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Preface

This report has been written to stand complete and to provide ABP with a full analysis and
assessment of these applications. The report provides firm recommendations on each application.
Nevertheless the report is written and provides recommendations on the assessment of the issues
considered which will enable the Board to proceed to take whichever decision the Board thinks fit.

This report is laid out in five parts as follows:

Part 1 Outline of the applications and written submissions received Chapters 1-3
Part 2 Policy Context Chapters 4-9
Part 3 The Oral Hearing Chapters 10-16
Part 4 The Issues to be considered Chapters 17-49
Part 5 Conclusions and Recommendations Chapters 49-51

Appendices 1 to 3 contain the reports of Mr. O’Sullivan Mr. O’Donnell and Mr. Wright
4 to 8 these contain copies of relevant documents &
&
&
The conclusions from each chapter are brought together fogé\oth Applications in Chapter 50. The
recommendation for the Acquisition Order 16.D @\}“\@ is contained in Chapter 49. The
recommendations on file 16.GA.0004 are presentedQ' ‘ \@hapter 51.
S
Q
I wish to thank Mr. Stephen O’Sullivan, Mg)\\@@i})r O’Donnell and Mr. Nigel Wright who have
assisted me with this report. & \§
\\ ’\6){\
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R
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Chapter 1 The Scheme

1.1 Introduction

Shell E & P Ireland (SEPIL) on behalf of the Corrib Gas Partners (Shell E&P, Statoil Hydro and
Marathon) is developing the Corrib Gas Field off the coast of Mayo. The project will operate as a
subsea production facility with onshore processing. The development includes: the offshore wells,
subsea facilities and pipeline as far as the Mayo coast, the onshore section of the pipeline and a gas
terminal at Béal an Atha Bui (Bellanaboy), Co. Mayo. The application for approval which is the
subject of this report relates to the onshore section of the pipeline between landfall at Glengad and
the gas terminal at Bellanboy.

The proposed route is approximately 9.2km in length and runs from the landfall at Gleann an Ghad
(Glengad) to the Bellanaboy Gas Terminal. A Landfall Valve Installation (LVI) will be located
close to where the pipeline comes ashore at Glengad. This installation will limit the pressure in the
onshore pipeline so that it does not exceed 144 bar as recommended in the Independent Safety
Review that was carried out by Advantica dated January 2006 and endorsed by the Technical
Advisory Group reporting to the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural Resources,
(now the DCENR).

The gas pipeline together with services and outfall pipeline will b§’laid underground at a minimum
cover of 1.2 m. In 2002 under Section 40 of the Gas Ac{o‘%976 consent was granted for the
construction of a pipeline, referred to throughout this repord as the 2002 scheme. Approximately
3.5 km of the route of this proposed development ggingides with the original route of the 2002
scheme. The pipeline starts at the landfall, crossir@%\g& rea of improved grassland in the Glenamoy
Bog Complex candidate Special Area of ConsQ&a@?}n (cSAC) at Glengad. It then crosses under
Sruwaddacon Bay before heading in a Soutl h-Easterly direction along the northern bank of
the bay through an area of grassland in Rog$pgrt. At this point the route turns North across the local
road at Ros Dumhach (Rossport) into th@&bssport Commonage. The route turns East through the
Rossport Commonage and then continéléos through a section of blanket bog within the Glenamoy
Bog Complex (cSAC). The route thén turns south again before crossing under Sruwaddacon Bay
for a second time. It then tum@oﬁ'\n an Easterly direction continuing through peat lands before
rejoining parts of the previously approved route through forestry to enter the Bellanaboy Gas
Terminal site.

The overall layout of the proposed development is shown on Figure 1.1 as extracted from the E.L.S.
"and attached.

The proposed construction plan which shows the temporary working area as shown in Figure 5.2b.

Figure 2 shows the typical trench detail with the gas pipe and the other six parts of outfall pipeline
and services’ umbilical pipes.

The typical working area cross section is 40m in designated intact and cut area bog and in non
designated intact bog. This is shown in Figure 5.5 extracted from E.1.S.

The pipe crosses under Sruwaddacon Bay in the lower crossing and again at the upper crossing.
Figure 5.6 shows the typical installation of sleeve pipe proposed for each of these trenchless
crossings.

LAl figures used in this report have been extracted from E.I.S. except where otherwise noted.

Chapter 1 The Scheme 1-1
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:37



Chapter 1 The Scheme 1-2
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:37



Chapter 1 The Scheme 1-3
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:37



Chapter 1 The Scheme 1-4
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:37



Chapter 1 The Scheme 1-5
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:37



1.2 Project Description

The proposed Corrib Onshore Pipeline will consist of the following elements:

Onshore gas pipeline;

Services’ umbilicals which are used to control the subsea wells;
Communication and electrical cables from the gas terminal to LVI

Outfall pipeline which carries surface water from the gas terminal; and
Landfall Valve Installation (LVI) (located close to the landfall at Glengad).

The proposed onshore pipeline is approximately 9.2 km in length. The gas pipe itself is S08m (20”)
in diameter with a nominal wall thickness of 27.1 mm. The normal operating pressure during the
first few years of operation will be between 90 bar and 110 bar. SEPIL have indicated that this
operating pressure range is similar to that of the two existing Scotland-Ireland Gas Interconnectors
operated by Bord Gais. The first gas interconnector was constructed in 1993 landing at
Loughshinny, Co. Meath. The second gas interconnector was constructed in 2002 landing at
Gormanston, Co. Dublin.

The development as proposed includes excavation of peat haulage and deposition of 75,000m3 of
peat at the Bord na Mdna site at Srahmore.

SEPIL have indicated that road strengthening work will be carri out by Mayo Co Co to facilitate
this development. The road works involved are to be the subject of an agreement between SEPIL
and Mayo Co Co whereby the council will do the wqu'sga%d SEPIL will repay the costs to the
council. The road works are not part of the propose@?@?@elopment as set out in the application to
ABP. A

S
“The proposed development is expected to&géy)\\@%rational for approximately 15-20 years, and has a
design life of 30 years.” RGN
Lt
The gas pipeline together with serviq§;§’0and the outfall pipeline will be laid underground at a
minimum cover of 1.2 m and at a @\pth of 1.6 m under road crossings and river crossings. The
pipeline will be 4m or more unde(ﬂ{;e bed level at the two Sruwaddacon Bay crossings.

The pipeline will carry unprocessed raw gas from the wells to the terminal.

The pipeline will be operated from the Terminal.

Upon completion of construction, a 14m wide permanent wayleave will remain in place for the
lifetime of the pipeline. A 20m wide permanent wayleave will be required in peat lands to
accommodate the stone road

Decommissioning of the pipeline after its useful life will involve the removal of any above ground
facilities at the LVI and any remaining gas and hydrocarbon residues from the pipeline and services.

