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AHILLIPS + ASSOCIATES ' 8 - 11 Lower Baggot Street, Dublin 2, Ireland
[ Tel +353 1 478 6055 Fax +353 1 478 6054 info@tpa.ie www.tpa.ie

The Secretary

An Bord Pleandla

64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1

Wednesday, 30 June 2004

By Hand

RE: BELLANABOY BRIDGE GAS TERMINAL, BELLAGELLY SOUTH AND ASSOCIATED PEAT
DEPOSITION SITE AT SRAHMORE AND ATTAVALLY, BANGOR, CO. MAYO
Mayo County Council Register Reference: P03/3343

An Bord Pleandla Ref: PL 16.207212
&
1.0 INTRODUCTION &
&
This submission is prepared by Tom Phi@'ﬁ{@ Associates, 8-11 Lower Baggot

Street, Dublin 2 on behalf of the cpplieﬁ@hOShell E & P Ireland Limited (“Shell"),

Corrib House, 52 Lower Leeson Stre Hublin 2, in response to the Third Party
appeals submitted to An Bordoo?é\ég‘nc’:lc (the “Board”) by the following |

appellants: S
L
*  Monica Muller SO
 Balinaboy / LeenamoresResidents (Jacinta Healy)
» Sean McDonnell and©thers
e AnTaisce &
*  Gerard McDonnéﬁ
* Foundation for the Economics of Sustainability (FEASTA) {Mark Garavan)
*  Mary Corduff
s Brendan Philbin
* John and E. McAndrew {Leenamore/Ballinaboy Concermed Citizens)
¢ Brid & Teresa McGarry
e Maura Harington
e Brian Coyle
»  Michedl O Seighin and Others

The appellants object to the granting of Planning Permission by Mayo County
Council for a gas terminal at Bellanaboy Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo
and a peat deposition site at Srahmare, Attavally, Bangor Erris, Co. Mayo.

In accordance with the Planning and Development Act, 2000, the applicant
has been invited by An Bord Pleandla, by way of a letter dated 3 June 2004,
to respond to the appeals submitted to the Board.

It is not proposed in this submission to repeat in detail the underlying matters
which have been dealt with in the course of the planning application in this
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Associates: Gavin Lawlor BSDC SC MRUP MiBL: John Gannon BSCISURV) MRUP MIPY
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TREA

case. This detail has already been comprehensively set out in the planning
application documentation, the Environmental Impact Statement (the "EIS")
and the documents submitted to Mayo County Council and to the Board.

Where factual inaccuracies have formed the basis of submissions or appeals
on behalf of the appellants which are contradicted or unsupported by any
evidence available before Mayo County Council and the Board it is not
intended to deal with each of these in this submission since this will be clear
from the documentation already before the Board.

It is proposed for the purpose of this response to deal with the objections and
appeals on an issue-by-issue basis as follows:

1} Planning Issues
2) EIS / Environmental Issues
3 Health and Safety
4) Peat
5) Earthworks and Civil Engineering
6) Process Engineering
7) Traific Issues
8) Socio-Economic Issues
?) Visual Impact
10) Miscellaneous )
&
To provide further structure to the response, eg@n issue is further classified into
sub-issues. 0@;@
O

R
In order to focus on the issues arisj @he details set out in the application
documentation are not replicot Bere. Instead, we have given extensive
references to the application doduments where they serve to provide the
necessary response 1o the i;swgg\ﬁﬁised by the appellants.
\\ ‘\Q

It should be noted that th o&%pliconf‘s entire project ieam expertise has been
relied upon in the preparétion of this response.

S
AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY
30 JUN 2004
LTR-DATED FROM
PL
Response lo Third Parly Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page Z of 40

& Associaled Peat DeposHion Site al Srahmore and Attavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
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20 RESPONSE TO 3/° PARTY APPEALS
2.1 PLANNING ISSUES

The following appellants have raised specific concerns regarding planning

issues:

s Monica Muller

s AnTaisce

o Gerard McDonnell

o FEASTA (Mark Garavan)

»  Mary Corduff

e Brendan Philbin

+ John and E. McAndrew {Leenamore/Ballinaboy Concerned Citizens)
o Brid & Teresa McGarry

s Mavura Harrington

+ Brian Coyle

¢ Miched! O Seighin and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

1. Planning Authority Assessment 12. Proper Planning

2. Validity Issues 13. StrateSic lssues

3. Planning History 14, Loidl Benefit

4. Local Investment 5. Sonditions

5. Sustainable Development ogﬁo é. Climate Change

6. Aliematives \0387. Traffic M Pam— ;

7. Need O 18, Allegatiof of ﬁ%ﬂ:@cf LEANALA

8. Development Plan Compmsb DevelopmnBME 8y

9. Pipelines ) \(\r& é§"‘0 19. General oncernssu

10. Rural Housing &8

11. Response to Further E},&ﬁ}mo’rion JUN 2004

N LTR-DATED FROM

2.1.1  Planning Authority gggé?smeni pL

A number of appellanis have raised questions concering the planning
authority's assessment of the application. While we trust that the planning
authority will be making its own submissions on the issues raised, the applicant
does wish to respond to a number of the issues raised.

Monica Muller in her appeal claims that the road and bridge survey was not
included in the EIS and, as such, was not assessed by the planning authority.
In response if should be noted that the road and bridge survey referred fo by
the appellant was one that was completed by Mayo County Council. This
document was referred to in the preparation of the traffic management plan,
which was submitted by the applicant in response to the planning authority’s
request for further information (RFl). As such, through the assessment of the
traffic management plan, the planning autherity has considered the findings
of the roads and bridge survey.

A number of appellants have claimed that stated government commitments
to the exploitation of the Conib gas field do not inevitably lead fo the
conclusion that a terminal must be consiructed at Bellanaboy Bridge and that
the proposed terminal does not meet local and regional development criteria
and consequently that Mayo County Council has failed fo discharge its
development objectives under the Mayo County Development Plan.

Response to Third Party Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page 3 of 60
& Associated Peat Deposilion Slte ot Srahmore and Attavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo,
PL 16.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:50:26



TEA

In response, we wish o refer the Board to Section 4 of Volume lof the EIS,
which cleorly establishes that the only feasible development option for
exploiting the Corrib Gas reserve is the one chosen. Furthermore, this position
has been fully endorsed by the relevant authorily, the Minister for
Communications, Marine and Natural Resources, through the approving of a
Plan of Development on the 15th April 2002.

In his appeal, Michedl O Seighin claims that Mayo Couniy Council's decision
does not give due weight and cognizance to the rights and requirements of
the local community and fails to discriminate between compatibilily on o
macro economic level and gross incompatfibility on the micro human and
socio-familial level, thereby resulfing in potentially misleading assessment,

In the applicant's view, Mayo County Council has provided a very detailed
and balanced assessment of the proposed development. As is evident from
the Planning Officer's report, the issues relating to the micro human and socio-
familial level have been considered. Having regard to the design of the

proposed development and the mifigation measures proposed. 1 rewrel
there will be no significant adverse impacts on the micfo hdi'i‘leg'l?l . ALA
[TIME BY
2.1.2 Validity Issues o [ 30 JUN 2004
N |
A number of the appellants have raised c%@éerns ves.dhesyalidity ofdbe
planning application as lodged. & ,é% PL 52
[ i S cacet

Q ecictererte

In particular, Monica Muiler clcir;@.\{t?gi Mayo County Council drawings
referred to in the conditions attagivgskto Mayo County Council's decision did
not form part of the applicati Q@nd the public has not been consulied on
them, resulting in the conseg¥ given being invalid under EU Directive 87/337
{EIA Directive) as amen SMonica Muller also claims that the blue line
boundary is not shown %priotely on the application, as it does not tally
with the previous plannidgg opplication and that the extent of lands for which
Bord na Ména has ashIPC licence has not been shown; Gerard McDonnell
claoims that not eflough views of the development are given in the
architectural preamble in respect of the administrafive and maintenance
buildings; and Mark Garavan claims that the proposed development is
conceptual only and contains an unacceptable level of risk due to the wide
margin of uncertainty contained in the proposal's methodologies.

In response to the issues raised by Monica Muller, it should be noted that the
drawings referred to are in fact drawings completed by Mayo County Council
to form part of conditions associated with the decision. In this regard, these
drawing have been placed into the public domain and given that the Board
is currently assessing the application from new, an opportunity has been given
to all of those who may be concerned to give comment on them by way of
the submission of an observation. Having regard to the issue of the blue line
being inconsistent with the previous planning application, it should be noted
that there is no inconsistency, as the applicant has acquired an option on
further lands since the making of the previous application. With regord to the
concern that the extent of lands for which Bord na Ména has an IPC licence is
not being shown on the planning application drawings, it should be noted
that there is no obligation to do so under the Planning and Development
Regulations, 2001,

In response to Gerard McDonnell's concerns, it should be noted that the
architectural preamble only refers to the administration and maintenance

Response to Third Parly Appeals; Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page 4 of 60
& Associated Peat Deposition Site at Srahmore and Aftavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
PL 14.207212 PA Reg. Ref, P03/3343
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buildings. The images of these buildings are given by way of illustration as the
buildings themselves cannot be appreciated from outside of the site and are
not visible in the photomontages that have been supplied as Appendix A of
the EIS.

In response to Mark Garavan's claim that the proposed development is
conceptuai only, the significant and unprecedented level of detail given in

the planning application about the proposed developmeni should be
considered.

2.1.3 Planning History

Brid & Teresa McGarry and Maura Hamington have made specific reference in
their appeals to the previous planning application. In paricular, they have
commented on the Quantified Risk Assessment (QRA}, the Health and Safety
Authority's assessment of the previous applicafion, the installation of
mechanical refrigeration and the submission made by Jim Moore of Duchas,
on the previous application.

with regard to the comments made on the QRA and the Health and Safety
Authority’s assessment of the previous application, it should be noted that this
application is different in certain respects from the previous one. In this
regard, it is not appropriate to directly compar: $he QRA or the Health and
Safety Authority's assessment of the previous lication as the issues involved
are complex and require detailed specplis,g%nput. The appropriate authority,
the Health and Safety Authority, have £adied out the required assessment on
this application and found that the $& no reason fo recommend refusal on
the basis of safety. QQ\’@&)
WO &

with regard to the issue of &éécﬁ\'noniccl refrigeration raised by Brid & Teresa
McGarry and Sean McDaghelh, it should be noted that these facilities are not
proposed as part of this lication. However, space has been reserved for
them within the site '(é as to avoid the need for future peat removal.
Notwithstanding this, should mechanical refrigeration equipment need to be
installed, planning pErmission will be required for it.

With regard to the submission from Jim Moore of Dichas enclosed in Maura
Harrington's appeal, it should be noted that all of the concerns raised have
been satisfactorily addressed as is evidenced from the submission made by
Duchas' successor, who had no objection to the proposed development
subject to a number of conditions being included.

2.1.4 Local Investment

Gerard McDonnell claims that the area of Eris is not offered a good enough
return on its invesiment of its valuable resources [i.e. Comib Gas) and requests
that the Board should set strict conditions on the applicant on what it should
do for the local community. While Mr. McDonnell's requests are made for the
betterment of the local community, none of the items requested are the
responsibility of the applicant and to make them so would be unduly onerous
and without precedent. In this regard we would g rd disregard
the appellant's demands. AN BORD PLEANALA

TIME BY
2.1.5 Sustainable Development

30 JUN 2004

Response o Third Parly Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Termina), Belldgel®-Swfinp Fagpﬂﬁﬁ &0
& Assocloled Peat Deposilion Site ot Srohmore and Attavally, Bangor, Cnpﬂiayo. —
PL 16.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343
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Michedl O Seighin claims that the proposed development is contrary to the
principles of sustainable development under a number of headings relating to
national or regional finances; local economic benefit; the quality of life of
local residents (fear, noise, emissions); gas is not a renewable resource ;
pipelines from Ballinaboy or Castlebar to Glengad; conirary to the principles
of the ‘plan lead' spatial perspective promoted in the Development Plan.

in response, it is clear from the planning application documents and the EIS
that the proposed development is sustainable and does not have any
significant negative impacts on its environment. In this regard, we refer the
Board to Section 19 of Volume 1 and Section 18 of Volume 2 of the EIS, which
specifically objectively assesses the sustainability of the proposed
development and finds that the Comib project contributes positively to
Ireland's national sustainable development objectives.

Having regard to Mr O Seighin’s comments concerning the ‘plan lead’ spatial
perspective promoted in the Development Plan and its objective to
‘encourage the efficient use of land', we note that he dismisses the
Development Plan's specific objective (T-G 1, Page 42) to support the
development of a land based terminal for the exploitation of the Comib Gas
Field. Cleary the intention of the Development Plan is o promote the
development of the Cormib Gas Field in the manner proposed and as such the
granting of permission for the proposed development is wholly consistent with
the principles of the ‘plan lead’ spatial pgﬁbecﬁve promoted In the
Development Plan.

2.1.6 Alternatives o°5.2(7eé

A number of the appellants cl dhe proposed development is not the best
alternative and that other vi @\dlternatives have been ignored. It should be
noted by the Board that ,gf@ '@?ﬁoi in fact the case. The applicant has gone to
considerable lengths si ge?\ the determination of the last application to
examine all vigble olte@aﬁves and has found that the current solution is the
only one which allows for the sustainable exploitaiion of the Comib gas
reserve, This fact ix&early set out in Section 4 of Volume 1of the EIS, which
deals specifically with alternatives.

21.7 Need

A number of the appellants claim that there is no demonsirated need for the
proposed development.

The need for the proposed development is clearly set out in Section 4.1 of
Volume 1 of the EIS ond Section 2.6 of the Planning Report. With gas
consumption increasing annually and predicted to rise sharply in the future,
demand for energy has outstripped Ireland’s indigenous production. The two

small newly developed gas fields off the Sout st-Sexen Heqds gnd
Greensand, will not make up the short fall. ConseqbeéhBi FElaRd fedvitas
significant additional supplies of gas. TIME BY
30 JUN 2004

Mark Garavan in his appeal claims fhat the GaME UaP-supplyFEM be
retained by the State as a strategic reserve ogci«@wﬁ_‘%
that it should be retained until it can be utilized as part of a transih

Response to Third Parly Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page & of 40

& Assoclated Peat Depasition Site at Srahmore and Aftavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
PL 16.207212 PA Reg. Ref, PO3/3343
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to construct and create new siructures for the generation and dissemination
of renewable energy systems.

It is our view that these statements fail to recognise the reality of the curent
gas market. In particular, it is unienable to suggest that the Coirib Gas reserve
be retoined by the state as a strategic reserve against a sudden loss of supply,
given that it will take at least two years {excluding the planning and consents
process) to realize gas from the Comib Field under the curent proposal.
Furthermore, as is evident from an objective assessment of the lIrish Gas
market, Ireland is heavily dependent on imported gas supplies. As has been
seen recently with the crisis in oil prices, such dependence can result in
significant pressures being put on the national economy due to forces outside
of our control. It is widely acknowledged that security of gas supply is both
desirable and necessary for the national economy going forward.
Notwithstanding the above, it is clear Government Policy to exploit the Corrib
Gas reserve. As stated by Dermot Ahern, Minister for Communications, Marine
and Natural Resources on the 1531 July 2003:

' It has been Govermnment policy since the start of offshore
exploration in the early 1970's that Irelond should become
self sufficient to the greatest extent possible in supplying its
OWN ENErgy ...

reland needs fo develop its indigeno;;gﬁ'roleum resources

to counteract its present security of sy, exposure’.
2.1.8 Development Plan Compliance & &@5
A number of the appellants ¢ that the proposed development does not

comply with the Mayo Co *bevelopment Plan. However, none of the
appellants specifically 1@ how the proposed development does not
comply. As noted abo @ the Development Plan supports the proposed
development of a Iand\ebosed terminal for the exploitation of the Corrib Gas
reserve,

&
Michedl O Seighin claims in his appeal that Mayo County Council made a
procedural error under EU Directive 2001/42/EC and the Planning and
Development Act, 2000, in producing a specific objective io have an onshore
gas terminal prior to undertaking a Strategic Environmental Assessment.

EU Directive 2001/42/EC {Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive) on the
assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the
environment is required to be implemented by all Member States by 21 July
2004. The Directive has not yet been transposed into Irish law and is not and
was not operafive at the time of adoption of the Mayo County Development
Plan. Section 10(5) of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 requires that a
development plan shall contain information on the likely significant effects on
the environment of implementing the plan. The Development Plan complies
with this requirement and Section 3.2.3 of the Development Plan specifically
addresses the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the
plan. Therefore, no procedural error was made by Nfufe-Geup!M Council in this

regard. AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY
LTR-DATED i3
Response to Third Parly Appeaois: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bella South, Page 7 of 60_""““|
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The principal response in relation to all appeals referring to the pipelines,
whether the upstream (i.e. import) or downsiream (i.e. the export pipeline to
be owned and operated by Bord Gdis Eireann) pipelines, is that these
comprise wholly separate developments which are not only specifically
declared to be exempted development but are also the subject of separate
statutory approvals and the subject of Environmental Impact Statements.

The import pipeline for the terminal is to be constructed in accordance with
the consent obtained by Shell on 15 April 2002 from the Department of
Communications, Marine and Natural Resources, pursuant to Section 40 of the
Gas Act, 1976, The consent is subjeci to technical and environmental
conditions with which Shell is obliged to comply. Those technical conditions
include a requirement for the provision of an onshore pipeline Quantified Risk
Assessment to be reviewed and accepted by the relevant section of the
Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources prior to the
pipeline installation. Furthermore, Conditions 3, 8, 10, 11, 15 and 16 of that
consent variously require the submission of documentation and the
agreement and the approval of the Minister for certain pipeline works.
Similarly, consent for the export pipeline has been granted to Bord Gdis
Eireann pursuant to Section 8 of the Gas Act, 1976 and this consent requires
that the pipeline be constructed in accordance with plans, specifications and
other documents furnished to the Minister as part of the application for the
consent.

&.
N<
In his appeal Michedl O Seighin requests the g&lrd to determine if the entire
upstream pipeline is exempted developmeny. This is not a proper matter for

consideration in relafion to an oppe%O%\ inst a decision fo grant planning
permission. o

SO

However, for the avoidance o(\@@y* doubt, the canying out of development
consisting of the constructiogg\ n underground pipeline for transmission of
gas is exempted devel¢ gﬁ‘ent, as it is development camied out in
accordance with the req‘ﬁge\menis of the Minister for Communications, Marine
and Nafural Resources u@%er section 40 of the Gas Act, 1974 (as per Arficle 6
and Class 25, of thegSecond Schedule of the Planning and Development
Regulations, 2001).(,0?he fact that the pipelines to and from the proposed

BY
30 JUN 2004

AN BORD PLEANALA

TIME

evelopment comprise exempted development is not only established by the
01 Regulations but is also outside the scope of the present appeal in relation
to the proposed development.

