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b
The Secretary, p 1 .|
An Bord Pleanala T I
64, Marlborough St. il ¥ .
Dublin 2. 07 0CT

PL

Appeal Ref. Pl. 16.207212. —
Planning Register Ref. P03/3343.

& .
Construct gas terminal for the reception and separation of gas from the Corrib
field and for a peat deposition site at Bellana ellf%outh, Shramore, Attavally,
Bangor Erris Gg;ﬂ”ﬁsﬁyo.

¥
&
Dear Sir, &

R . .
Further to you letter of 17" Sg]&?ember 2004 and enclosed material relating to the
applicant’s submissions of 3@August and 15® September 2004,
00
The material addresses a number of different issues:

The Geotechnical Risk Assessment contained in the EIS,
The proposed method of Peat Stabilisation by cement/lime binder,
« The Environmental impact of the proposed method of Peat Stabilisation by
cement/lime binder,
Roads & Transportation,
Phosphates on the texminal site.

Mayo County Council has the following observations under those headings.
The Geotechnical Risk Assessment contained in the EIS.
The concept of preparing a formal Geotechnical Risk Register is relatively new

(see Appendix 2, dated 2001). It is a process, which is still in the early stages of
development.

MAYO COUNTY COUNCIL, Aras an Chontae, Castlebar, Co. Mayo. Tel: (094) 24444

o

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:51:03



PERVAT I RVEVE. 1y b Jd It R N

2. !

L]

The information requested by the Board appears to be predicated on ah fssumption
that the probability assessment of the occurrence of the stated hazayds 'Fan be
approached on an absolute scientific/statistical basis. '

Given that the applicant’s Geotechnical Risk Register is based on| the i'elaﬁve
probability of the occurrence of a hazard rather than an absolute statisti sessment,
the Geotechnical Risk Register should be evaluated in this context, of the basis, on
which it was drawn up. ! |

While it is desirable that the probability of the occurrence of a hazard etgrmined
in an absolute sense, this may be very difficult to achieve in practice. e gbsence
of absolute probabilities, the probability rating of 1 to 5 becomes effect an
indication of perceived relative probabilities.

The applicant’s response to the information requested by the Board has been to
expand the Risk Register and provide justification for the Risk Ratings by

« elaborating on each hazard in the 'Hazard' column of the Risk Register
- inserting 2 new column, detailing the estimated P, I & R values ‘Before Control'
measures are put in place v\\é‘\’ '
» inserting a second new column, ‘Justificatio ofﬁobabilities chosen', to provide
a justification for the original 'After Contzgcégeé . 4nd T values
S
The purpose of a2 Geotechnical Risk Regiﬁ?@‘)\is to identify all possible geotechnical
hazards and attempt to quantify the impac@of a hazard. This approach in drawing on
practical experience is in general mitwe appropriate than assigning a probability of
occurrence to a hazard. There eﬂi@;\ a large collective experience of the impact of
hazards, on which engineers maa;ﬁ&raw. An impact may be evaluated differently with
respect to health & safety, c@al costs, recurrent costs, environmental damage, etc.
The R-value in the Risk Register is very often a relative rather than an absolute
measure of the impact of a hazard.

The Revised Geotechnical Risk Register, as presented in Appendix 1 of the response,
is a considerable improvement on the original, in that it provides P and I ratings
"Before Control' for each hazard and ocutlines the design and construction measures
proposed to reduce the P ratings for all hazards and, where possible, to reduce the I
ratings. Thus, jt fulfils the essential requirements of a Geotechnical Risk Register,
those of identifying geotechnical hazards and their possible impacts and then putting
in place measures to reduce the probability of the hazards occurring and to mitigate
possible detrimental impacts.

It is important that all parties at all stages of design and construction understand that 2
Geotechnical Risk Register is 2 dynamic instrument, which must be reviewed
regularly in the light of design and construction experience.