The composition of natural gas transmitted around Ireland and the unprocessed Corrib gas is very
similar in methane and energy content, the unprocessed gas however contains volumes of liquids
and other gases, which are removed at the Gas Terminal.
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1.3 Services

A services umbilical link between the Gas Terminal and the offshore subsea facilities will be
installed with the onshore and offshore pipelines. The umbilical will contain the following services:

® Hydraulic fluid supply lines. These provide hydraulic power to the wellhead valves on the
seabed. The hydraulic fluid is a water/monoethylene mixture which will operate at pressures of
210 bar and 610 bar.

o Chemical supply lines (corrosion inhibitor and methanol). The chemical supply lines are
essential to the operation of the Corrib Pipeline System as they carry both a corrosion inhibitor
that prevents corrosion of the pipeline, and methanol that prevents the formation of methane
hydrates, an ice like substance consisting of methane and water. The application of chemicals is
measured to inhibit corrosion and hydrate formation as necessary. The chemicals are injected
continuously at the wellheads and the subsea manifold, and will be transported back to shore in
the water phase which is commingled with the natural gas from the wells. When these fluids
enter the Gas Terminal, the water phase is separated from the gas phase, and the water is taken
through a treatment process. The methanol is recovered within the Gas Terminal for re-use,
whereas components of the other injected chemicals are removed in the various stages of the
water treatment plant, before the treated water is discharged through the umbilical to a discharge
point at the well head.

® Data communication. Electrical control cables which run between the terminal and the LVI.

&

1.3.1 Umbilical N

For the onshore section of the pipeline route, the ser\\zx\téeg%mblhcal comprises three bundles of

conduits, each contained within an outer sheath made£roit Medium Density Poly Ethylene (MDPE)

(See Figure 4.3). The outer MDPE sheath (appr@?@& tely 80 mm in diameter for two lines and

approximately 60 mm for the third line) contalgs Stee tubing and electrical cables. These services

are arranged within the MDPE outer sheath %§Q§Spacers / fillers. These services extend for the full

length of the pipeline (onshore and offshqt:@ @% three discrete umbilicals onshore and combined in a

single umbilical offshore. OOQA\

5\

Onshore, the services’ umbilicals W]lﬁ“)e laid below ground approximately 1m horizontally from the

gas pipeline within the same trenqlfand at a similar depth.

A fibre optic control cable and an electrical control cable between the Gas Terminal and the landfall
valve installation are laid in the same trench and alongside the umbilical.

1.3.2 Outfall Pipeline

A 254 mm (10 inch) diameter water outfall pipeline made of High Density Poly Ethylene (HDPE)
will be installed in the same trench as the onshore gas pipeline and services umbilical (see Figure
4.1 and Figure 4.3). The purpose of this pipeline is to transport treated surface water run-off from
the process area of the Gas Terminal to a discharge location approx 12.7 km offshore. It is
proposed that an Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) license will be obtained for
this discharge.

Note: There is an existing IPPC license for this discharge based on a discharge point at
approximately 12.7 km from the landfall but which includes both the discharge of the treated
surface water and treated process water.

The services’ umbilicals and outfall pipeline typical details are shown in Figure 4.3.
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1.4 Landfall Valve Installation (LVI)

The Landfall Valve Installation (LVI) general layout is shown on Figure 4.4. The installation is set
down into a lowered hard standing area with side slopes and shown in Figure 4.5 Landfall Valve
Installation Detailed Layout and represented in models submitted at the Oral Hearing (OH). The
valve configuration in the LVI is shown in Figure 4.6.

The purpose of the LVI is to limit the pressure in the onshore pipeline to a maximum of 144 bar. In
the event that the pressure in the system reaches 144 bar, the onshore pipeline will be shut off from
the offshore pipeline.

The LVI will be located at the landfall at Glengad as shown in Figure 4.4, in an area of improved
agricultural grassland within the Glenamoy Bog Complex candidate Special Area of Conservation
(cSAC). There will be a permanent access road from the 1.1202 down to the LVIL.

The LVI will consist of valves, pipe work, instrumentation and supporting equipment. The main
elements (isolation valves, pressure limiting system and associated pipe work) will be below
ground.
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1.5 The Permission Being Sought

SEPIL advertised in the Western People and in the Irish Times on the 10" February 2009 notice of
its intention to make an application for approval to An Bord Pleandla in relation to the construction
of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline comprising strategic upstream gas pipeline infrastructure in
accordance with Section 182c¢ of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as inserted by the
Planning and Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act 2006.

1.5.1 Section 182C File 16.GA.0004

The following are the first three subsections quoted from Section 182c:

182c¢ (1) Where a person (hereinafter referred to in this section as the ‘undertaker’) intends to carry
out a strategic gas infrastructure development (hereinafter referred to in this section and section
182D as ‘proposed development’), the undertaker shall prepare, or cause to be prepared —

a) An Application of Approval of the Development under Section 182D and

b) Environmental Impact Statement in respect of the development and shall apply to the Board for
such approval accordingly, indicating in the application whether the application relates to a
strategic upstream gas pipeline or a strategic downstream pipeline.

S
182c¢ (2) An application under subsection (1) for approval of c@‘%’oposed development shall, if it will
consist of or include a pipeline, be accompanied by a C@hf,gpbte in relation to the pipeline provided
under section 26 of the Gas Act 1976, as amended, 0@01@ 20 of the Gas (Amendment) Act 2000
Q

&
by - O
K
. O & .. . . .
a) In the case of a strategic upstream gas pgb(hg&he, the Minister for Communications, Marine and
Natural Resources, or O
S &

AP
N

. O o .
b) In the case of a strategic downstre@tii gas pipeline, the Commission.
»

182¢ (3) The proposed developmg@ shall not be carried out unless the Board has approved it with
or without modifications.

1.6 The Acquisition Order File 16.DA.0004

SEPIL advertised in the Western People and in the Irish Times on the 10" February 2009 notice of
its intention to make an application for an Acquisition Order under Section 32 (1A) of the Gas Act
1976 to An Bord Pleandla to acquire compulsorily the right over land to use strips of land specified
in the schedule attached to the application.

1.6.1 Section 32 1(A) Gas Act 1976

a) Section 32(1A) of the GAS Act 1976 as amended by the GAS(Interim)(Regulation)Act 2002
contains the following:

“(1A)(a) A person may apply to the appropriate Minister of the Government for an order under
this section (which order is in this Act also referred to as an ‘acquisition order’) to acquire
compulsorily any land or right over land which is acquired by such person in connection with the
construction or operation of a pipeline for which such a person applies or has applied for a
consent under section 39A or 40 of this Act, as the case may be, and, subject to the following
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provisions of this section the appropriate Minister of the Government may make an acquisition
order in relation to the land or right over the land

(b) In this subsection ‘appropriate Minister of the Government’ means-

(i) in the case of an upstream pipeline, the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources,
and

(ii) in any other case, the Minister
and

(iii) in subsection (3), by the substitution for “Minister for Lands and the Commission” of
“Minister for Agriculture, Food and Rural Development”.

1.6.2 Transfer of Ministerial Functions to An Bord Pleandla

Under Section 37 of the S.I. Act 2006 certain Ministerial functions are transferred to An Bord
Pleanala as follows:

“Transfer of certain Ministerial functions under the Gas Act 1976 to Board.