FROM

rthermore, whilst Section 225 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000
rovides that permission is required for development on the foreshore that is
t exempted development, Section 225 (3) provides that this requirement
es not apply to development consisting of;

“underwater cables, wires, pipelines and other similar
apparatus used for the purpose of ....... canmying gas.......or
development connected to land within the functional area
& of a planning authority solely by means of any such cable,

LTR-DATED

wire, pipeline or apparatus”

Michedl O Seighin has also raised a query that although the terminal does not
involve the use of the Dooncarton-Glengad route for the haulage of materials,
the pipeline does, and no planning permission has been applied for the road-
building to facilitate it nor has a traffic management plan been applied for. In
response it should be noted that no road building activities are anticipated for
the upstream pipeline construction. The pipeline consent requires submission
of such a traffic management plan to Mayo County Council and the current

Response fo Third Parly Appeals; Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page 8 of 40
& Assoclated Peat Deposition Site at Srahmore and Altavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
PL 16,.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343
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traffic management plan submitted to Mayo County Council in response to
the request for further information also incorporates the fraffic management
plan for the road usage envisaged for the pipeline construction.

Brid & Teresa McGarry, Mary Corduff and Mark Garavan have all referred to
the upstream pipeline with reference to the Seveso Il Directive [Directive
1996/82) (the “Seveso |l Directive”) implemented in Ireland by the provisions of
the European Communities (Control of Major Accident Hazards involving
Dangerous Substances) Regulations, 2000 (the “COMAH Regulations”) and the
jurisdiction of the Depariment of Communications Marine and Natural
Resources. It is o be noted that the COMAH Regulations fall to be policed by
the National Authority for Occupational Safety and Health (the “NAOSH" or
“HSA") which has furnished Land Use Planning Advice under Arficle 29 of the
COMAH Regulations. The NAOSH has stated that "it does not advise against
the granting of planning permission in relation to this development” (see
Executive Summary of the Advice given by the NAQSH).

It is to be noted that both the COMAH Regulations and the Seveso |l Directive
specifically provide that they do not apply to the pipeiines outside of the
terminal footprint. Article 4 (2} of the COMAH Regulations provides inter alia:

"These Regulations shall not apply to -
..{c]) the occumrence outside an establishre@nt of -

\Q
..{v] the transport of dangerous.suy gances in pipelines and
D)
pumping stations". o‘\\ox
G

The establishment is the area wi %ﬁ?\e security fence footprint where the
hazardous substances are progé‘sgéd and stored. This has been confirmed
also by the NAOSH in their L ﬁe Planning Advice o Mayo County Council
(submitted with their lettegs April 2004 to Mayo County Council) which
specifically stated that '4 Vestablishment is considered to be the terminal
(the area within the secwity fence footprint where the hazardous substances
are processed and stgpéd). This decision was taken in respect of the previous
planning opplicoiiq}ﬁ and has been retained following discussions between
the authority and EU Commission Officials and representatives of the other EU
Member States”.

In relation to the proposed development, Shell, at the request of the NAOSH
submitted a detailed Quantified Risk Assessment of the proposed terminal. 1t
formed part of the NAOSH's Land Use Planning Advice to Mayo County
Council. The Quantified Risk Assessment {QRA} included a consideration of the
safety implicafions of the establishment, in full compliance with the legislative
requirements.

Ii is to be noted that the requirements of the COMAH Regulations and the
Seveso Il Directive are not limited to land use planning. The terminal
operations will be subject to ongoing compliance with the legislation and the
NAQSH is the competent authority in connection therewith, Shell has been

and will be complying with all statutory obligations in_relation to-healih-asgd—
safety aspects of the construction and operation of =|the Caonigpraigcb LEANALA

| TIME BY__
i 30 JUN 2004

| LTR-DATED FROM

2.1.10 Rural Housing

- e e T R L ——]
Response to Third Party Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly Soithi— — - —Page-$ofsir——""
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Michedl O Seighin claims that the proposal would repel people from wanting
to live in the rural areas in its vicinity. In response, it should be noted that os
demonstrated in the EIS, the proposed development will have no significant
impact on the residenfial amenity of the area. Allied to this the Health and
Safety Authority has clearly concluded that the proposed development does
not constitute a significant hazard or risk.

2.1.11 Response to Further Information

A number of the appellants claim that there was not a full response to the
request for further information. In response, we refer the Board to the response
itself which is both detailed and exhaustive and addresses each of the items
in full.

2.1.12 Proper Planning

A number of appellants claim that the proposed development is contrary to
the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. In response, it
should be noted that as is evident from an objective assessment of the EIS and
associated planning application documentation, the proposed development
is of strategic national and regional importance. The development will
confribute towards the realisation of Ireland® sustainability objectives,
complies with the Mayo County Developmerg\‘éPlon and can be developed
without significant adverse impacis on the, e%vironmeni or the amenities of
the local community. In this regard, it g@\@ r that the proposed development

is in keeping with the proper plcnr& g nd sustainable development of the
&~

areaq. S
S
&
B (\& \O
2.1.13 Local Benefit &S
N

O
Michedl O Seighin clcirrts\cl’n his appeal that the proposed development does
not advance balan regional development as, due to its short life span.

there will be veryciimited infrastructural and socio-economic benefits.  In
response it should be noted that gas can flow both ways in the downstream
pipeline and as such despite the fact that the Conib Gas Reserve will
eventually become exhausted gas can still be delivered to the area through
the national gas grid, to which the terminal will be connected.

2.1.14 Conditions

A number of appellants have raised concems about the conditions attached
to Mayo County Council's decision. These concerns are mainly dealt with
elsewhere in this response under the relevant issues. However, An Taisce raises
a specific concern about the bond required under the conditions. They claim
that the bond fails to provide cover for any environmental damage. It is our
view that no environmental damage will result from the operafion of the
proposed development. Notwithstanding this, we respectfully submit that the
planning authority were precluded from including such_a provision having

regard to the fact that such a condition would relatg to Se-T QT - “"r"':E—'
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to consider i_r|]l determining | the
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) Licencp. ME BY.
30 JUN 2004
2.1.15 Climate Change
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Mark Garavan, in his appeal, claims that the exploitation of Comrib would
merely continue the country's reliance on fossil fuels and further postpone
transition to renewable energy resources. Furthermore, Mr Garavan claims
that it conflicts with the thrust of national and international energy policy.
Contrary to Mr. Garavan's appeal submission, National Policy clearly supports
fuel switch from solid fuel and oil to natural gas and renewables and so
contributes to Ireland's target to limit national greenhouse gas emissions while
ensuring security of energy supply {see Section 19 of Volume 1 of the EIS).

2.1.16 Trafflc Management Plan

Monica Muller claims that the traffic management plan is in conflict with the
requirements of the plan of development programme for the Cornib Gas field
as laid down by the Department of the Marine.

There is no conflict between the requirement for the applicant in Condition
no. 8 of the planning permission to comply with the fraffic managemeni plan
submitted to Mayo County Council in its response to the RFI and the
requirements of the approval of Shell's Plan of Development granted by the
then Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources on 15 April 2002. Condition
no. 6.1 of the Plan of Development approval requires an Environmental
Management Plan to be drawn up for the appéval of the Minister prior to
commencement of works. The Environmental gfanogement Plan is to address

traffic  management, both onshore an Coffshore.  An Environmental
Management Plan was drawn up a proved prior to any preparatory
landfall works taking place. Due onges in the Corrib development
schedule the Environmental Man Sent Plan will be revised and re-issued

prior to commencement of \%&@f as required. The traffic management
aspects of the Environmenta gﬁ\ogement Plan will be taken from the traffic
management plan prowde& Mayo County Council and referred to in the
decision to grant plcnnln@ ggérmlsslon issued by the County Council.

6\

2,1.17 Allegation of Unuul@d?ﬁ\ed Development

Monica Muller claims that the application is invalid, as it is an extension to an
unauthorised development which she claims to be the works undertaken at
the landfall site to date.

gl S—

30 JUN 2004

LTR-DATED

1l:’l.

The appellant refers to works caried out at Dooncarton, which is the site of
_ the landfall. Such works and development are wholly separate and distinct
| from the proposed development and are located some 8 kilometres away
from the proposed terminatl site, Those works which were carried out at that
site in the summer of 2002, were camied out pursuant to the Foreshore Licence
of 17 May 2002 which was granted pursuant to Section 3 of the Foreshore Act,
1933 and the consent of the 15t of April 2002 to construct the upstream
pipeline granted pursuant to section 40 of the Gas Act 1976. The works
consisted of preparatory works for the construction of an underground
pipeline for the fransmission of gas and are specifically declared to be
exempted development [see Article 6 and Second Schedule of the Planning
and Development Regulations 2001), See also Section 225 (3) of the Planning

o

and Development Act, 2000 discussed in more detail above.

Monica Muller further claims that the drainage works camied out by Bord na
Médna at the Srahmore peat deposition site (which she alleges to be conirary
to the existing IPC licence) constitute unauthorised development, The

Response fo Third Parly Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page 11 of 40
& Associated Peat Deposition Site at Srahmore and Aftavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
PL 14.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343

EPA _Export.08-07-2014:23:50:26



TBA

2.1.18

Srahmore site is subject to IPC licence 505 and drainage aclivities camied out
by Bord na Ména on the Srahmore site are regulated by that licence. The
drainage works are not contrary to the IPC licence. In addition, as the Board
is aware drainage works are exempted development under Class 3 of Part 3
of the Second Schedule of the Planning and Development Regulations, 2001.

General Concerns

There are a number of other planning related concermns raised by the third
parties. These include a claim that the source of the rock for the proposed
development has not been adequately addressed in the planning
application and a query as to whether or not flares require planning
permission,

In response to the rock issue it should be noted that the EIS states that it is
anficipated that the rock will be sourced locally.

In response to the issue as to whether flaring will require planning permission, it
is our view that it clearly will not as such an event will only occur in an
emergency and flaring is an emergency activity ancillary to the operation of
the proposed development, and as such will not require planning permission.

AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY
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2.2

2.2.1

EIS / ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The following appellants have raised specific concerns regarding the EIS and
environmental issues:

Monica Muller

Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents {Jacinta Healy)
Sean McDonnell and Others

An Taisce

Mary Corduff

Brendan Philbin

John and E. McAndrew {Leenamore/Ballinaboy Concerned Citizens)
Brid & Teresa McGarry

Maura Harrington

Brian Coyle

Michedl O Seighin and Others

The concems raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

1] Validity Issues 10} Waste
2] Adequacy of EIS 11} Working Hours
3) Allegations of Project Splitting 12) OSPAR
4) Water &
5) Air & Noise &0
6) Human Beings & @
7) Flora & Fauna S
8) Alternatives Ry &
9) European Sites Se®
A
N
5 (\& \O
Validity Issues QO\\\\.&\“

A number of the oppello@% have made claims in relation to the validity of the
EIS and the date of@bmission to Mayo County Council of the planning
application docun@ﬁioiion. The planning application was lodged on 17t
December 2003 in full accordance with the provisions of the Planning and
Development Act, 2000 and the Planning ond Development Regulations,
2001.

Michedl O Seighin and others in their appeals claim that there are
contradictions between what is contained in the Ballinaboy Bridge Terminal
EIS of November 2000 and other EISs and what is presented in the EIS
supporting the current planning application.

As this is a new planning application no reliance is placed on the earlier ElISs.
In particular reference is made by this appellant to the probable physical
characteristics of the peat to be excavated from the terminal site. This matter
was clearly dealt with in the applicant's response to Mayo Couniy Council's
RFl and in particular Volume 2, Section 7. The statements made oboui ’rhe
consistency of the peat in the current oppllcchcp‘dr?;i;u

trials and os such are definitive. AN BORD PL S
TIME BY
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2.2.2 Adequacy of the EIS

Several appellants expressed concerns regarding alleged omissions from the
BiS. In particular, Monica Muller claims that the EIS submitted in respect of the
proposed development does not contain all the likely effecis and mitigation
measures proposed as is required of it.

The application including the EIS contains all the required information
stipulated under the Planning and Development Act 2000, and the Planning
and Development Regulations 2001.

The EIS, as specified on Page 1 of the Preamble, in Volume 1, has been
prepared having regard to the information requirements specified in the
following legislation:

Council Directive 85/337/EEC {amended by Council Directive 97/11/EC);
Part X of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and Schedules 5, é,
and 7 of the Planning and Development Regulations, (SI 1600 of 2001);

s Guidelines on the recommended information to be contained in
Environmental Impact Statements, published by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 2002 and the EU Commission; and

» The requirements of Mayo County Council, as elaborated in the new
County Development Plan (2003 - 2009), whi€h came into force on 17
November 2003. N

The applicant provided further inform > 'é?o Mayo County Council on 11th
March 2004, in full response t¢ a R .@é\s’r for Further Information (P03/3343)
issued by the Council dated 17th F@%@Ury 2004,
S8

In relation to the allegation @ﬁ Taisce that an excessive number of issues
are left to post consent mqﬁt\@ing including the provisions of Conditions 52 o
63 and 49, it is noted thg g&n Taisce seeks to rely upon Section 3.4.1 of the
Commiission's Reasoned‘Opinion which specifically recognises that post
development consenignvironmental monitoring is not incompatible with the
requirement that Sﬁ EIS be provided before the planning permission is
granted. In other words the monitoring and licensing of emissions to the

—————

AN BORD PLEANALA

BY
30 JUN 2004

TIME

FROM

LTR-DATED

PL

nvironment by a separate consent process, after the planning permission is
ranted is not incompatible with the requirements of the Environmental
pact Assessment Directives. Section 256 of the Planning and Development
ct, 2000 was infroduced to redress previous concems on the integrated
ssessment of EISs. Section 256 specifically provides that a Planning Authority
r An Bord Pleandla may decide to refuse permission where the Planning
vthority or An Bord Pleandla “consider that the development,
otwithstanding the licensing of the actlivity, is unacceptable on
nvironmental grounds having regard to the proper planning and sustainable
evelopment of the area in which the development will be situate”. The
oncept of “sustainable development” inherently implies consideration of
ifsues related to environmental pollution. Mayo County Council sent the
lanning application to the Environmenial Protection Agency for its

onsideration, and it is clear from the decision and conditions atiaching
thereto that Mayo County Council has fully considered all relevant matters.

A full and adequate assessment has been carried out in connection with the
preparation of the EIS. In relation to the Reasoned Opinion of the European
Commission referred to by certain of the objectors it is to be noted that in
providing also for post consent monitoring, the applicant is adding to the
mitigation measures proposed and such monitoring does not in any way take
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from the adequacy of the assessment caried out to date. The applicant
moreover, refers to the provisions of Section 34 (2)(c) of the Planning and
Development Act, 2000 which provides that the planning authority shall take
into consideration that the control of environmental emissions from activities
licensable pursuant to the Environmental Protection Agency Act, 1992 and the
Protection of the Environment Act, 2003 is a function of the EPA. The extract of
the Reasoned Opinion referred to, in fact supports such a procedure.

A comprehensive EIS including consideration of emissions from the IPC
licensable activity was submitted with the planning application in compliance
with the requirements of Aricle 5 of the 1985 EIA Directive and all statutory
requirements. Mayo County Council was in possession of all of the required
information and was thus enabled to carry out a fully informed assessment of
the proposed development including a review of the proposed development
as to its sustainability and impact on the environment. While the Planning
Authority is constrained from imposing actual conditions relating to emissions
from activities it is patenily not constrained in its consideration of
environmental matters, 1t is also worth noting that Section 99 [F} of the
Protection of the Environment Act, 2003, (which Section will come into
operation on 12t July, 2004} will repeal Section 98 of the Environmental
Protection Agency Act 1992 but replace it with wording which largely restates
Section 256 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000. It should furthermore
be noted that the relevant European Directives (85/337/E.E.C. and 97/11/E.C.)
clearly accept that there can be more than one ody involved in the process
of conducting an environmental impaci osse@%ent (See the decision of the
Supreme Court in O'Connell v. The Eny %a thental Protection Agency and
others {2003 1 LR. 530}, which upheldthe then more limited review of
environmental impact assessment @r Section 98 of the Environmental
Protection Agency Act, 1992 nowQé nded by virfue of the amendment of
Section 98 (1) of the 1992 @‘%& y Section 256 of the Planning and
Development Act, 2000). {\(& \O
0;

With regard to the propo%&dﬁci an Environmental Management System (EMS)
should be included in the EIS, it should be noted that an EMS has been
proposed by the cpqﬁcnf as described in Section 20, Volume 1 of the EIS.
This is also a com@'ﬁbn imposed by Mayo County Council in the grant of
planning permission.

aving regard o Ms Muller's claim that the monitoring plan referenced in
ondition 58 of Mayo County Council's decision is not part of the EIS, it should
e noted that Shell is commitied to a detailed monitoring programme as is
dicated throughout the EIS. A list of the monitoring is provided in table 20.2,
ge 20-6 of Volume 1 of the EiS. All monitoring will be undertaken in
cordance with the relevant statutory consultees’ requirements including
yo County Council. Such monitoring will ensure proposed mitigation
asures are effective and that strict environmental standards and limits (i.e.
alinoise and water quality) are not breached.

ing regard to Ms Muller's claim that the application for ithe discharge pipe
t included in the EIS, it should be noted that the environmental impacts
ioted with the discharge from the pipeline are covered in Section 10 of
e 1 of the EIS. Consent for the discharge pipeline was granted under a
ipeline Consent on 15" April 2002 and a Foreshore Licence on 17t May 2002.

Having regard to Sean McDonnell's claim in his appeal that the village of
Bunowna was omitted from the EIS, it should be noted that the village of
Bunowna lies approximately 2km to the north east of the proposed terminal
site. It is not referred to direcily within the EIS because it is not shown on any
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published mapping with that name. The presence of the group of houses
referred to as Bunowna has been recognised in that its location was used as a
visual impact viewpoint.

