, say Mr Egil

Endresen’s executives as

they await the arrival of
the Sovereign Explorer rig from
west  Africa.  Mr  Endresen,
Statoil’s general manager in Fre-
land, stresses that the “drill bit" is
the ultimate test, but conditions
look good for the Sarsfield pros-
pect 120 nautical miles west off
the Kerry coast.

That said, similarly optimistic
noises were being made in relation
to Enterprise Energy Irelandls
prospect in the Rockall Basin 100
miles north-west of Donegal only
a few weeks ago. Just over a week
ago the company announced that
it was plugging the well, having
reached its target drilling depth of
4,120 metres, starting in 1,623
metres of water. It reported that
the “well” was dry.

The surprise announcement was
made by Enterprise just a fort-
night after it had flown the Minis-
ter for the Marine and Natural
Resources, Mr Fahey, and televi-
sion crews out to the West Navion
drillship. Interviewed on that trip,
the Minister indicated that he
would review the fiscal terms set
in 1992 for exploration in Irish
waters by oil and gas companies if
there was a successful outcome to
this year’s oil drilling programme.

The Statoil drilling programme
on the Sarsfield prospect is in
more shallow conditions — some
650 metres of water — and is due
to begin this month. It is expected
to last about eight weeks. The
three-dimensional seismic data
looks very promising, according to
exploration manager, Mr John
Conroy, and the company expects
that the £10 million (€§2.7 mil-
lion) committed so far will prove
lo be a good investment — well
worth the £25 million it expects to
spend by the time it has taken full
advantage of its licence,

Then it has been known to get
excited before. Statoil acquired
Aran Energy, the Irish exploration
company, two years afler being
awarded its first exploration li-
cences here in 1994, It was certain
that the Connemara field could
become commercial. Subsequent
tests reported that there was not
sufficient oil to make it worth-
while, after some £150 million
had been spent.

The company is very anxious to
emphasise the spin-off for the
Irish economy this time round —
specifically. one Irish

orf —
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il excited by drill
)ects in Porcupine

Statoil Exploration Ireland is ‘very

hopeful’ about prospects for its new

well on the Porcupine Basin, writes
Marine Correspondent Lorna Siggins

Fenit in Co Kerry. Eight miles
from Tralee, it is the nearest land-
ing point to the prospect and will
service the Sovereign Explorer.
Mr Endresen describes Fenit as an
“ideal” onshore base, with a well-
developed harbour and little con-
gestion. He praises the Fenit
Harbour Commissioners for their

“very professional” approach to
negotiations with the company.
For Mr Endresen and his execu-
tives, the decision to drill is highly
significant. “No other well has
been drilled on the Porcupine
since 1997, so we are trying to
kick start that agein,” he said. The
company estimates a “one-in-five

to one-in-ten” chance of siltCess:
This compares to odds of one-in-
two off West Africa, and one-in-
three in the Gulf of Mexico.

Technology has improved since
the Connemara discovery, and
even since Statoil’s involvement,
It is technology that has made the
Corrib North gas field viable.
Statoil holds a 36.5 per cent stake
in Corrib, which is being devel-
oped by Enterprise Energy lre-
iand, At the same time, Mr
Endresen insists that the fiscal
regime in Ireland is not unduly
kind to exploration companies,
given the conditions offshore and
the likelihood of success.

Mr Endresen's own government
took a highly responsible attitude
to the discovery of resources in its
own waters some three decades
ago. Mr Endresen, who is from
Stavanger, remembers how many
of the early employéés on explora-
tion rigs offshorgwere from Loui-
siana and Texgs. And the resource
could sily have fallen into

gt;%%;?% . In 1962, natural gas
»

discovered in Holland
hillips Petroleum Com-

Q of Oklahoma wrote to the
> Norwegian authorities seeking ex-

Celusive rights to the entire Norwe-
gian continentel shelf — then
unexplored, geologically, and po-
tentially an extension of the Dutch
find.

By the time Norway was pre-
pared to award production li-
cences, 8 number of the world's
major oil companies were inter-
ssted, In late 1969, just when Phil-
lips had about had enough, it
struck oil in an area called
Ekofisk, and the North Sea ‘‘came
alive".

Mr Endresen insists that the
North Sea's providence had al-
ready been established by the time
Statoil was established in 1972. In
tandem with this, the Norwegian
government  encouraged large
numbers of crew who were being
squeezed by a shake-up in the
shipping industry into offshore
jobs. This “Norwegianisation” en-
sured that expertise was acquired
and retained within the host state.

“Yes, the tax conditions are the
best in the world,” he says, “But
offshore Ireland is nol west Africa,
where every major international
company is involved.” He be-
lieves the Irish government is act-
ing “very responsibly” and is not
letting exploration companies
away lightly — though he is hardly
likely to admit it if it were.

R TS R

T o-= +ha Aarerintion 0f prison (here was mal
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Enterprise was drilling to a depth of 13,000 feet in the Errigal prospecl under a mile ol seawater, the deepesl
waler in which a well has ever been drilled in European walers. The company had planned to drill for 51 days.
but O\doned the well after 38 days. The site is 100 miles northwest of the Donegal coasl.

A spokesman for the lrish Offshore Operalors’ Associalion said the minisler could nol renegotliale exisling
licences and he didn't believe the government would atlempt {o do this. "We believe he means re-examining

ihe position for the next licensing round later this year,"” he said. A departmental spokesman said no decision
. had yet been made on thal issue.

Lasl week, Enterptise Oil — which is also developing the Corrib gas field off Mayo — announced record resulls
for last year, including pre-tax profils of nearly e1.7 billion.

Q) email lhis sloiy lo a fiiend

02/05/2001
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News ——

@Department plays down threat to pull oil
tax breaks

Pat Leahy
Dublin , Ireland, April 29, 2001

The Depariment of Marine and Natural Resources has played down a commitment by Minister Frank Fahey to.
review tax breaks for oil exploralion companies. The favourable tax lerms for exploralion were granted to the

oll companies when Ray Burke was minisler for energy in 1992. Ka
&
\Q
"The minister said what he said but he didn’t make any formakaggﬁ\uncement of a formal review of the 1992
terms," said a spokesman last week. 050,\
E2N

Last year Fahey described calls for such a review as '%%%‘wallop". But during a recenl visit lo the Enterprise
Qil rig off the Donegal coast, he said he would revgei‘véﬁe terms of the 1992 Finance Act — which has been
criticised for being too generous to the il comp@le&f— if the present round of drilling was successful.

QN

$ o9
Last week, Enterprise Oil announced that lﬁ%@%ll would be piugged and abandoned today, almosl a lorinight
ahead of schedule. A depariment spokesn@?\ described the announcement as "disappoinling”.
A

An informed induslry source said lhecﬁnouncemenl of Enterprise’s wilhdrawal could be interpreted as a
"warning shot lo the government by lhe oil companies” about reviewing the terms of exploralion agreements.

"From a lechnical point of view, it seems almost inconceivable that Enterprise reached its targel depth so far
ahead of schedule,"” said the source. "I'm highly sceplical about it." Spokesmen for the department and lhe
cﬁ'mpany insisted that this was due to the advanced equipment and ship being used by Enterprise and to
other circumstances, such as the recent good wealher.

Enterprise said the department received data from the drilling operalion as soon as the company had il. "The
petroleum affairs division get it immediately,” he said.

02/05/2001
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blo{J&}. Details of these licences togeth

e

er with the naines of the licensees aie as tollows:-

Licence Licence Period Block No. Participants
_ * Operator
293 1 January 1993 - 18/25, 1829, 15,30, 27.4, * Emerprise Qil phe;
Deepwater 3 December 2004 275 & 2770 Saga Petroleum lreland Limited;
Statoil Exploration (frelard) Limited
2/94 15 March 1994 - 1272, 12/3,12/7 & 12/8 * Enterpice O plc.
Frontlor 14 March 2010 Agip trotand BV
3/94 16 March 1994 - 18/14, 18NS, 18119 & 18/20 | - Entemprise 0il ple.
Frontior 14 March 2010 Saga Fatroleum lreland Lirnitad,
Statoil Exploration (iretand ) Limited
- o e
6/94 15 March 1994 - 11725, 142, 19/3, 19/4, = gtatuil Exploration (relond ) Lirted,
Frontier 14 March 2010 1947, 19/8, 19711, 19412, Union Texas Potoleum, Limited;
19/13, 19/17 & 19/21 Murphy lreland Oftshore, Lid.
tErverprise Ot ple.
295 15 March 1995 - 26128 & 26,29 + Gidtoil Exploration (Iretani) Linited
Froniier 15 March 2010 &
Q pRaLls .
NS
5195 15 March 1995 - 34115, 34120 8 35/167 &\0 * Chevion Euraps Limiled;
Fronhar 15 March 2010 N D Staroil Exploration (Iretnrud) Limited
PO
EA
X (\é‘
6195 15 Matgh 1995 - 35/19, 35509530, 36,21, | * Mnrathon Interuational Fatrolourr
Frontier 15 March 2010 36:'2(.'8\1&( 44/5 Hibemia timiled;
< oQ\\‘ Phillips Petroleum Compary United
6\0 Kingdom Limited
¥
B/9% 15 March 1998 - OV 24/24, 34725, 34120, 3621, * Staloll Exploration {Ireland } Limited.
Frontigr 15 Marcn 2010 35/23p) & 35/24 Conoco (UK.} Ltd;
Union Taxas Petroleum Linvited,
Dana Fetroleum (E&P) Limitad
9/95 15 March 1996 - 3517, 3%/22, 35/20(p) & * Jolal Qil Marine plc.,
Frantier 15 March 2010 35728 DSM Enargy ( reland) B V.-
Conocao (UK) Limited;
ARCO lreland Olishore Inc.
gAar 4 June 1897 - 18/9, 18/10 & 19/6 « ARCO iretand Oltshore nc.,
Frontier 3 June 2013 BG Exploralion 8 Production Lid,
Anadarka leland Company
a7 4 June 1947 - 16727, a5/1(p), 2572, 2548, * BG Exploration & Production Ltd:
Frontier 3 June 2013 T5/9(p) & 75/10 ARCO Iretand Offshota Inc
Anadarko Ireland Compnny

ch,& 7/4_,,2;2 - ‘d“é’ (e f wmfgé““v/zﬂzfr
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Q 4 Juna 1997 - 25/1ip), 76/4, 7E/5, 75/8 & + il Paticlourn lreland ev; ) E
Frontier 3 June 2013 78/9(} Philllps Patroleum Exploration
lraland \‘
587 4 Juno 1997 - 518, 522 8. 5/28 * Cit Petrolaum lrelans BV,
Frontier 3 Juno 2013 Phillips Petrolaum Exploration
Ireland,
British Bomea Intemational Lid
6/97 4 June 1997 - /16, 517, 6/21, 522 £/26 | * Enterpise O plc.
rrontist 3 June 2013 & si2l Mobil it Nenh Sea Lid:
Muroty lreland Qdfshora, Ltd;
Union Texas Peuoleum Litniled
7/97 4 June 1397 - 11120, 13723, 11724, 11725, * Phillips Pelroleym Exploraion
Frontier 4 June 2013 11,28, 12111, 1212 & 12116 Jeeland,
Agip lsctand BY
897 4 June 1997 - 75/21, 75/26, B2/25 & 82730 | ¥ Phillips Petrslgum Exploration
Frontier 3 June 2013 Iteland;
Ayip Ireland BV
9197 4 June 199/ - gy, 83710, 83/14 8 BI15 * Phillips Palicleum Explaration
Frontior 4 June 2013 Ir '
EIY Patroteum fraland BV
N —
S
10/97 4 June 1997 - 9313 BIIE, 83”9;1%81@‘1) * Saga Petroleurn lreland Ltd,
Frontiar 3 June 2043 & Total Ot Matina ple;
Q\’&é,& Statoll Exploration (Ireland} Limited:
@é\o@ Shell EP Attantic BV
SR &v‘\oﬁx_._.... —
.\{\‘ §
1197 A June 1997 - uw%q% 121, 1122, 1423, | * Shwt EP Atlantic BV,
Frontiar 3 June 2013 12627, TTI4, TS, Statoit Evploration {lreland) Limitad;
78025, 78/29 & 78/30 BP Exploration Operating Company LId
4
i ~ i =
12197 4 Jung 1397 - 10440, 1126, 1874, 18/5 & * Sratall Exploration (frelang) Limited,
Fronller 3 June 2013 191 Sheil EP Atlantic BV
1/99 15 March 1999 - 43719, 4:1/20, 4324, 4325, * Agip lieland BV
14 March 2014 #43/28 & 43/2D
2/99 1S March 1989 - 44,18, 44/23, 44124, 44/29 * EIf Petroleum heland BY
14 March 2014 |. & 44730

The remainder of the aren ot the west coast is not licensed at present and the acreage which was

offered to the Industry iv rounds during the last four years is closed for licensing at this hme.
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Office of the Information Commissioner
Qifig an Choimisinéara Faisnéise

Qur Reference : 030762
< 3 September 2003

Ms Maura Harrington
Doohoma
Ballina

Co. Mayo
Dear Ms Harrington

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REVIEW
DEPARTMENT OF F INAN%E
N

&
I refer to your application to this Office under the Free pm of Information ("FOI") Act,
1997 for a review of the decision of the Departmg\\i\@? inance ("the Department") on your
o, .
FOI request for access to records. I have bcelwdﬁ?@h. . horised by the Information
Commissioner to conduct this review on he@?gﬁalf,
& éf
S
Background G’
In April 2003 you wrote lo the Depﬁrt@?&nt of Finance seeking access to "all
documentation relating to the prog&ﬁQon of undertakings or guarantees having the effect of
binding the fiscal regime perlagﬁng to the offshore petroleum operations covered by the
authorisations referred to inghe Licensing Terms for Offshore Oil and Gas Exploration
and Development 1992 for the term during which those authorisations are extant". The
Department issued a decision on 27 May 2003, refusing your request on the grounds that it
holds no records covered by your request. You applied for an internal review of that
decision on 12 June 2003 and the internal reviewer issued a decision on 26 June 2003,
upholding the initial decision and advising that your request had also been sent to the
Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources.

You applied to this Office on 2 July 2003 for a review of the Department's decision.

I have conducted this review in accordance with the provisions of the FOI Act, 1997 as
amended by the Freedom of Information (Amendment) Act, 2003. In the course of this
review, [ have had regard to the following:

e to your own submissions o this Office as well as to comments contained in your letters
to the Department;

® (o the initial conclusions of the Department on this matter; and

e 1o the Department's response (o queries raised by this Office.

18 Lower Leeson Street, Dublin 2. | 18 Sraid Liosain iochtarach, Baile Atha Cliath 2.
Tel: 4353 1 639 5689 Fox:+353 1 639 5674 Web:www.oic.ie
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The sole issue in this review is whether the Department holds récords relevant to-your
request. In particular, the issue considered is whether the Department has taken all
reasonable steps to locate any records covered by the scope of yailr Tequest.