215A. — (1) The functions of - &
cy;@é
(a) The Minister for Communications, Mg}kjn{g\and Natural Resources,
(b) Any other Minister of the Govern dr
(c) The Commission of Energy Regudition,
Under sections 31 and 32 or, and the Secong\ redule to, the Gas Act 1976, as amended, in
relation to the compulsory acquisition ofs¥ in respect of a strategic gas infrastructure
development are transferred to, and vested\ \the Board, and relevant references in that Act to the
Minister for Communications, Mariri@\ md Natural Resources, any other Minister of the
Government or the Commission for %(Feorgy Regulation shall be construed as references to the
Board and any connected references&@all be construed accordingly.
a
(2) The transfer of the functions of the Minister of Communications, Marine and Natural
Resources, and any other Minister of the Government or the Commission for Energy
Regulation to the Board in relation to the compulsory acquisition of land in relation
to the compulsory acquisition of land in accordance with subsection (1) shall include
the transfer of all necessary ancillary powers in relation to deviation limits,
substrata of land, easements, rights over land (including wayleaves and public rights
of way), rights of access to land, the revocation or modification of planning
permissions or other such functions as may be necessary in order to ensure that the
Board can fully carry out its functions in relation to the enactments referred to in
subsection (1).”

1.6.3 The Acquisition Order being sought

In general the acquisition order seeks the following rights over lands:

e permanent wayleave will be 14 m wide (20 m wide in peat lands) within which there will be
a restriction on the erection of structures or buildings, the carrying out of works, and
restrictions on planting.

¢ In addition temporary working areas will be required for the duration of construction. This
temporary working area will typically be 40 m wide but extends to a wider area at the
landfall valve site, at road/river crossings, at compounds, at the tunnel construction pits, and
at direction change points.
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e Deviation Limits typically 100 m wide but wider at the landfall valve site, at road/river
crossings, at compounds, at the tunnel construction pits, and at direction change points.
These Deviation Limits define the temporary working areas and define the area within
which the permanent wayleave may be relocated from that set out in the drawings. This
could arise should archaeology or other obstruction or cause be encountered along the route
of the permanent wayleave as set out on the drawings. While the deviation limits extend to
100 m in all typically the actual working area is generally proposed to be 40 m centered on
the pipeline as shown on the drawings.

¢ Construction stated to be 12 months duration

Figures 5.2b shows the general picture of the working areas involved.
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Chapter 2 The Site

2.1 The Location

The Site is located in North West Mayo and runs from Broadhaven Bay at Glengad along by
Sruwaddacon Bay and into Rossport then Aghoos and finally enters the terminal site at
Bellanaboy.

The Corrib Gas well field is located 83km west of County Mayo in approximately 350 m of
water and at a depth of 3500m below the seabed. The field centre has latitude of 54° 20" N
and landfall has a latitude of 54° 17" N.

The proposed onshore pipeline development is located in a site that extends from the landfall
of the pipeline at Glengad which faces out onto Broadhaven Bay, a cSAC Broadhaven Bay
cSAC: 000472, across the Glengad site which is a cSAC Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC
000500, under Sruwaddacon Bay, which is a ¢cSAC and SPA, along lands beside and then
across through that part of Rossport, which has residential properties in a rural linear
development beside the local road, then through Rossport Commonage, blanket bog and into
the cSAC blanket bog Glenamoy Bog Complex, before crogfing under Sruwaddacon Bay
(cSAC and SPA) again and then through blanket bog aQ@ forestry to the terminal site at
Bellanaboy. Refer to proposed construction plan Figé\yge .b attached in Chapter 1.

O &
<O
The Site also includes the Srahmore depositiQi &1@ which is a Bérd na Moéna site where
excess peat will be deposited. (\Q\\K
W @
&
S
2.2 Special Characteristics Gf;&h% Site
&
S

The site has special characteristi@s follows:

1) Sruwaddacon Bay in an at€a of special protection. The Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA
No 4037 and the Broadhaven Bay cSAC No 472 and the Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC
500.

2) Part of Rossport commonage is within the Glenamoy Bog complex and is a cSAC — Site
500.

3) The residential properties at Rossport run along the local road there parallel to the
proposed pipeline route.

4) The pipe length at 9.2 km will involve significant movement and mobilisation of plant
materials and construction support in the Rossport area which is served by small local
roads 1.5245-0, L.52453-25 & 1.52453-0. The pipeline will be located within 140 m of

residential properties.
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5) The construction methodology involves micro tunneling under Sruwaddacon Bay and
special construction using the stone road method through the bog parts of the site.

6) There are four public road crossings and two river crossings involved as well as the two
proposed sections of the tunnel.

7) The area at Dooncarton Hill which is located over Glengad land fall site has been the
subject of landslides in 2003.

8) The Landfall Valve Installation (LVI) involves a tie in with the offshore pipeline and
construction of a valve assemble and controls area in a site which is visible from a
number of points two of which are marked as scenic views in Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014.

9) The Landfall Valve Installation (LVI) and the pipeline and micro tunnel construction at
Glengad will involve significant mobilisation and movement of plant materials and
construction support in Glengad which is served by L1202.

&.
A\
10) The land uses are agricultural grassland, peat land, fo@é%ry. The peat varies in depth up
to Sm. & ,é\*
S
s
11) The mean annual rainfall is 1142 mnl\qi’\(@ records for 32 years in the area. The
prevailing wind is WSW and there ar%@ays of gales per annum.
S

)

12) The site of the pipeline is withinQLh@\Gaeltacht area of North Mayo. Part of the route and
site was the subject of 2002\é\onsent (Appendix 7 Re: Corrib Gas Field consent to
construct a pipeline, Aprilo 02) by the Department of Marine and Natural Resources
(now DOCENR) for an upstream gas pipeline. SEPIL indicate that the change from that
pipeline route was initiated to achieve greater separation from the houses and following
mediation by Mr. Peter Cassells. Observers state that the 2002 route is the subject of a
High Court case which has not concluded.

13) The geology of the area consists of large peat bog areas (blanket bog 60%) with areas of
grassland and scrub underlain by Dalradian rock.

14) The population of the 5 electoral districts in the area Cnoc an Ddimh, Muing na B6, Barr
Riscai, Gleann na Muaidhe, Cnoc na Lobhar was 1,899 in 2006. That population has
shown a decline of 11% over 10 years.

15) A study area has been defined by the Applicant as the local and wider residents of the 5
electoral districts. In reality, the smaller group of the residents of Glengad, Pollatomish,

Aghoos and Rossport are the local communities affected in their daily lives by the
proposed development.
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Chapter 3 The Submissions Received

3.1 Introduction

The submissions made to An Bérd Pleanala (ABP) are in three forms; Written Submission
(WS), Oral Hearing Submission (OHS) and Closing Statements (CS) made at the Oral
Hearing (OH).

The quality of the submissions which have been prepared by the individuals within the local
community displays a level of knowledge and technical understanding of the project by the
local community that is quite remarkable. The issues raised in these submissions have been

of considerable assistance in the examination of the proposed development.