An Taisce have claimed in their appeal that the EIS fails to adequately assess
alternative sites and methods of gas processing and landfall and that the
required information relating to environmenta! pollufion is missing. In response
it should be noted that a detailed review of the alternative sites and methods
of gas processing and landfall are provided in Section 4 of Volume 1 of the EIS.
In Section 4.4 the justification for locating the landfall at Broadhaven and the
terminal at Bellanaboy Bridge is provided. The terminal technology opfions
are discussed in Section 4.7, Pages 4-12 io 4-14,

Detdiled assessments of the gaseous, aqueous and aural emissions resulting
from the construction and operation of the terminal are provided throughout

the EIS, but specifically in Section 10 Effluent, Section 11 Air Emissions, and
Section 12 Noise.

Michedl O Seighin quesfions the adequacy of the EIS on a number of
grounds:

1. The scientific basis for the stabilisation of peat on site

2. The risk inherent in the U-turn regarding the usfof road L1204 from Bangor
to Ballinaboy v\\

3. The upgrading of the L1204, its p ment. its widening on peat
foundations, its maintenance and i gf\ enience to the public

4, Leaking of acid silt bearing w rom the HVT on the L1204 in the
Carrowmore SAC and to the Ic@*eéﬁkelf during the movement of peat

5. The proposed use of sheet gﬁ‘g@ a new an uncertain technology in peat
50ils

6. The stability of mcomnqg %ﬁehne of raw gas on deep peat and within the
site boundary i.e. the gzﬁ lishment is namrowly defined by the OHSA

7. The dangers and un§| antified risk to the working public outside and to
operatives within gé% site boundary posed by the high pressure, especially
liguid pipes ouég%ing. high pressure row gas incoming and the power
cable in close proximity to one ancther, the iraffic 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} e

8. The findings of EuroScilStab project as regards pea reln_f_qq:mg,gg pLEANALA

9. No destination for non-peat waste gY

10. Lessons of Demybrien landslide ignored TIME

30 JUN 2004

We have responded to each of these claims in turn bejow:

LTR-DATED FROM_
ftem 1 L%m s
The sciendific basis for the stabilisation of peat on site T Bragress

as is clear from our detailed response in Section 2.4 of this submission.

Hem 2

The upgrade and use of the L1204 is dealt with in the Traffic Management
Plan (Submitted as Appendix A of the Response to Request for Furiher
Information}.

item 3
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The Transport Management Plan (Appendix A of the response to RFI) includes
plans for improving the roads, including the L1204, and consultation with local
residents. Accordingly, it is proposed that with the agreement of Mayo
County Council, a programme of route improvements would be carried out in
advance of the main haulage operation at the expense of the applicant.
These will follow guidance from the Department of Environment and Local
Govermnment, including "Guidelines on the Rehabilitation of Roads over Peat”,
Section 4.5 of the Traffic Management Plan details a methodology/mitigotion
for the road improvements.

item 4

The Transport Management Plan (Appendix A of the response 1o Request for
Further Information) details a methodology for the minimisation and mitigation
of any leckages.

ftem5

Sheet piling is not a new technique and it is used on construction sites
throughout the world in peat and mineral soil situations.

ltem 6
The gas pipeline from the landfall to the terminal is not the subject of this
application.
&
Item?7 %\é

General risk assessment - A summary o\f\ iigation measures and potential
impacts is presenied in Section 17 of Vgiumé 1 of Volume 1 of the EIS. Traffic -
A risk assessment is included in 1h%o @f ic Management Plan {Response to
Request for Further Information A gﬁdlx A), which clearly ideniifies all of the
likely risks and the proposed m éj}lg N measures.

tem 8

<<°Q$°’

Section 1.2 of the Peat\&toblllsohon Report {(Volume 1 of the response to the
RFl) explains that this gﬁ to date and well proven technology provides a more
sustainable cliernqﬂve to traditional excavate and replace methods. |
should be noted that that the use of this technology is not a misinterpretation
of the EuroScil Stab findings.

tem 9
Section 16 of the EIS Volume ) provides details on waste disposal. A licensed
waste contractor will dispose of residual waste at an appropriate facility within

County Mayo.
ftern 10
Shell have taken ground stability into consideration as demonstrated in the
EIS.
~ AN'BORD PLEANALA |
Nnve BY
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2,23 Allegations of Project Splitting

Michedl O Seighin and An Taisce claim that the proposed development
involves ‘project splitting'

A full Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA") of this proposed development
has been carried out and this EIA includes an acknowledgement of the likely
cumulative effects of the construction of the pipelines to ond from the
terminal and of the development of the offshore field. The assessment of the
impacts of the upstream pipeline and the offshore field has been
comprehensively covered in the Corrib Field Development (Offshore Field to
Terminal) Environmental Impact Statement (“Offshore EIS"). It would be
inappropriate to carry out an assessment of the impacts of those proposed
developments as part of the present Environmental Impact Assessment. An
argument that such an assessment (i.e. an assessment of other developments)
should occur was put forward, on behalf of objectors, at the oral hearing on a
road scheme (the Dundaik By-pass) and was subsequently the subject of a
High Court challenge where such an argument was rejected (see O'Connell v.
O'Connell and the Minister of the Environment and Local Government
{unreported, High Court, 29" March, 2001 and see also Mc Ardle and others v.
An Bord Pleanala and Louth County Council and the National Roads Authority
{unreported High Court 7' of March, 2003}).

The current proposed development is of a sigdificant size and has been
subject to its own EIA as indeed has the de\&élopment of the offshore field
together with the pipeline. Any sugge ion that the proposed Corrib
development is being split in order &; id carrying out an EIA or for any
other nefarious reason would be entiggligincorrect.
NN

It is to be noted that any cur@ﬂ%ﬁ/e effects of this proposed development
with the neighbouring prop géodevelopmenfs have been considered. The
overall context of the Corib &roject in the wider scenario is considered. The
EIA involves co—ordinatioﬁogg?h and recognition of other relevant projects. The
efiects of this proposed gévelopment as cumulative to existing and proposed
development has begh considered at all stages of the EIA. The EIS for the
proposed develop@}\ﬁnt application relates to the Bellanaboy and Srahmore
sites and assesses the environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts of
the development at both of those sites and the haul route between them as
well as considering the cumulative impacts of development caried out
pursuant to the construction of the gas pipelines and the offshore
infrastructure. A separate offshore EIS was submitted in support of several other
licence/consent applications. Different statutory consent procedures required
different applications. However, the EIS submitted to Mayo County Council in
support of this application extensively considered the cumulative impacts of
this development and of the proposed Conib Gas Project.

An infegrated assessment of the development has occumed. The
development of the offshore field and the pipelines between the field and the
terminal measuring some 94 kilometres of which the vast majority will be
offshore constitutes a separate development. It is also to be noted that the
offshore field and the pipelines were not only the subject of separate consent
applications but were also the subject of an EIS as required by Section 40A of
the Gas Act, 1976 as amended and that the EiS was advertised and copies of
same made available to the public. The Bord Gdis Eireann pipeline
connecting the terminal to the existing gas fransmission network is a separate

development which has been the subject of a segarote Eis:

AN EORD FLEAN LA |
TIME BY
gelly South Page 18 of 60

-mayo. 3 0 JUN 2004

LTR-DATED FROM

PL L ——— PRSI
“ - m\- a e —

d EPAEXpOR08:07-2014:23:50.26,

Response io Third Party Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bell
& Assoclated Peat Deposition Site of Srahmore and Attavally, Bangor,
PL 16.207212 PA Regq. Ref. PO3/3343




TEA

2.2.4 \Water

A number of appellants have raised concerns in relation to the impact of the
proposed development on water quality particularly during the construction
and on the proposed discharges to sea during operation.

Monica Muller in her appeal claims that the EIS is inadequate with regard fo
potential discharge to waters from the residues of the interaction between the
cement and peat. The applicant's response to the RFl details the possible
impacts on water quality, aquatic ecology and surrounding peatlands arising
from the use of cement binder. A report on the proposed peat improvements
works is provided in the response in Volume 1; item 11 of the response. The
report concludes that the peat improvement works will have no impact on
the quality of groundwater or surface waters, or their associated ecosystems,
outside the terminal boundary.

Sean McDonnel, Brid & Teresa McGany and Michedl O Seighin make claims
about the discharge pipe into Broadhaven Bay containing impurities including
mercury and lead and unrecycled process chemicals and the dilution of the
discharge.

In response it should be noted that Section 10 of w&lume 1 of the EIS addresses
issues related to the discharge of treated efflgént orising from the proposed
terminal development. This Secfion c@t%&so the mitigation measures and
predicted impacts of the discharge c%g@\gr dicts that no observable impacts
will occur due to the discharge 9 ,(él:n‘ed waste water effluent from the
terminal. It should also be note %ﬁ? the discharge water quality will be
subject to the terms of an IPPC&gﬁgﬁce.
SO

A number of the cppellorgs%lﬁ’lm the proposed development creates risks to
the water quality of Carr&@hore Lake which is used as the source for the local
potable water supply. &?n particular reference is made to the potential
leaching of phosphatgs’into local watercourses resulting in the eutrophication
of Carrowmore Lck@o%nd other waters.

The issue of water quality is treated in great detail in Section 9 of Volumes 1
and 2 of the EISs. All of the potential impacts and mitigation measures of the
proposed development are discussed and it is concluded that the proposed
development will have no adverse impact on water quality in Carrowmore
Lake. Baseline environmental information is provided as a benchmark against
which changes to the environment can be measured.

The issue of phosphate mobility and its potential release into local
watercourses is addressed in Section 8.4.7 and 8.6.1 of volume 1 of the EIS,
Additional information was provided in Volume 1 liem é as part of the
response to the RFL. This information showed that only 1.6% of the total volume
of peat to be excavated contained elevated leachable orthophosphate
concentrations and as such, it is considered very unlikely that the excavated
materials removed from the terminal site will impact on the water qudlities of
Carrowmore Lake and its in-flowing water course or to the water environment.
The peat reception site at Srahmore is downstream of Carrowmore Lake and

water draining from Srahmore cannot impact the loper——— :
AN BORD PLEANALA
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At the Bord na Ména peat reception site at Srahmore, all water draining from
the peat will be channelled via the drainage conirol and monagement
system as detailed in Section 9.7 of the EIS (Volume 2). Information on the
water setting ponds, including the hydraulic methodologies used and the
hydrological calculations, are detailed in Section 9.7 of the EIS {Volume 2} to
ensure that receiving waters are not impacted by the peat deposition. In short
the mitigation sysiems have been designed in sympathy with the local
aqueous environment - rainfall, surface water runoff and hydrology and
hydrogeology to ensure no adverse impacts occur.

John and E. McAndrew claim that the proposed development will have o
negative effect on Sruwaddacon Bay and beaches in the surounding areaq.
The works relafing to the upstream and downstream pipelines have already
been given consent by the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural
Resources under the Gas Act 1976, Notwithstanding this Section 7 of Volume 1
of the EIS assesses the likely impacts of the proposed development on the
aquatic ecology of the terminal site and its sumoundings. In summary. the
magnitude of these impacts were assessed to be:

. french construction - temporary, minor-negligible;
s pipe laying - temporary, minor-negligible; and
. outfall discharge — negligible.

The proposed terminal will be constructed and ogérated in accordance with
the procedures described in Volume 1 of the®ls. The overall impact of the
development will be negligible or mino\qi%si%rms of effects on the aquatic
ecology. o‘\\ox

G

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim 1hci@Qg§§k from an oil spill allegedly caused by
Shell E&P Ireland Lid (then di\gﬁ Enterprise Energy Ireland Lid. (EEIL)) in
September 2001 is still contai et within the upper reaches of Sruwaddacon
Bay. They also claim that g’n $pill was never reported to the authorities and it
was never cleaned up.< sWe wish o point out that this allegation by the
appellant is unsubstcnti@féd and that there was no oil spill caused by EEIL in
September 2001, Th@ were allegations of such a spill at the time and this
was reported to ﬂ'@ﬁhen Department of the Marine and Natural Resources,
who investigated the spill and concluded that it was not related to any of
EEIL's activities.

Brid & Teresa McGarry also claim that there is a health and safety risk to water
consumers from peat placed downstream of Carowmore Loke . The
Srahmore site is downstrearn of Carowmore Lake and therefore can have no
impact on the drinking water from Carrowmore Lake. Section 9.7 of the EIS
(Volume 2) provides detailed descriptions on how water draining from the
deposition area will be controlled and treated. These measures are proposed
to ensure that the facility does not have a deleterious impact on the receiving
waters. It should aiso be noted that drainage water quality from the Srahmore
site will be subject to the terms of a waste licence,

TIME Y
30 JUN 2004
LTR-DATED
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A number of appellants have made claims about emissions to air, noise and
odour. These are addressed below.

Emissions fo Air

At the outset it should be noted that detailed atmospheric dispersion
modelling of emissions from the terminal has been carried out incorporating
representative weather conditions and local terrain. The modelling predicts
that air quality standards designed for the protection of hedlth and the
environment will not be exceeded (see Section 11.18 of Volume 1 of the EIS).

In her appeal Monica Muller incorrectly claims that emissions to air have not
been considered. The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents, Sean McDonnell and
Brid & Teresa McGany also express concern regarding air emissions in relafion
to the applied process technology and alleged toxic emissions and their
impacts on human and animal heaith. Section 11 of Volume 1 of the EIS
identifies and assesses the sources and potential impact of atmospheric
releases resulling from the construction and operafion of the terminal.
Dispersion modelling using the latest generation of computer model has been
camied out to predict how releases from the Gas terminal disperse in the
atmosphere ond to determine the potential levels of exposure at sensitive
locations including nearby houses. This includes an assessment of the
proposed emissions against air quality stondcrdséqﬁd guidelines.

&
The terminal design is designed to inie\ng?ugnol standards and will be the
subject of a BAT (Best Available Tec es) assessment. This ensures the
minimisation of combustion produy K&nd fugitive releases. Such design
considerations will minimise relecﬁs\@i alr.
© &

Combustion processes hovgg@f@%n designed to be energy efficient and
minimise the quantity of g:;)(e\&L&sed. thereby minimising releases of emissions.
Gas is the main fuel usecf‘q;g\slte and is the lowest emission fuel available. Any
out of specification gas wm also be used as fuel for heating applications rather
than be discharged t@%tmosphere. Low-NOx burners will be installed on the

gas turbines and hedling medium heater to reduce NOx releases further. The
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& Which are specified to ensure air emissions do not exceed levels that are

use of clean-burn gas engines will also minimise emissions from the power
generators.

Emissions are listed in Table 11.1 of Volume 1 of the EIS under the heading
'Potential Emission Components and their Associated Effects on Health and
Ecosystems'. The resulls of the modeling study (provided in Section 11,
Volume 1 of the EIS) into predicted air quality concludes that 'Existing air

udlity is very good and will remain so with the terminal in operation. No

esidual air quality impacts are anticipoted as a result of the terminai
! evelopment.’

i he plant is designed to operate within European Union air quality standards

designed to protect human health and ecosysiems; these are detailed in
Volume 1 of the EIS in Section 11.4.

Monitoring during the construction and operation of the terminal will assess
the effectiveness of the mitigation measures infroduced.

Releases to air will be regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and defined in the terminal site's IPPC Licence. An IPPC Llicence
application is currently being prepared for submission during 2004.
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Having regard to the claims of a number of the appellants concerming the
presence of hydrogen sulphide in the gas, we wish to state that it is not
present and none is expected in the future (see Section 2.4.1 of Volume 1 of
the EIS). This has been confirmed through the analysis of various samples of
the Comib Gas as described in the Offshore EIS 2001, Section 2.0.

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that the environmental emission figures are
significantly reduced from the previous planning application. They also claim
that the burning of condensate instead of natural gas will affect the health of
residents.

In response, it should be noted that there are variations between the emission
figures for the applications, primarily because the previous application was
based on Front End Engineering Design, whereas this application is based on
Detailed Engineering Design.

Condensate armiving at the terminal from the Comib gas field undergoes
additional processing to remove volatile fractions and impurities.  The
processing generates a refined liquid similar fo other distillate fuels used in
industrial and domestic heating appliances [i.e. home heaoting oil). Whilst
liquid fuels (condensate) do typically generate higher emissions than gaseous
fuels such as natural gas, using the condensate within the Heating Medium
Fired Heater represents a more efficient recovery%f energy contained in the
hydrocarbons amiving at the ferminal. It olsc&@éduces the quantity of what
otherwise would be a waste by-produc(\g%qoossocioied vehicle movements
to remove it from the site. o?"?:;‘\é
O

The emissions using condensate &Q@)\ﬁever are still relatively low and are
discharged to air at a suitable\\&lgbse height to ensure safe and adequate
dispersion. Emissions generctﬁ@&‘om the Heating Medium Fired Heater were
included in the detailed %$§\e\d§1"nent of air quality described in Chapter 11 of
Volume 1 of the EIS. This fﬁgﬁded atmospheric dispersion modelling to predict
the future impact of nq;‘]ust the heater but all significant emission sources
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associated with the dgfelopment.
OQ

Brid & Teresa Mccécmy raise concerns about carbon release during the
disturbance of peat. This objection indicates that the removal of the peat
from the site will result in increased carbon releases. The rationale for such a
| statement is not explained. The EIS states that the release of carbon is small in
comparison o the carbon stored in the peat {EIS Volume 2, Section 14.8.1).

The peat bog is expected to be a net carbon sink once rehabilitated.

Micheal O Seighin claims that the proposal is confrary to Ireland's
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. It should be noted that the Climatic

Impact of the proposed development is discussed in Section 14 of the EIS
olume 1. Section 14.7.2 of the EIS states that ‘If the natural gas distributed
nto the national network by the gas terminal displaced an equivalent

amount of crude oll in energy terms, this would lead to a potential reduction
of 2.4 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent ignoring minor leaks of gas from the
transmission system’. This figure is nearly fifty times greater than the projected
releases from the tetrminal and does not take into account the higher
efficiency of use associated with gas at the end-user. In redlity the
displacement (or emission reduction) will be less than 2.4 million tonnes of
CO2-equivalent as the gas supplied will supplement applications where
natural gos is already used or is required to meet rising energy demand to a
ceriain extent. The calculation however demonstrates that when considered
on a national level, the benefits of a secure, indigenous source of natural gas
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more than outweigh the effect of emissions with global warming potenfial
generated from the site itself.