Findings _ 5

The Department's position as outlined to this Office and in correspondenee-to-youf [§Hat jt_
does not hold any records covered by your request. Technically-thisZamounts-to-a-refusal |
of records. Accordingly, the relevant provision of the FOI Act to be considered for the
purposes of this review is section 10(1)(a). This section provides that a head may refuse a
request where "the record concerned does not exist or cannot be found afier all reasonable
steps to ascertain its whereabouts have been taken".

Some confusion as to the precise grounds for refusing your request arose from the wording
of the Department's initial decision letter. In that letter Mr Liam Murphy explained that no
records were held covered by the scope of your request but completed this statement
saying "which were created after the commencement of the 1997 Freedom of Information
Act which was 21 April 1998", It was unclear whether the Department was in effect
refusing records which were relevant to your request on the basis that those found were
created prior to April 1998. Section 6(4) states that "records® for the purpose of the FOI
Act are records which were created after the commenceros@nt of the Act (with the exception
of records necessary to understand post-commencgmegﬁ records and records relating to
personal information). Your argument was thataceéss should be available to
pre-commencement records concerning matt@ ving an ongoing effect after that date.

S S

Clarification of the Department's posit] \\dﬁ??\s sought, in particular as to whether it sought
to rely on section 10(1)(a) alone in @fl}@fﬁg this request or whether pre-commencement
records coming within the scope of‘e@%r request existed but were refused in reliance upon
section 6(4) of the FOI Act. In itsesponse, the Department has confirmed that searches of
both pre- and post—commencegﬁélt records have been carried out and, as no relevant
records were found, the decision to refuse your request is solely in reliance upon section
10(1)(a). The Department has not found any relevant pre-commencement records and

accordingly is not relying on section 6(4) at all.

In carrying out a review of a decision to refuse a request in reliance upon section 10(1)(a)
of the FOI Act, the Information Commissioner will take the following steps:

- ascertain what evidence was available to the decision maker;

- ascertain whether further particular evidence should have been sought; and

- decide whether, on the basis of the available evidence, the decision maker was justified in
concluding that the records did not exist or could not be found after all reasonable steps
had been taken to ascertain their whereabouts.

It is not normally the function of this Office to conduct its own search for records. The
Commissioner's role is to assess the reasonableness of the decision taken by the public
body on the basis of the evidence to hand at the time. In addition to particular information
regarding action taken on receipt of a specific request, general details will be sought
regarding normal practice regarding the filing and storage of records of the type sought in
the request.
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This Office put a number of specific queries to the Department regarding its record
management practices and its search procedures in this particular case. According to the
Department, it has conducted three separate searches through all of the records held on the
main file where it seemed possible that any documents relevant to your request might be
held. The Department also considered all records on an additional file which could
possibly have held relevant material. Despite these searches, no records relevant to your
request were found on either file. The Department states that there is no reference in any
of the papers to any undertakings given to the petroleum industry which come within the
scope of your request..

The Department also explained that the special tax regime which applies in the case of
petroleum exploitation profits was introduced by way of the 1992 Finance Act and the
Licensing Terms (referred to in your request) which were introduced in November 1992.
The Department went on to state "Therefore, as the fiscal and regulatory framework
relevant to this request was not in place prior to 1992, records created prior to 1992 in
relation to petroleum taxation are not relevant in this instance”. Nevertheless the
Department has informed me that a search was conducted through files containing
pre-1992 records to "completely rule out the existence of records covered by the request
that could have been inadvertently filed among pre-1992 records. This search did not
discover any such records". éo@'

$
In its submissions to this Office, the Department rg&gé?l to certain records it had found
during its searches which related to the legislatigplo afid to the licensing terms themselves
but which it stated contained no references al\;)«ﬁ‘?[}@ any assurances, guarantees or
commitments given under the 1992 Liccn\s&ﬁg\ erms binding the fiscal regime. Copies of
those records were sought by this Ofﬁw carefully considered. I confirm that none of
those records are covered by the sc 'él@?your request as they do not relate to any

assurances/guarantees/undertakingé@?\commitments as referred to in your FOI request.

\0

I understand your concerns ar'@éé%rom a statement made by a representative of the Irish
QOffshore Operators Association ("IOOA™) in which he said the fiscal regime for offshore
petroleum could not be changed during the period covered by any licences issued under the
1992 terms. The relevant Minister confirmed this was the case and, you state "did not
deny that assurances binding the fiscal regime in the manner claimed by the IO0OA were
given". In your submissions to this Office you note that "if neither written nor oral
assurances were given then the claim made by the IOOA is clearly unfounded-and-the
Minister could have been clear and emphatic in his response fwhen questioned by] RTE".
Clearly this information gave rise to a reasonable expectation on-your-part that the fiscal
regime must have been bound by such assurances. In responding to t5n€ ﬂf&pe hlae
Department has commented that:

"It is appreciated that a resolution of Ms Harrington's request cmﬁf-bragmtrrd-&r :
either a confirmation or a denial of the existence of altyqtmeﬂﬂﬁﬁ‘zmm
having the effect of binding the existing taxation treatment of profits fromt petroleum
exploration to offshore operations covered by authorisations granted under the 1992
Licensing terms. However, it is felt that the Department has fulfilled its obligations
to the requester under the FOI Act by taking all reasonable steps to locate the
records requested and confirming to the requester that the records do not exist and
therefore section 10(1)(a) of the Act applies”
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It would appear that the Department was reluctant to state for a certainty that no such
assurances were provided and accordingly, conducted a full and thorough search to
eliminate the possibility that records covered by the scope of your request were held on its
files.

The Department informs me that in carrying out a search for relevant records, it also
consulted the Office of the Revenue Commissioners who report that no relevant records
were held in their Offices. You are clearly entitled to make a separate FOI request to that
Office should you so wish.

On the basis of the results of enquiries made by this Office, as summarised above, I am
now satisfied that the Department has taken all the steps it could reasonably have taken to
ascertain whether it holds any additional records relevant to your request. In these
circumstances, I find that the Department's reliance upon section 10(1)(a) of the FOI Act
is justified.

The Department provided a copy of the Licensing Terms themselves and together with
guidance notes on those terms. I realise you must have access to a copy of the Licensing
Terms already. Should these guidance notes be of interest to you, I am informed by the
Department that these are accessible on the Revenue CommgS$sioners website at
http://www.revenue.ie/pdfipart24_03.pdf.

Decision R
Having carried out a review under section\@*%(_ of the Freedom of Information Act, 1997,
as amended by the Freedom of Infomg@gﬁﬁmendment) Act, 2003, I hereby affirm the
decision of the Department that it hg{@g&‘\o records relevant to your request additional to
those already made available to yo ()oQ\\

N
A party to a review, or any otlﬁ)erson affected by a decision of the Information
Commissioner following a review, may appeal to the High Court on a point of law arising
from the decision. Such an appeal must be initiated not later than eight weeks from the
date of this letter.

Yours sincerely

nlll

Liam Kelly ‘
Senior Investigator

e
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End of bog harvest
is boost for fishing

THE ending of peat harvesting operations by Bord na

Meun ethaimrumaieoR Henanial myela it

The North Western Regional Fisheries Board and
Bord na Mona have already had some discussions on a
e T rehabilitation plan for a number of important fisheries
e & L) o in the area.

Mr Vincent Roche, CEO of the Fisheries Board, satd
the main elements of the plan have been agreed and
the board will be commencing work shortly on a
! freeeze coring study which will involve the extraction
of cores from the river bed at selected locations and
| subsequent analysis of cores for silt content.

Later in the year, work will commence on cleaning
the spawning gravels which have been affected by peat
silt over many years and further coring work will indi-
cate progress on cleaning up of the river bed,

Mr Roche added that, glso as part of the rehabilita-
tion plan, an eyed ov sbudy was at present being car- |
ried out at selected ites. This involved the planting
out of ova and wi y monitoring of the ova to deter-
mine survi s in areas which were subject to sil-
tation. >«

Simigf work was carried out in the 1980s and '50s
and fite npw study will facilitate comparison with the
w ted out earlier. On a broader front, it is hoped
% dhe end of harvesting; followed by the replanting

the next few years of harvested areas, will result
: adramatic fall-off and, ultimately, cessation of silt
TS deposits from the formerly worked bogs to the adjoin-
ing rivers.

New centre opened |
in Enniscrone |

A new primary care and community resource centre
1 | has opened in Enniscrone and will become lully opera-

| tional within the next month. i

Local General Practitioners and their staff are trans-
ferring to the new centre while an array health and
other services will also be provided from it.

Clir Paul Conmy has been told by the CEO of the
Heallh Board, Mr. Pat Harvey that the new centre is
partof a development in Enniscrone which also
. : B | includes alflotlnslng SCh?lline l:;\lrl\id a residential facility for

| earn L} ty.
'«d in the period school clothes, front row, kneeling and seated: aq‘.llltt?s‘?:,agm;rshi;;gpmjgct bg’tween Cluid Housing

loran and Stephen Morrin. Middle row: Sarah Dempsey, Emma | Association, Sligo County Council and the North West-
w: Ciara Egan, Fr Niall Coen, Hazel McDermott, Avril Varley, | ef:(}—le?alt% l'aoa:%. All as!;ociated with this partnership
and Niamh Carney. Pictures: Frank Dolan.

development are to be complimented for what is a true
community effort,” he said.

Services provided at the new centre include, public
! henlth nursing, dentistry, physiotherapy, chiropody,
| communtity welfare, speech and Janguage therapy, psy-
chology, orthoptic services nnd day care, meals and
laundry services for older people.

'Motor tax system
wide open to abuse

A Mayo senator has claimed that a new on line motor
tax service which started on March 1 is wide open to
the possibility of allewing uninsured drivers to tax
their vehicles.
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Source U

Why Didn't Mayo County Council Tell
The MLVC
Glengad Hill Is Unstable
Glengad Hill Is Prone To Landslides?

They Told Enterprise Oil?
They Gave Them Permission To Blast
Under The Hill
Around The Hill

Out To Sea From The Hill

They Still Have Permission To Blast.

oy LA
Tl BY
26 MAY 2004
LTR-DATED FROM
PL
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‘ Marine Instituie

_ Snughoro Road

28 MA } Abbostown

Michesl O Seighin Y 2004 U

Ccatllrﬁ Thaidhg TR.F TED FROM n'fr'['flrmd' 353 1 H22 100

Beal an Atha L fcstnile 353 1 820 5078
Co. Mhaigh Eo — = _—I

January 13, 2004
=
Re: Corrib Gas Project Marine

' Foras nwa Mar,
Dear Mr. O Seighin
1 refer to your letter of 21/1 2/2003 in connection with the above.

I can confirm that during its assessment of the EIS in relation to the
proposed development of the Corrib Gas Filed the MLVC did not receive
any communication from Mayo Co. Council regarding lh(% history of
landslides in the Dan Ciortan region. N
&
S
O
1 nole your comments in connection with tggf@r\vey of cetaceans in
Broadhaven Bay. As this is nol an MLV@\)\@ﬁJe I have passed on your
ey .
letter to the Department of Commun&@%@hs, Marine and Natural
Resources for appropriate rcspon\sgﬁ%g\\O
QIR
Q&@

Yours sincerely &
X

@)

. Vo
e G VU

Dr. ITerry McMahon
Chairman
Marine Licence Velting Committee

C.c. T. Burke, DCMNR
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Quality Of Risks

To
Different Groups Of People 26 MAY 2004

LTR-DATED FROM

All Risk Exposure Not Qualitatively Thk%arﬂr
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Source X

The Mirage Of Self-Sulficiency

s1R - You correctly quote my
prediction of 1973 that an
Arab oil embargo would have
no effect (Still holding cus-
tomers over a barrel”, October
251h). But there was a wider
moral. The embargo was a
non-event because there was
only a single worldwide mar-
ket. No country could be iso-
lated for punishment or
favour. Hence national self-
sufficiency is, then and now,
pointless and irrelevant to any
consuming nation's security.
Money spent for more self-
sufficiency was and is a waste.
M.A. ADELMAN

Cambridge, Mossachusetts

|

|

-UF

26 MAY 2004

TED FROM

o m———
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multinational companies, of which thankfully there are many in this
counfhs, provide employment and pay lheir taxes.

Mr. Sargent: |s the Taoiseach sure about that?

The Taoiseach: To a substantial extent, the money they spend here
benefits the economy. That is a general rule.

Mr. Sargent: It does not apply in this case.

The Taoiseach: If we took the ideological view and decided that private
companies were not welcome here, that would be an extraordinary
position to take. .

Mr. Sargent: | am talking about Shell.

Caoimhghin O Caolain: Were any agreements, understandings or
conclusions reached in the course of the Taoiseach’s meeting with the
president of Shell and his colleagues? Has he - or the Minister for
Communications, Marine and Natural Resources or the Minister for the
Environment, Heritage and Local Govemment, who also met with the
delegation from Shell - had any further contact, either directly or in
wiiting, with the president of Sheii regarding the matters discussed?

Does the Taoiseach agree that instead of sellfing off such important &

State resources to companies such as Shell, it would be better to have.
a radical revision of the licensing and revenue structure which goveiis

this sector? We need to see major reform under which the State’s50%
stake in all oil and gas deposits is restored. The Taoiseac ioned
that Shell was a tax contributor, but would it not be better§f. panies

such as Shell paid the same rate of corporation tax ag@ @ﬁmr
companies instead of receiving preferential treahngp@@qs ey curtently

?
do? & é?\o

O &

The best option would be for the gas from thg()@rrib field to be piped
into an all-lreland grid. Those of more infor@d opinion than | have
suggested that to do otherwise would rgﬁ in a significant reduction in
the supply of natural gas to consumers throughout the island of Ireland.

The Taoiseach: | do not agree with the Deputy’s last point. At the
moment we are at the end of a pipeline that gives us access to almost
unlimited amounts of gas from Russia. Those who know more about
this than | do can see the potential down the road. If this resource works
effectively, as some of the early studies suggest, we could be exporting
gas to the UK.

I do not see what the Deputy means about employment. Shell does a
great deal of business and has invested heavily in this country. The
Deputy said it receives preferential treatment but this is not the view of
anyone in Shell's world or European management. Other countries
have ways and means of treating large companies with which 1 do not
agree. We have a very open and transparent system. | can imagine
what would happen with a project such as this in most European
countries. Perhaps those countries are wrong and we are right. |
subscribe to that and | defend our position.

There were no deals or arangements other than those | mentioned,
including the letter to which 1 referred in my initial reply. Normal
consultation with officials took place.