3.2 Written Submissions

The actual written submissions received by An Bord Pleandla following publication of notice
of the applications for the proposed development are contained in Appendix 4. A summary of

the written submissions can be found in Appendix 6. @,0
<
The Schedule for written submissions received by Agﬂ;izs%os follows;
NN

Prescrib%_d% ies
1 Mayo County Council St
2 Dept. of Agriculture, Fisheriesm(;&:Eﬁod
3 Dept of Communications, Esergy and Natural Resources
4 Dept. of the Environment, ﬁi’tage and Local Government
5 National Roads Authoritg+~
7 An Taisce S

Observers Submissions

6 Tan Mac Aindrid, ball d’Udards na Gaeltachta
8 Turaséireacht Iorrais (Gabhaltais) Teo
9 Bord Gais Networks
10 Irish Business and Employers Confederation (IBEC)
11 Council for the West
12 Dara Calleary, TD
13 Councillor Harry Walsh
14 Fr. Michael Nallen
15 Erris Chamber of Commerce
16 Chambers Ireland
17 Irish Offshore Operators’ Association
18 Engineers Ireland
19 Pobal Le Chéile
20 Pobal Chill Chomdin
21 | Micheil O Seighin & Others
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22 Belmullet G.A.A. Club

23 Fritz and Betty Schult & Others

24 Rossport Solidarity Camp

25 Goodbody Economic Consultants

26 Shevlin Engineering Ltd.

27 Pro Gas Mayo Group

28 J. McAndrew & T. McAndrew

29 Cornelius King & Gerry Sheerin

30 Maura Harrington

31 Monica Muller & Peter Sweetman

32 Roadbridge Ltd.

33 DB Marine Research and Associates

34 Sean Staunton

35 Ethel Corduff and Thomas Corduff

36 John Monaghan

37 Brendan Hegarty

38 Mercury Engineering

39 | Teach John Joe Teo o
40 Paraic Cosgrove & Padraig McGrath ®'°
41 Lennon Quarries oS

42 | Teresa & Brid McGarry _ShsC

43 | Catherine McAndrew &

44 | Tom Philbin &

45 | Colm & Gabrielle Henry S

46 Terence M. Conway & Othe{sé,’x&\\v

47 Kilcawley Construction Qu(@\

5\
)
A
00&90
3.3 Submissions received at the Oral Hearing

The documents submitted at the OH are filed in Appendix 5. Appendix 5 is contained in nine
folders numbered Appendix 5-1 to Appendix 5-9. The documents are filed in date order
received and each document has a document reference number.”

The documents referred to in this section relate to documents received at the Oral Hearing.
The summaries are taken from these documents and also from the evidence given at the OH.
A summary of the submissions to the Oral Hearing can be found in Appendix 6.

The following observers contributed written or verbal submissions at the Oral Hearing:

Fr. Nallen

J. McAndrew and T. Mc Andrew
Pobal le Chéile

Pobal Chill Chomdin and J. Monaghan

2 [DRN OH1 to DRN OH 134a]
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Micheadl 6 Seighin

Betty Schult and Winnie Macklin
Diane Taylor

Rossport Solidarity Camp
Cornelius King

Monica Muller and Peter Sweetman
Ethel and Thomas Corduff

Brid, Teresa McGarry and Brendan Philbin
Colm and Gabrielle Henry
Terrence Conway

Imelda and Edward Moran
Eamonn O Coiledin

Maire Breathnach

Maura Harrington

Neil McEleney

&
&
&
N
£35S
G
SN
&
& s‘\é
RO
NN
S
x(’oQ
\0
oo(éé\
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Chapter 4 Local Planning Policy: Mayo County Development Plan

4.1 Mayo County Council Submission: April 7t 2009

Mr. Tain Douglas Senior Planner, in the written submission by Mayo County Council, sets out the

policies and objectives contained in the Mayo County Development Plan (CDP) 2008 — 2014 which

are relevant to this development. These are assessed and summarized as follows:

1) Ttis clear from the Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014, that the Planning Authority supports the realisation
of the Corrib Gas Field’.

“It is an objective of the council that it fully supports the realization of the Corrib Gas Field
find and any other gas find in the County either on or offshore”

2) [Itis also clear that the Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014 provides protection for the significant landscape
resources in the County. Proposed development needs to be assessed and applicants need to
demonstrate that landscape impacts have been anticipated and avoided to a level consistent with
the sensitivity of the landscape4.

“It is the policy of the Council, through the Landscape Appraisal of County Mayo, to recognize
and facilitate appropriate development in a manner that hgs regard to the character and
sensitivity of the landscape, to ensure that development willdn?)t have disproportionate effect on
the existing or future character of a landscape in tedns of location, design and visual
prominence, and that development will have regardo{@z& effects of developments on views from
the public realm towards sensitive or vulnemblgﬁ’%g“toures and areas. In this regard, proposals
for development that have the potential to igipige on the integrity of significant landscape
resources will be assessed having regar\d)(\t@\\the guidelines set out in Section 4.18 of the
Development Management Guidelines. ;’\&i O$Q

S
3) Views and prospects should not be <cfizqg\é%}rsely affected by the development. Map 10 of the Mayo

CDP 2008 — 2014 indicates the SCQ'KﬁC views in the County. This shows the view from L1202 at
Glengad looking towards Garte{eﬁill and down to Broadhaven Bay as highly scenic. This also
shows views from Ceathru "Klv?aidhg south and from L1202 north onto Sruwaddacon Bay as
highly scenic views’.

4) The Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014 Policy is to protect and enhance and conserve cSAC’s and natural
habitats. [Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014 Policy P/EH-NH1, P/EH-NH3].

5) It is clear that Mayo County Council are of the view that the consent under Section 40 of the
Gas Act 1976 (as amended) by the Minister for Communication, Marine and Natural Resources
on 15" of April 2002 established in principle that natural gas was to be brought ashore to a
landfall and that the gas was to be piped to the gas terminal along a route on the north side of
Sruwaddacon Bay.

* [Mayo CDP 2008 -2014 Objective O/TI-G1]
* [Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014 Policy P/EH-LC1]

> [Mayo CDP 2008 — 2014 Policy P/EH-VP1, P/EH-VP2]
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6) It is the Planning Authority’s view that these underlying principles have not changed. It is
Mayo County Council’s view that the changes in detail leading to this 16.GA.0004 application
have come about through acceptance by the developer of the recommendations of the Cassells
Report (with regard to the relocation of the pipeline) and the recommendations of the Advantica
Report (with regard to the re-design of the LVI).

4.2 Issues Raised by Mayo County Council for the attention of ABP

In the report the planning authority raise a number of matters they wish An Bord Pleanala to
consider. The following is an extract from the Mayo Co Co submission which sets out those points:

4.2.4 Landfall Valve Installation

“The Board should satisfy itself that the reasons advanced for rejecting the underground enclosed
installation or a combination of an underground enclosed installation with dishing to screen the
fence of the underground option are reasonable. In the event that the reasons advanced by SEPIL
are accepted by the Board, the area outside the security fence should be kept to the absolute
minimum.”

This is dealt with in Chapter 29 LVI adequacy of proposed installation

4.2.5 Revised route of onshore pipeline

“The Board should satisfy itself that the reasons advanced forétﬁe selection of Route CI meet the
criteria set down in the Cassell’s Report.”

\AJ\@
This is dealt with in Chapter 45 Route Selection. oog?’ <©
&
K
&
4.2.6 The stone road &@O

“The Board should satisfy itself that thé‘rg@‘hod of construction will not adversely affect the blanket
bog; and if available monitoring data &Ziould be provided from other sites to confirm the success of
this method and to enable mltlganor@heasures to be assessed.”