Michedl O Seighin also claims in Source N of his appeal that the ferminal is
within a basin and makes reference fo the risk of lodging emissions during
inversion conditions. Contrary to these claims it is obvious that the terminal is
not sited in @ basin with contiguous hills on all sides, the hills referred to are
located at some significant distance from the site. The terminal site is elevated
in comparison to land o the south west (towards Carowmore Lake) and only
a genile incline exists to the north and north east with the height of terrain
increasing by only up to 20 metres over a distance of one to several kilometres
in these directions. The terrain features and their influences are described in
Section 11.17 of Volume 1 of the EIS.

As described in Section 11 of Volume 1 of the EIS potential air quality impacts
during construction include releases to air from consiruction and haulage
vehicles and the generation of dust. Traffic emissions will be minimised through
appropriate vehicle maintenance and route selection to and from the
terminal. Dust will be mitigated by the application of best practfice dust
suppression and containment techniques including the prevenfion of dust
accumulation and ensuring dusty materials are either moist or sheeted.

Noise é\\;@'

&
Monica Muller claims in her appeal tha@ﬂp‘ﬁkely significant effects of noise
are not assessed in the EIS having regued”to the provisions of Condition 25
attached to Mayo County Councgi @@lecision to grant permission for the
proposed development. Ms MuierYalso states that the provisions of this
condition are incompatible w'@*\oﬁée proposal to have 800 HCV passing by
noise sensitive receptors. O
$ o9
The applicant would cgféig@vith the second part of this comment. Almost all
construction activities wilkfaise the pre-construction ambient noise level at the

8Y
30 JUN 2004
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location of the octi\ﬁy\\/ by 5dB Leq. This is not considered a significant
increase. In this reg{@Qd, the applicant has appealed this Condition.

T
£ s BT

. Notwithstanding the above, it should be noted that the significant effects of
|  noise have been assessed, as provided in Sections 12 of Volumes 1 and 2 of
the EIS which predicts that during the construction period, there will be, due to

the very nature of the construction activities, an increase in the ambient noise
% levels from site activities and from construction related traffic. The assessment

states that noise levels will not be constant, but vary from activity to activity,
and also vary with the combination of machinery to be applied at one time.
They will also vary from location to location, depending on the proximity of the
activities to the receptors.

The EIS goes on to propose, that, in addition to standard mitigation measures
applied to minimise the noise at source, communication with the affected
residents will be essential to minimise the adverse impact of the noise
disturbance.

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents, Michedi O Seighin and Sean
McDonnell have expressed concerns regarding general noise from the
proposed development and in the case of the Ballinaboy / Leenamore
Residents, particularly noise due to emergency use of the flare. As noted
above, a detailed noise impact assessment covering the various stages of the
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proposed terminal development is provided in Section 12 of Volume 1 of the
EIS.

Shell is committed to minimising noise impacts on local residents as is
indicated throughout the EIS, in particular in Section 3.12 and17 of Volume 1 of
the EIS. The terminal design includes a small ground flare to avoid non-
emergency use of the flare stack. The ground flare will be used for the
combustion of the non-recoverable gas prior to a maintenance activity. This
has been configured to minimise noise impoct, as part of the normal
operational noise control strategy for the terminal.

The flare stack will only be used during the operation of the proposed
development in an emergency situation, such as a gas leak or a fire, where
safety considerafions would require the rapid removal of gas inventory from
certain sections of plant by the combustion of venied gos from the
emergency flares. Operation would be a highly unusual occurrence.

Odour

The appeal by the Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents expresses concerns
regarding odour as a result of the odorisation of the sales gas with particular
reference made to the operation of the gas ferminals at Inch in Cork and
Bacton in the UK. In response it should be ngled that the prevention of
releases to atmosphere of the mandatory odagent is fully described in Volume
1 of the EIS, in particular in Section 11.9 ﬁé}Ne cannot comment on the
operation of odorisation facilities by Bo é‘%@s tireann at Inch in Co. Cork. The
issue of vapour recovery systems, reig gﬁce Bacton, is entirely separate. We
are aware of vapour recovery sysi aving been installed in recent years at
various terminal sites, including @@bn, to prevent the release of hydrocarbon
vapours from tankage to af ere. As described in Volume 1 of the EIS,
Section 11.7.2, the tanks opithg" terminal site have been designed fo minimise
releases to air through &ogémbinotion of internal floating roofs and use of
nifrogen blanketing. In igfs’ regard, the appellants’ concerns are unfounded.
3

&

OQ
2.2.6 Human Beings

number of the appellants have expressed concerns relating to the impact
ot the proposed development would have on human beings.

-E)E response we wish to note that throughout the EIS the impact of the
e oposed development on the health and well being of people in the arec
s been considered. In particular:
* Section 9 covers issues of water quality and site hydrogeology and
- drainage.
6l Section 11 covers air emissions.
= Section 12 covers noise.
E:'_ 0 Section 13 covers impacts on visual amenity.
T + 5

Section 14 covers issues of traffic generation.

None of the assessments have identified any significant residual health or
safety impacts atiributable to the proposed development.

2.2.7 Flora & Fauna
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A number of the appellanis raise concerns regarding the impact of the
proposed development on flora and fauna.

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents express concermns as to habitat loss as a
result of the proposed development. It can be confirmed that the loss of
habitat will be small and, as is shown in the planning documentation and the
EIS {Section 6.5.2 of Volume 1 of the EIS), only the habitats under the terminal
footprint and under the construction laydown area will be lost together with
some marginal vegetation along the main access road also. Any native irees
affected, such as willow, will be translocated where possible.

While the existing drainage system of naomow channels and small sireams
within the terminal footprint will also be affected, the affected habitats, wet
grassland, coniferous plantation and small pockets of scrub, are all
widespread and common. They support a limited range of generally
common species and the forest belts provide limited aesthetic appeal. These
habitats are generally of low ecological interest. The overall impacts on fauna
as a result of the loss of habitat is therefore considered as Minor.

Monica Muller, Michedl O Seighin and Brian Coyle claim that the proposed
development would further constitute an unacceptable risk of pollution to
surrounding salmonid waters that an adequate baseline does not exist and
adequate mitigation measures are not proposedéReference is also made to
siiting from Bord na Ména workings. &

In response, it should be noted that Se &%@ﬁof Volume 1 of the EIS provides a
thorough review of the baselinegcgnditions, proposed mitigotion and
predicted impacts of the propos Qgé\relopmeni on the aquatic ecology of
the terminal site and its surroun;@%gs. The same assessment is made of the
Srahmore deposition site in 3 \gs% 7 of Volume 2 of the EIS. Section 7.2.1 of
Volume 1 describes how el commissioned biological and chemical
analyses of the waterg es in the locdlity of the terminal site and
electrofishing operoiiong\‘in the northern region of the Ballina fishery area.
These studies consistegh of monihly surface water samples over a one year
period for the dete@ﬁnoﬁon of river water quality, data logging for continuous
physico-chemical properties (information is presented in Section 9), quarterly
standard kick sampling for macroinvertebrate analysis and annual
electrofishing sampling. All surveys were carried out in consultation with the
North Western Regional Fisheries Board (NWRFB), the fisheries protection

authority for this area. In this regard, it is clear that adequate baseline data
oes exist.
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ections 7 of the EIS describe proposed mitigation measures to be adopted
uring the construction and operation of the development to ensure that
ere are no significant adverse effects on the surounding aquatic ecology.
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LTRDATED e

relation to the comments made by certain appellants alleging silting from
Bord na Ména workings, it is to be noted that the cument drainage system
within the Srahmore cui-over bog is operated by Bord na Mdna under IPC
Licence 505. Reference to Section 7.3.2 of Volume 2 of the EIS shows the water
quality of the Owenmore Catchment, from samples obtained by the EPA
between 1981 and 2002. The biotic index of the water indicates that the wafer
within the Owenmore Catchment is generally unpolluted downstream of the
Srahmore cut-over bog. The water quality information suggests satisfactory
funciioning of the drainage system without any significant impacts on
salmanids,
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The EIS establishes that the development will not have any significant effect
on the funcfioning of ecosystems, the habitats, flora and faunal diversity of
adjoining afforested ond blanket bog areas, Effects on the fauno of
surrounding terrestrial areas have been assessed as negligible o minor.

Monica Muller and Maura Hamington make claims concerning the presence
of protected bird species on the site and in paricular the Hen Harrier. In
response we refer the Board to our first party appeal and in particulor our
comments on Condition 31.

Micheal O Seighin makes reference to Condition 29 of Mayo County Council’s
decision concerning bird nesting. In relation to his allegations regarding the
destruction of nests at the landfall site at Dooncarton, notwithstanding the
fact that this relates to a separate development, it should be noted that no
nests were destroyed by the applicant during these works, as witnessed by
local Duchas representatives.

2.2,8 Alternatives

A number of the appellants have made claims with regard to alternatives and
alternative technologies that they claim are available for the proposed
development.
&

Brendon Philbin and Brian Coyle claim alt fives are available for the
development of the Corrib Gas Field Q %g!ﬂ parficular that the applicant
shouid use the latest technology that | % ilable regarding cleaning the gas
at the wellhead ofishore where the&%@nm the technology is well advanced
and used by other componies@* ésth response, it should be noted the
determination of engineering i{;@@? technologies and methodologies for ihe
development of the Corﬁb(&@gsoﬁeld are complex. The reasons for the
selection of the propose@?\@évelopmem scheme and the eliminafion of
aliernatives were corefﬁ%@onsidered by the applicant, who, with their co-
venturers have considergi:ﬁe experience in the development of oil and gas
infrastructure. In this regard, it is the applicant’s view that the chosen option is
the best. This viequ? most clearly confirmed by the numerous new offshore
deepwater gas fields that are under development with unireated gas
produced to an onshore terminal for treatment. These include Ormen Lange
and Snehvit in Norway, Scarab/Saffron in Egypt and Otway in Australia.

The applicant has undertaken extensive research into the assessment of
alternative londfall locations, pipeline routes, terminal locations etc, (see
section 4 of the EIS). The cument terminal location was selected taking into
account all safety engineering and environmental constrainis. These matters
are addressed in Volume 1 of the EIS, Section 4 Alternglives and in particular in

Section 4.2 Development Concept Alternatives Consldereds) oo o 7 _.__r
TIME BY
—BY___
30 JUN 2004
2.2.9 European Sites LTR-DATED
PL e, FROM
An Taisce claims that the proposed developmeTt=wil--heve 2 significemt. .

impact on candidate Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 000472
(Broadhaven Bay cSAC) as a result of the alleged discharge of toxic waste at

its border. They also claim that the development affects machair (Annex 1
Pricrity Habitat) and marine SACs.
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In response, we refer the Board to our earlier comments in section 2.1 of this
response. Allied to these commenits, it should alse be noted that the proposed
development will not result in the production of aqueous toxic waste;
therefore there is no contravention of the Habitats Directive or the Quality of
Water for Shellfish Directive.

The impacts associated with the installation of the pipeline across the SAC
have been addressed in the Offshore EIS. We also wish to note that no part of
the Corrib gas field development willimpact machair.

Michedl O Seighin claims that the proposed development counters the
principles of nature conservation, especially with regard to pipelines routes
which pass through SACs and SPAs. In response it should be noted that the
presence of protected areas was incorporated into the design of the pipeline
route. Details of the SACs/SPAs etc can be found in Section 6.3.7 of the EIS
Volume 1. As noted previously, consent has been given under Section 40 of
the Gas Act 19746 for the construction of the onshore pipeline.

Michedl O Seighin claims that the ecological impact of the proposed
development is unfathomable having regard to his claim that it will plough
through European designated areas and will cause habitat damage to
machair habitat in the cSAC and SPAs, risking listed riparian systems. [t should
be clearly noted that the proposed developragnt is not located in any
European designated areas. In this regard, wg\q:sresume that the appellant is
refering to the upstream gas pipeling\.gq‘ﬁch is not the subject of this
application. LN

IS
Irish legislation applies in determinj e interpretation of the implementation
of the measures contained inSGoUNcil Directive 92/43/EEC, the 'Habitats
Directive'. These are contgj ﬁ in the European Communities (Natural
Habitats) Regulations, 199§ No. 94 of 1997).  Article 27 fransposes the
provisions of Article é of fiesMHabitats Directive on the conservation of natural
habitats and of wild fcng:nfa and flora in relation to development of the type
now being proposed. ég\\

§

FROM

Afficle 27 provides that where a proposed development is neither directly
nected with nor necessary to the management of o candidate special
ofga of conservation but likely to have a significant effect thereon, the
nning authority and on appeal the Board is required to ensure that an
propriate assessment of the implicafions for the European Site in view of the
's conservation objectives is undertaken. It is expressly provided that an
vironmental impact statement is an appropriote assessment for the
rposes of the Regulations. As noted in Section 6.5.2 of Volume 1 of the EIS, it

LTR-DATED

not anticipated thot the proposed construction and operation of the
Fminal facility will impact on the terrestrial habitats and constituent species

the nearby designated conservation areas - Pollatomish Bog pNHA,
enamoy Bog Complex cSAC, Camrrowmore Lake Complex cSAC and Slieve
AFyagh Bog cSAC or specifically on the machair.

The proposed development will not have significant effects on any European
site whether a Special Protection Area, a ¢SAC or a pNHA. Even if, contrary to
all of the evidence, any such significant effect was apprehended, the
proposed development can still be approved if either of two conditions are
satisfied:

i, The Board is satisfied that the Proposed development will not
adversely affect the integrity of the European Site. In considering
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whether the Proposed development will adversely affect the
integrity of the European Site, the Board is required to have regard
to the manner in which the proposed development will be caried
out and to any conditions or restrictions subject to which approval
will be given, It is, thus, open to the Board fo approve the Proposed
development on the basis that, although the Proposed
development would potentially have a significant effect on the
European Site, it will not do so because of the mifigating measures
that have been proposed. It is, therefore, submitted that, having
regard to the mitigation and compensatory measures proposed,
there is compelling evidence that the Proposed development will
not adversely affect the integrity of the European Site.

ii, the Board is satisfied that there are no alternative solutions and
that the proposed development has to be camied out for
imperative reasons of overriding public interest. Those reasons may
include reasons of a social and economic nature. Considerable
evidence has been made available as to the social and
economic reasons for the proposed development which justify the
consiruction of the proposed development. in the circumstances,
it is submitted that notwithstanding the fact that it is clear that
there will be no impact on any European site that this test has also
been satisfied.

@.
N<
Wast V\\é
aste & @
)
Monica Muller claims that there is no&?@s\;lohon of the sewage volumes to be
produced during construction in { . Contrary to this, a breakdown of all
the expected wastes generat unng construction (including chemical
toilet waste) is provided in quﬂe 1%.1 of Section 16 of Volume 1 of the EIS.
(\
& $°’
Working Hours 6\

Both the Bcllmobo@ﬁenomore Residents and Micheal O Seighin claim that
there is no restiction on working hours. This is not the case. As is stated in
Section 12 of Volume 1 of the EIS, the applicant is committed to minimising
impacts on local residents, by restricting working hours as indicated.

OSPAR

Maura Harington claims that the Mayo County Council Senior Planner
neglects to mention the OSPAR recommendation in his report and further
claims that it is not possible for the applicant to meet the requirements set out
by OSPAR. In response we wish to state that the appellant has made no
reference to any specific OSPAR recommendation. This is not a relevant
planning issue.

e — o
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LA
HEALTH AND SAFETY [ Tise v
The following appellants have raised specific concerns rfegarding health and
safety: 30 JUN 2004
e Monica Muller LTR-DATED FROM
o Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents (Jacinta Healy) |PL
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Sean McDonnell and Others

FEASTA [Mark Garavan)

Mary Corduff

Brendan Philbin

John and E. McAndrew (Leenamore/Ballinaboy Concerned Citizens)
Brid & Teresa McGarry

Maura Hamrington

Brian Coyle

Michedl O Seighin and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

[ ————.

1. Planning History 7. Mercaptan Al BORD B = rees
2. Health & Safety Authority Report 8. Leaks & Spills | 1ypsp ORD PLE LA
3. Major Accident Assessment 9. Hazardous Wagte - BY
4. Domino Effect 10. Emergency Sefvices
5. Pipelines 11. Exclusion Zon 30 JUN 2004
6. Termorism 12. General Con (E
PL TTTe— ——

2.3.1 Planning History
&.
Brid & Teresa McGarry claim in their cppecl{&ot the National Authority for
Occupational Health and Safety's [NAQS Orepc)rt has been toned down
considerably in comparison to the pre 4%&43 pplication (Reg. Ref. P0O1/900).

While this is a matter for the NA@%@J address, we wish note to that in our
view the changes reflect a.\@'@b er understanding of the design and

operation of the proposed f s on the part of the NAOSH, as a result of
the applicant providing fuqh‘e&%eiolled information.
Q
00

2,3.2 Hedalth & Safety Auihoroy,& Repori

In his appeal Mark %orovan claims that no comprehensive Health and Safety
audit hos been conducted. In response to this we wish o note that a rigorous
and detailed study of the terminal has been conducted by the NAOSH. The
report from the NAOSH to Mayo County Council is a result of this examination
and the recommendation of the NAOSH is that it does 'not advise against the
granting of planning permission’.

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that the development is not in compliance with
the requirements of the Seveso Il Directive as propane quanfities have not
been included in determining the inventories, and in this regard that the
NAOSH's assessment is inadequate. This is not the case. Propane inventories
kept onsite are detailed in Appendix VI of the Quantified Risk Assessment
(QRA) as prepared by DNV {as presenied to the NAOSH). Moreover, these
inventories are available in the NAQOSH report to Mayo County Council (see
appendix VI, ‘issue 2'). It is stated in Section 3.3.4 of the NAOSH report to Mayo
County Council that, ‘The major accident hazard predicted from failure of the
cylinders is significantly less than other scenarios already modelled. These
other scenarios modelled have adequately addressed the effects of this type
of incident and for this reason this event was excluded from the risk analysis'.

Brian Coyle claims that the NAOSH has refused to consider or provide odvice
on the healih and safety of the local people at work. This is not the case.
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Offsite risks to local personnel are detailed in Secfion 3.4 of the NAOSH report
to Mayo County Council and validate those presented in the DNV QRA to
Mayo County Council. As stated in the summary of the NAOSH report, this risk
is not exceeded at the nearest residential property and accordingly, the
NAQOSH does not advise against the granting of planning permission in relation
to the Bellanaboy gas terminal.

Mr. Coyle also makes numerous references to the safety of the upstream
pipeline and claims concerning its integrity and the risk of landslide affecting
it. As noted previously, the pipeline has already been approved under
Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976 and does not form part of this application. The
issues raised by Mr. Coyle with regard to the risks to the pipeline have already
been adjudicated on by the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural
Resources in the determination of the upsiream pipeline consent.
Notwithstanding this, we have commented on a number of the claims made
by Mr. Coyle where they relate to the proposed development.