Northem Ireland Issues.

http://www.irlgov.ie/debates-03/19Nov/Sect]1.htm

A M &b s = s

S

20/11/2003

ERAEXport.08-07-2014:23:40:58



E.—__._. FTLLITUIICUI NI DU |18 ransas ] sy e

PO/P/S
$2:B0I0pOYBIL JUBLLISSESSE ¥5U JWBAIC 51t JO UOISIARL 5 28 01 ndu JueLodill pamAcid SBU HICHK Il L
punoif au; Suoie palosdip 3d e 196 B8 Ayl 1Byl 2a0us S8|0UR ||8M IDIRID JSMOIBYS Ll
suoheinwic F2ads ybiy 1 siaudsowie su) o1 (SA2UXE sl e iEeio 32Uy uo 3Budun apts pusy whu s
10 31Mdn) B LU0} 1XS O} USSS Si SES) UOHEIILITLOD ARLUILIE); €12 REIE a1 s)ussaids: BZIE DADRUS 3u!
DUE UBRENLBoUaT SEB AU 33E0ICUI $BUI| JNDIU0T BUF SLONEIRLIS J27 BUDISUSLWIN-32 4]} 350U3 JO 200 §O
$111531 Y} SMOYUS LONBISH) 3L $BARYS DIUNSER SNCILEA 30 5i31210 O 21am TiBG 3/ 0]  J0 Sainssaid
suljadia 16} '$958813 I95Y L adid 541} SOPIS PUB SPISIERUR &1 LUCIL $B5E88! seb 0 INDIABUSG T4
ipaid 0) 1M AQ USYELISPUN SEMA SUOHEINWIS (347 [BUGCISLSUNE-351E 10 5AMBE ” SSIPNIS (B Buwasiioa
{040 S2IIRUAG pijn
1UOHEINGLIOS JC 25N 24} AG SI SIuL [BpoL 0 Aem BUQ S:S4ASCLER 0 90EI5E AILDNLISANS A 325 34
[ysiuiA wiod) Jeei B Bulio) 2injle; suatid 2u} O KO B11 PUNOIE W) YUBS 3A0WL2E O fedi s efay) se
pizucpybiens jou s aseyd 1af i 2w Tuiyspopy 8l WNWsLLoLL
i GBIy 2 531 S10W €1 JG10RIEUD ACI) ||ZIDA0 SU) TRU] wA0IS U
SOIENIS JBASMOR DUIM 213 AG pasiadsip 24 Anuanbesyne ppioa
YoIUAY Od ASRB] 3L) J2A0 Ehok wisssainb g [0 UonEw.g 300 Ui
piNses pInom et 3ul 12wl 2BUNSSE USSC DBRU I SIBEOWE SNOR 4 1) 2N
%
.%\&@ saIsW IRINsILEL 0 S1punol Aiojrioge Man
g ,@mEmmc,oE" Ao seb aunssald yBig Buidesss o uonIinnsa
°r ye b1 s 391EEd G =1 e
Al ula. M ZsaousnbBsucs U j01BRid S jEpety 2 GOIBASE 0] =pi U LN D3y
; SYBSE ANE.AEUST BUL AjREISBAUL O] PIUCISSILIWOD 584 "Sh
e L 0, %
b= m\o\\®0 a T - SIADH
m 2, Buiyueid 380 pue| 10 S1380SC WeADD
o ro uo mEmSum&wﬁv@b zouels Ajages BUmMSs M 36l DU ssuidic
an % o o nE SUDEDIOd
sef jeinjeu a a\ww % uBig Bunosdsut Joj Annaisuedes) 2y 1G9
= v 0 s -
> < . Sunsal ABUDISDLL
=< m sauljadig ainssalg YbiH wody se &mm SBD) [BURIBN - SSHLTTY onnr
3 =2 o) SoIpMS A5ED
o ©@
= -,
samnaedes
wuallosAUT Hiops | ButeawBUus A51eg | UHESH (RIUGUIUOINIALS 7§ RUTEINTY
JUSLISSSSy HSIN 9 S10084 URng | AIB(ES S83201d ¢ UQISDIUXT 24 | uoznpoiay Sf} INOGY
. dewsays | sn 10eU0) | youeas | xapui T-y  aleH o o

{10 | ofeq SaIprIg ase’) - AI0JRIOqR] AlRjeS P YleaH

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:40:58



Chemical Engineering Department at Loughbos ough University. England, UK Page 1 of 2

5 | ouehborongh
Linisersity

Mathematical Modelling and Experimental Investigations of
the Behaviour of the Gas and the Pipeline Material during the
Rupture of a High Pressure Gas Transmission Pipeline

The exploitation of increasingly remole reserves of nalural gas requires
that consideration be given to the construction of ever longer transmission
pipelines oflen traversing exlremely inhospilable lerrain. The economic
viability of such projects demands significant reductions fo be achieved in
the capital and operational costs of these long distance pipelines. To
assist in meeting these cosi reduction needs, manufacturers are in the
- process of developing new high-strength steel pipe. n addition, operalors
g are proposing lo carmy non-standard compggitions of product (such as
natural gas which is rich in higher hydo@carbcnns) and to cerry these
products at significantly higher pregss@ées than currently used for gas
transmission. The combination oA e high-strenylh steel pipe enabling
the use of a higher pressure org&péiier diameter pipe and the carnage of
rich natural gas will return a\@ogsﬁcant reduction in transportation costs
g However, before such pip&ﬁ"@ﬁ be utilised, its performance, with respect
i lo its hehaviour underoe%\tﬁ'me conditions. including its ability to resist
damage and arrest a pagating fracture. must be assured. Fracture
control in high-press fe gas pipelines depends upon the performance of
the pipe material ing crack propagaiion and the behaviour of the gas
during decompression. Neither of these areas is well understood for high-
strength steel pipelines carrying rich natural gas at high pressure.
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P.J RUDDENBE. . C Eng . MIEIL. MICE.MIGEM | Synopsis
MCILWEM RConsE.l Need for Project
Charlered Engineer Direclor RPS-MCOS Lid., and Director RPS Gas 2026 Feasibilily Study
Group Lid Gas 2025 Preliminary

Engineering
O ? Planning Phase

Project Management &
Organisation
Overall Pipeline Routing
Detailed Routing & Site
Investigation

Pipeline Design X
Pipe Storage Areas
Environmental Impact
Study
Public Consultation

Wayleave Acquisition
Contract Strategy 8

Tender Process

Contract Documentation
Construction Supervision
Environmental Features
Welding Processes
Special Construction
Methods

Above Ground
Installations

of Ireland on 4th. December 2003 P C.g 5:‘53_"::::

The pipe specification chosen for Gas Pipeline lo the West was \? 5LX X65. From the design
codes it can be seen that the required pipewall thickness ir\1§ £8s with pipe diameler and
Y

|" :
o ..-..w_-m;.ﬂ:'!llﬂm ‘-.J-'-_if_."'

ATyt l . deia
5 ’& 3 T ¥

re
pressure but it similarly reduces by increasing the grade o 5@ I used (specified minimum yield
strength). The design faclor is a constanl (of value les 1) and acls as a design safety factor
in pipe design. This factor is important in the selectigh ¢f appropriate wall thicknesses and its value
changes depending on location Lo allow differing & @uaiions. 1$328 defines three area
classifications for the purposes of seleciing ded@O@ ctor and calculating design wall thickness as
follows; G
| N
<<°\ \\‘&\Q
« Type R areas where populalion dgncgilies are less than 2.5 persons per hectare where a
design faclor of 0.72 is used &
» Type s areas which are intefifiediate between type R and type T and where population
densities are in excess of 2,5 persons per hectare where a design factor of 0.3 is used
s Type T areas are densely populaled with muiti-storey buildings, dense traffic and numerous
underground services where lhe design factor is also 0.3.

in addition lo specifying design factors, 1S328 specifies minimum distances from normally
occupied premises which may depend on the design factor used. In general, heavy walled pipe
(wall thickness 19.1 mm) was used for road, rail and canal crossings in addilion to reservalions for
fulure molorways and areas in close proximity 1o normally occupied dwellings or futuie
development zones.

accordance with BS CP 1021, The pipeline also had to be protecled from induced currenis such
as overhead /underground power cables or eleclrified railway lines. During construction the
pipeline coaling was inspected for defects in a process called "holiday detection" and any coaling
damage repaired prior to backfill. Isolation joints must be installed as the pipeline enters and
leaves Above Ground Installations which are separately earthed. These joints were pupped for
welding directly onto the pipeline but occasicnally insulation flanges may be used.

For corrosion protection, the pipeline has an impressed current cathodic proleclion system in \

Pressure reduction facililies are provided al designaled block valve slations along the roule 1o

aap s O dee e T LY} amm - - - =smas poegow b r-scryes -
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Submission to Mayo County Council Relating To Planning Application File
Number P03-3343

January 2004.

This is already on File P03-3343 in Mayo County Council Planning Office.

S
6\0 TIME BY

S 26 MAY 2004

LTR-DATED F
o _______FROM
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a Submission to Maye Co. Co. relating to Planning Application File No. P03-3343 by
4+ Shell E & P Ireland Ltd., being the construction of a natural gas refinery at
& allinaboy,the establishment of a dump on cutaway bog at Srahmore on foot of the
/ _ ste generated by this construction, the transport of enormous volumes of waste
products between the two named sites.
Submission: Michedl O Seighin, Ceathrii Thaidhg, Co. Mhaigh/Eo, and others:
Contact: Micheal O Seighin
Contact Phone: 097/88961
Contact Riomhphost:- moseighin@eircom.net

Réamhfhocal:- A seanfhocal from Erris says "Thit an spéir an Alc%ﬂfi figus cuireaulln I
tincéiri iarainn ann dd deasu.” Wrong analysis, wrong problemﬁm_&_ﬁefi,mgluﬁm, -
in short, wrong. e :

Context:- This is the third full application for planning permission for this project by the
promoters, quite apart from responses to the authorities requests for "further information”.
The first application, frighteningly deficient, was not proceeded with, and the second full
application (P01-900) was granted by Mayo Co. Co. officials and, on appeal, refused by An
Bord Pleanila.

[t is important to note that in the EIS and accessory documentation, accompanying the
present application, two elements of discourse predominate, and are repeated ad nauseum:
1. The project was refused by An Bord Pleanila only on the single grounds of the unsafe
storage of peat, or peat sturry. 2. This project is strategically important for Ireland's national
interest. &

The discourse thus presented does not take into consideragén the following facts :- (a) An
Bord Pleanala accepted that the project even as presgnt then(lower than now} would be
visually obtrusive but over-ruled that on the groupdsdf major importance; (b) An
Bord Pleanila accepted that alternative sites af e available; (c) As
the Health and Safety Authority is the nomi body for occupational health and safety
matters the Bord accepted the report, pr \O by the HSA based on information supplied
by the applicant, on the direction of tobé\ rd, on the occupational safety of the plant. The
recent (January 2004) blast that des%ggg?}ed a gas terminal in Algeria, killing ca. 30 and
injuring ca. 70 is not likely to givedhe HSA second thoughts, but it should. Neither the
HSA nor the Bord nor Mayo/ .Co. has any authority to consider the health issues at
the centre of the communit§’s concerns, i.e. the issues relating to emissions, to air,
riparian systems and sea, nor did they do so. Also, Mr. Colreavy, representing, with his
legal advisers, the HSA at the oral hearing into the appeal of the grant of planning
permission, stated, in response to a direct question, that neither he nor any member of the
HSA would accept responsibility for any damage ot harm, if such should occur as a result
of his recommendations in this matter.Comforting.

This matter of "responsibility” has taken on a new aspect since the last hearing of this
request to build the terminal at Ballinaboy and its corresponding inconveniences. A natural
result of the acceptance of "benchmarking" as the norm is the requirement of transparency
from all decision makers, so that our public service can no longer hide behind abstractions
like "Mayo County Council” or "Health and Safety Authority" in making and publicising
decisions, so that those who make decisions in our public service shall be as responsible as
Sir Philip Watts is held responsible for decisions taken in the name of Shell. The day of
"Yes, Minister" as a reality, has been condemned to death by social partnership. Mayo Co.
Co. does not make any decisions - defined people do; (d) The

strategic importance of this project for Ireland is as pT arsEna, 'é;zlq,
I
VIAYO COUNTY CO

 RECEVED .

PLANNING & BEVELTJPMENT
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and equall'y polemicised. '{he-long list of key wor_ds used, repealedly, formulaicly, (o
“prove" this dependence - indigenous, end of gasline, security of supply, indepetident
source of gas, etc. - does not at all prove the hypothesis, here presented as fact. Appendix 1
1o this submission, (the exploration case as seen by the oil industry) shows clearly the
irrg)sibiljty of this project being in any way a contribution to Ireland's strategic balance,
whatever the wording used. But, of course, with enouph gas, any balloon will ly. Bord
Giis publications for 2002, the Taoiscach's euphoria in the Dail about exports of gas, the
knowledge that, although Marathon pays the State around £10,000,000 a year levy on
Kinsale gas production, the State immediately returns the money to them entirely, but in a
Dept. of Finance cheque and much else besides, a growing awareness of the reality of the
Exploration and Leasing Acts of 1992 and the Finance Act of the same year, the ongoing
saga of Telecom, all reinforce an accelerating cynicism regarding what our clites see as "the
national interest". Afler all, the tribunals are about implementing national housing policy?

It is necessary, for the benefit of those who come afler us, and will try to understand issues,
to show clearly why we oppose this project while other interests are gasping for it. We
oppose it because we are worried [or the health of those who come afier us in sequent
occupance of this area; because we believe the project cannot be delivered without
enormous damage to the arca and to the long term financial health of the people who now
and through generations past have maintained a human presence in this testing environment
and because there are alternatives. 11 is necessary that a clear paper trail be laid down so
that it can be seen, in a genuflection to the late John Healy, that someone, some people
shouted stop.
There are supporters of this project, but they generally live some distance away:- Ina
recent local radio interview, the parish priest of Bangor, Fr. Briafi Conlon, welcoimed the
gas(sic), one presumes on behalf of his parishioners, and in p#ssession of the inside track in
these matters. It reminds one of the efforts of his predegessor in that exalted position, Ir.
Gilvarry, who in the early 1970ies (according to thesn tional archives)appealed with great
passion for a nuclear power station in Erris, on bghalfof Bangor Development.
The Ballina Combairle Ceantair of Fianna F é,igzﬁ sought the same privilege for Erris
(according to the national archives). Frank vﬁ‘?gf‘supports the project. Eamonn O Cuiv and
the entire political firmament of the ma'qé‘g@itical parties and their local acolytes. The
local support group based on Bord na lélogﬁa managemenl and staff supports it. Almost

. . 9 s
anyonc with something to seil supportsit, whether it be a house to rent or a lorry of stones.
The judgeinent of Fr. Gilvarry inQ0 sixlies and his prophetic example are not encouraging.

The final aspect of context we need to carefully consider is the matter of the hill at Din
Chiortiin, overlooking a Kilomelre of pipeline on land and considerably longer at sea. The
developer is quoted as saying that it was notified by Mayo Co. Co., previous 1o its first
submission for planning, of the hill's history of landslides and of its geological instability.
Mayo Co. Co had, at that stage, given permission for the construction of the aviation tower
on top of the same hill. Subsequently Mayo Co. Council authorised the developer to blast
under the hill and for an unspecific distance out to sea, just under the same hill. That Mayo
Co. Co.'s regular consultants, Tobins, ( are they the same engineers who did the roads’ job
for Shell on the L1204?) now finds the hill not to be geologically unstable, is hardly
comforting: the hill and its residents was washed out in the meantime. The developer in this
application says that blasting will not be required at Ballinaboy: it was essential when the
last and previous application was submitied. One presumes that the blasting at Din Ciortain
elc., already licensed, is still on?(Appendix H)
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Having mentioned some of the considerations vital to an understanding of the context of
mroj ect, we, the undersigned, will now comment on some of the issues presented in the

ccompanying the application for planning permission. Qur comments are not intended
to be exhaustive: a more complete examination is the duty of the planning authority, its
resident staff and its independent consultants, on the basis that it is the staff and members
of the local authority and not us on whom the project impinges, who bear and will continue
for the duration of the project to bear responsibility for the results of such decision.