This is dealt with in Chapter 37 The Stone Road Method.

4.2.7 Constraints in the Ecological Surveys

“The EIS recognises that survey of the pipeline route was not possible between chainages from
89.500 to 89.800. The Board should satisfy itself that the information supplied is sufficient to allow
a decision to be made.”

This is dealt with as part of the E.L.S. assessment in Chapter 46 E.I.S. SEPIL provided additional
information in an addendum to the E.I.S. at OH related to this part of the site.®

4.2.8 Environmental Management Plan (EMP)

“Mayo County Council supports the preparation of an EMP and is of the opinion that such an EMP
is essential to ensure the development is carried out in accordance with the relevant standards and
that any potential impacts arising from the development are minimised.”

® [DRN OH7]
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This is dealt with in Chapter 41 Other Issues-EMP.

4.2.9 Appropriate Assessment

“The Board should satisfy itself that the Appropriate Assessment screening of the onshore pipeline
contained in Appendix P, adequately addresses the likely impact of on the Natura 2000 sites of the
project whether alone or in combination with other plans or projects and considers whether these
impacts are likely to be significant.”

This is dealt with in Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Appendix 1 and in Chapter 39 Habitat’s Directive
Assessment.

4.3 Section 48/49 Development Contribution Scheme

The development contribution scheme (Mayo County Council Development Contribution Scheme
01/03/04) covers water services, sewerage services, surface water services, amenities, roads,
footpaths and public lighting, community open space and recreational facilities and car-parking.
The proposed development will not be availing of these service categories. However Mayo Co Co
do recommend that a special development contribution condition should be attached to any
permission being granted to cover the recoupment of the costs of upgrading the roads in the area
and which work will facilitate the carrying out of the propose%@velopment.

)
S8

4.4 Public Sewerage Facilities and Caw to Facilitate the Proposed

Development §0§Qé\

KO
There are no sewerage treatment faci%&éQ\‘gzailable in the area. Sewerage waste from the gas
terminal site is currently collected and t@ﬁ%ported to the Bangor Erris Sewage Plant for treatment.
A similar arrangement for the dispos Sof sewage waste arising from the pipeline and LVI sites is
acceptable to Mayo County Coug&ﬁép There are other specific references in the Mayo County

Council submission which are distussed with in relevant chapters report of this report.

4.5 The Planning Authority’s Overall Considered View on the Proposal

The following sets out Mayo Co Co considered view of the proposal:

“Mayo County Council is of the view that the Consent issued under Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976
(as amended) by the Minister for Communications, the Marine and Natural Resources on 1 5™ April
2002 established in principle that natural gas was to be brought ashore to a landfall valve
installation and that the gas was to be piped from the landfall to the gas terminal along a route on
the north side of Sruwaddacon Bay. These underlying principles have not changed.

The changes in detail, leading to this application under the Planning and Development (Strategic
Infrastructure) Act, 2006, have come about through the acceptance by the developer of the
recommendations of the Cassells Report (with regard to the re-location of the pipeline) and the
Advantica Report (with regard to the redesign of the LVI).

The consequences of the redesign enforced by Cassells and Advantica are that the pipeline re-route
will affect designated ecological sites and habitats and that the LVI will impact on the landscape to
a greater degree than under the previous consent.
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The construction and mitigation proposed in the EIS should ensure that any impact on either
designated sites or the landscape is not significant.

The proposal accords with National, Regional and Local policies and having accepted the
recommendations of the Cassells and Advantica reports the health and safety concerns of the local
residents have been addressed.

It is Mayo County Council’s considered view that the proposed development should be granted
permission by An Bord Pleanala subject to conditions. A schedule of conditions the Council regard
as an essential minimum is attached to the Mayo County Council submission.”

4.6 Other Submissions by Mayo County Council

Roads Improvements: The council was asked at the Oral Hearing to provide details of the road
proposals for the Rossport network of roads. This information was submitted’. This submission is
considered in detail in Chapter 44 ‘Haul Routes and Traffic Plan.’

Water Supply in the Rossport Pollatomais and Glengad Areas: Mayo County Council was also
asked to provide details of the water supplies affected by the proposed development. Accordingly
details of the Rossport GWS and Pollatomais GWS were providedg. Details of the drinking water
results for 2005-2009 for the Carrowmore Lake Supply weregalso requested and these were
suppliedg. The information on Water Supply is considered i(l)%\dS apter 24 Protection of Drinking
Water Supply. . (\30;\ @

The Board is obliged under Section 182D 10(a oﬁ&he Planning and Development (Strategic

Infrastructure) Act 2006 to have regard to the prg@?g@hs of the development plan for the area.
5
O

. S
4.7 Inspectors Conclusions QO*\A\\O’

Mayo County Council supports the progé%ed development and subject to those matters about which
it asked for ABP to satisfy itselfﬁ*‘Mayo County Council recommends that ABP grant this
permission for the proposed deve@ment.

Mayo County Council intends to carry out extensive road works on the Haul Routes to facilitate this
development. The work will be subject to agreement between SEPIL and Mayo Co Co.

Sepil have agreed to pay the costs of the road works involved.

4.8 Inspectors Recommendation

In response to the submission of Mayo Co Co and in the event that the Board decide to grant
permission for the proposed development I recommend the conditions as set out in Chapter 51.

” [DRN OH 52]
8 [DRN OH 52].

° [DRN OH 85 and DRN OH90].
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Chapter 5 Regional Planning Policy

5.1 Regional Planning Guidelines

The following extracts from the 2004 Regional Planning Guidelines provide a context for the West
region. The infrastructure priorities for the region clearly identify electricity infrastructure and
connectivity for 10kV and 220kV lines as priority for the region. The RPG’s recommend the
development of the Bellacorrick Gas powered generating station.

Udarés na Gaeltachta Policy is to establish and sustain a strong and balanced Industrial base in the
Gaeltacht. To this end the RPG’s supports Udards na Gaeltachta’s focus and encourages the build-
up of population in the existing centres of population in the Gaeltacht area.

5.1.10 Context of the Region.

“The West Region comprises the counties of Galway, Mayo and Roscommon and incorporates
Galway City, an area covering 13,801 sq km. The region consists of four county/city authorities
and a number of town councils. Roscommon is mainly rural in character with the urban centres
being Roscommon and Castlerea. The River Shannon and its system of lakes form the eastern
boundary of the county for 100kms. County Mayo is located on the western seaboard and is part of
the Atlantic rim of the European Union. The three main town oﬁaczls are Ballina, Castlebar and
Westport. County Galway covers the largest area of the We@*\%eglon and the principle towns are
Ballinasloe, Tuam and Loughrea. The City of Galwa)éeﬁ &% major regional centre. The Galway
and Mayo Gaeltacht is also a unique feature of the r@éii
Traditionally, the economy of the west has been\ﬁt in nature and there is a high dependency
level due to the large number of small farm h\@%hgs resulting in increased pressure to promote
and encourage farm diversification and also \éé?\amine alternative means of earning incomes.
The population of the region is 380,297, m? & density of 26.6 persons per sq. km. This accounts for
9.7 percent of the national figure. The%od’l\as been a 7.86 percent increase in population over the
six-year inter-censal period 1996- 2002{;\ just below the national average. The urban population in
the west increased by 14.9 percent @ﬁr the same period.
The economy of the West Regiorifias experienced some growth and development in the past 6-10
years in particular. Traditionally, agriculture accounted for a large proportion of the labour force
within this region with 24.9% of the workforce involved in this activity in 1993. However, the
figure seven years later had diminished to 16.3% as a share of the total workforce. Against this for
the same period, industrial employment rose from 23.5% to 28.5%, an increase of 5%. Service
employment also rose from 51.6% to 55.2% slightly over the percentage increase recorded in the
state as a whole over the seven-year period. Significantly, the unemployment in 1993 stood at
14.9% with the rate down to 5% seven years later in 2000.”