The stability of the surrounding peat as a result of a hypothetical explosion at
the terminal has been assessed and reporied in accordance with the
requirements of the NAOSH. Suitably experienced engineers have assessed
the stability of surounding slopes in their natural condition, and in the event of
an explosion and they have been found to be stable under these conditions.

The appellant claims that there is a risk of furtbfer ground instability being
caused at Dooncarton Hill. In response it shouldh be noted that the proposed
terminal is in excess of 5km from Dooncar\t\gr’g\.l;f?ﬂ.

N\

S A
The risk of explosion is, in the first ins’rcgf?@‘,\oexvemely remote, and is by industry
design standards within extremely, Nimits. Given that context and premise,
vibration as such does not r;gef?: arily lead to ground instability, as the
environs of any rock quarry wi st. Ground vibrations during construction of
the magnitude that miglﬁ‘.@%sonably be expected, will not cause slope
instability. 1t should ols©°.§§e noted that the instability at Dooncarton Hill

o —

| '\LA
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TIME
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BY
30 JUN 2004

LTR-DATED

llathomas) occurredgfro\ significantly steep slopes with an average slope
gle of 45 degrees was triggered by an exceptionally heavy localised
nfall event, it h een documented that slopes as low as 2 degrees have
come unstable as a result of non-engineered/ man interference. In
tances where slopes as low as 2 degrees have failed there is no evidence
t ground vibrations due to blasting have caused the instability.

. Coyle claims that the proposed development and pipeline route has the
tential to create o major accident as the proposed gas terminal and its
tallations are surounded in blanket bog that can fail at slopes of 2 degrees
d above as stated by the applicant,

an response it should be noted that the proposed development and ancillary

works will be engineered to prevent the occurrence of a bog slide. The peat
and underlying soils at the site of the proposed gas terminal have been
extensively investigated and assessments have been camied out to
demonstrate the stability of the peat with respect to the proposed working
strategy (See Volume |, Sections 8 and 9 and the Technical Appendices of the
EIS).

Furthermore, an independent review of the EIS and the response to the RFl
was carried out by an expert consuliant retained by Mayo County Council
with particular reference to issues relating to the proposed works on the
general stability of the peat. This review found that the proposed sirategy for
construction ‘will minimize any impact on the in situ peat sumounding the site’.
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Having regard to Mr Coyle's claims concerning blasting and piling on site, and
the health and safety risks associated with them in terms of the risk of land
slides, it should be noted that blasting will not be required as part of the
construction work for the proposed gas terminal. The vibrations resulfing from

the piling operations would not be significantly greater than general
construction activity,

Brian Coyle claims that the conclusions of the NAOSH report dated 8th April
2004 under land use planning are ‘template’ statements and do nof address
site specific issues. This statement is factually incorrect. In response it should be
noted that Sections 3 and 5 and Appendix 6 of the NAOSH repori to Mayo
County Council demonstrate the high leve! of project-specific detail that was
considered by the NAOSH in its assessment of the terminal facilities. To state
that the assessment, as performed by the NAOSH, was not site-specific is not
consistent with the detailed report submitted by the NAOSH to Mayo County
Council.

Brian Coyle claims that neither the NAOSH nor the Local Authority have
considered all the toxic substances that can be present in untreated gas
(specific mention is made of Hydrogen Sulphide (H25)) and therefore excludes
the appropriate assessment and advice in relation to the presence of
anficipoted substances. This statement is based on the premise that HaS is
present in Comib Gas. The NAOSH have considered all toxic substances in their
repori (Appendix VI, guery No. 3}. Corrib gas d,gés not contain Hz$ (this is by no
means unusual, e.g. gas currently produ%;?gtfbm the Kinsale Head and Seven
i
R

Heads gas fields does not contain Hzf%.o s clearly stated in Section 2.4.1 of
Volume 1of the EIS. F&

SO
Brian Coyle and others clcim\\thgf the NAOSH are required to assess the
possibility of an upstream pip(gﬁf@ gas explosion under the provisions of Seveso
Il and SI 476/2000. As nqt@@h Section 2.1.9 of this response, the Seveso i
Directive and the COM Qﬁ‘egulctions, specifically exclude from their ambit
"the transmission of dctlgéfous substances in pipelines” .

Michedl O Seighin @ﬁpﬁc\:ises the analysis method used by NAOSH as being of
no relevance to the day to day danger imposed by the project on local

BY
30 JUN 2004

AN BORD FLEANALA

TIME

eople because it uses the ‘exireme value analysis' method. He also claims
that the risk of a slow accumulation of dangers is not considered by the
AOSH. In response it should be noted that the analytical technique used by
oth the NAOSH and DNV is known as quantified risk analysis {QRA). This
chnique has been used fo predict risks in many industries (e.g. aircraft,
armaceutical and chemical) for many years and is widely accepted by

th companies and regulatory authorities as being a useful, sometimes vital,
put to risk decision making. The technigue of risk assessment menfioned by
r. O Seighin is not an industrially recognised technique.

FROM

ichedl O Seighin notes that there is no schedule of conditions attached to
fle NAOSH Report. The role of the NAOSH in the context of this planning
_abplication is to provide land use planning advice to the planning authority.

LTR-DATED

ey have no obligation to recommend conditions within the planning
process. Recommended conditions are in fact included in the conclusion
Section of the NAOSH report and have been implemented as part of the
planning permission granted by Mayo County Council. However, it should be
noted that the applicant has appealed these conditions for the reasons set
out in our first party appeal, which is already before the Board.
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Michedl O Seighin claims in his appeal that the rate of release modelling does
not consider the possibility of the build up of gas in ground channels such as
drainage channels. In response, it should be noted that because the gas is
predominantly methane and has a molecular weight less than that of air, any
release above ground would disperse and any release below ground will rise
and will not accumulate in drainage channels,

Michedl O Seighin claims in his appeal that spontaneous or other combustion
of dried peat is not considered having regard to the ground stabilisation
techniques proposed. In response it should be noted that peat at 20%
moisture content needs to reach o temperature in excess of 225°C before
initial signs of combustion (i.e. white smoke) are observed, and must exceed
400°C before ignition occurs. The increase in temperature due to cement
hydration is less than 30°C, therefore it is not considered feasible to have
spontaneous combustion of stabilised peat.

The proposed peat stabilisation process involves the in situ mixing of cement or
cement/sand with peat. As a result of hydration of cement there will be an
increase in temperature within the stabilised peat mass. The amount of
cement likely for this process is typically 200kg/m3; the temperature increase
for this amount of cement is less than 30°C. Higher temperatures are
produced where lime is used in the mix. Lime will not be used for stabilising
peat at the site. However, even if lime were to be used it would not be

possible to reach the spontaneous combustion Jémperature of the peat as
noted above. <@

»

. _ Y .
Michedl O Seighin claims that the %éc\:mon used for the reduction of
predicted failure frequency in the NAL @PI report is not evident and further that
the risk assessment process is qu able. In response it should be noted
that the methodology, and quﬁ\f' ation of the methodology, is detailed in
Appendix | of the DNV reporgﬁia?‘nih‘ed to the NAQSH. Section 4 of the NAQOSH
report o Mayo County C‘boél\@ﬁl provides a commentary on the DNV report,

stating that the indepéﬁ'@ént assessment by the NAOSH vyielded ‘similar
results’. \5\(’

o‘gb
Major Accident Assessment

= ——
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LTR-DATED

=

onica Muller claims that the proposed development will lead to exposure to
ortal danger. In the NAOSH report to Mayo County Council, section 3.1, the
AOSH states that the ‘dangerous dose or greater' is used for land use
lanning purposes, which it considers to be ‘a very conservative approach’.
he criteria used by the NAOSH with regard to land use planning, is that an
ihdividual risk of a dangerous dose to the residential public arising from new
téstablishments should not exceed 1 x 106 (1 in 1 milion per year) (Appendix 3).
s stated in the summary of the NAOSH report, this risk is not exceeded at the
earest residential property and accordingly, the NAOSH does not advise
gainst the granting of planning permission in relation to the terminal.

'_id & Teresa McGarry claim in their appeal that the residents in the area will

live in constant fear of the unknown and will be in constant fear passing along
the R314 and secondary roads because of the potential for an explosion to
occur at the plant and/or at the associated pipeline positioned under roads.
This claim has already been refuted in the response to Monica Muller’s appeal
earlier in this section (Section 2.3.3). Alied to this, while the pipelines
associated with the proposed development are not part of this application, it
should be noted that the downstream pipeline crossing the R314 is designed in
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full compliance with infernational pipeline standards and is a Bord Gdais
Eireann transmission line similar to many other such pipelines which exist under
roads and streets in Ireland and generally do not cause concemn for those
passing over them,

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents claim in their appeal that there is a high
risk of a major accident occurring from leaks from high pressure gas pipelines.
In response it should be noted that the NAOSH conducted a QRA of the
terminal facilifies which included leaks from high pressure gas pipes (see
section 3.3.2 of the NAOSH report). On the basis of this assessment, the NAOSH
concludes in the summary of their report (see section 2 that the risk criteria
used for land use planning is not exceeded and accordingly, the NAOSH does
not advise against the granting of planning permission in relation to the
terminal.

Sean McDonnell claims in his appeal that his residence in Bunowna is the first
vilage to be encountered downwind and if an explosion occurred within or
around the plant the lives of local residents would be at extreme risk of
suffering fatalities,

In the NAOSH report to Mayo County Council, section 3.1, the NAOSH states
that the 'dangerous dose or greater' is used for land use planning purposes,
which it considers to be ‘a very conservative approach’. The criteria used by
the NAOSH with regard to land use planning, isfthat an individual risk of a
dangerous dose to the residential public cgdhg from new establishments
should not exceed 1 x 10¢ (Appendix 3).\\\Eigy?e 1 in the report shows that this
level of risk does not exist in Bunowna. &«

&

Sean McDonnell also claims 1 Shis residence is located within the
consultation distance of IOOOMéFS. In response it should be noted that
there is no mention of a g@ﬁction distance of 1000 metres within the
NAOSH report. Furthermoré, & should also be noted ihat this oppellant lives
some two or more kilome‘fi Sfrom the proposed terminal.
s
r“‘— an McDonnell cloir@‘iohot an explosion at the terminal would flatten mature
ees all the way d@z% to the Glenamoy River. In response it should be noted
that trees are more resistant to blast overpressure than buildings. The risk to
nd from trees has been fully assessed in Section 3.4.3.2 of the NAOSH report
hich states that " no tree fire would jeopardise the containment integrity of
he plant" and “the increase in risk of forest fire inifiated from events at the
terminal is extremely iow".

BY
30 JUN 2004
FROM

LTR-DATED

PL

Brid & Teresa McGarry present a scenario in their appeal conceming a
landslide around the site and the wider area which they claim would result in
the displacement of watercourses, and clogging of fire fighting equipment. In
response it should be noted that Appendix VI, ('query 1') of the NAOSH report
to Mayo County Council details the examination conducted into global
stability in the case of an ovetpressure event and summarises the likelihood of
such an event. In this regard, we submit that the scenario presented is
unrealistic.

H

N BOR[D PLEANALA

A
TIME

Brid & Teresa McGarry also claim that the scenario of chimney fires from
houses igniting a vapour cloud has not been assessed. This is not the case.
Section 3.3 of the NAOSH report details credible scenarios considered that
could give rise fo vapour clouds, and conservafively assumes that each
release results in a flammable cloud which is ignited {within the boundaries of
the flammability limits}). Accordingly, chimney fires from neighbouring houses
have been considered as potential ignition sources. This has been
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incorporated into the dangerous dose calculations performed in the QRA. On
the basis of this assessment, the NAOSH concludes in the summary of their
report (see Section 2) that the risk criteria used for land use planning is not
exceeded and accordingly, the NAOSH does not advise against the granting
of planning permission in relation to the terminal.

Brid & Teresa McGarny claim in their appeal that the fact that the terminal
buildings are blast proof reflects the real risk to residents, In response it should
be noted that recently published guidance from the UK Chemical Industries
Association [CIA) recommends maximum allowable risk levels for people
onsite who occupy buildings on oil/chemical/gas processing facilities. The risk
levels determined by the QRA are below the levels recommended by the CIA
even without the blast resisting and thermal radiafion enhancements to the
control building, i.e. site buildings do not need to have enhanced construction
to comply with cument guidance. Notwithstanding this, this design feature is
standard practice and ensures the integrity of emergency shut down systems.

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that if an explosion were to occur it would cause
burst eardrums in residents and that this issue has not been assessed by the
NAOSH. This is not the case. Table 3 of Appendix 3 of the NAOSH report to
Mayo County Council detdils the effects of overpressure on humans. This table
states that the threshold of eardrum damage occurs at an overpressure of 340
mbar. The NAOSH have used 140 mbar as the ‘dangerous dose’ {considerably
lower than the threshold for eardrum domage) agé find that the risk of such a
dangerous dose posed by the establishment is,@s than 1 x 10¢ per year to the
nearest residential neighbour. Accordingly q?le risk of an explosion causing
burst eardrums in residents has been a d.

O
Brid & Teresa McGarry claim in 1h@ﬁ \erol that the effect of forest fires is not
taken into account by the NAQSHs This is not the case. Forest fires have been
assessed by the NAOSH {seeéégihon 3.4.3.2 of NAOSH report to Mayo County
. Council). L

BY
30 JUN 2004

1 TIME

N5
Qé$\q
Brid & Teresa McGa 5&6350 claim that the bioclogical laboratory located
adjacent to the propgled development was not taken into account by the
Health and Scfe’ry@%thority with regard {o the safe distance of workers. In
response it should be noted that, as stated in the summary of the NAOSH

report, this risk is not exceeded at the nearest residential property, which is
closer to the terminal than the laboratory.

FROM

Michedl O Seighin claims that regular inspections from the NAOSH are of no

value as they are announced. In response, it should be noted that NAOSH

Inspectors have the powers as laid down in the Safety, Health and Welfare at

: _—,JWork Act, 1989 section 34 (1}){a)) - Powers of inspectors ' to enter, inspect,

1 o lexamine and search at all times, any place which he has reasonable cause

to believe is used as a place of work’. and as detagiled in the COMAH

Regulations, regulation 32 {i(a)} - General Powers of inspectors ' fo enter,

inspect, examine and search at all times, any place which he or she has
reasonable cause to believe to be an establishment’,

LTR-DATED

Michedl O Seighin claims that potential major accidents are the only ones
considered by the NAOSH and that no other scenario is envisaged. In
response to this it should be noted that the DNV QRA has considered a wide
range of possible releases of fluids from the terminol (from very large failure -
full bore - to very small failure - 2mm diameter holes). Accordingly. the
spectrum from minor to major accidents has been assessed.
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Michedal O Seighin also claims that the exisfing forestry and topography are
ideal agents for congestion of gas in high pressure conditions. In response it
should be noted that the gas being processed in the terminal is predominanily
methane and is lighter than air. Consequently any release will disperse and
rise from the ground rather than remain at ground level.

Domino Effect

Michedl O Seighin and Brid & Teresa McGarry make reference to the domino
effect, claiming that it has not been properly taken into account. They claim
that the Bellanaboy site characteristics and its sumoundings (blanket bog,
streams, rivers, bog heather, forestry, Camowmore Laoke, natural ground
instability, etc.) can all lead to a major accident domino eifect during the
opergational phase.

Article 8 of the Seveso |l Direcfive explicitly defines the ‘domino effect’. 1t is
only relevant to establishmenis/groups of establishments and the possible
increase in consequences of a major accident resulting from the
location/proximity of these establishments to each other. In the case of the
proposed terminal, there are no other ‘establishments’ in close proximity to
the terminal and accordingly, the domino effect is not relevant. This peint is
stated in Section 3.8 of the DNV report as submiﬁeg 1o the NAQSH.

Ns

Notwithstanding the above, it is incorrect to s@'blonket bogs. streams, rivers,
bog heather, forestry, Carowmore Lake,. ural ground instability) can all
lead to a major accident domino e;ég& hese are essential features of an
evolved natural environment, and § ,L@only uncontrolled interventions from
outside this stable natural envie Yent that can cause accidents. All
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erventions by man required,g(é\réﬁe site development have been, and will
, assessed and controllqu%@%n ongoing basis during the course of the
ject lifetime as requiregﬁ ealth and Safety legislation, to ensure they do
t cause accidents. <
S
e appellants furiheg\l\cloim regarding the factors of safety used and their
essment of howﬁs relates to the stability of the rock gabions on site in the
ent of an explosion do not make engineering sense. The appellants have
srepresented the factor of safety principle.

elines

|
“ie pipelines that are connected to the proposed development do not form

part of this application and have already received their necessary consents
under the Gas Act 1974. Notwithstanding this fact, we have provided a
commeniary on the concems raised by the appellants for the information of
the Board so far as they relate to the proposed development.

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents question the safety of the pipeline
within the terminal footprint. The QRA performed by DNV includes an
assessment of a leakage of the incoming pipeline upstream of the terminal as
a worst case scenario (see Appendix 8 of DNV report as submitted to the
NAOSH}. This QRA has been verified by the NAOSH. Accordingly, the safety of
the pipelines within the boundaries of the terminal footprint has been
exarined.

A number of the appellants raise concems about the risks posed by the
upstream pipeline. All of these risks are either unfounded or significantly
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overstated. The upstream pipeline is to be consiructed to a recognised
specification. The safety of the public is addressed in the pipeline QRA which
is subject to the approval of the Department of Communications Marine and
Naiural Resources as part of the ongoing compliance processes under the
pipeline consent as noted in Section 2.1.9. The stability of the pipeline in peat
areas will be assured by locating the pipe below the peat or else supporting
the pipeline in areas of deep peat.