P =

Al
TIME
el
07 0C
LTR-DATED Frt
PL I

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:51:03



-3-

The proposed method of Peat Stabilisation by cement/lime binder. ,

The Board appear to be concemed that dry deep mixing may not be reFable a
technology as sheet piling. i

The EIS indicates quite clearly that the primary design strategy is based gn dry deep
mixing, with sheet piling being used as an additional measure at the interface gecn

the improved and natural soil. It would be unlikely that steel sheet p could be
used without additional measures to deal with the very soft peat con ween
the sheet piles. In the context of the design strategy proposed it is not ble to
consider steel sheet piling as ap altemative to dry deep mixing. i

It is clear from the response of the applicant that there has been significant progress in
the design process for the peat stabilisation since the date of submission of the EIS.
This design process is sumimnarized in Figure 1 of the response. From the text of the
response, together with Appendices 3 & 4, it is clear that the design process has
reached a stage where there is a consistent body of evidence from laboratory test
mixing that dry deep mixing using an ordinary cement binder will deliver the required
design strength for the stabilised peat. &>

N
. . \\\‘QﬁT . . .
The next stage of the design process will re di(s 1 scale field trials, which will
comprise dry deep mixing on site and a pro e of testing, to include in-situ shear

strength tests and laboratory tests on sarqg&ﬁgf the field stabilised peat. The purpose
of the field trials will be to detengﬁig@‘a suitable mixing methodology and an
appropriate binder content, to delix%&ﬁe required design strength of the stabilized
soil. <<°\Q$
&

The Council concurs with the,ﬁ?plicant’s response that ‘Field trials have not yet been
undertaken because it is congidered that planning permission is required in advance of
such work’ Such field trals would not fall into Class 45 of the Planning &
Development Regulations 2001.

The Council views it as significant that the Swedish Geotechnical Institute (SGI),
which has been long associated with the development of deep mixing technology in
Europe and is recognized as a leading international authonity in the area, has been and
will continue to be involved in the design process. In a letter, which is included as
Appendix 4 of the response, the SGI expresses the opinion that the expected strength
of the stabilised soil is going to be achieved.

In summary, the present state of the design process is that dry deep mixing appears to
be a feasible technology for the stabilisation of the peat. The final design will depend
on the outcome of field trials. The applicant appears to have sufficient expertise on

board to provide assurance that a sound final desigpwill-emerge.
e

ﬁWx
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It is essential that the SGI be fully involved at bo
of dry deep mixing works.

EPA Export 08-07-2014:23:51:03



-4-

The Environmental impact of the proposed method of Peat Stabilisation by
cement/lime binder.

The environmental impact of the proposed stabilisation works was addressed in some
detail by the applicant under Item 11 of its response dated 11 March 2004, to a
request for further information from Mayo County Council. This earlier response,
together with the present respomse, found pertly in the main text phrtly in
Appendices 4 & 3, should in our view be sufficient to address the issues fased/by The
Board. :

A containment strategy is proposed for dealing with run-off.

Based on documented evidence from the international literature and the experience of
SGI (see Appendix 4, Question No. 3), the risk of leaching of contaminants from the
stabilised peat is considered to be negligible by the. applicant. The supporting
evidence for this position appears to be satisfactory.

Roads & Transportation.

Tobin Consulting Engineers who are advising tge@' applicant on Roads &
Transportation matters have consulted with Mayo Codinty Council. The Council is of
the view that the submission by the app]icag@;aﬁ Roads & Transportation deals
adequately with the issues raised by An Bord/Bitanala and the Council confirms that
it is in a position to implement the ogﬁ%w‘%y loop at Shramore in the event of
permission being granted. 65\0‘\;@*
&
Phosphates on the terminal site’ Q\\‘«\o\’\
j ,\oo .

The Council addressed thi@‘igsue at a broad level, recognising that removal of
phosphates from the site will be beneficial to the receiving environment. The Council
is of the view that the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, combined with
the monitoring regime will ensure that the issue of phosphate levels is dealt with in
the proper fashion.

Yours sincerely

o g

County Secretary
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