Extracted from the 2004

Regional Planning Guidelines
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5.1.11 Overall Regional Infrastructural Priorities

“Energy
The proposal for the operation of a Gas powered generating station (Bellacorrick) is recommended
should the reserves of the Corrib Gas field come on shore in the future. This obviously would be of
benefit to the Region as a whole. Current deficiencies in the power supply of north Mayo need to
be addressed immediately particularly in light of the status of Ballina as a linked hub. For this
part, an extension of a 220 Kv from Castlebar into Bellacorrick and into Ballina is necessary as
part of this energy strategy. Planning Authorities should take into account the location of existing
gas infrastructure in granting planning permission. The Gas grid in the region should be extended
to all towns in excess of 3,000 population as first priority and to other towns with large energy
users together with towns close to the network, subsequently the grid should be extended to all
urban areas. ."

Extracted from the 2004

Regional Planning Guidelines

5.1.12 Large Scale Potential Development for the Region

“Corrib Gas Field
The Corrib Gas field is a 230 million year old reservoir, situated®approximately 70 kilometers off
the Mullet peninsula in Co. Mayo. It was located in 1996. e reservoir is 11,500 ft. under the
seabed and the gas field, when developed, will produc{@gg%\ over a period of between 15 and 20
yvears. The discovery of the Corrib gas field is a iF opportunity for the West Region. The
development of the necessary on shore facilities to\\}@ e the potential of the gas field to be utilised
in the region and national context is supporte‘d<> t8the future, the potential of this very important
natural resource find can be of enormous be@%@t‘m the region as a whole and is seen as a project
of large scale potential development for th&¥ggion.
To enable the region to extract the full K@é@?t of this natural resource, a major distribution network
serving all major urban centres in the gégion must be constructed. This will enable them to offer a
choice of energy sources to potenticg&ntrepreneurs as well as providing a cheap clean residential
energy supply.” 00°
Extracted from the 2004
Regional Planning Guidelines

The Board is obliged to have regard to the RPG’S under Section 143(1)(c) of the Planning and
Development Act 2000-2006.

5.2 Inspectors Conclusion

It is clear that the RPGs support the development of the Corrib Gas Field and that the potential of
the proposed gas field is seen a major benefit to the region.
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Chapter 6 National Planning Policy Government Policy for Gas
Infrastructure Development

6.1 National Development Plan (NDP) 2007 - 2013

The NDP 2007 — 2013 sets out the national investment plan and priority spending areas. The €8.5
bn investment in energy over the plan period is aimed at underpinning the security of supply, a
competitively priced energy market and environmental sustainability. In the section of the NDP
dealing with the energy programme the following strategic context is set out;

“The ability of the economy to perform successfully depends critically on the supply of
adequate, affordable and environmentally sustainable energy. Security of supply is of
paramount importance to ensuring the continued economic development of the country
and the spending under this Plan will help ensure that objective. Without an expectation
and delivery of a secure supply of energy, investment and output of the economy will
suffer. Therefore, during the Plan period, there will be significant investment in crucial
infrastructure.

Ensuring the efficient operation of a competitive energy mgiket will be critical to the
success of the economy. Ireland’s growing dependence on @vﬁported fossil fuels (with the
consequent growth in greenhouse gas emissions) hig@ﬁ”ghts the need to mitigate the
economic, social and environmental risks througl® & policy approaches. Security of
supply, and lessening the dependence on any ogé%@}trce of energy or fuel type, will be a
key challenge. Efficiency in the use of energg@%\ 7 also be improved.
W @

Over the period 2005-2010, energy dez@ggzm‘% projected to increase by 1.6% per annum.
This level of increase can be expegteddto be maintained to 2013. Within this overall
growth figure, annual electricity den@g@d is expected to grow by 3.1% and gas demand by
6.5%. Managing our demand for ¢viergy in a sustainable way will therefore be extremely
important.” 0(\@\

o [National Development Plan, 2007 - 2013]

6.2 Delivering a Sustainable Energy Future for Ireland (The White Paper)

In this White Paper (published 2007), Mr. Noel Dempsey the then Minister for
Communications, Energy and Natural Resources set out the vision for Ireland in energy terms
in 2020 “...as a fully sustainable, secure, efficient, affordable and competitive all-island
energy market...” and “the Hallmarks of the Irish Energy market by 2020 will be reliable
supply, highly efficient use of energy, competitive pricing and sustainable, diverse energy
resources. It will be securely underpinned by robust infrastructure and cutting edge
technology.”
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6.2.13 Security and Reliability of Gas Supplies
The White Paper states as follows:

White Paper ‘“3.3.1. Ireland has a well developed framework to ensure the adequacy of gas
supplies and transportation infrastructure into the country. Recent years have seen substantial
investment in the transmission network and the new pipelines recently completed (Mayo-
Galway & South- North) will enable the indigenous gas find at Corrib to be brought to the
market, assist in the development of an all-island gas network and enable more communities
to benefit from the availability of natural gas. In light of global, EU and UK trends, natural
gas will continue to play a vital role in the Irish fuel mix for some decades yet. Business as
usual projections indicate that more than 70% of our electricity would be generated from
natural gas by 2020. Our alternative scenario, with renewables contributing 33% by 2020, will
see greater diversity in the fuel mix with gas contributing just under 50% to power
generation.”

White Paper “3.3.2. The UK is now the source of some 87% of our natural gas and the UK’s
own demand for imports is growing strongly. Norway will remain a significant supplier of gas
to UK in the medium term. Ireland’s location in Europe from the view-point of gas supply
sources is becoming less peripheral. In the last 1 2 months the UK has achieved a significant
increase in gas import capacity through accelerated infrastructure developments with resultant
benefits for Ireland. &

Both Pipeline and LNG capacity has increased szgmﬁcantlé@\ These include the Langeled
pipeline from Norway, the new pipeline from the Net@e é@%ds and new LNG terminals at
Milford Haven. o“s\o«

Further expansion of LNG capacity and gas int, @nectlon is underway in the UK and
Europe which will benefit Ireland in terms of s@b@ty of wholesale gas supplies within this
regional market.” & §\é‘

\.
White Paper “3.3.3. While the progngsi g\fbr gas supplies is relatively secure as a result, it
is prudent for Ireland to develop a %er term strategy to reduce over reliance on gas
imports from the UK. This strateig)fé«ﬁ also address mechanisms to achieve greater benefits

from trading with the competitive market...

We will set an explicit security of supply standard for the natural gas system from 2008 which
will also set the framework for evaluating future supply options and protection standards...”