Non-technical Summary -Ballinaboy.

There is no such thing as "security of supply” of hydrocarbons, under the Irish exploration
and lease terms, except in so far as a commercial deal between a business operating in
Ireland and any gas supplier anywhere is legally binding. The only obligation on a
company sourcing gas under Ireland's land or its territorial waters is that payment must be
made to some entity that has an address in Ireland: and this applies only to ensure that all
the benefits of the Irish tax regime accrue to the relevant lease holder. There is no
obligation on Shell, Marathon or Statoil to supply the Irish market under any
circumstances, emergency or otherwise. However, the Corrib field does re-inforce
Norway's security of supply, as Statoil are governed by Norway's strategic needs. An
Taoiseach is recorded recently as saying in the Dail that the supply of gas available to
Ireland from Eurasian sources is almost limitless. There is no point in our wasting our time
in pointirig out the obvious. The facts are simple and available if the planners wish to see
them: but thit an spéir ar Acaill.

Electricity “subject to occasional supply interruption”:- unlii\@%e U.S.A. or London???.
3

§)
We import gas "from the UK.": or/and "through thecﬁ’é\léﬁ And the Taoiseach hopes
shortly to be exporting it to the U.K. oéﬁ 3
SO
Gas pipeline to the West or from the West ig {sblitical decision if it is not economic for An
Bord Gdis to do so, and so in breach of théia ferms of reference. (Does Bord na Mona
labour under this disadvantage?.) Th $i€Wo sign of the political will necessary to enable
the West and Border Regions even u\%cfgr the application of the Spatial Strategy.

Has Mayo Co. Co. and its advise?fivaﬂable to it the literature on the different technologies
here proposed, relating to the re-enforcement of the peat with cement or such, and the use
of sheet piles, dumping of masses of peat slurry. All the information available to us
suggests that the behaviour of sheet piles in peat is largely unknown and unresearched, has
not been at all adequately studied and piloted and that its use in this context is experimental
and untried. We do not believe this to be adequate tested technology for a project of such
serious environmental implication as this. Where is the literature?

“reduce the cost of fibre optic infrastructure # and of soda water fountains on top of candy
mountain.

“best solution” for the developer : no one expects the developer to look for less than the for
it optimal return. Evidence given by experts for the developer at the oral hearing into
previous planning application for this project showed clearly that financial considerations -
not economic - were decisive and over-ruled everything else:
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p. VIII "Floating production concepts are untried solutions...... Atlantic region."”
The developer is not shy when it comes to "untried": sheet piling in deep peat, transport
dgTsions, 8 Km high pressure pipeline from foreshore to terminal, etc. It might occur lo

0 point out that there are no tried solutions for gas production in the specilic area cited.

"The length of the subsea pipeline became a technical constraint on the site sclection” the
word "constraint" is carefully chosen, for at the oral hearing previously referred to it was
admitted by the technical experts of the developer that there were no technical problems
relating to distance that would be decisive. Financial considerations were/are paramount.

Purpose of Terminal: addition of Mercaptan is not included - it has a history. Also excluded
"remove some pollutants up to a chosen standard.”

"small volumes of condensate"” - small? "condensate will be used as fitel in the
terminal”...not natural gas?;, XVII "natural gas been chosen to fuel the electricity

generatars not condensate?

"will effectively lower the terminal footprint by up to 10 meitres" lower from what? "Tis
proposed to be higher than the last application?

"to prevent any pollution" ..impossible,

There are bats between Ballinaboy and Bangor: there are hen harriers on the 13allinaboy
site. No mention of celaceans. Shell is aware of the extent of dgfphin colonis:tion of

Broadhaven Bay. S
Marine Impacts:- recent questions re. toxic pollutants @ esp. farmed salmon nust question
optimism of polluters in shallow waters. & &\0

\Q &

No promises are bonded, i.e. they are as so ag&éyhtely described by An Taoiseach in a
response to Deputy Kenny of Fine Gael 19&?{@%&1 effectively saying "the deputies'
objective is to stay in the Dail and tlleymd:fmm anything to arrange that."(not a verbatim
quotation.): "say" "promise” is as useﬂlfas An Taoiseach obviously believes. Bond it!

&
Sustainable Development:- "Del@opmenr that meets the needs of the present without

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”l do nol accept this
Shell definition as in any way adequate: it is terminally misleading. There is no spatial
context - in a vacuum anything goes or does not go. 1. "present" does not have needs -
people have. Any particular standard demanded requires a corresponding level of needs

satisfied. 2. the needs of future generations of people will be diclated by or based on the
mess or otherwise, at any rate the legacy we leave to them.

Apply this definition of sustainable development to Irish housing requirement, from
whatever perspeclive you come, and the emptiness of the verbiage is obvious and scary to
think that this definition is actually the yard stick for some major developments.

"limiting emissions of various gases"..from a basis of nil, how do youlimit?
The last sentence of the non-technical summary, vol | re-written says "anything is better
than no change at all": in that culture 14 an spéir titithe ar Acaill.

— ]

—
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Non-technical Summary Vol 2. Srahmore.

itial Comment:- The proposal intends lo urn the arca from Glengad to Srathmore, some 20 Kms
Ao a building site, in the sense that the normal experience of an extended building site will be
suffered by the population. The scale of this proposal, when allernatives are available, is mind
boggling, and is playing Russian roulette with the arca, in the ELS as provided it is very dilficult to
appreciate where Shell ends and Bord na Ména begins, except that Bord na Mdna, i.c. Lhe tax payer,
carries the can into the future. The general picture is that Shell turns X Hectares ol peal into Y tons
of waste, which is to be transferred off sile lo an unlicensed undesignated dump, and Shell/Bord na
Ména seeks planning permission for the aclivilies nccessary to create this waste, this transport issue
and this dump. The waste is to be transported as 11 ton loads, ina mix ol 9 (or is it 10?) lons of
water 1o one ton of solid(or is it two?). As the matter of the dump at Srahmore is a matter l[or the
local inhabitanls and (he owners of riparian systems likely to be affecled we keep comments (0 a
minimum, but it is necessary to point out that the re-designation ol Srahmore as an oflicial dusmop
does have an effect on the issue ol Ballinaboy terminal.

Summary:- The EPA is quoted as staling that waslc is "any substance or object belonging to a
catagory of waste". Now we know.
p. 2. "recolonise by natural species” 1 fail to Mind the literature on what is the cxperience of the
dumping of this volume of peat dumped on a culaway semi-compressed bog and what is the state ol
this waste and when modelled; methodologies lo ensure that objcctives, whatever they arc, are
achieved7The creation ol a mire on vacuum processed bog,. and ils resloration lakes penesalions.
p.5. "provided the mitigation measures are effectively implemented.” Presuming that Bord na Moéna
are taking responsibility we must point out that the history ol Bord na Mona practice is not
encouraging:- 1. For over 20 years Bord na Moéna h o deliver potable water to the local
residents because silling from Bord na Mona processes kad completely polluted the (raditional
supply. The waler carrying only ended when the Qﬁt ore regional water scheme came on stream.

2. An effort by Bord na I\@?@fo build a filtration bed to make the waler usable
failed because of silting. SO

3. In the "Farmer's Qehal”, August 2nd., 2003 the devastation wrought by
silting believed to be from the Blackw orks of Bord na Mona in the rivers Brosna and
Shannon areas ol OfTaly is given aidifle page spread. The EPA has said that the area sullers [rom
"heavy siltation". The slory is fo]lg\w?gd up in the Journal of December 271h. (see enclosed floppy
disc.) 4. "The Examiner”, 29/7/1999 describes a report by the IFA that blames Bord
na Mona for pollulion on lhq_}iﬁr Barrow. IFA President, Tom Parlon is reportcd as saying the
damage done lo farmland along the river includes spoil banks up to ten melics high.

5. RTE News, 3/1/2004 (RTE Interactive): Records that a report by the Lough
Ree Lough Derg Catchment Monitoring Group shows that Lough Ree is 40% polluted by “indusiry,
local authority sewerage, and Bord na Mona.”

6. We Tail to find an instance where Bord na Mona gave unsoliciled disclosure

of pollution caused in whole or in part by Bord na Mona operations.

We fail to find literature on "Haku trucks”. However the Haku system of drying and storing milled
peat is ol course the system preferred by Bord na Mana and some other operators, Trucks are built
of course that suit the Haku system.

p.6. re-wetling: we cannol find the literature on (he re-welling of this scale of loose malerial on
semi-compacled well-drained cut-over bog and consequent re-colonisation. What is the success cle
on re-instating a "peatland eco-system™? In the extensive literature listed in Bord na Ména lists there
is nothing to remotely resemble this optimistic mulli-faceted scenario, especially when onc keeps in

mind that Bord na Ména bes! practice and normal practice aifd, to-our knowledge only practice. is to
)
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drain a bog for 8 years before daring to remove the lirst 2 inches. Restloring vegetation and carbon
dynamics in a cutaway pealland, we are led lo believe, canuol be quantilied. in the present state ol
knowledge.(University of Helsinki, Helsinki 2000: Ecva-Stiina Tuittila). And be stable in 5 ycars?
OThe area could be incorporated info the existing network of eSAC & pNHAs." As what?
p.8. "peat on peat” implies like on like - il is not: there is an interface that must form a watertable.
p.9. Munhin River is only exit from Carrowmore Lake and only entrance from the sea: “slightly
polluted” ?; "suspended solids"? "effective drainage of peat mounds" what is proposed is not milled
peat, less that 4 cm of which is removed each year. which has been heavily drained [or 8 years
belore any work undertaken, which means that 18 ycars drainage has oveurred by the time | metre
of bog has been removed at the rate of 2" per year. This created waste has a consistency more
closely resembling Bailey's, £~ = e T g
ST T T T 'What justifies suggesting that experience of milled peal is relevant to
the proposed onc? This peat is nol nice harvested sods, boys and girls:'lis sturry handled 10 times.
p.1 1"dust may he generated” - musl be generaled: historical efforts by Bord na Mdna to control dust
have failed, and these are best practice. Milled peat floats - in air and on water = silting: simple.
p.14. "requirement to minimise releases” is just a requirement and is only as uselul as its
application. Does the history of Bord na Ména suggest the requircment will be realised?
"indigenous" confers no advantage when asset and its benefits have becn given away.
p.16. What has been agreed with Mayo Co. Co re roads: il the local authority has already made up
its mind so openly, then what is the point of a planning process? Why the strange U-turn by Mayo
Co. Co.7 In previous applications Mayo Co. Co. insisted that no heavy vehicles would be allowed
from Bangor to Ballinaboy on the L1204 : now ail changed utlerly. Not alone can the heavy trucks
bringing the materials and machinery for the structure at Ballinaboy now travel this road and
workers' cars, bul also 36.500 tons of dry cement, and 17,500 tons of ready-mix, and 450,000 lons
of peat, and 33,000 tons ol mineral soil, and 78,000 tons lfﬂll, and Bord Gais pipes and
construction materials. and 21 Km of waste pipe, and sgie miles of X pipes and the umbilical and
and and. And how long is it since the bridge at Gé@\iuﬁ\llin collapsed from a minor (as we know now)
bog-slide? And this through the full length of @ﬁlrrowmore Lake SAC? Are ye right in the head?
11as the change come about since the disco ?@%f the desperale stale of the bridges and bog roads
through Giencastle, or is it lhe response {0 1ell playing hardball (as they are petfectly entitled to
do, whatcver their present difficullie ,\W‘e are aware ol some whoppers of incounsistency in
planning decisions - a decision in 33? 997 gave full permission to a bungalow in a highly
obstructive place between road ar dea less than a fortnight afler the application was lodged and
contained other wonders - but (3§ total turn around of a strictly engincering decision requires
explanation. And remembering that Mayo CO. CO. is an abstraction that docs not make decisions.
p.17Cumulative Effect:- "may increase or decrease impuacts”..quite.
p.18. Terminal and Srahmore do not comprise a project: they arc only half'a projecl, and as such
consist of project splitting, which, to the best of our knowledge, is against rcgulations, both national
and European.
Switch from oil to gas... but condensale, i.e. oil, uscd by Shell in Ballinaboy?
"NOx and SOx emissions limited” but ye are producing them - how is that limiting them?
“increased focus on waste prevention and minimisation" Bul ye are creating the waste - turning a
material assct, peat, inlo a mass wasle product?
“replacement waste habita" models? examples? success? lilcrature?
"ensure security of gas supply” how? The only obligation on the three companies thal now own and
control the supply is 1o their corporate shareholders and, in the case of Statoil, to the Norwegian
Government, .
"nrovide balanced regional development” Say it again, Sam: you may wake up and find its true!

e

ik - ra——
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p.19: EM.S.:- "use of natural resources” = turning peat into waste: turning culaway bog into a
permanent dump: using two major [ishing rivers as a silt trap? Is the thrashing of 2 material
sQinable development according to Bord na Mona/Shell?

"Cuhtinuaus environmental improvement programmes"” What are they/where are the models/ have
they worked/?

Finally:- The scheme or concept proposed here is crazy and is the triumph of optimism over
intelligence and experience and proper practice. Bord na Ména has always used the language of best
practice: it is a matter for the planners to investigate and come to a decision il the practice of Bord
na Mona on the ground corresponds with the discourse, and let it be known on what real basis such a
decision is based on. On a practical level one nolices the following: the implemeniation of any
monitoring elc of displaced peat slurry and the removal of same from Ballinaboy would of necessity
be done by the present staff and management of Bord na Mona in the area, some of whom have a
conflict of interest, as defined by Bord na Ména Code of Conduct, in that, in their privale capacily as
business people and property owners, they provide services and support for the promater of this
project: Neither Bord na Ména nor Shell have deemed it necessary (o deal with this most disastrous
of p.r., "the existence of the interest” which no doubt has been disclosed 1o Bord na Mona higher
management, but which also needs to be given the transparency the importance of this subject
demands. A pig in a poke is unacceptable even under 30 year disclosure rule.

Tourism:-"There is a general shortage of accommodation in Mayo, which is partly due to the
unsuitability of the land for building, as it is mountainous, boggy, sandy and liable to flood".

and there be monstergo@'
&

$)
. . . . & .
Windrowing:- In a hole in the ground in an area saf@&y the developers to be heavily shaded by
trees, the mainstay of the "not visually intrusive$agdument? What wind? This is the cquivalent of

the same sct of consultants saying a structur&'%&hstablc and then again unstable: great if you can
afford one. &&°

$ SO

L¥

Dry scason, wet season:- One notes tgé?the "once in a 100 years downpour" that swept Glengad
Hill and surrounds, took place in Sept 2003, not in the proposed "wet" season. Also, ol course,

Derrybrien did not need any rainfall to move - just minor construction aclivity.
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Q Terminal EIS. Volume 1.

ecause-of the repetilious nature of the EIS volumes, it is very diflicult to respond in a reasoned
structured way. We regret any repetition. These comments are not in any way comprehensive: that is
the business of the planning authority.