2.3.6 Terrorism

A number of the appellanis refer to the risk of a terrorist attack on the pipeline
or the terminal. In response we wish to note that all Shell oil oand gas
processing terminals and associated equipment are subjected to Shell
Security Policy guidelines which requires them to have a 'threat assessment’
carried out. This assessment is caried out in collaboration with the country's
governmental and security agencies for national interest considerations, and
Shell senior management considerations. The Shell Security Policy considers a
wide range of threats, from high-level viclence at one end to low-level petty
theft at the other end, and includes terrorism. As a resuli of this security
assessment, appropriate measures will be implemented. These requirements
can and are modified from time to time depending on ihe change of ‘threat

level'
&
&
>
2.3.7 Mercaptan & 'é%
LN

A number of the appellanis make re@f?@\ce to the risk posed by the ignition of
mercapian from a cigareite. Qo&éy\

<
'\OQ &

As is normal for gas plants, s 3 g throughout the plant is strictly forbidden.
With respect to a cigoret(t)@ B jit thrown from a passing car being a possible
source of ignition on thek 3nt, such is the distance between the plant and

—
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djacent public roads, that it is not plausible that such a cigarette butt could
ach the plant. égf\‘
S

e NAOSH have assessed the design of the odourant storage tank {which is
‘Houble-skinned'). The nature of the design means that the failure frequency
f the storage tank is so low that the risk of a leak leading to a fire is not
eemed a credible scenario. This is detailed in section 3.3.4 of the NAOSH
report to Mayo County Council.

FROM

[}
[11]
2.35 L baks & Spills
o
par

aThe Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents claim that pipeline leaks are a normal

Tccurrence, while Michedl O Seighin claims that it is normal for holes to occur
in high pressure gas pipelines. In response in should be noted that
examination of the databases used [see 3.4.2 of the NAOSH report to Mayo
County Council) demonstrates that pipeline leaks are not a ‘normal
occurence’.

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents {Jacinta Healy) claim that the issue of
spills has not been properly assessed. In response it should be noted that
Section 2.5.11 of Volume lof the EIS details the facilities that will be provided
to mitigate against onsite spillages.
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2,3.9 Hazardous Wasle

The Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents claim that there will be additional
dangers arising from the use of hazardous waste lorries and from diesel being
brought to the site,

The transportation of diesel/methanol to the terminal and hazardous waste
from the terminal will be caried out by registered carriers, in compliance with
the Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road Regulations, (SI 492}, 2001 and the
Waste Management Acts, 1996 - 2003 respectively.

2.3.10 Emergency Services

Monica Muller claims that the safety of residents is dependent on the
adequacy of Mayo County Fire Service.

The NAOSH report to Mayo County Council outlines that the safety of residents
is not dependent on the adequacy of Mayo County Fire Brigade. In the
NAOSH report to Mayo County Council, section 3.1, the NAOSH states that the
‘dangerous dose or greater' is used for land use planning purposes, which it
considers to be 'a very conservaiive approach' (with respect fo thermal
doses, 1000 thermal dose units has been used as the criteria for a dangerous
dose). The criteria used by the NAOSH with regargfo land use planning, is that
on individual risk of a dangerous dose to ihQ\@esidenticl public arising from
new establishmenis should not exceed 1. {Appendix 3). As stated in the
summary of the NAOSH report, this risk i exceeded and accordingly, the
NAOSH does not advise against 1he§?§zﬁlng of planning permission in relation
to the terminal. Notwithstanding t@ée@bove. as noted in Section 2 of Volume 1
of the EIS procedures equipme(\cﬁ‘%w\:l arrangements will be in place to ensure
the terminal operations are s@& fire fighting strategy, which is not reliant on
the Mayo County Fire Serz&@%@"qlso included in this Section of the EIS.

R
S
&

2.3.11 Exclusion Zone >
00‘&\
Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that the safety of animals and people cannot be
guaranteed as it will not be possible to ensure that they remain at a distance
of 70 meters from the upsiream pipeline. Notwithstanding that the pipeline is
not part of this application, it should be noted that the pipeline is buried
throughout its entire length. The proximily distance refemed to by the
appellants refers o normally occupied dwe?ﬂil%}_mere is no restriction for
livestock or persons passing over or along the pipeline,  ~~ -~ ————
P P g g pipan; BORD thANAL_Aﬁ-'

TIME BY

30 JUN 2004 |

2.3.12 General Concerns LTR-DATED FROM
PL Oy

The appeliants have raised a number of ot*rw%ﬁ“y
concems. In particular, Mary Corduff and Brendan Philbin claim that the
proposed development will endanger public health. In response, it should be
noted that the emissions to air, mitigation measures used at the terminal, and
conclusions are covered in Volume 1, section 11 of the EIS {see also Section
2.2.5 above). The conclusion states that 'no residual air quality impacts are
anficipated as a result of the terminal development'. Moreover, the EPA as
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part of the IPPC licence will condition emissions from the terminal to provide
for the protection of health and ecosystems.

Michedl O Seighin questions why Best Available Means was not used instead
of recommended best practicable means in the minimization of risk, In
response it should be noted that the assessment carried out by NAOSH is in

accordance with standard practice.

| AN ‘BORD PLEANALA
| TIME BY

30 JUN 2004

LTR-DATED______ FROM
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24 PEAT

The following appellants have raised specific concerns regarding issues
related to peat:

Brian Coyle

Micheal O Seighin and Others

FEASTA

Monica Muller

Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents {Jacinta Healy}
An Taisce

Sean McDonnell and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

1) Fehily Timoney Report 4) PegtStabilisation.
2} Moisture Content 5) |Watén'Qudlity
3) Peat Removal 6) |Weaste Minimisatiop
30 JUN 2004
24.1 Fehily Timoney Report & LTR-DATED FROM
Michedl O Seighin and Brian Coyle generally dgéhot Gdceptihe.findingsaithe |
Fehily Timoney Report, e Q°
Sy
In response, it should be noted that F@ﬁ@‘\ﬁmoney are reputable independent
expert consultants who have cle ted that the proposed methodologies
are both sound and valid. In ﬂ;gs‘?(\@@crd, both of the appellants’ criticisms are
unfounded. QQ@(’ N
L
<<°\ Q\\‘&\Q
242 Moisture Content 5\(’0
3

Several oppellcms(ﬁ}pressed concerns regarding the peat extraction and
removal process particularly with relevance to the peat's moisture content.

A number of appellants refer to the handiing and exiraction of 'saturated
peat'l. As a point of clarification, this is incomect. The moisture content levels
of peat at Bellanaboy are generally below the saturation level of 93%. The
curent moisture content of the in-situ peat averages 88.8% and will be
reduced further as a result of pre-excavation drainage works.

Several appellanis question the feasibility of reducing the moisture content of
the peat. FEASTA asks several questions regarding peat drying methodologies,
specifically questioning the target moisture content, whether it will be
measured, by what methods, and by whom.

The targets of peat moisture contents for spreading at the Shramore site are
outlined in the response to the RFl Volume 1 Item 9. Measurement of these
levels is an operational issue to be dealt with by the on-site laboratory. With
respect to the issue raised regarding the feasibility of reducing the moisture
confent of the peat, this information has been addressed in full in the

' The Feasta objection states that it will ‘be obliged to remove half a million fonnes of
saturated peat’
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TIME

FROM

LTR-DATED

PL

|'_‘-;\N UUHL—)? LEATNALA

Response to the RFI, Volume 2, ltem 7. The information provided in the RFI
includes details of relevant field trial investigations and outlines comparable
activities undertaken by Bord na Ména in the past.

Brian Coyle and Michedl O Seighin question the methodology of covering
miled peat stockpiles with plastic sheeting against adverse weather
condiiions. In parficular, Brian Coyle states that the proposed method of peot
extraction is weather dependent, that it will entail waterproofing sheeting
being placed over the peat every time it rains, and that it could take years to

remove saturated blanket bog in order to meet criteria put forward by the
applicant.

in response, it should be noted that all earthworks operafions are weather
dependent. The methodologies of peat exiraction, preparation and
transport, have been developed taking into account the site presence and
input of Bord na Ména engineers and the field testing and advice of Bord na
Mona. Bord na Mona successiully windrow and dry peat in the lrish climate,
with due allowance for periods of wet weather. It will not be necessary to
cover the working area as envisaged by the appellant, however, if Bord na
Ména determines that interruption of loading and fransport is necessary as a
result of adverse weather conditions, this will be complied with.

The proposed moisture reduction technique is standard practice and can be
seen on Bord na Ména operated sites across Irelgfid. Bord na Mona currently
cover milled peat stockpiles with plastic sh@ng to protect them against
adverse weather conditions. In windrowin Sull advantage of air drying will
be taken unless prolonged bad weat \' redicted. The windrows will not
be covered for every fransient showgyf;;g
QQK X
Both Michedl O Seighin and M ‘Qfauller question how peat can lose 10 per
cent of its moisture in 8 doys{.\&éj\ &

N

o
In response, it is not stofé’gﬁ?hcf the moisture content of the peat material,
extracted from the Bellosaboy Bridge terminal site, will be reduced by 10% in 8
days. The total moistgf% content reduction of 2-3% from the in-situ level will be
due to existing d@nage. pre-excavafion drainage and windrowing. This
moisture reduction will not result merely due to eight days of windrowing.

FEASTA claims that no scientifically adequate peat drying methodology or
standards are provided, that the proposed methodologies have not been
rigourously tested over a sufficiently lengthy period, and that there are no
precedents cited in the Bord na Ména application for the removal of this
quantum of peaot.

The scientific theory, which formed the basis for devising the observational
field trials, are detailed in full in the response to the RFl Volume 2, item 7.
Furthermore, proposed methodologies have been thoroughly tested. Bord na
Ména's methodologies for handiing peat at Bellanaboy have been
developed from extensive in-house experience in peat handling over the last
58 years. Bord na Ména's Oweninny works has been operational for over 40
years and much research has been caried out during that time by Bord na
Ména into the nature of West of Ireland blanket bog. In recent years Bord na
Ména has converted many sod peat bogs for production of milled peat. This
involves bulldozing and spreading of large amounts of peat (»450,000m3).
One such example is cited in the document submitted in response to the RFI
Volume 2, item 7. It should also be noted that the scale of the earthworks and

ground works is not unusual, in comparison with other maijor civil engineering
projects in Ireland.
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An Taisce states that peat removal will cause suspended solids to be released
into the Owenmore River and Tullaghan Bay SPA and that this issue has not
been addressed in the EIS. This statement is incorrect.  Section 2 of the EIS
(Volume 2} provides information on the surface water environment, including
catchment drainage and existing water quality. Section 9.7 of the EIS (Volume
2) deals specifically with the surface water controls and freatment proposals
for all water captured within the site and the measures proposed o prevent
impacts on the Tullaghan Bay SPA.

Peat Removal

A number of appellants express concemns regarding Bord na Ména's ability to
deal with the mixiure of peat coming from the terminail site, claiming that Bord
na Mona is only experienced in dry milled peat operations.

In response, it should be noted that Bord na Ména is expert in the handling of
peat in all its forms. Bord na Ména has a range of experience as ouilined in
the EIS {Volume 2). The company has contributed leamed papers on this
topic to the Institution of Engineers of Ireland, and has been consulted by sister
agencies in other countries on the engineering characteristics of peat. Bord
na Ména, through its sod peat and milled peat activities has extensive
experience in handling peat at high moisture cog&nis {up to circa 90% in the
case of sod peat operations and up to cwcc@zs in the case of miled peat
operations). \* @
Monica Muller claims that it is a pr%£@|5|te that the peat be dried prior to
transport and that Bord na Mdna ‘Tcted peat deposits can only be done
in a safe manner if the peat is p\{@\l\

AN BCRD FLEANALA

TIME

BY
30 JUN 2004

LTR-DATED

PL

FROM

In response, it should be Oiho’f it is not a pre-requisite that the peat be
dried prior to transport. B@‘P na Ména have not stated that the peat can only
be tfransported in a s € manner if it is pre-dried. Bord na Mona have
stipulated that the pegi-must not be saturated. The material to be iransporied
to Srahmore will nob saturated.

Brian Coyle claims that there is no known example of successful large
deposition of saturated blanket bog.

In response large-scale excavation, transport and depasition of natural peat
and soft soils in general, has taken place on several projects in freland, for
example Pollen Dam in Donegal, Lisheen/Galmoy Mines in Tipperary and the
ongoing Kilcock-Kinnegad N4/Né motorway works.

The Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents express concerns regarding the removal
ond deposition of a large quantity of peat to the Srahmore site.

The peat excavation methodology and water management infrastructure is
detailed in full in the EIS. The water management infrastructure proposed for
both the terminal site and the peat deposition site will manage all water
draining from the site and conirol discharges to ensure there are no adverse
impacts on the receiving environment, in terms of water discharge rate and
quality.

With respect to water quality issues raised in this appeal, the current drainage
system within the Srahmore cut-over bog is operated by Bord na Mona under
IPC Licence 505. Reference to Section 7.3.2 of Volume 2 of the EIS shows the
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water quality of the Owenmore Catchment, from samples obtained by the
EPA between 1981 and 2002. The biofic index of the water indicates that the
water within the Owenmore Catchment is generally unpolluted downstream
of the Srahmore cut-over bog. The water quality information suggests
satisfactory functioning of the drainage system.

The proposed peat deposition site is downstream of Carrowmore Lake. The
deposition of peat at Srahmore cannot directly impact on the quality of water
in the lake.

Peat Stabilisation

Brian Coyle makes a number of claims about the proposed peat stabilistation,
the risk of slope failure and factors of safety used in the engineering for the
proposed development, In response it should be noted that neither the
terminal nor deposition sites have virgin peat conditions. Both sites have been
extensively drained and modified for in excess of 40 years. The appellant's
suggesfion that slope stability is directly proportional to slope angle is
incomect. The appellant's assessment of factor of sofety against sliding is also
incorrect. Slope stability depends on the tangent of the slope angle. Other
parameters of consideration for stability analyses are drainage condition,
shear strength, geology and potential pathways for movements, all of which
and more have been considered in the desigh of all earthworks for the
terminal development. This matter is discussO in great detail in Volume 1,
Technical Appendices 1,2 and 3 of the Egy ,5\*
O
Brian Coyle also claims that there wgb%é% build up in pore pressures and that
the peat at the Srahmore site gbgil become destabilised due to water
lodging in periods of prolongegsﬁgigfcll.
o

In response, it should be ngﬂ%\@"‘fhoi the excavaoted peat will not be placed on
virgin in-situ peat at Srah sre. Excavated peat will be placed on a layer of
thin, strong, well drcine@\(;:’)ect and in some areas direcily on mineral soil. In
this way the stability Qﬁlhis site will be ensured. For further information on this
motter refer to A@endices 4,56,78 & 9 of Volume 2 of the EIS. The
surounding peat bog will not be affected by the proposed works and its
bility will remain unchanged.

Teresa McGarry claim that the removal and deposition of peat fo an
f cutaway peat will distort the underside and the surrounding peat
re, potentially leading o a sink leading to a bog burst and potential
ants effecting local catchments.  The appellants claim that the
erfybrien event in County Galway is one such example of a bog burst.

F
I?} rfa\fsponse. the cutaway site at Srahmore originally comprised 3m to 4m of
i i(g{t:ess of peat. Typically about 0.5-1m of peat remains in situ. 1t is proposed

D

Irto place 1.4 1o 1.8m of peat at Srahmore. As the proposed placed peat would

have a similar density to the peat that has been removed, there will be no net
* indrease in load. Therefore there will be no distortion of the underside of the
ie t and sumrounding peat as result of peat placement. With regard to the
Dermybrien event, it should be noted that this was not a bogburst and did not
occur as a result of a "sink” in the peat.

TR DATI

Michedal O Seighin claims that the information provided regarding bog
restoration is defective. In response, it should be noted that research into the
after-use of cutaway industrial peatlands has been caried out by Bord na
Mona since the 1960s. A number of alternative after-uses have been explored
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at the Oweninny Works, including coniferous forestry, biomass, agricultural
grassland, wind-energy and wetland creation. The former options have not
been considered commercially viable while the latier two options are
deemed viable and beneficial to the area. The development of the
rehabilitation plan for the Oweninny Works has been ongoing since 1996 and
the key issues of rehabilitation were identified between 1996 and 1999 through
postgraduate research work conducted through the Botany Department at
University College Dublin (Farrell 2001). The work has provided an ecological
understanding of the cutaway bog. and an insight into the future landscape
development of the Oweninny holdings post-industrial peot extraction (Farrell

2001). The rehabilitation plan can be found in Appendix 2 of Volume 2 of the
EIS.

Michedl O Seighin claims that the deposition of 450,000m? of peat at the
Srahmore site would adversely affect the water absorption capacity of the
ecosystem and dramatically redefine the drainage system. In response it
should be noted that the Srahmore site has been used as an industrial
peatiand for a prolonged period and that this required significant drainage
works. This drainage work and peat harvesting have significantly reduced the
water absorpiion capacity. The deposition of peat within the depaosition site

will not result in significant change in the existing water absorption capacity of
the industrial peatiand.

&
Water Quality O,g\\é‘

\%‘é}* . .
Several appellants express concerns égﬁ\@r ing water pollution resulting from
peat deposition. &S

SO

Brian Coyle expresses concern @*\gzb‘the deposition of acidic peat to the South
of Carrowmore Lake could kavw® an effect on the water supply of Emis. In
response it should be noje Shat, peat, like any other material capable of
capilary oction and ab ion processes, has a natural field capacity. If it
did not, then it would &frain down completely in situ and the appellant’s
premise would be inydlid. Peat certainly holds large quantities of water in its
undrained state, b@fﬁhai is not the state in which it will be transported. It is
clear from the EIS that it will be pre-drained and windrowed before transport,
to a dry solids content, which is appropriate for fransport and placing.

N

s

I

e e— ——

AN BORD PLEANALA

BY
30 JUN 2004

TIME

robess of percolation through peat as part of its natural drainage route to
JAhelibke. It is naturally acidic, but over the entire process of percolation and
Frairloge it reaches iis ulfimate natural pH in Carowmore Lake. Nothing in the
opment proposal affects this process, and the deposition site itself is not
catchment of Carowmore Lake.

ding the drinking water supply. the deposition of peat at the Srahmore
downsiream of Carrowmore Lake and therefore can have no direct
ts on the public water supply. Nevertheless the proposed drainage
tyucture is designed to preventimpact on receiving waters,

1

& al O Seighin claims that water pollution potentially resulting from peat
removal is contrary to the objective of the Development Plan 'to improve the
quality of our water resources and avoid further decline in water quality
resulting from euthrophication as a result of excessive phosphorous input'.
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In response, it should be noted that the issue of phosphate mability and its
potential release into local watercourses is addressed in Section 8.4.7 and
8.6.1 of Volume 1 of the EIS. Additional information was provided as Volume 1
ltem é as part of the Response to RFl which concluded that any potential
leaching of phosphate in local water courses will be insignificant.