White Paper “3.3.4. It is also the case that because of our reliance on gas supplies from the
UK from the single exit point at Moffat, the Gas Exit Reform Measures to the National
Transmission System planned by the UK authorities have implications for the Irish natural
gas sector and for security of supply.

Work is underway by CER and the Department to put in place, and agree with the UK
authorities, the necessary arrangements to ensure security of gas supply, negate market risk
and reduce entry barriers for new players in the markets downstream of Moffat.”

White Paper “3.3.5. Actions:

o We will ask CER to take a strategic “look forward”, taking account of EU and global
trends, on a 20 year time horizon in its Gas Capacity Statement 2007-2014. This will
support enhanced long term planning to 2020 and beyond for security of gas supply;

o We will review the scope for enhanced fuel switching in gas based power generation as a
contributor to security of supply;
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o We will set an explicit Security of Supply standard for the natural gas system from 2008
which will also set the framework for evaluating future supply options and protection
standards;

o We will, through CER, agree and implement the necessary arrangements in 2007 to address
the impact of changes in the UK regulatory regime for gas exit;

o We will continue to invest in the gas network for security of supply and regional
development through BGE’s investment programme of over €1.7 billion under the NDP
2007-2013;

o We will continue to actively encourage private sector interest in investing in gas storage
facilities and LNG and review the potential role for Government intervention in the event of
market failure in light of the study’s findings;

o We will put in place an all-island strategy by 2008 for gas storage and LNG facilities in
light of the outcome of the all-island study;

o We will continue to progress the all-island gas market, with 2010 set as the target date for
implementation of streamlined tariff and market arrangements for the all-island market;

o We will ensure that infrastructure reinforcement in the Ireland/Scotland gas
interconnection network is undertaken as necessary, on a fully cost effective basis;

o We will continue to enhance arrangements for regular structured dialogue with UK on
issues of mutual interest in relation to gas supply and demand;

o We will, together with CER, work with the UK and the EU to deliver the Regional Gas
Market initiatives and regional regulatory structures in the medium term which will
facilitate gas trade between Ireland, the UK and Northern EurgPe;

® We will explore the medium to longer term options for furtlier gas interconnection in light
of the all-island market and development of the reglgﬁaﬁgas market;

o We will work in Europe to ensure Ireland’s Q;ﬁsoare met under EU plans to assist
diversification by Member States currently dep@éﬁ on one gas supplier;

e We will work proactively with other EU r States and the Commission through the
forum of the Gas Coordination Group C@é\e Energy Correspondents Network to ensure
Coordination of security of supply m&s@es by EU in the event of an energy crisis or a
major gas supply disruption; OQ

o We will work to develop a compreb\éflszve energy dialogue with key partners, within the EU
and the wider international franz@%ork and drawing on input from our national diplomatic
network;” (X

White Paper “3.19.5 The retention of the gas and electricity transmission and distribution
networks and strategic energy infrastructure in State ownership is Government policy and
these assets will never be privatized. The continued strategic development through multi
annual corporate strategies of the Semi State companies both in terms of competitive market
activities and their monopoly network interests will be encouraged and overseen by
Government”

[The White Paper, Delivering a Sustainable Energy Future for Ireland -The Energy
Policy Framework 2007 - 2020]
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6.3 National Spatial Strategy for Ireland 2002 - 2020

Section 3.7.2. of the National Spatial Strategy (NSS) for Ireland 2002 — 2020 sets out the
following;

“Reliable and effective energy systems, such as gas and electricity to power industry and services,
are key prerequisites for effective regional development. Ireland’s electricity and gas networks are
evolving in an integrated way, serving the whole island, while focusing on strategic locations.

Prime considerations in terms of spatial policies relating to energy include

e developing energy infrastructure on an all-island basis to the practical and mutual benefit of
both the Republic and Northern Ireland

o strengthening energy networks in the West, North West, Border and North Eastern areas in
particular

® cenhancing both the robustness and choice of energy supplies across the regions, through
improvements to the national grids for electricity and gas.

There may also be potential for streamlining infrastructure co-ordination, planning and delivery,
for example by combining the provision of different types of infrasffucture in one physical corridor,
where appropriate and feasible. NS
SES

Bord Gais is currently involved in a substantial invg$ingent programme designed to augment the
existing natural gas transmission network, ( wfg s between Limerick, Cork, Dublin and
Dundalk), with the new ‘Pipelines to the West’. S &
This will create a ringmain and will for @E st time allow Galway, Ballinasloe, Tullamore,
Mullingar and Athlone to be connected QS Ogas network. Bord Gais is also building a second
inter-connector between Ireland and th&@é? which will secure sufficient gas supplies to Ireland for
the foreseeable future. 6\00

»
Bord Gais has also been licenseéo?n Northern Ireland to construct new pipelines from Belfast to
Derry and from Gormanston, County Meath to Antrim. This project will involve grant aid
including exchequer support by the Irish Government. The Government also decided in 2001 that
in principle, and subject to a more detailed analysis, the gas network should be extended to
Letterkenny from Derry and to Sligo via a spur from the Mayo/Galway pipeline, which is planned
to connect the Corrib field to the gas network. Figure 3.5 illustrates the gas network in terms of
existing and proposed pipelines, excluding local and industry spurs.

The net effect of these planned and envisaged developments is that the spatial framework of
gateways, hubs and other elements of the urban-rural structure outlined earlier in this section will,
broadly speaking, benefit from an extensive gas pipeline network interconnected with both domestic
and international gas supplies.

The Government will shortly publish a white paper on energy policy which will further expand on
the strategies and targets for implementation of these targets”
[National Spatial Strategy for Ireland, 2002 - 2020]
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6.4 Common Approach to Natural Gas on an All Island Basis

Extract from Study on Common Approach to Natural Gas Storage And Liquefied Natural Gas on an
All Island Basis Executive Summary, Jointly commissioned by the Department of Communications,
Energy and Natural Resources and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment, Northern
Ireland, November 2007. The report was prepared by TPA Solutions, an independent consultancy
servicing the gas industry.

The following are extracts from the Executive Summary of this report:

“All Island Gas Supply and Demand Scenarios

The position will change substantially when the Corrib field comes onstream. At that time, total
indigenous production should rise to some 10 mcm/d for about three years, after which it will begin
to decline relatively sharply. There is considerable uncertainly of the situation post 2015, with the
possibility of as yet undiscovered reserves in the Atlantic Margin being developed.

The current shortfall between annual daily gas demand and indigenous gas supply is aboutl5
mcm/d, with the peak demand shortfall amounting to 28 mcm/d. This shortfall is essentially made
up from gas storage and imports from Great Britain (GB). The annual shortfall will fall to
about10 mcm/d when the Corrib Gas Field is at peak production. However, in the absence of any
other discoveries and/or indigenous supply developments, the shgrtfall between annual daily gas
demand and indigenous gas production is projected to be arou@d 20 mem/d by 2020, with all of this
being imported. The equivalent peak shortfall is projecte\@a,gggl%arly 40 mem/d.

e Corrib contribution to gas demand will be relativéty small and short lived

®  Until Corrib production comes on stream, the; rt requirement for peak demand
is about 27 mem/day” (\Q\\’“\é}‘
O &
&
KO
$

\Q
“All Island Gas Imports & Security of @@\?&
The probability of a sustained intermp?zon to supplies through the SWSOS or at Ballough is
considered to be very low. However Oconsequences to the island of Ireland should such an event
occur, would be potentially very seﬁz‘ous for the island of Ireland economy.