Table P1: Changes to Scheme from earlier submission for planning is not at all complete -the
pressures on road by HVT, a road previously out of bounds for HVT?

Table P4: is list of consuliees complete? EPA? Marine Institute?

Exposure (o noise 24 hours a day does not contribute to a sustainable community, in an area of
negligible background noise.

Ponds: based on Bord na Ména - how were dimensions decided on?

3.2.4. Health and safety Management - see Algeria blast.

Table 3.1.: 100 people on road construction? Co.CO. stalf? Are Co.Co to be sub-contractors for
Shell or Bord na Ména who would hire them on an ad hoc basis to repair/maintain Council roads? It
seems Lo make Lhe entire Council, individually and wholly, as subservient and irrelevant as Mayor
Brady says they are in Dublin.

Peal Soil Improvement: How tried and tested is this technology; no references accompany the
blurb.

Windrowing: surely applies to milled peat, not to Bailey's or the other discoursive oplion. Even
dealing with a single sod of hand cut pcat, the drying afier 8 days would be a miracle: bul even that
is not in any way comparable. Windrowing refers to heaps of mjlled peat that has been removed to a
depth of 1 inch afier an initial drying by heavy drainage of 8 y¢ars minimum? Calling a donkey a cat
leaves the donkey an ass. &

4.4.4. No onc disputes the fact that this proposal if @ﬁ{eﬁemed is obtrusive.

Refrigeration after some time: this is an integral S the project and not including it in the
application for planning, permission is project ing and therefore unacceptable.

5. Tourist survey is funny. °é~

5.5.2 Security -another keyword in p.r. »\(g?acﬁrocessor

5.7.E.M.G.The existing EM.G. isa bgd , and Shell is not responsible for this: il has no
cxpertise, no commitment no indepe ce: Sheli representative alone has access to rcievant
information and so the capacity to maonitor. The representative of the Dept. of the Marine, at the
initial, founding meeting, YGI‘USG& allow as a member anyone who has questions about the
sustainability of the project: Mr. Daly is on video tape so declaring. And you think this is
monitoring?

6. Bird survey relales to immediate sile only, [or it is a well known [act that the birds in Erris do not
stray far from home.

8.4.6. Various animal carcasses: now that's an interesting one for important people. Have the
carcasses and surrounding areas been tested for the presence of toxic chemicals: this issue surfaced
at oral hearing.

8.10"some local shrinkage"as a result of de-walering: given by Tobin's (remember them - ?) in their

published report to Mayo Co. Co. as the main cause of the hill collapse in Glengad. Any
implications here?

9.2.2. Ceathrd Mor Lake is nutrient poor?: is that why it was closed to fishing in 2003 because of
bloom?

9.6."Siltation of watercourses is not expected to occur as a result-of this development.” No one
believes this: it does not correspond to normal experience.
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10.4 .4 Implies that the developer already knows the IPPC licence requirements even before licence
,j{;f:jplied for? Possible?

4.2, Why not eliminate the "potential for mercury emissions" instead of just "minimising" them?
11.5.1. The prevailing wind blows emissions directly onto the houses in Bun Abhna and on up the
Glenamoy floodplain. The strongest winds, however, blow towards Carrowmore Lake. In this
respect, the Wind Rose as used is deceptive unless used for what it is supposed to be used. The basin
shape of the area does hinder dispersion but not if you live somewhere ¢lse,
11.What is the generating capacity of the plant to be installed at Ballinaboy? Does it merit the
designation of power station? Is a specific licence required? At what level does a power plant
require a specific designation and licence? (Check Alcan).

11.13.2 Belmullet is not a "representative met station.”

11.17: The proposed site iS in a basin - on a marble in a basin. The infrequency of inversions in
Belmullet is comforting, and makes it more acceptable to choke on NOxs etc in Ballinaboy and Bun
Abhna as long as Belmullet is happy. Simeon would understand.
12. Only a "relatively small no "of people will suffer, so that's fine.
14.9 i.e. 50,000 tons of CO2 - originally nearer 70,000. And the methane of 26,000 cows.
14.7.2 The reduction in oil usage here implied is totally false: primary maths sufficient.
16. Traffic: Only the local authority can explain the u-turns here involved - I mean the local
authority concrete engineers who made the decision not the abstract Local Authority.
18.2.1"The Corrib has four distinct elements" Only-two are subject of this application = project
splitting.
18.2.2 No mention of the monarcain chaca at Muing Mhor?.
18.6 Only pipelines or tankers of LNG make gas more widelydivailable, not a new supply from
Sakhalin or the Duiske field: gas moves along pipelines = insight/inspiration!.
19. Senseless propaganda - say it again Sam often engughdand it may be true.
Table 19.2 Comparison should be with greenfieid (gii;gﬁf useful information was the criterion.
No bonding of decommissioning - British Auﬂ@%&és have more backbone and sense of the national
interest. . 00%\*
s’

. v%gdiﬁchmcal Appendix 2.
4.6. The issue of strengthening the pea@‘&gs many questions.
5.1 A reference to the Channel T 6l experience of, I think, Arup, is the only traceable reference
for this proposal? Is nothing elso ailable?. The reference would be betier if it was detailed.

EIS. Vol 2. Srahmore.
p.5 "If all mitigation measures are applied” this manira is repeated ad nauseum : it is the Rosary of
this project and the most important discourse. Have similar measures been applied previously and
have they worked? All processes must be set off against this standard - have they been tried - have
they worked.
2.4 Haku system deals with milled peat.
Fig. 2.5Waste material to be compacted by butldozers? What does research say will be the result of
this - certainly not puff pastry?
2.4.2"will be effectively treated” has it worked up 'til now? (hiwun).
2.5 Initial 5,000 cubic metres to be "extensively drained" How? Precedent? Have spreading methods
"examined"” been implemented before? If so, where/when/result?
5.3.8. Tourist Survey finds "foo much development...and improved roads" as the problem?
6.3 "Depositing area” is Tullahaun Bay.
Mixing of peat: destruction of natural stratification: paper trail, please.
7.3.1 Designated Areas - how designated must one be?
2
12
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Low variety of species present in Munhin River and, in the case of Tullahaun Bay, much lower than
in the rest of Blacksod Bay - ascribed by NPW stafT to silt accumulation front Bord na Ména
king - obvious from visual. Where tidal flushing is active, pollution not so dominant.

County Secretary, Mr. Condon has first hand knowledge of the elfect of silting from
commercial peat works in the Dubh Loch area, just south of Cill tSéana. We notice (Irish Times,
23/9/'03) also that Mr. Condon is in a learning mode: vis a vis Glengad collapse "It's certainly been
proved that peat can move."” Mr Condon, in the same interview, said (hat if the peat excavated from
the terminal site was to be taken away, rather than stored "it wouldn't be a problem". He seems, in
the same interview, 1o be quite happy that whatever peat was removed to make way for the runway
at Barr na Clige has disappeared: tho' he doesn't know what happened 1o it. The foregoing illustrates
two points:- 1. The County Secretary is quite happy to sign off on this project, whatever it is; 2. He
wishes another miracle would happen, like the Knock one, and that the peat would disappear.

No spawning or nursery areas where peat silt has access.

7.3.2 Extract from EPA (2,000) shows clearly ongoing polluting effect of B na M works.

9.8 “The infrastructure will be capable of catering for all rainfall events above the design rainfall”.
O Lord but ‘is nice to be humble and blessed with such foresight: the Shannon and Brosna and
Loch Ree show how effective this direct contact with God has been.

9.9 How can a "sampling programnie” "@NSure that all discharges from the site are within
permitted discharge limits."? "regular sampling" means nothing except that samples will be taken
regularly (if the entire process is carried through.). Lost performative.
16.4.2 How do Muiranny and Maam Cross end up "in the vicinity of the proposed development"?
19. The EMS drafl is lovely, and as useful only as its implementation for now and forever until the
mixed up peat re-layers and stabilises: and the taxpayer, dlrectlé or indirectly, whoever whatcver
whenever however pays the piper. "

&
The proposed dump site at Srahmore goes as [ar as t@é@ﬁ%th Sailc road: once a dumpmg licence is
issued, that is that, but it is a matter for the peopleoégﬂ\at part of Crris. Our concern is with the entire
prolect and thc Srahmore is merely an extensi ‘it, the effect of which is that now over 600 acres

is being despoiled to facilitate a footprint of; &ﬁ acres: never has so much been despoiled by so few
for so little. RS

S &\0)
As this proposal is 1o a large extent thee %uwalent of the previous application refused by An Bord
Pleanala, it is essential that the Reperts by the responsible Inspector of the Board and the appointed
expert, Mr. Ball, be read as evi e. Those reports, with the opinions there presented, remain the
only independent expert analysis yel undertaken into the desirability, sustainability, acceplability,
viability of this project, in common sense and in planning terms, and frce of any vested interest. We
therefor refer these reports to the planners of Mayo County Council as evidence, and essential
reading before planning decisions on this application are made.
There re some major departures in this application from the second original, relating to height ol
terminal, removal of created waste, seeding of bog with 36,5000 tons of cement, road u-turns and

increased trafTic of enormous proportions and weight, the dump site at Sralunore and its implications
elc.

TOQ Sum Up:- From early July 1957, when an oil industry attorney from Wichita, Kansas - an Irish
American with a greal affection for Ireland - was introduced o the Director of the Geological
Survey of Ireland by Aindreas O Cuiv, the then Attorney General in the then Fianna Fail
Administration, until the first gas was brought ashore, 20 years-elapsed, 20 years ol intense if
sporadic work. This project secking permission, is precipitate; hurried and unconsidered, and quite
outside the normal time frame for this type of development.

10
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Re. Planning Permission to construct a Gas Reception and Treatment Terminal and Ancillary
Waorks al Ballinaboy, Ballygelly South, and Associate Works, heing » Dumping Site for Newly
Created Waste at Srahmore, and the Transport of Same Waste and Other Necessary

aterials between Ballinaboy and Sralimore, as contained in File No. P03 - 2343 n Mayo
County Council Planning Department.

WL, the undersigned, individually and colleetively, in view of the comments preceding and the
experience ol 2 previous applications for planning permission lor the samic project. or parl project,
wish to record our opposition to the granting of planning permission [or the above described project,
as is belore Mayo County Council.

Qur concerns include:- I The potential damage to the environment and (o the lishing industry
at the propused outlall from pollutants in the ellluent discharged.

2 The danger to health from the acrial emissions from the multiple
process engaged in at the terminal when in operation.

WI: are aware that applications covering 1 and 2 are not before Mayo Counly
Council at present, but we believe that the resulting project splitting makes this application
unicnablc. 3 The inevilabie silting and poliution damage to waterways upstream
and dowastream lrom the proposed terminal, especially and including Catrowmore Like, the one
source of potable watcr for the Erris Regional Water Supply, the Glenamoy catchment and Sruth
Mhada Con, and (heir associated SACs and SPAs, all important salmon ind sea trout spawning and
passageways. 4 The inevitable degradation of cnvironmentally sensitive and valuabie
arcas of national and European importance and so designated.

5 The hydsological nightmare and destructive potential of silting and
bursting ol a very liquid peal at the sile of the terminal and at the proposed deposition sile and the
consequences of such movement. N

6 Roads: the needs ol the @Sﬂ%ﬁil population during the proposed 2 years
ol construclion not taken into consideration: the @Jm plan as proposed and accepled by Mayo C o,
Co. in advance of application for planning pegg‘?iég‘,\%n amounts (o a quarantine as neither the guality
of the existing roads or their orientation pegffilfs their modification lo accepl such an cnormous
burden of heavy traffic. As an example;df the proposal is accepted it will no longer be viable lor us
in the Ceathrd Thaidhg arca to usc !hgg@ai\gor "bealach” or "route” to Ballina or Castlcbar or

NGRS o . -
Belmullet and consequently Shupwﬁ&@\mterns will of necessily change: and changes have a habit ol
being permanent. 7 Thegtoposal is speculative in many of its clements and in no way

essenlial to the development (tj%me area on which it impacts, nor do the potential advantages
postulalcd compensate for thefimmediate and ongoing deprivation of the community of the integral
advanlages of living and rearing one's family in this primal environment.

8 Excepl in a most speculative and wishtul way it docs not provide
infrastructure that will enhance the potential ol the immediate area.

9 The proposal is inherently obtrusive and impinges dircetly on the
Carrowmore SAC. The effect on the visuat amenity of the area lor the local residents, the permancnt
population, is dirc, representing a constant reminder of'a sleeping potential danger Irom its operation
or from emissions. ‘The cumulative evidence of unforeseen disasters would have a disastrous eflect
on the confidence of the local population in the benignity of their native environment. (Algeria,
China, whal lo-marrow?)

10 Noise impact - 24 hour operation, lawnmoywer - cven as
acknowledped by developer, would inevitably destroy the amenily of a non-industrial envirenment
for the local population. No elfort is made in the EIS to quantily this material loss in compensalory,
i.c. [inancial lcrms: an application not beyond the capacity ol basic cosl accountancy.

1 1The elfect of the physical and chemical changes and dynamisms to
be introduced into the ecosystem by this propgsal are not enumerated: the acedptability ol the
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propgsals is predicated on a blind acceptance of the will/ability of Bord na Ména/monitoring based
onaouse information dispersal. We call this an act of faith in an agnostic world.

12 Untried, untested technologics abound. The rchabilitation process is
speculative, and at variance with normal practice and expectancies. No cost-benefit analysis is done
with respect to the local area, the county, the Objective One Region of which it is a part, the State or
(he E.U. We have consistently, since the year 2,000, requested that this minimum requirement for
any business proposal be implemented. Without it we have a pig ina poke.

13 The immediate and ongoing economic/financial cost of the proposed

project is nowhere addressed: a normal practice where landscape values are reduced/lost to a
community undergoing industrialisation, as is proposed. Such a valuation in real terms is normal
practice. 14 Nowhere are we shown the methodology whereby previous Bord na
Ména experience and praclice is modified 1o 1ake into account the variables represented by this
project, or the extent and results of the modelling of such methodology. Without it, the proposals are
mere verbiage. For example, the extent and result of trials indicating the likely behaviour of
dumpers uscd in the Haku system when milled peat is replaced by peat slurry, of undefined
consisiency. 15 We note elements of high quality in the EIS and Technical
Supplements accompanying the application for planning permission. We remind the planning
authority however, that the general language used, and the selection of material demotes the EIS
from a purely technical document to one of undoubted advocacy. In this context, we refer the
authority(speaking in the concrete) 1o the gualification by RSK ENSR Environment Ltd., who
prepared the application and EIS for the applicant, its client Shell E & P Ireland Ltd., :

"The report may not be relied upon by any other parly without the express agreement of the client

and RSK ENSR". éoéz"
also &
"Where any data supplied by the client or from otheg@pﬁ‘ces have been used, it has been assumed
that the inﬁ:rmg&?gﬁs' correct.”
We do not rely on it unreservedly: neither d Q&gf.\‘assume that the information borrowed to the EIS is
correct. WE recommend the same cauti\ it;f\le Planning authority.
S

WE propose to the Planning Authori @?\ﬁcials that the evidence in support of the application under
consideration is inadequate, eVer&ﬁyk?ér the minor scrutiny to which we subjected it. We propose
that the issues aforesaid arc ine cably linked, as are issues relating to the blasting between the
terminal and the landfall and through Broadhaven Bay, whatever legalisms may or may nol
interpose. No one aspect of this proposal is ringfenced by the nature of the proposal.