Background water quality data is included in Section 9.3.2 of Volume 2 of the
EIS. The drainage conirol system for the peat deposition site, detailed in
section 9.7 of Volume 2 of the EIS, has been designed to ensure that all
discharges from the site are conirolled and that the quality of the outfall will
not impact on receiving waters.

Waste Minimisation

Michedl O Seighin claims that peat removal and deposition is contrary to the
strategy of waste minimisation. FEASTA also raises issues regarding the
classification of peat as waste. In response, it should be noted that in terms of
waste minimisation it is the applicant’s view that the proposal to place the
surplus peat arising from the development onto a cutover peatland areais a
sound solution. The reason for this is that there is no impact on existing waste
management infrastructure and the material is being effectively recycled in
the rehabilitation of a depleted cutover peatland area.

&
O{\\é
2.5 EARTHWORKS AND CIVIL ENGINEERING N S
O
The following appellants have roise%ég@%\uﬁc concerns regarding earthworks
and civil engineering: Q\ié&)‘\
. é,;\\é\o@

¢ Monica Muller N

e Balinaboy / Leencmo@\ﬁ&dents {Jacinta Healy)

¢ Sean McDonnell and 2ihers

e AnTaisce \6\

s FEASTA {Mark Garg¥an)

« JohnandE. Mo@ﬁdrew {Leenamore/Ballinaboy Concerned Citizens)

s Brid & Teresa McGarry

e Maura Hamington

+» Michedl O Seighin and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

1) Ground Stability 4) Water Pollution from Stabiliser

2] Earthworks Wastewater

3) Drainage/Water Quality 5) Flooding o

6) Contaminated Land] —— o
______BY\I
30 JUN 2004
2.5.1 Ground Stabili LTR-
ty PLR DATED_______ FROM____ |

several appellants have expressed concerns regort!im&‘_g?mlm:tjjg?_“.u#-ﬂnd. i

the risk of landslides. In parficular, John and E. McAndrew claim that bog ot ———

this type is unsvitable for industrial development, referencing the Pollathomas
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and Demybrien landslides as examples of the hazards associated with such
blanket bog temain.

The comment that bogs of this type are totally unsuitable for major industrial
developments is unfounded. A number of major industries of national
importance are located in such settings, such as the ESB plant at Bellacorick.

The peat and underlying soils at the site of the proposed gas terminal have
been extensively investigated and an assessment carried out to demonstrate
the stability of the peat with respect to the proposed working strategy (refer to
the EIS and the response to the RFI}.

Furthermore, an independent review of the EIS and the response to the RFl by
a consultant to Mayo Counly Council, was caried out with particular
reference to issues relating to the proposed works on the general stability of
the peat. This review found that the proposed sirategy for construction 'will
minimize any impact on the in situ peat surrounding the site’.

with respect to the recent landslides at Pollathomas and Dermnybrien, to ensure
that any perfinent lessons learnt from these events are duly considered and
incorporated into the ferminal development, the opplicant engaged the
consultants involved in investigating these failures, namely AGEC (Pollathomas
and Derrybrien) and Tobin (Pollathomas) to aid in the design of the proposed
development, éo@'
&

The appeliant quotes the recent Icndsltiséq? Pollathomas and at Dermrybrien
as reasons for not developing a pe site. The appellont implies that
because there are failures on peat sitestherefore all peat sites are unstable is
incorrect. The landslides at Pollgiigmas and Demybrien occurred due to
specific adverse combinoﬁozr%o(éé*contribufory factors. Michedl O Seighin
claims that rainfall alone digfhot cause the Dooncarton landslides and that
the published rate of rq.hi@ﬁ on the night of the landslide (44mm/hr) is
inaccurate. In response idshould be noted that the consultants report to
Mayo County Council 355 identify rainfall as the primary causafive factor of
the landslide. The ngfed rate of 44mm/hr is accurate; the meteorological
office has conﬁrmeﬁﬁhis.

Investigations of these landslides, which identified contributory factors, are
included in reports made public. A summary of salient factors for the landslides
at Pollathomas and Derrybrien based on published reporis, is given below.

The Pollathomas landslides occurred on a hillside used for grazing and were
tiggered by an extreme rainfall event. The landslides were not peat failures,

—
\hA

AN BORD PLEAN

TIME

BY
30 JUN 2004

the basal failure surface generally did not occur in peot but within
derlying mineral soil {weathered rock). Furthermore, the landslides were
loEated in steep upper slope inclined at typically between 30 and 60°.

e Demybrien landslide occurred during construction of a windfarm. The
ilure appeared to be triggered by loading of nafural peat 1.5m to 2m thick
slope of 3 to 5°. The failure occurred within a shallow valley within a zone of
aker peat. The construction method for the terminal proposed takes full
gnisance of this.

FROM

ichedl O Seighin made various references to sections of the AGEC report on
_jibe Demybrien landslide and attempted to compare the situation with
Sphllanaboy. In response, it should be noted that the extracts have been

LTR-DATED

isolated from their context and misrepresent these detailed technical reports.
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Michedl © Seighin makes a number of claims regarding a publication by
Samir Hebib & Eric R. Farrell conceming the stabilisation of peat and in
particular claims that this technology is in its infancy. In response it should be
noted that in depth discussion of the use of stabilised peat is given in the
response to the RFI Volume 1, Item 11. This shows that soil stabilisation has
been used successfully on major construction projects over the past 20 years.
Alied to this, the appellants' statement regarding laborafory testing is
misleading, as significant sampling and testing for peat stabilisation has been
undertaken for the terminal site as pari of the design proposed in the EIS (see
RFl Volume 1 item 11).

Michedal O Seighin claims that the use of steel sheet piles is a new, uncertain
technology in peat that creates a risk of peat slide when the sheet piles are
removed. In response, it should be noted that sheet piling in peat and soft
ground in general is considered an acceptable practice and has been used
in such conditions for many years. The effect of removal of sheet piles on the
stabilised peat and all other retained soils and the drainage effects as a result
of the piles, have been considered, and os a matter of course have been
included in the design. i should also be noted that there is no mention of
sheet piles in the Derrybrien Reporis or Hebil and Farrell's paper.

Michedl O Seighin claims that the risk of bog bursts on the site at Bellanaboy
has not been addressed. In response, it should & noted that the peat and
underlying soils at the site of the proposed gos&érmincl have been extensively
investigated and assessments caried oyt 1 YQemonsirate the stability of the
peat with respect fo the proposed de@ ent strategy.
O

Brian Coyle claims that the ier@%ﬂ* imposes a risk to the stability of the
surrounding landscape, includi <@fboncc::rion Hill, having regord to explosions
causing ground vibrations a \&nsequently ground instability. This matier is
discussed in Section 2.3.2 gﬁi@ response. Also, it should be noted that the risk
to stability of the surroundisy landscape has been assessed in the applicants
numerous documents (E{;ﬁ/olumes 1 &2 appendices and response o RFI).

&

S
2.5.2 Earthworks

An Taisce claim that there is inadequate information regarding the
construction work specification, as the nature and exient of blasting is
unknown. In response, it should be noted, as stated in Section 3 of Volume 1
of the the EIS, that blasting will not be required as part of the construction
work for the proposed gas terminal. Furthermore blasting is to be specifically
precluded from the construction works coniracts for the terminal.
Notwithstanding the above, earthworks are designed to take into account
the effects of blasting.

| A
TIME Y
30 JUN 2004
2.5.3 Drainage/Water Quality | L TR-DATED FROM

A number of appellants express concerljpg"rgge!rdimﬂ-ma—elﬁeienev-ef-t-ﬁe silt
lagoons used as part of the site drainage.
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2.5.5

2.5.6

2.5.7

The design rationale for the surface water management infrastructure and the
setflement ponds is detailled in Section 9 of the EIS. Detailed drainage
calculations are presented in Technical Appendix 3 of Volume 1 and Section
¢ of Volume 2 of the EIS.

Michedl O Seighin's statement that the “ballpark changes when the flow of
water io the settlement ponds speeds up after heavy rain - the kind we get
normally” is true in only one sense, that the flow of water speeds up after
heavy rain. As shown extensively in the site drainage report calculations the
ponds have been designed to cater for such changes in weather.

Water Pollution from stabiliser

Michedl O Seighin Brian Coyle and An Taisce claim that no information is
provided regarding how the bog will cope with alkaline runoff from stabiliser.
In response, it should be noted that this information was supplied in ltem 7 of
Volume 1 of the response to RFl. The use of cement binders draws water
inwards from the host peat, and binds it in a stable matrix whose permeability
is as low as that of the surrounding peat itself. This process represents no threat
whatsoever to the water supply from Carrowmore Lake, any more than the
concrete intake walls, sump walls and reservoir walls of the water treatment
plant at Carowmore Lake.

Wastewater

1S

Monica Muller claims that a wasfe ater treatment system cannot be

percolated in a bog and furﬂ@é@\?:loims that environmental protection

measures regarding fuel storc@g@i@nd other areas of fuel use have not been
o

adequaiely addressed. &K

.\(\“\

s\ \§

in response, it should be“?@ﬁed that the waste water treatment percolation
system is thoroughly ocj\éfessed in the EIS and the response to RFl Volume 1,
ltem 48.5. Regcrdingg?bel storage areas, the suggestion that environmental
protection measure® were not included in the EIS is incorrect. As detailed in
EIS, all proposed fuel storage areas will be bunded.

Flooding

Jacinta Healy notes that Bellanaboy Bridge was flooded in September 2003
and expressed concern that the proposed safety works to Bellanaboy Bridge
will increase the risk of the flooding of public roads and properties in the area.

It is not entirely clear as fo why the appellant considers that the proposed
safety works will affect the flood risk status of their property. Regarding the
bridge, the erection of a steel rail barrier to prevent a vehicle leaving the road
and falling into the river by accident will not obstruct the free opening of the
Bellanaboy Bridge nor will it, per se, present an-obstruction jo Qverland flow in
extreme flood conditions even if the capacity of thelbiidge; opening jise

should be exceeded. | 8Y

Contaminated Land . 30 JUN ZGU‘I

Brid & Teresa McGarry & Michedl O Seighin fég&QATEBu:aerﬂmme peat fo
be transported from the Bellanaboy site to smﬁmgmautd.t&@mgmm eg.

e
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These objections siate that there are buried carcasses on the terminal site. It
should be highlighted that the areas where such materials were found are
unrelated 1o the present development; the area where carcasses were
identified belongs to Coillte and will not form part of this development
proposal. However, during the ground preparation works, if any potentially
polluted material is excavated, it will be reported to the relevant authorities,
and will be deposited in a licensed waste facility.

2.6 PROCESS ENGINEERING

The following appellants have raised specific concems regarding process
engineering:

e Brid & Teresa McGarry
* Michedl O Seighin and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

¢ Johnson Report
s General Concerns

2.6.1 Johnson Report

. N
Miched! O Seighin and Brid & Teresa (ao'é\rry claim that the definition of the
gas as dry and sweet is not consii \b%viih the report by A Johnson for the
Department of Communications’ ytarine and Natural Resources on the
B . N .
pipeline consents which saysi gas is not dry and therefore should be
considered corrosive. They{\ @claim that future wells could yield Hydrogen
Sulphide and so 1herefor2éh\\g®cs could be sour.
N

There is no controdicﬁo\ré\QSweet gas is gas that contains no H2S; that does not
mean that the gas isshot corrosive. Dry gas is gas that is relafively free from
liquid hydrocarbors? Corib gas contains no HaS, i.e. it is sweet, and contains
very small quantities of hydrocarbon liquids, i.e. it is dry. it is important to
emphasise that "dry" here is a relative term. The applicant has never stated
that the gas produced from the Conib Field is absolutely free from
hydrocarbon liquids and water. The applicant has always stated that it
contains small amounts of both and is hence classed as a (relafively) dry
produced gas.

Conib gas contains a small amount of CO2 {0.3%). which, together with the
small quantity of water, makes the gas mildly corrosive. Hence the need for
corosion inhibitor to be added offshore to the production fluids.

"Reservoir souring”, or the gradual appearance of increasing quantities of HaS
in the production fluids over the life of a field is a phenomenon that sometimes
occurs in oil fields or fields producing a mixture of oil and gas, when
production has been stimulated by the injection of water into the reservoir to
enhance recovery. The Corib gas will be produced by natural pressure
depletion with no water injection into the reservoir. There is therefore no
mechanism which could cause the reservoir §o —Allied-ta_the_above it
should be noted that the issue of sour gas is afidressed/in-Kppeniix, §; query 3]
of the HSA report to Mayo County Council. | TIME BY Rl

—_—— |

30JUNEF

b
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2.6.2 General Concerns

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that the pressure in the upstream pipeline will be
345 bar, not 150 bar as stafed in the EIS. In response, it should be noted that
at the start of production from the Corib field the shut-in pressure at the
wellheads can be up to 345 bar, although the flowing pressure will be
considerably lower. These pressures will decline quite rapidly as production
progresses. In the first 3 years of production, pressure will be reduced through
"choke valves" at the wellheads to provide a normal, flowing, arrival pressure
at the terminai of 110 bar. It should also be noted that the offshore pipeline
should never be exposed to wellhead shut-in pressure as this would require the
failure of several valves in series at the wellheads. However, to maximise the
safety of the installation, the offshore pipeline, from subsea manifold fo
onshore pig receiver, is designed to withstand just such an eventuality.
Beyond the first 3 years, the choke valves will no longer be required to control
the amival pressure at the terminal (they will be fully open) and that pressure
will continue to decline from 110 bar down to 25 bar or less at the end of field
life.

Brid & Teresa McGarry claim that a report by Peter Rossington’s on the process
equipment proposed for Bellanaboy is damning with regard to the proposed
process. We completely disagree with and reject Peter Rossingion's
unsubstantiated statements that the proposed terminal ‘incorporates some of
the worst gas terminal design, that actually mgXimises emissions, minimises
energy efficiency and maximises disturbcnceogé‘r local residents.” We wish to
point out that Peter Rossington did not @%& access to the detailed process
data required to determine the apprgRrliste plant design and his comments
must therefore must be regarded cg\ \g@é y conjeciure.

designed and its process d vipment specifically selected to convert a
feed gas with a unique %g}ogi&hcrocterisﬁcs, e.g. composition, temperature,
pressure, flowrate, etc, s C@l% of which change with time, into a gas product
that meets a pcrﬁculqéset of specifications, e.g. composition, dew point,
calorific value, Wobb® number, pressure, temperature, flowrate, turndown
capabllity, etc. &

Q
No two gas terminals are idge&@@f Each gos terminal has fo be specifically

The design of the proposed production scheme and terminal has been
selected and developed to be the most energy efficient overall for Corrib gos
to meet Corrib export specifications over the life of the field.

AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY
30 JUN 2004
LTR-DATED FROM
PL
ettt s et et :_""w':-::]
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2.7 TRAFFIC ISSUES

The following appellants have raised specific concerns regarding traffic issues:

Monica Muller

Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents {Jacinta Healy)

Sean McDonnell and Others

An Taisce

John and E. McAndrew (Leenamore/Balinaboy Concerned Citizens)
Brid & Teresa McGarry

Brian Coyle

Michedl O Seighin and Others

The concerns raised can be summarised under the following sub-headings:

1) Inadeqguate EIS Assessment of  7) Haul Route

Work Qutside Site Boundary 8) Pollution from fraffic
2} Baseline Siudies 9) Risk to Road Users from Transfer of Peat
3) Cumulative Traffic Impacts 10) Noise

and Impacts of Pipeline Traffic  11) Vibration
4) Impact on Basic Infrastructure  12) Stability

5) Use of Local Road L1204 13) Traffic Ac€idents
6} Impact on Residents and Risks 14} Emergency Services
to Road users 13} g\exﬁgibus Services
O A
s\O
G
SN

Q
2.7.1 Inadequate EIS Assessment of@!«é\@butslde Site Boundary
&K

An Taisce claims that th ae&{s&\ot adequate data in the application or in the
EIS on the impacts of the &Iignment of Regional Road R314 and other works
to roads and bridges Q@Slde the site, thus contravening the Council Directive
85/337 (os omendgﬁ by Council Directive 97/11/EC) and the public
consultation requirétnents of that Directive.

in response, the realignment of the R314 is indicated on the planning
application drawings. Where relevant, specific mention is made of the
associaied impacts in the EIS (See Sections 6.5.2 of Yolume 1).

with regard to other road and bridge improvemenis as stated in Volume 1 of
fhe EIS, Section 16.4.8:

“A joint survey has been camed out by Tobin Consulting
Engineers and Mayo County Council of the proposed haul route.
This survey identifies areas where road realignment is required to
ensure a minimum road width is provided to allow vehicles to
pass in a safe manner. This geometrical survey is supported by a
road pavement design analysis and pavement strengthening
proposals. The extent of bridge and culvert strengthening work
has also been agreed with Mayo County Council as part of pre-

planned discussions and will be carried t the developers
expense". AN BORD va-_- ——
TIVE = A |
—_BY
272 Baseline Studies 30 JUN 2004
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Monica Muller claims that baseline studies were not camied out for the haul
route upgrading works.

The relevani baseline surveys are described in the EIS and in the response to
the RFL.

2.7.3 Cumulative Traffic Impacts and Impacts of Pipeline Traffic

An Toisce and Monica Muller state that the Transport Management Plan does
not address all of the traffic issues posed by the project, including parts of the
project which are subject to a foreshore licence and other consents from the
Minister for Communications, Marine ond Natural Resources. Michedl O
Seighin states that there is no treatment of the implications of the HGV ftraffic
servicing the upsiream pipeline on the social and physical environments.

Cumulative iraffic flows were addressed in the Transport Management Plan.
Section 5.6 of the Transport Management Plan addresses fraffic flows
associated with the onshore pipeline to the terminal, including the detailed
scheduling in Table 5.1 of the origin, volume and route of all the different
classes of materials associated with the onshore pipeline, and covering all
sections of this pipeline which are to be built using materials hauled overland
to the point of assembly and trenching. Figures 5.3{a) and 5.7(b). as well as the
complete schedule in Appendix 4 of the Tranyzort Management Plan, are the
cumulative traffic flows, and the pavemenidesign standard axles in Table 4.1
are the cumulative figures for all 1r0f§9°quocicted with the terminal and the
pipelines. & .\@é
The traffic associated with thg@‘i{ﬁireom pipeline construction was also
addressed in the Offshore EIS. év;\%oé

&0
An appellant claims tha gﬁ° @\umuloﬁve traffic implications will pose a traffic
hazard and be a disru;:%‘@@s in this tourist-orientated area during the tourist
season, which will coinqi@e with the envisaged peak transportation of peat.