The forcgoing issues arc, at root and remain so, concern for the health of the public, of which we,
individually and jointly are an integral part, and for the environment of land, sea and air, the health
of which we mirror: aer glan, aer slin, pobal sldn. WE request that this illogical and illconsidered
application be refused.

.ngpc'd by the following, on tholr own bohalf without projudioe 1o other sush sULILIERKIMLE L ks,
individually or severally may otherwise lodge with regard to this project:-

.-

F i - L
.'-.M"A'.t_ / [ # Lt d
Micheal O Seighin; anlhrg’l Thaidhg. Uinsionn mac Graith, Ros Dumbach.
AlvtSo et e et j( csa N7 Ghea AN
Uinsionn mac Graith, Ceathri Thaidhg. Tre&:sa Ni Uhean‘aighf Cé:;ﬁ:?? Thaidhg.
Caitlin Ui Sheighin, Ceathrd Thaidhg. Brid Ni Sheighin, Ros Dumhach.

Besel iSkay phin 12412
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Q)mments On Response By Shell To Request By Mayo County Council For
Further Information

File Register Number P03-3343

30 / March / 2004
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Comments on Response by Shell to Request for Further Information on File NO. P03-3343,
relating to proposed Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal and Related Srahmore Peat Dump.

Submission: Michedl & Seighin and others.

Contact: Michedl & Seighin, Ceathrd Thaidhg, Béal an Atha.
Contact Phone: 097/88961

Contact Riomhphost: moseighin@eircom.net

Réamhfhocal:- Diil Debates, 4/11/1998. Minister Dr. Woods:

"We will not grant a foreshore licence unless we are satisfied that there is planning

permission."
Ach thit an spéir ar Acaill 6 shoin.

Ongoing Development of Context:- We note that Mayo County Council did not inform the
M.L.V.C., of their worries regarding the instability of Glengad Hill et alia, or of its' history of
landslides. Mayo Co. Co. had so briefed the developer.

The M.L.V.C. is 2 commitice of experts whose bricf it is 10 recommend that the relevant Minister grant a Lease,
Licence or Permission in matters marine, in this instance the go-ahead for the offshore and on-shore (8 Kilometres of
pipeline and accessories) project. é&'

*The M.L.V.C. will only consider and assess an application when it is fully @sﬁed that all relevant information is

provided." (Marine Institute Documentation). N ,é%
o‘\‘\ox

We note also, that responsibility for matters abov@%&!ﬁ%l lies with the Local Authority.
o° Qs}
Transport Man@@ent Plan Item 1, Vol.1
This "plan" is in response to request NoQ‘T@ﬁem No. 1). The preamble notes that it is a "living
document”, in other words a concept, qét a proposal, and as far as its implementation goes, a
blueprint for an ad hoc delivery Ofo required result. We do not believe that this is sufficient for
a project of such magnitude where the risks are so great.

Overview:- Consideration does not include the disposal of excavated material from the 8
Kilometres of pipelines, from Giengad (Trd na n-Oistreach) to Ballinaboy. It is proposed to
produce this waste to make way for a pipe of 500mm from the well, 3(I think) for the umbilical,
and the outlet pipe taking waste water and its' passengers out 10 Erris Head. As well as the pipes
themselves it is proposed to import some 50,000 cubic metres of fill (stones etc) presumably
along the roads from Glenamoy to Rosport (Léana Mhianaigh / Seanmhachaire) and from
somewhere to Glengad to replace the excavated material over 1 kilometre from Tré4 na nOistreach
to Rosport. This necessitates the disposal of huge amounts of waste peat and soil, on the sloping
land stretching along Sruth Mhada Conn, an SAP, and on a macaire etc. Or is it intended to be
left where the JCB dumps it, on the 40 metre wayleave that Shell intends to obtain? I wonder will
some of it wash off, given that over large sections of the pipeline it is intended to place itin up to

6 metres of bog?
1
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1.4 Distinct Material Flows: Tobins mention this requirement at the top of page 3 (is that
funny?) but does not further expand on it, despite a reference in 1.4 (f). Are the "pipeline
mageials, trenching lining and wayleave stoning materials for the landward section of the gas
pipgti from the foreshore to the terminal” to be delivered along the 40 metre wayleave, and is
this the escape route for the excavated material also? This traffic management plan is not
complete and is an effort to deceive Mayo Co. Co. . In its potential for damage, immediate and
irreparable, this 8 Kilometres, including a section within the terminal site, provides the "main
material movement” and not the removal of the peat waste from the terminal site itself. Daft.
What else has been forgotten, after 10 bites at the cherry?

(i) We do not see to where and by what route "unsuitable material" is to be hauled offsite, and
what are the implications of this for the TMP. We presume that the dumping of such waste will
only be allowed on a suitably licensed site, holding full and contemporary planning permission,
delivered by a safe and stable route.

Altogether, 11 distinct sources of HVT are named here by Tobins, but there are of course more
equally relevant sources than that.

3.1 Existing Traffic: L1204 caters also for all hospital generated traffic for the entire Diin
Chaochiin area, for most of Diin Ciortdin and for areas around Glenamoy. We would call to mind
the fuss generated in other areas where patients are not up to 70 miles from emergency treatment
under normal living conditions when any obstacle is placed between the patient and hospital care.
This is the most emotive issue in this present context - Tobins aredhardly suggesting by this
omission that sick people should not be included in the categasy of the "mainly™?.

3.3 Existing Pavement Structure: It is relevant to poj m‘ti\giﬁ ow this road, L1204 became tarred
originally, in the late 1950s or very early in 1960. ;[@cgtﬁen management of the "Peatlands”- the
site under this application - persuaded the loca!\\gt%hégillors that only the lack of a tarred road
prevented a host of developments happeniq@i@ﬁ would involve heavy traffic. Conned again, as
usual: fuireachas an tsionnaigh ar mhag@izé&?‘oc’m tairbh. This fact may be a warning to be careful
of overestimating the quality of the fou\rﬁfétion works of this routeway.

There is no data given on depth of pgdt - certainly one day on the road is not sufficient to provide

a satisfactory database of peat depth underlying this road: the road to be sequestered extends from
Rosport to Bangor /somewhere else, and from Glengad to Bangor/somewhere else. Has this
traffic management plan covered this?

Has a copy of the modified version of the USACE PCI methodology been provided to Mayo CO.
Co.?. If so why has not a copy been lodged in the relevant planning file? Given the imperial
sweep of the USACE this reference is less than useless: Iraq has sand problems but...

Proposed Road Improvements.

4.1 Background. It is a truism that 3.3 shows that the present pavement is not capable of
carrying the proposed level of loading to transport the 450,000 cu. metres of peat, but it is
required to remember that this in itself significant loading is only one item of loading, and not
necessarily the most severe, if one takes load weight and balance into consideration. Not alone
would it be "likely" to cause a "general deterioration” but Tobins are-well aware that such a
deterioration is inevitable: this language is advocacy, not science.
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4.2 Road improvement details. What has previously been the behaviour of this
We?i)i‘xMacadam on a similar peat dominated basal structure, without side buttressing? Case
Stub. & and practical applications? And Mayo CO. Co. has accepted this engineering concept
already? What is the likely effect of vibration on this peat based structure, when widening
contributes both interface problems and differential sinking, bearing in mind that the interface
between the soft vertical peat and the new fill materials provide small friction resistance? Sliding,
settlement, rupture of ground, foundation soil extrusion, rotational failure, bearing capacity
failure?: in other words will the proposals here when implemented ensure that the base, old and
esp. new, will be sufficiently strong and unyielding to support the new extended pavement, which
in turn is expected to resist cracking over the interface of the old and the new? Please, where and
how has it been done before in a hurry or not? (It is not expected to resist cracking? Interesting?)
"normal operating conditions" give this proposed technique a life span of ten years: this proposal,
in speed of concept and application and in stress, is not normal. What experience is there of "non-
normal conditions? Who accepts responsibility for that "which is not precisely determinable at
this time" on the verge of Carrowmore Lake SAC? Is it Mayo CO. Co. - the public purse? Of
course it is.
In the absence of surcharging on a realistic timescale, which is a minimal requirement for weight
bearing structures, this road structure would consist of 2(or three?) separate vertical weight
bearing structures on a foundation of peat under different levels of compression, with little or no
possibility of keying at the interface. Common sense dictates that$€al proof must precede such a
foolhardy enterprise. Tobins' admission here underlines the basic problem - a hurried project with
not enough time to plan or implement it properly. o‘j\ox'é\
Other haulage with heavy vehicles will function “fg&?’? most part outside the peat haulage
exercise". It is not an exercise - were it s0 RO 0(@‘%& Id care much: it is for real. This kind of a
promise is silly and not implementable. {\(&@0 3
P.13 How did Tobins arrive at this level &‘gb?npensatlon for the hurried implementation of this
project? Holy Ghost? No effort is madqué’ justify the choice of scale placing: i.e. it means
nothing.
"The selected pavement design is c?emonstrared 10 be adequate” but "it is not possible to predict
with total accuracy the behaviour of the strengthened pavement". So, the design is irrelevant, and
Tobins take responsibility for whatever results the design may throw up? They do, like hell.
"there would be noticeable settlement in the widened section of road compared to the existing
pavement edge". So cracking of the pavement at the interface is modelled into the proposal, and
ingress of water etc? At least you're honest.
Mayo Co. Co, have recent experience of this type of result, which was then unaccountably
unforeseen. Around five or so years ago Mayo Co. CO. road staff began to tidy up the roadsides

in Erris and in the process add a little width to the pavement. (One of our group of signatories noted at
the time that a similar effort in the sixties on the Limerick to Fermoy road led to the death of a milk lorry driver
when the milk container snapped away from the trailer and broke the man's neck, when he inadvertantly drove onlo

the "new"” part.) Within a few weeks, a lorry load of gravel being carried by Lennons, Glencastle,
sank at Ballinaboy, at the junction of L1204 and R314, a-lorry of Combhar lorrais sank near the
junction of R314 and L1203, an oil lorry sank on the RB 14 near the junction with the R313. This
is a mere sample list. 3
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4.3.1 Two Way Carriageways A tolerance of 0.5 metre between two lorries, necessitates the use
of Hntire road width out to the edge: if this is their experience, we feel we must congratulate
To on their super drivers.

4.4 Bridges and Culverts "the loads arising from the haulage exercise are not expected 1o
exceed 24 tons GVW": | understood that the loads of peat (explicitly in question here) were to be
limited to 11 tons? Lorries nowadays have mighty heavy tare!

It would make sense to remember the bridge destroyed by a few hours rain in recent years.

5. "This TMP is an evolving document”. Does this mean " you make it up as you go along" or
what are the parameters outside which evolution becomes creation?

5.1 Enabling Works Materials Import. The number and variety of assembly lines and flow
charts in practice here remind one of the incessant construction activity of Fraggle Rock.

It obviously means a hell of a lot of lorries and a test for traffic management.

5.3 Exported Materials 66,000 tonnes "suitable for site remediation elsewhere" : The mind
boggles. Where is "elsewhere", how does one get there, what is there when one does, is it
licensed, has it existing planning permission? Above all, why so coy about it, suddenly
remembering that Tobins are also regularly consultants for Mayo Co. CO. and for some relevant
clients of Mayo Co. CO. - why so coy? This conversation piece is not sufficient in a planning
matter.

If it is a "realistic prospect” that the lorries of stone will also double as waste removers, then
unless the two dumps are the same, the figures given in this doc&ment are hit and miss at best.
Not planning material. & @
p-20 Are we to understand that, if the fairy godmotheogg @1 the beat making "unsuitable" material
"suitable", some of the 450,000 metres cubed of p@:&% ght suddenly get an upgrade in status : in
other words is this a "wait and see" of which ggé%éflashings in previous applications?. Sorry. It
is not good enough for planning: this ' makg\‘%u?a as you go along" gave us Derrybrien. Tobins
need to give chapter and verse on how tlﬁ%shetamorphosns has occurred in the past and how it
can be possible at Ballinaboy. \5\

5.4.10 Accommodating the Needs 6f Local Residents. We wish to point out yet again that the
roads in question are vital to the population north of this proposed project. It is evident however,
that the hurried nature of this proposal has ensured that the real issues are dealt with only on a hit
and miss basis. There is no holistic study, even in a narrow sense, of the implications of this
monstrosity for the population and its environment, except as selected and defined by the
developer's sub-contractors. The "local needs" here dealt with, are those imposed and identified
by the transport contractors and consultants.

5.4.15 "fugitive spills of water from tailgates" are mentioned and then forgotten. These "fugitive
spills" happen along Carrowmore Lake.

p.30. The filling procedures are such that no one could implement: desk top stuff.

The foregoing deals only with the road from Ballinaboy to Bangor: this is not the whole story or
anything like it.
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Transportation of Materials Associated with Pipeline Construction.
5.6.(:))nshore Pipeline to Terminal. All the materials are to be brought to Ballinaboy in lorries
from Bangor or wider afield, whatever that is supposed to mean, but one could guess some of it:
this is hardly an input to a planning application, for every source brings different implications for
traffic management and environmental reception, built or naturally occurring. When the materials
arrive at Ballinaboy they take different routes: 1 pipes and fill along
the L5244 to Glengad (the warning sign road, where landslides are supposed to be an immediate
threat.)

2 pipes and materials along the L5244 and right to the Glenamoy River
along wayleave. 3 Pipes and materials to Rosport , i.e. Léana Mhianaigh, Seanmhachaire.
It is proposed to bring the materials and pipes along the wayleave - on 20 feet of bog over a long
section from the Glenamoy River. There is no breakdown of materials for the various sections of
pipe trench or the access points required and viable.
There is no mention of the waste excavated to make way for the pipe: it has'nt gone away you
know!. It must be transported from the wayleave on something and a donkey won't do. It speaks
volumes for the structure of this proposal that the removal of these enormous amounts of waste
has not been addressed. The wayleave has to accomodate the initial loads of stone for fill, then
endure the loading of pipes, then excavators,etc. '
1t is obvious that the developer has not taken on board the fact tga’t@an excavation like this in a
bog is in effect making an underground road in a bog, wQ\l’c Q?so serves as the floor of a drain. "
Peat deposits are very compressible,..Consequently t@?oa}e not suitable for foundations of roads
railways and buildings. ...Laboratory tests are oﬁs\ﬁQo poor indication of how peat will perform
when loaded, because of rapid horizontal dra@i@gﬁigé‘under load in the field, which is not revealed
by laboratory tests in a confining vessel. Q(li?@ﬁroblems with peat include low stability
(tendency to creep) on slopes, wastage véizgz?ﬁ exposed and subject to drying, a tendency to float
when flooded, and the generation of g@lane leading to fires. (UCL Department of Geography,
Quaternary Environments) &
p.34 This haulage of materials is to be done in February and March: We don't believe this
proposal is serious: 2831 loads of HGV, at 20 tons a time, much of it over deep liquid bog, in
February and March, not to mention the return of the waste to somewhere undefined!. Will you
look at the roads from Glenamoy to Léana Mhianaigh and ask the roads engineers who are
struggling with the Bun Abhna - Muing na B6 section. Someone along the way must be sane.
5.6.2 Sales Gas Pipeline from Terminal to Bangor. There is no traffic plan at all for this
section of work: no allocation of lorry loads to individual sections. This info. must be available as
it is proposed to access the wayleave at a number of points. This is very slapdash and smacks of
arrogance. Again there is no mention of disposal of the excavated peat and other wastes, for the
disposal of which there needs to be waste licence and some mention by the EPA. There is more
involved than a few wheelbarrows of muck. The excavated material, as in the case of the pipeline
from Glengad to Ballinaboy, is not segregated :it just hangs there, a little off stage, in the wings.
Very slapdash and unacceptable. Again emphasising that this hurried job was never property
analysed, even as a dig-and-carry operation.
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6 Review and Updating "winter period" the flooding and destruction at Glencullin and Glengad
occurred outside this nice box of winter, in summer and autumn. To go on this basis is
inﬁnsible in the extreme.

One gets the distinct impression that the developer does not intend to implement much of the
hauling and carrying necessary for this proposal if it gets permission. This submission smells of
gung ho.
Risk Assessment Matrix.
We are totally at a loss to understand how Mayo Co. Co. has taken on itself responsibility,
financial and other, for risks undertaken in progressing a non-public project. It is incredible that,
in advance of a planning decision and as an advance on the position indicated by the pre-planning
file, that the public purse is thus mortgaged for the further benefit of Shell, which company
already benefits from the most placid leasing terms in the world. Whether this is a guarantee to
Shell by Mayo Co. Co. that Planning Permission will be granted to this version of the project or
not, we have no doubt but that the consent of Mayo Co. Co, as here expressed to taking
responsibility for such compensation as may arise, has legal implications for the public purse, and
is an invitation to members of the public, to Shell and to contractors within the scheme, to further
scrounge off the tax payer. Add to this the fact that the taxpayer is the owner of Bord na Ména,
its originator and its paymaster. Here again and on into the future, the taxpayer is being put in
hock to this version of a project: (a semi-privatised contract State syst%md%s; becoming indistinguishable from a
State subsidised private sector). We demand that the names an\g"idgﬁ?ities of the individuals
responsible for this treason be made available to the gggﬁiﬁfor future reference. We have no
problem with Shell playing hardball, but itis hard\lg?};&?ket for people paid by the public purse to
so cravenly lie on their backs and think of moét}big\&!ghnd.
We are incredulous. R
QO\ Q\\‘\\Q
o
Submission®n Response to Item 2, Vol. 1
2 "Written confirmation ......deep peat 50il. 5~

The enclosed consent (April lSth,ci(}OZ) does not confirm that the design of the proposed
pipeline as requested is suitable to ensure its stability. Rather it requires the developer (item 11)
to draw up an Environmental Management Plan (where is it or is the faith test being applied?)"to
provide detailed construction methodology. The plan should address, separately, both the
construction aspects (i.e. the pipeline and ancillary constructs and the operational aspects and
should as a minimum include i.Traffic management. etc." Likewise in item 16:"The methodology
of pipelaying within Broadhaven Bay, at the landfall and between the landfall and the terminal,
shall be agreed with the Department before commencement of construction.” Where is the
agreement? Minister Woods' statement at the head of this submission applies.

Noteworthy also is item 19: "The developer shall undertake additional traffic studies and submit
a Traffic Management Plan for approval to Mayo County Council for the management of
construction traffic associated with pipeline and landfall construction activities." May we
suggest that what has been attempted in this direction is quite anaemic and not adequate. Where
is it?
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Is Mayo Co. Co. in a position to grant planning permission for a structure on the basis of
unkpown/secret/whatever-your'e -having-yourself/no plans?

It cﬁs logic to imply that a high pressure pipeline floating on up to 20 feet of bog can be stable
structurally. It is not possible to distinguish between that part of the landbased upstream pipeline
that is outside the terminal site and the greater part between the landfall and the terminal
boundary - the same physical reality rules: in neither case has the developer shown that the
regulatory authority has confirmed the proposed methodology as suitable: indeed it must be said
that no regulatory authority has seriously addressed the issue of a vibrating pipe in deep bog, on a
slope to Sruth Mhada Conn.

The onshore requirements of this consent, albeit issued by the offshore authority, are for
leakages, not structural stability, line inspection and maintenance. The exclusion by PAD in this
consent of any considered response to 8 Kilometres of land pipeline, iflustrates once again the
absurdity of the location of this proposed refinery and the project splitting which it entails, which
leaves the PAD in the untenable position of issuing licences and leaves for farmland, pasture and
bog, on the pretence that this is foreshore. It is definitively clear that the foreshore ends at the
high water mark, and no amount of legalistic shenanigans changes this.

The evaluation prepared by Andrew Johnson of the Onshore Pipeline Design Code for Dept. of
Marine and Natural Resources, which underlies the consent as en%psed, excludes any activity
within the Terminal site: "1 is understood that the terming\@ﬁRA (prepared as part of the

terminal design) ... will consider the risks associated wggb\gﬁ\faci!iries within the terminal site,
including the pipeline facilities." (28 March 2002)Q ooﬁ@\o

RSN
O
Submission on W& to Item 3, Vol. 1

Not answered. <<<§ s

S
O
r I j‘here is little point in m::ﬁqﬂg}'ﬁﬁk?ﬂugﬂbiﬁﬁmﬂﬁ“séﬂa&ﬁﬁﬁs Yrg}: \lhen the entire sewage of
Belmullet and its’ trade effluent, go uﬁ\eated straight into Broadhaven and Blacksod Bays: and still planning
permission is being given for hundféds more 1ax driven dwellings and bedrooms to prospectively dump tons
more of the same human and trade effluent daily into the Bays. Were the market developed we could sell E-coli in
place of WMD.

Submission on Response to Item 6, Vol. 1.
6 Submit a map .....clearfelling etc

The proposed transported peat consists of the entire depth of peat. Therefore all phosphate
concentrations are removed to the dump at Srahmore. What is the potential effect of binders on
this?

Does the dumping of carcasses (dogs, cats, fish, rabbits, horses, cattle) contribute to phosphate
concentration? Have the unearthed carcasses be species identified? Why not?

The acrotelm will be removed entirely, and given the drainage history of the site, the status of the
acrotelm is mote. The phosphate on site is only immobile until it gets a lift to Srahmore.

Drain 22 again lifts its enigmatic head. It is the most difficult element in the entire drainage of the
site, and inscrutable. The source of the phosphate here remains 1 mystery, as does the amount of
water flow and the pollution. It is more than a drain: itis a sprin_gl(s) {lso, a stream. It has been

7
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marked on the 6 inch ordnance survey maps in shortened form since the first mapping and is
f&ably the most important drainage element historically. This bald statement hardly answers
equest to provide a comparison etc.
Drain 22 has some of the mystery of another famous bog hole within the terminal site, where the
water disappears underground and no one seems to be able to trace where it comes out. This has
baffted the multiple consultants of many applications to Mayo Co. Co. on behalf of this project.
Realistically, in the vicinity of a spring fed lake of such importance as Carrowmore is, a mystery
of this nature should immediately call a halt to development that impacts on the hydrology.
Anyone who believes that "The stored material will be covered with waterproof sheeting in
periods of high rainfall" is too innocent for this bad world.
The excavated materials will not for long impact on the Ballinaboy site, because - wait for it -
they will be impacting on the Munhin and Abhainn Mhor.

Submission on Response to Item 7, Vol. 1.
7 Detail of site ... should be provided.

| hope you get the message, Mayo Co. Council: don't waste Shell's time: go and read the EIS.
This response is a non-response. The magic bottomless boghole is nowhere to be found on the
drawings, although it featured prominently in two sessions of a long oral hearing.

Submission on Response to Item Sé%l.l.

8 Baseline ....around the site. §

Raw data was requested and no raw data is given. The d%ﬁﬁ'e of data of varying definition and
integrity leaves this response useless. According tg\ﬁg@esponse, the required data is not
available, i.e. has not been acquired. y.\\oﬁ\:d}
p.3 refers to 12 months sampling: page 2 sgg,%(ﬁfally states that a full year's data is not available,
or maybe we are misreading page 2 or paéo&@or both.
Table 13: Drain 22 again raises its eni&m%tic head: We wonder why? It needs explaining and real
research over essential time. 0&55\
3.3 Drain 22 classed as "serious!ycﬁollute " _ We wonder why? Is it significant?

The picture here is of a water system already stressed, under pressure. This proposal
would further degrade it and put Carrowmore Lake at greater risk.
Who is responsible, in the absence of bonding, for compensatory re-establishment of status quo
or better? What a ridiculous question, Charlie Brown!

Submission on Response to Item 9, Vol. 1.
9 information and ...other acids.

Bord na Ména is presented here in terms of "typical” results to events. In fact, what is proposed is
so much different to what Bord na Ména actually does, that it is completely misleading to equate
this waste activity with the work Bord na Ména is highly experienced in. Not even their UK
subsidiary, The Brightwater Group, specialising in sewage, industrial and municipal wastes and
sludge, has such an undertaking as part if its c.v., although no doubt such-expertise can be put to
good use in projects such as the Muing Mhér perfumery.
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It is essential in dealing with these matters to give a cursory, at minimurm, look at what Bord na
Ména actually does, that qualifies them as implementers of this proposal: otherwise we are in
da of living in and dealing with a "reality" equivalent to reality TV. The following is taken
from Bord na Ména "Report on Corporate Social Responsibility 2002-2003" :

"Undrained or pristine peatland has a water content of approximately 95% (a). Before development a peatland is
surveyed and a drainage plan designed. Drainage reduces the water content of the surface of a peatland from 95%
10 80(b)% and removes more than 75% of the water from the surface layer.
After about three years of development work the fields are cleaned of vegetation and shaped, etc.
There are essentially four operations in milled peat production(c): milling, harrowing, ridging and harvesting.
Milling:In the milling operation a thin layer of peat, usually about 15 millimetres deep(d) is cut
from the surface of the peatland where it is left to air dry over a period of a few days. The water content of the crop
in this layer of peat after milling is about 80%.(c)
Harrowing: In the course of drying, the layer of peat is turned a few times to make the best use of
available solar energy ()

Ridging: When the layer of peat on the surface of the peatland has reached the target water
content, it is collected into ridges in the middle of each field. (g}

Harvesting: Haku or Peco system. "
(a) The existing drainage at Ballinaboy does not seem to have been very effective - i.e. it seems
to have broken down. and the moisture level is as high as originally. This would correspond to
visual evidence.
(b) Bord na Ména drains for 8 years(or is it less - figures abound)to get to this level of 80% and
75% in the acrotelm. v\\é‘\’@
(¢) "milled" is what Bord na Ména do - not mass excavz\tgogﬁ}l this scale.
(d) One inch (1) at a time is removed from a surfac @@g@has already lost most of its moisture:

one inch. "\Q&
(e) Even off the top layer, after draining foréyfe@@
(f) "Had I a spoon, had 1?" A &\0»
(g) Windrowed after it has reached the (sﬂ%ured moisture content - not before.
&
It is up to Bord na Ména to explaiﬁ’%ow the methodology suitable for the above process can
justifiably be applied, with no piloting to the circumstances of this project. This is for real.
In this section also, "gradual” is used again and again. It must be noted, in view of the above, that
nothing in this proposal resembles "gradual" in the normal lexicon of Bord na Ména - where the
context is reducing 8 years to nothing, "gradual” has lost its meaning.
No raw data is given for the "widespread monitoring".

Submission on Response to Item 10, Vol. 1.
10 A schedule ....are not specified).

Seasonal constraints will surely apply for salmon and eel and peal and trout on the Munbhin and
Abhainn Mhér.?

Submission Response to Item 11, Vol.1.
11 Information on .in this location.It is hard to accept that the binding agent will have no effect
outside the site but it may be true. Again the precautionary principle applies.
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Peat Stabilisation:-
1.2 How is "stabilisation" more "sustainable" than total removal?
Wé. ke exception to the comment: "Experience has shown that stabilisation is particularly

suitably for peat". No evidence is suggested for this universal comment (ltis a perfect example of the
language of the neo-cons in the United States of America who have perfecied it = cmpty language, lost performative:

“Thank God for George Bush™: there is no answer possible.) Nor some pertinent facts, not least among

them being i. soils containing more than 10% peat must be thoroughly tested before stabilisation,

for not all peat is suitable for this process, at the present state of knowledge; ii. Although the

total amount of stabilisation work in soft soils undertaken in Japan (in particular) and

Scandinavia, and latterly in the United States, is substantial, only a minuscule fraction of this

work is in peat, which is very much the Cinderella in this business. iii. Stabilisation work in peat,

owing in part to its' deficiency in pozzolanic minerals, is undertaken as a last resort, not a first

choice.

1.3 No raw data to back up cement bureau statements, which may be completely justified, but the

issue of advocacy and underlying absence of responsibility for outcomes requires caution.

1.4.1 Peat is a specific type of soft soil, and it is misleading to throw in figures relating to soft

soils as if they are relevant to peat: very little of them are relevant. My understanding of the

proposal is that it is not envisaged that mass and column stabilisation should be used on this site.

(SGI are indeed world leaders in soft soil technologies and their advice is expected to increase

ten-fold the U.S. present output of 30,000 cu. metres annually 05\5'%:] treated: compared with the

Japanese output, this is tiny. However, very little soft sou&teg‘hﬁ)ology is relevant to the peat at

Ballinaboy or anywhere else for that matter.) 00 \

1.4.2 The samples given are hardly indicative in agyogi&be Pre-loading is not proposed, not even

in road widening; a mix of peat and clay is nok%@ant, use of columns not proposed; elements

do leach from the binder; ratios of peat to b vital, also depth of peat, drainage status, etc.

This work has a promising future, but vé&@imned prospects in Ireland, because of political-

economic issues that do not concern usﬁere

2.1.3 Where and how has this beelzj ne: raw data is absent. This is a proposal for real - not a

trial, with a real not a theoretic outcome.

2.2.2.S0 testing is ongoing - no results available. So, the time constraint on good work kicks in

again. Laboratory tests in peat, especially relating to physical and mechanical properties, are

notoriously unreliable and until proven on the ground, in a dynamic situation, must be very

sceptically treated.

2.2.3 Tis a bit late to verify when decisions to go ahead are in place.

2.2.4 On what basis is it estimated that 36,500 tons of binder will be needed, when SGI has only

recently been hired to do this work, and have not reported ?

"Eurther 178,000 m cubed": where are they or from where are they? Are they in situ or on the

move?

2.2.5 Pre-loading/surcharging is not proposed for this site? Why introduce it? Be real.

3.1. Of course what the binder does not reach won't be stabilised!.

"The addition of binder decreases permeability” is a very simplistic presentation of the reality on

the ground and going forward. Surely it is not being suggested that the chemistry invol ved and
10
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inevitable heating will evaporate or similarly use up all the water in the sites being treated? As |
understand it these sites will be covered with structures and will inevitably dry out, unless
comntly fed with water - hereby is the major fire

hazard as peat spontaneously combusts when dried out. But unless the entire depth of the profile
in place is to be dried out in the stabilisation process, it is miraculous that all the void spaces are
to be filled? We would like further information on EuroSoilStab's "Design Guide Soft Soil
Stabilisation" to see the extent of peat study rather than just soft soil.