Peat haulage coir(ﬁdes with the tourism season because it is preferable to
underiake the bulk earthworks activities in the summer season. The
implications of the peat haulage operation for tourism and tourist fraffic are
addressed in Section 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIS.

2.7.4 Impact on Basic Infrastructure

John and E. McAndrew and Michedl O Seighin have expressed concern
regarding the potential destruction of road infrastructure. Others have stated
that ihe houl routes are unsuitable.

As explained in the EIS and Transport Management Plan, if the terminal is
given planning permission by An Bord Pleandla, Mayo County Council will
upgrade the haul roads, at the expense of the applicant, in advance of the
bulk haulage commencing. The pavement-design was._set qut in_detail in

section 4.2 of the Transport Management Pjan. LA
!, THEE BY
2.75 Use of Local Road L1204 | 30 JUN 2004
| LTR-DATED FROM
(5 e
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Michedl O Seighin queries the use of the 11204 for truck traffic in the cumrent
proposal when it was not to be used in a previous application. The previous
proposal did not involve the removal of peat to Srahmore, The L1204 was not
required as a haul route for that proposal.

2.7.6 Impact on Residents and Risks fo Road users

The Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents state a concemn regarding disruption o
residents due to the frequency of the trucks on the haul routes.

The applicant is committed to minimising impacts on local residents as is
indicated throughout the EIS. The relevant commitments are listed in Section
3,11,12,16, 17 and 18 of Volume ) of the EIS.

The mitigation measures to be adopted to minimise the noise impacts on
neighbouring residents, are as detailed in the EIS, Volume 1, Secfion 12.6.1.

Particular sofety aspects have been addressed in the Traffic Management
Plan. The measures to be implemented are listed Volume 1 Section 3.5.7 of
the EIS.
2.7.7 Haul Rout .
au e &

&
Appellants expressed various concerms regprgiﬁ\g the haul route.
» &

An Taisce claims that the haul routg?o &cﬂy affects the Carowmore Lake
Complex SAC 000476 and that rog‘%works require an EIS under the Habitats

Directive and regulations. S

&
As explained in the responsg She RA, the upgrading of the haul routes and
the transportation of p ng the routes is not likely to have a significant
effect on the Corrowmoge:ﬂ?oke Complex cSAC.

A
o‘gb
2.7.8 Pollution from traffi&’

John and E. McAndrew have stated that the pollution from traffic has not
been addressed.

Section 11 of the EIS addresses the potential air pollution from traffic. Noise is
addressed in Section 12 and the risk of spills or leaks is addressed in Section 7.6
of volume 1 of the EIS and the response to the RFI.

2.7.9 Risk to Road Users from Transfer of Peat

Sean McDonnell claims that there is an unacceptable risk to road users from
the transfer of liquid peat fo Srahmore. The nafure of the risk is not specified.

It is stated in the response to the RFI (Volume 2, Item 7) that no liquid peat will
be transported to the Shramore site as such material will not meet Bord na
Mona's acceptance criteria for peat deposition. | Tﬁehﬂﬁhe Provisions-fef-——,
got, Whick Rastdibmfrom LA |

E

monitoring the haul route and cleaning up any p
the trucks, are described. TiM BY
30 JUN 2004
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2.7.10 Nolse

Several appellants have expressed concem regarding noise from lomies.

The measures to minimise noise impacts on local residents are indicated
throughout the EiS. The Transport Management Plan (Appendix A of the
response to the RFl) provides further details of the lorry movements, including a
risk matrix for the main haul route.

The applicant's commitments to noise reduction are listed in Sections 3and 12
of Volume 1 of the EIS and the mitigation measures to be adopted to minimise
the impacts on neighbouring residents (Volume 1 Section, 12.6.1}.

2.7.11 Vibration

Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents and Monica Muller have expressed a
concern that vibration from traffic could damage homes.

Trucks using the haul roads, currently, may cause vibrations, which are felt in
roadside houses. However the haul roads will be upgraded before the bulk
peat removal operation commences. The upgraded pavement of the haul
routes will have an overall thickness of 200mm-250mm, with Foam Mix
Macadam, and it will be designed to oper as a flexible pavement,
spanning over the peat sub-base where occurs. Section 4.2 of the
Transport Management Plan details the en?iheering design of this pavement.
This pavement specification will ensug%?gqﬁ vibrations will not cause damage

to houses along the route, 0&0 S
N
° @
&
2.7.12 Stability S

§ O
Brian Covle expresses <<g@‘}mcern that the overal impact of the road
improvement works on\éxisﬁng land, embankments, slope stability, drainage
and private propemé\iéﬁot fully assessed.
;

The improvement works proposed are within existing fence lines. The proposed
upgraded pavement has taken full account of slope stability along the haul
route. No change is proposed to existing surface water drainage patierns,
and sirengthening works o existing culverts are all part of the proposed
vpgrade works.

2.7.13 Trafic Accidents

The Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents have expressed concern that there is the
risk of trucks crashing into roadside houses.

The Transport Management Plan sets out the precautions to be taken to
ensure that truck drivers drive safely and at moderate speeds.

'f ..L ; .
l BY

30 JUN 2004
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A number of appellants express concerns regarding potential delays to
emergency vehicles or to private transport en route to Mayo General Hospital.

Possible emergencies have already been discussed with the Gordal, and the
issue is addressed in Section 5.4.17 of the Transport Management Plan.

2.7.15 Minibus Services

The Ballinaboy/Leenamore Residents state that the schedule of the minibus
proposed for residents may not suit.

Use of the minibus will not be mandatory, it is proposed for the convenience of
the residents.

2.8 SOCIO-ECONOMIC ISSUES

The following appellants have raised specific concerns regarding
socioeconomic issues:

Ballinaboy / Leenamore Residents {Jacinta Healy)

Sean McDonnell and Others &
Gerard McDonnell V\\é‘\’
Mary Corduff &

Brendan Philbin 0@;@
John and E. McAndrew (Leencmgg@éb%ilincboy Concerned Cifizens)
Brian Coyle RN

Michedl O Seighin and Othe&s\%}&
Q&

RN
The concerns raised can Q%Q\{bo’mmorised under the following sub-headings:
O

s
1) Property Devaluati ¥
2) Local Employmﬁ@ﬁgﬁ
3) Cultural Impac

4) Contribution to Local Economy

5) Gaeltacht

2.8.1 Property Devaluation

A number of appellants claim that the proposed development would affect
property values of the residential properties and farms in the vicinity. These
claims are predicated on the appellants' other concems regarding fhe
impact of the proposed development. Asis demonstrated in this response, all
of these concerns are unfounded. In this regard, there is no reason to believe
that the appellants’ property values will be negatively affected.

Section 5 of the EIS Volume 1 discusses the key issues affecting people, and
the potential impacts of the proposed terminal upon them. Whilst the impact
on property values is not specifically mentioned, the pssegnjea&fﬂgﬁ@ﬁhe net . 5

)

economic impact of the proposed terminal is expected 1o be positive in Terins™

of increased income, especially in the out-of-season jgurifmmmlhs_.av

| 30 UN 2004

LTR-DATED EQOM
Response to Third Party Appeals: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly-South, " Fage 54 of 40
& Assoclated Peat Deposilion Site ot Stohmore and Atlavally, Bangor, Co. Maya. ="~ = 777777
PL 16.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343 )

2.8.2 Local Employment

EPA_Export 08-07-2014.23:50.27



TEA

Michedl O Seighin makes a number of claims in his appeal about the content
and conclusions of Section 5 of Volume 1 of the EIS.

In porticular, he questions how many of the ¢.500 construction jobs will be
available to the locally available unemployed workforce, and what is the skills
maich for these temporary positions. He also claims that no effort has been
made to see if the 50 permanent jobs at the terminal would maich ihe
available skills in the area. These claims are unfounded.

The applicant has established a local skills database, this facility is described in
the EIS. This database is to be made available to all of the contraciors
appointed to construct the terminal with a view to maximizing the accessibility
of the local labour force. This database has also been extended to cover the
operation of the terminal so as to ensure that Shell are fully aware of all those
with the necessary qualifications or skills {as described in the EIS) who might be
seeking empioyment in the terminal.

Michedl O Seighin also makes mention of the ERM report to MLVC {Annex A),
on the previous EIS. ERM stated that there has been no original research info
employment patterns and all judgements of significance are quadlitative with
little justification for impact predictions that were made.

In response, we wish to note that significant infcg;gnoﬁon has been gathered
by the applicant, since the submission of the previous application, through the
community licison office setup in Bcngor\\, I@ﬁ’lis regard the findings in the EIS
are based on the best available data. °§ P’

An integral part of the assessme QO'@?wmcn beings involved quantitative,
qualitative and documentary rgsgdrfch. The quantitative research involved
the examination and assessens of information supplied by the Central
Statistics Office. The Quaiifative research was informed through public
consultation and ottendérﬁgf,é\ ot the oral hearing for a previous application for
the proposed develop . Allied to this, further qualitative infermation has
been gathered by § staff based in the community information office in
Bangor. The Coungr)& nterprise Board and Udaras Na Gaeltachta were also
consulted and provided some baseline information.

2.8.3 Cultural Impact

Michedal © Seighin makes the claim in his appeal that the proposed
development would destroy the local community. The comprehensive
assessment of ihe potential environmental impacts contained in the EIS
clearly shows that predicted impacts to the environment from the proposed
development are not significant. The introduction of the proposed terminal will
help to reduce the outflow of the indigenous population from the local areas
within the vicinity of the proposed terminal. [t is expected that non-locally
based contract specialisis recruited for the start-up phase, will be leaving
within 12 months of the start of operations. This will give opportunities of
employment to the people living in the immediate area as well as
encouraging those who might have migraied :rwnffhrom-ir_\‘er-\ereo--to returR~—
In this regard, it is expected that the proposed fermindl Wi hé&veE arsighificafit
positive impact on the population levels, local l[GRguage and gylture of the

local area.
30 JUN 2004
2,84 Contribution to Local Economy LTR-DATED
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Gerard McDonnell claims that the EIS and application give no information on
what or how the Barony of Emis and towns beyond would benefit from the
construction of terminal. This is not correct. These issues are addressed clearly
in Section 5 of Volume 1 of the EIS. Notwithstanding this fact, it is widely
recognised that industries create a multiplier effect in the areas in which they
choose to locate, there is no reason to assume that this development will
have any less of a positive impact on the local economy that other such
industrial developments elsewhere in the Country.

2.8.5 Gaeltacht

Micheal O Seighin claims that the proposed development does not help
ensure that the population in the Gaeltacht is stabilised and that if thereby is
contrary to the policies of the Development Plan. This statement is a clear
misuse of the Development Plan Policy. Clearly the applicant cannot be held
singularly responsible for ensuring that the population in the Gaeltacht is
stabilised. Notwithstanding this, as noted above, the development will help to
reduce the outflow of the indigenous population from the local areas within
the vicinity of the proposed terminal.

TIME v }

[
————— |

30 JUN 2004 |

PL ——

SRR

Response to Third Party Appeals; Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellagelly South, Page 54 of 60
& Associated Peat Deposition Site at Srahmore and Atiavally, Bangor, Co. Mayo.
PL 14.207212 PA Reg. Ref. P03/3343

EPA_Export 08-07-2014.23:50.27



TEA

2,

9 VISUAL IMPACT

Michedl O Seighin and others have raised concerns regarding visual impact:

1) General Visual impact 5} Light Pollution
2) Local Visual Impact 6} Assessment by Planning Authority
3) Previous Submissions 7) Amenity & Landscape

4) Tourism & Outdoor Pursuits

2.9.1 General Visual Impact

2.9.2 Local Visual Impact

B
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Michedl O Seighin states a number of concerns about the visual impact of the
proposed development. In response, it should be noted that the proposed
development will not result in any appreciable or significant impact on the
amenities and landscape character of the area. The site is located within a
robust coniferous landscape and was previously used as a plantafion research
station. The site itself while part of the wider landscape setting has no formal
amenity or recreation use and is indistinct in visual ferms from its plontation
surrounds.

&
. &0
Michedl O Seighin and Monica Muller raige goncerns with regard to use of the
existing trees on the site as a visual sgréeh. In response we wish to note that
Coillte has over the past 40 years b%p ] \@onting trees on the site and continue
to successfully grow trees in this =] Y As can be seen in a comparison of the
photfomontages from the prex v application and the current application
the trees on the site are ¢ ving to grow. The landscape mifigation
proposals as outlined in %@S}ﬁns 13.13.3 of Volume 1 of the EIS describe the
proposed methodology faRthe landscape planting proposals. The range of
nafive tree species o gﬁ planted are consistent with those species that are
currently growing su§&ssfully around the proposed terminal site. Figure 13.7
of Volume 1 of thecBIS includes a plantation schedule to indicate both older
and recently planted plantations and their average heights since the fime of
planting. As can be seen from the photomontages these frees provide a
significant visual screen for the proposed development ensuring that the local

visual impacts are negligible.

rrevlous Submissions
Michedl O Seighin maokes reference to the submission he made under the
al [ previous application on visual impact. Inresponse we wish to simply state that
ot all of the concerns raised are dealt with fully in the EIS which demonstrates
T that the proposed development will not have any significant adverse impacts
on the landscape character or on protected views.
S 14 | | Tourism & Ouldoor Pursuits
[
?:f: Michedl O Seighin and John and E. McAndrew claim in their appeals that the
& | proposed development will result in the degradation of the amenity value of
~ & | greq for tourists, especially those seeking outdoor pursuits as it will puf off limits
a substantial acreage.
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2.9.5

2.9.6

2.9.7

r

AN BORD PLEANALA
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30 JUN 2004
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LTR-DATED

As noted above, the proposed development will not result in any appreciable
or significant impact on the amenities and landscape character of the area.

The potential impact of the proposed development on local tourism is
discussed in Section 5.5 of Volume 1 of the EIS. In this regard the EIS clearly
identifies that the proposed terminal site does not affect any known
recreational routes and that given the proposed mitigation measures outlined
in this EIS it is not expected that there will be any significant negative impact
on local recreation or sporfing activities or facilities

Light Pollution

Michedal O Seighin claims that there will be a significant visual impact as a
result of night lighting. This is not correct. The issue of light pollution is clearly
dealt with in Section 13.10.6 of Volume 1 of the EIS which concludes that for
both the local road users and the local residents the lighting amangements
proposed will appear little different from the existing isolated property lighting
within the wider landscape.

Assessment by Planning Authority

Michedl O Seighin claims that the Landscape Sefsitivity Matrix has not been
properly applied by the planning authority. O&%ile it is not a matter for the

opplicant to comment on we do wi point out that the planning
authorities assessment of the visual ipPaét is consistent with the assessment
made by the applicant’'s own s and as such Mr Q'Sheighin is
misconstruing the intent of the Lo@ pe Sensitivity Matrix.

O

QRS

&

Amenity & Landscape Q&:@é\

N
Michedl O Seighin c:ng‘a\ffohn and E. McAndrew claim that the proposed
development will se@éﬁsly injure the amenities and landscope character of
the area P

As noted above, the proposed development will not result in any appreciable
or significant impact on the amenities and landscape character of the area,

The principal amenity activities in the area are walking on surrounding roads

~riand hills, and fishing the local streams and Lake Carrowmore. The fifteen-

{ !piece North Mayo Sculpture Trail, ‘Tir Sdile’, has one sculpture in ihe local area:
|'stratified Sheep'. The visual impacts on these amenity areas are addressed in
section 13 of Volume 1 of the EIS, whilst impacts on local fisheries are

| laddressed in Section 7.

The site of the proposed terminal has been carefully chosen fo take maximum
advantage of extensive coniferous plantations, which will provide immediate,
significant and effective screening.  The inherent screening provided,
combined with careful attention to the design, layout and colour freatments

pplied to component parts of the facility, will ensure that the vast majority of
the development will not be readily discemnible in the landscape.

wd
[+ %

in conclusion, from the principal amenities of the coastal fringe, this site is
distant and screened by topography. At alocal level the site has a high level
of in-situ and developing screening in the form of coniferous plantation.
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2,10 MISCELLANEOUS

Michedl O Seighin dedicates aimost 14 pages of his appeail to a crifique of
the provisions of Licensing Terms for Hydrocarbon Exploration in Ireland. The
issues raised are not relevant to the Board's determination and we do no not
wish to comment on them other than to state that the views expressed are
not consistent with the applicant's understanding.

Michedl © Seighin also claims in his appeal that the gas pipeline to serve
towns in the west has no basis in reality as An Bord Gdis has ruled out Ballina as
an item in its planning, as per its conference in Galway. In response, it should
be noted that the Mayo Galway link line is a significant addition to Ireland's
gos fransmission network. 1t will facilitate the provision of gas in the West of
Ireland which otherwise would not be commercially possible as it is being
almost fully funded by the Comib co-veniurers through a tariffing arrangement
with BGE. It is too early to say what towns will or will not benefit from this
transmission network and this area is a matter for BGE but the Comib co-
veniurers believe that it remains a highly significant development in terms of
the overall energy infrastructure in the west of Ireland.
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3.0 CONCLUSION

The proposed development is of national significance and benefit and, as this
response to the Third Party appeals illusirates, accords fully with the provision
of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Specifically, it is contended that the proposed development:

Complies with all relevant planning considerations,

* will facilitate the achievement of the stated policies and objectives of
the cumrent Mayo County Development Plan relating particularly to
improvements to the provision of infrastruciure
Will have minimal local impact,

Will provide good quality employment both in the construction and
operafion phases for people in an area of low employment
opportunities,

. Is designed in @ manner which is sympathetic to and takes into
account the requirements of its environment,
will act as a regional catalyst for development,

Is in aoccordance with national strategies to utilise natural resources
and to reduce reliance on imported sources of energy,

. Is in compliance with the principles of sustainable development,

. Will provide a clean energy supply.

o Will help ensure the security of supply oef natural gas to Ireland for the
next 15 years; and e

. Will improve Ireland's bolcncqﬁ\tﬁode position by reducing the need
for gas imports. &

$H

Finally, following a thorough r g@ssment ond redesign of the project by the
applicant and Desugn Te sponding to An Bord Pleandla's previous
decision on the previous m&ﬁ\ohon Mayo County Council Reg. Ref. 01/900, it
is contended that the ¢ [se t modified planning application for the terminal
has thoroughly cddressg& he Board's previous concerns.

QOQ

Yours sincerely

Gavin Lawlor
Associate
Tom Phillips + Associates 3 —

30 JUN 2004
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