3.2 Chemical Properties It is our understanding of the chemistry of these reactions - admittedly
rudimentary - that peat soils are typically deficient in pozzolanic minerals needed to react with
the calcium hydroxide in the cement, and that therefore the best results are obtained with cement
in conjunction with a pozzolanic additive? Without the additive, the chances of calcium
hydroxide migration are surely higher?

3.3 While the trace elements are deait with the soluble alkalis are not. Why not? Tests carried out
when the damage is done are irrelevant.

4.3.1 If the sub-surface flow is minimal, why has it not been possible to trace the destination of
water disappearing in the magical boghole? Or is that why 'tis minimal?

4.3.2 Hydrology At last an admission that an increase in alkalinity in this very acidic
environment would not be surprising, and of course sedimentation: 'tis obvious.

Submission on Response to Item 1&9%01.1.
12 The basis for ...settlement ponds. 2

"The model uses two parameters, impervious areas c:?gﬁi\gqﬁfaﬂ intensities, to calculate the peak
runoff.” 0&03*
Tobin's report on the Glengad/Diin Ciortdin flgﬁ%‘and landslides, seems to demand that a third
parameter is essential to a proper basis forﬁqﬁﬂculation of peak runoff. Tobin, in its' report to
Mayo Co. Co. attributes the calamity tcﬁ}\g@“\ ry condition of the peat previous to the heavy rain
on the relevant night: this opinion seeqi%oto be supported by the inhouse report prepared by GSI
and supplied to Mayo Co. Co. ang Tobin. It seems reasonable to assume (unless evidence
contradicts the official Tobin report) that the model used by Shell as here presented, although
simple and two dimensional and thus easily understood and plotied, will give a theoretical
reading that does not allow for the extreme conditions already encountered here, in September
2003. The usefulness of this model would seem to be questionable. An extra degree of
complexity would seem to be required by what is not a simple system.
The information requested has not been provided. There is no information on the assumptions
regarding size of settlement ponds required, why Bord na Ména experience unmodified is
relevant, indeed decisive. It is not shown that Bord na Mdna methodology is directly transferable:
inputs are so different that the combined effects must be different. Unquestioning acceptance of
the Bord na Ména experience, acquired by a different process, under different guidelines, with
different ends in view is misguided, simplistic. The costs of this airy fairy judgement are ours to
bear. One item of difference: the settlement ponds of Bord na Ména take runoff from a well
drained acrotelm(sic). When it rains, some soakage occurs t0 cushion the run-off. This does not
happen where the living acrotelm has been removed, and is decisive in flash flooding.

11
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Submission on Response to Item 13, Vol.1.
13 investigation of ...scitlement ponds.)

Nd_ alt with - especially the suggestion of a floodplain approach to potential flooding. ltem 12
relevant here. Shell again seems to see that Mayo Co. Co. have a problem reading the EIS.

Submission on Response to Item 14, Vol.1.
14 Examine the ...underlying peat.

"The proposed location allows the entire site to drain by gravity" does this contradict the
response to item 137We don't understand the significance of "minimising supplementary
groundwater recharge at higher elevations”. Nor is "uncontrolled loading" significant to this
query?

Submission on Response to Item 15, Vol.1.
15 data history ...solids.

The response here is very weak. It is significant, however, that no statistics or measurements have
been presented in support of any issue, that precede the submission of the first application for
planning permission: or indeed the second application. This in itself is an index of intentionality
and not very comforting. If the query was worth making, it has not been answered.

Submission on Response to Item 16, Vol. 1.
16 Proposals to deal ....site. 0@.

Covering wet peat with plastic sheets is standard Bord na Méogé‘practice??. It is, when dealing
with dried long lines of windrowed milled peat. This isoggcaﬁer misleading reference to Bord na
Ména: it does not cover and uncover wet peat, not\gg@p‘%hem it deals (or has dealt) with sodded
turf. Rows of milled peat awaiting transport to g@@fe??ng squad is so covered - but not on a "run
out and close on the hens" basis. Without s@gﬁveﬁng the vacuum harvested milled peat would
blow away, as much of it still does mucj(@li@\c discomfort of householders on the wrong side of
the prevailing wind. On the basis of thig\tﬁ%gue in cheek answer can we visualise a squad of Bord
na Ména workers waiting patiently gﬁ‘ the first drops of rain, which is the signal for them to
charge around (in the wind) pullirfgo enormous sheets of plastic into place?. Do ye think we are afl
of us stupid?

Submission on Response to Item 17, Vol. 1.
17 A detailed ...routes.
The main bulk of waste generated is peat. However, no proposal has been made for the disposal
of the waste excavated from the proposed pipeline from Ballinaboy to Glengad (8 Kilometres) or
from the BGE proposed pipeline from Ballinaboy to the Bangor vicinity or the unsuitable non-
peat waste from the terminal itself. Such an oversight beggars belief. Is someone hiding
something? Insiodh sé scéal ar féin!?

Submission on Response to Item 18, Vol.1.
i8 Figures 12.1 to ...numberingExposure of residents to 24 hour noise in an open rural area, as detailed
in the EIS is a disgrace to contemplate. Even the barking of dogs from the laboratories next to the
proposed refinery site is heard for miles downwind at all times--We-do.not know-how.bad.the

proposed noise level is to be. George Bush is in trouble for announcing WMD from where nonel
2
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have materialised, thus presenting a new situation where even the most powerful are being held
to account for what may have been an economy with the truth. The same applies to this project,
buhth no bonding proposed, and the State accepting all the risks 77

A recent article by the Director of Psychology at St. Vincent's Hospital, Dublin, states that "The
guidelines allow building noise between 8 a.m. and 7 p.m. from Monday to Friday and between 8
a.m. and 1 p.m. on Saturdays....This is the dissonant demise of the quality of our lives in the
interests of progress.” "CALM, the network of an EU initiative on noise emission recognise(s)
'no person should be exposed to noise levels which endanger health and quality of life."" "The
issue is an issue of public concern, of health and safety." (Irish Times, Monday March 29, 2004).
And the relevant authorities.

Submission on Response to Item 1, Vol 2.
1. Additional water ...conditions.)

No treatment of the possible or likely presence of carcasses or their extent or nature or potential
toxicity. We have lost track of the exact designation of the water samples.

Submission on Response to Item 2, Vol 2.
2 Reconcile ..(249-632mg/l)
We can make neither head nor tail to this bit of special pleading: we have a feeling of being
conned by "total solids" and "suspended solids". é\é"
\Q

Submission on Responsiécﬁ;& 3, Vol 3.
3 Indicate ...adverse effect. \Q &\

"being wetter" You can try, but you can't have gﬁgﬁ? ways: you cannot here argue that the peat is
wet and therefore not likely to increase mtro,g@@&févels at Srathmore, while arguing repeatedly
elsewhere that this same peat has dried gt \@hsnderably because of drainage. This type of
advocacy increases the suspicion of whgf??]e developer intends, if allowed to proceed on this
sensitive dynamic environment. Qéé\

3 a) Given the special conditions ﬁilder which measurements of Oct. 29th, 2003 were carried out,

they are not a basis for anything except for throwing in the bin.
b) The conclusion "will have the effect of reducing ammonia conceniration” is derived from
"this Suggests” in 3a). Apart from the redundancy of 3a) which negates the entire sequence, one

swallow does not make a summer. This sensitivity to suggestion is nicely touchy feely but not
very useful. The importance of this project deserves beter than this juvenile logic.

Submission on Response to Item 6, Vol.2
4 A map ...conlours.

The response deals with the construction phase only: much more terrifying is the prospect of a 24
hour industrial rumble going on forever. Ref. to submission on Item 18, Vol. |
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Submission on Response to Item 7, Vol. 2.
7 An assessment ...peat soil.

(_‘)s sad to again have to note the efforts by an important sub-contractor, owned as yet by the

taxpayer, i.e. Bord na Ména, to cope with the pathetic initial presentation of the case for this
project. The planners were expected to tolerate any old cod, dished up in a fish cake. This less
than BAT approach has dogged this project/concept from its initiation, and allied to the ever
present political advocacy and promise, has led to undue delay and inordinate expense for the
developer and still being pushed to put a good potential project in the wrong place.
Investigation into handling of raw peat:-
2 Is Bord na Ména suggesting that juncus effusus has roots that penetrate over 5 metres into the
bog?
We fully accept that under the definition of slurry as given by the author of this response no peat
that I know of could be called slurry - much slurry could be extra the definition.
We have difficulty with "pulverised": we know that peat, however, dug out in sods by a JCB-type
machine will not "maintain its shape readily," and is a frightful mess if heavy rain follows
extraction, even in old drained turf banks.
mwindrowed": Where does Bord na Ména "windrow" heaps of raw peat ("stacking of peat in
piles")? Where have Bord na Ména developed the cumulated experience to know what is the
effect of this copying indiscriminately of vacuum harvested peat technology. Where is the data -
even unverified data - for this dream topping? It is reasonable tgﬁpect the outer skin to dry
substantially even in 8 days of good drying conditions, l{gt igcﬁle circumstances depicted here,
the potential for "draining away" from the mass of ﬂg;;»‘@?g@ﬁt is very limited. The description given
here is of a milled peat experience and does not tggﬁ:@r.
4, Industrial Field Trials. o
When does a Fig;;f%‘ gm\?ﬂ Justify a Conclusion?
4.1 One swallow does not make a sumnﬂ’%ﬁgut believing that it does, gives us the Snarl at the
Mad Cow (Red Cow). In order to sho C)ow ridiculous are the conclusions drawn here from one
j&'ﬁ&? idated test 5 necessany 0 show what isciefice 5,04 45 80K mestone outrops. Very
exposed, it has learned to secrete a glycan that immobilises the cells during dry periods and protects them from
dehydration. We mammals can't do this and so drought fighting is beyond us and our cells eic dehydrate =
dead. A biochemist Malcolm Potts and Richard Helm, an analytical chemist, thought that maybe the specific glycan
could help protect and preserve human tissue; did a test on mouse and human kidney cells. They used the glycan to

dry and maintain the cells for three weeks, and when they rehydrated the cells they were perfect, with their structure
intact.

Therefore the cxperiment was a success? Yes. It proved that human cells can be preserved in a dehydrated state and
then be rehydrated successfully? No, it didn't: it proved that two samples of kidney cells, were dried and preserved
for three weeks, using the giycan technique, and were successfully rehydrated. That is all. 1t suggests possibilities:
storing enzymes under normai temperatures, stabilise blood for transfusions, long term preservation of human organs
(years maybe). No onc would propose that these possibilitics are facts.The important point is "mairg do ghnf deimhin
d4 dh6igh: drawing generalised conclusions from onc test or so, is pub tatk standard science or enginecring and
should be left in the snug.

4.2 A trial, How deep a sample of source peat; drainage status; water content; etc: without

control of variables a test like this is only codding oneself.
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“wetter" means nothing - just a comparative: how deep are the drains, how long the drainage
period, where was material sourced vis a vis the drainage channels, etc. can help put meaning into
thél Jmparative.

A vacuum harvested bog has no acrotelm, which is the living layer. The mixture from Ballinaboy
is to be dumped on a compacted catotelm, and then bulldozers are to drive over and back on the
dumped waste to do what? The surface of the catoteim compacted from machining forms an
interface and potential drainage surface etc etc. It is the acrotelm that contains the seed bank:
modern practice is to store it to help towards limited restoration - not possible to do in retrospect.
Derrylea Case Study: This study is in no way comparable to conditions in this project. The peat
being bulldosed in Derrylea is a turf bank, and because of this is already drained substantially in
its bulldosed entirety, as any bank of turf is, not alone by gravity but by wind and evaporation.
We do not know how long the bank of turf in Derrylea was operating, or how deep the cutting, or
if the cutting was from both sides of the bank or one side only. What is bulldosed here is the
acrotelm and the top layers of the drained catotelm. Of course it worked - it was sensible.

Submission on Response to Item 1, Other Matters.
1 Please submit ...the haul route.
As no bonding is proposed for any promises, whatever the subject, in this instance the number of
traffic movements per day, one does not expect them to be complied with.
4.5 A cynic might suggest fattening the goose for Christmas. é\‘f&
4.6 What a vacuous comment emphasising the gap betu{ge Yz\;lity and the developers agents
*Landscape disturbance is significantly reduced by us; igcin existing road for the haul route
rather than constructing a new dedicated route. "@?Z@nust accept that the possibility is hardly
'Kﬁ’?&%ﬁ'}%“té‘ﬁ"g&%%‘r‘f SRESERiformance <
&8
\C’OQ
\0

&
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inally, we the undersigned do not consider that the substantial extra information provided

on behalf of Shell has made this project more viable in planning terms. We note shortly

the historical consistency of Bord na Ména discourse and its conflicting historical record
on the ground. We note anxiously the weight of traffic proposed to be borne by the L1204,
especially given that this road was off limits to heavy vehicle traffic in Co. CO. responses t0
earlier planning applications, which decision we presume was not arbitrary. We note the silence
on the traffic and loading implications for the L1203, L12035, L52453, 1.52453-25 and the
L1202, all of which roads must be earmarked as carriers of substantial plant and materials traffic
and removal of waste. We note the uncertainty or complete silence on dumping location(s) for
considerable bulk of waste, and are surprised that the Co. Co. survey of 9 bridges on the R313
and R314, including one of a mere 7 tonne bearing capacity, or an update of the survey if such
exists, has not been alluded to or whether use of these bridges for HVT has been outlawed. We
note with considerable unease, that EU and national requirements on project splitting seem to be
ignored. We note that the importance of stratification/layering for the stability as such of bulk
peat has not been addressed. Finally we draw attention to the concept of "wise use" of mires,
taken from the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands and accepted by Bord na Ména among others,
and its widely accepted definition (accepted by Bord na M6na ) defined in the acclaimed work

"Wise Use of Mires and Peatlands - Background and Principles including a Framework for Decision-
Making" by Hans Joosten (Greifswald University, IMCG) and Dénal Clarke (Bord na Ména):

&
‘(\éo
Wise U}gﬁ)«@

"Those uses of mires and peatlamg@*z&? which reasonable people now
. P rd .
and in the future wilfnot attribute blame.”
B {\ \(‘\\,

S
$$$$$$$$$$§$§§$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$

WMWM£££££££
00

Signed by the following, on their own behalf, without prejudice to other such submissions as they,
individually or severally, may otherwise lodge with regard to this project :-

Michesl O Seighin, Ceathri Thaidhg. Uingionn mac Graith, Ros Dumhach
Uinsionn maac Graith, Ceathru Thaidhg. Treasa Ni Ghearraigh, Ceathri Thaidhg.
Caitlin_Uf Sheighin, Ceathrii Thaidhg. Brid Ni Sheighin, Ros Dumhach.

306 Mi{ na Mdrta 2004
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