The EU Council Directive 2004/67/EC concerning measures to safeguard security of natural gas
supply requires, inter alia, member states to ensure supplies to domestic customers from disruption
under various circumstances. However, given the unique circumstances of the island of Ireland
caused by the dependence on gas for electricity generation and the lack of diversified gas supply
sources, measures that incorporate, and go beyond, the EU Directive are required. These measures
should be designed to ensure a certain minimum security of supply based on diversification and/or
storage. They would cover both the domestic gas market and the power generation sector and could
be met by a variety of mechanisms, including new indigenous gas sources...”

“Security of Supply Measures - Discussion

The dilemma facing both policy makers and potential investors is that the situation is to some extent
dynamic, with the potential of changing each year. For example, in 2007 a number of events have
and could occur, any one of which change the security of supply situation in any future year. These
include the CER/ESB decision to close a number of oil fired power stations in 2010, the award of
salt exploration licences in Northern Ireland, the outcome of exploration in the Celtic Sea, a
recommendation on an onshore route for the Corrib pipeline and the possible submission of a
request for planning permission by Shannon LNG.

e Jreland is unique compared with other European countries in its lack of diversity of supply
sources, high dependence on gas for power generation and very limited gas storage”
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“Security of Supply Measures - Conclusions
A potential pipeline capacity constraint in the SWSOS has been identified by the CER in the latest
Gas Capacity Statement by 2008/9 if Corrib is delayed and storage is not available.

Sitting on the far western edge of the pan-European gas market, the combination of a 90%
dependence in part on a single piece of infrastructure for its gas supplies and a 65% and growing
dependence on gas for electric power generation, make it uniquely vulnerable within the EU to the
consequences of any disruption to gas supplies on a local and/or regional level.

The principal conclusion of this report is that the consequences of any major failure of supplies
from GB would be as significant for the power sector and thus the island of Ireland economy as a
whole, as for the domestic gas market. Thus this situation needs to be addressed in an integrated
and holistic way so as to provide an element of security to both sectors.”

“Recommendations for Security of Supply Measures
The situation with regard to supply of gas to the island will change over the period covered by this
report. Some of these changes are reasonably predictable (eg Corrib).

Medium Term Recommendtaion

o Flatten Corrib production profile

6. The Corrib field is being developed with a production profile decgverzng maximum production for
three years, followed by a relatively rapid decline in productzo@ Consideration should be given to
developing the field with the same nameplate facilities @czty, but producing it at less than
maximum reservoir capacity in initial years so as to@gﬁﬁut an increase in indigenous supplies
should this be required in the event of a failure @plzes from GB. This would also have the
advantage of prolonging the lower level of outputsbefore decline. The need for this would reduce in
the event that other supplies to the island of Ig}@!ﬁ@f became available.”

S &
s
6.5 Inspectors Conclusion: (,oQ
National Policy for the Energy Secto Well developed. Energy supply is a vital component within

the National Economy. The security of energy supply is identified as a critical National Interest.
National Policy is to strengthen the physical infrastructure links with UK and also strengthen the
agreements with UK and European Energy Markets. National Policy is to ensure a diversity of
energy sources and to move towards high efficiency use of energy. As regards Gas infrastructure,
significant investment is provided in the period of the plan for BGE Galway Mayo Pipeline to
connect to the Corrib Gas Field and to bring Natural Gas to towns in the west. It is expected that
gas usage will increase by 6.5% per annum up to 2013.

The White Paper sets out a target of 50% for Gas contribution to Electricity Generation by 2020.
This is to be achieved by bringing increased renewable energy sources on stream up to 2020. In
absence of this increased renewable energy, Gas, on a business as usual basis, would be the energy
source for 70% of electricity generation by 2020. Having diverse sources of secure energy supply
into the future is central to National Policy. It is clear that bringing the Corrib Gas Field into
production and connecting the supply from Corrib into the National Gas Network is a Government
priority and has been a Government priority for some considerable time.

Note: There is comment in the North South energy all Island Strategy that a flatter Corrib Gas
Production Profile (i.e. reduce the initial maximum production profile planned for Corrib) would be
worthwhile in certain circumstances, such action would provide indigenous resources out along
should supplies be threatened from UK. Any such measure is a matter for Government Policy to
implement. That issue was raised at the OH by the observers.
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Chapter 7 Associated Permissions and Consents

7.1 Schedule of Existing Consents

The following is a list of the previous consents/licences/approvals that are associated with the
Corrib Gas Field development and have been granted as extracted from Table 1 in the E.L.S.;

Table 7.1: Existing Consents and Approvals for the Corrib Gas Field Development

License/Consent Status
Petroleum Lease by the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources Granted 2001
Plan of Development for the Corrib Field by the Minister for the Marine | Approved 2002
and Natural Resources
Consent under Continental Shelf Act 1968 from the Minister for the Granted 2002
Marine and Natural Resources
Foreshore License for pipeline, umbilical and outfall from the Minister Granted 2002
for the Marine and Natural Resources
Consent to Construct a Pipeline (Section 40 of the Gas Act) frog, the Granted 2002
Minister of the Marine and Natural Resources N
Planning Permission — Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal a&r&‘associated Granted 2004
peat deposition site from An Bérd Pleandla. Q&ié\
Waste license from EPA for deposition at An Sra@i‘?@i%’r (Srahmore) Granted 2004
(Bérd na Ména) S
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Controk@i@e\lvse from the Granted 2007
Environmental Protection Agency for Beﬁﬁmﬁoy Bridge Gas Terminal
s &
Qoo®

5\

)
»
7.2 Schedule from the Lg&%r of Application to An Bord Pleanala

There follows an extraction from the Application to An Bérd Pleandla stating the nature of

prior consents on the proposed site.

Reg. Ref. Nature of Proposed Development Nature of Final Decision of

No: Application Grant of Refusal

by Planning Authority/An
Bord Pleanala

relocate a Continuous Emissions
Monitoring System Analyser Enclosure;
relocate 63no. of the permitted, and add
5 no. new Fire & Gas Detectors; enlarge
a Gas Metering Cabinet; modify Access
Platforms; replace ladders with stairs and
platforms and remove culvert & ramp
over an internal road.

Mayo County Amendments to the Main Terminal Awaiting decision from Planning
Council including the addition of: Fire Protection Authority.

Planning Ref. Shields; a Heat Shield; Stair Towers; and

P09/20 an Access Platform. It is also proposed to

Pleandla Ret. and a Transformer at the main entrance
PL16 .231952 | to the site.

Mayo County Amendments to the Main Terminal Decision to grant permission subject
Council involving the relocation and change in to conditions, issued by Planning
Pianning Ref. dimensions of the permitted surface Authority

P08/1620 water Emergency Holding Tanks and the

An Bord addition of an Electrical Switch Room Awaiting decision from ABP
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An Bord Application by Shell E & P Ireland Ltd. for | Applications withdrawn on 12"

Pleanéla Approval for a Strategic Upstream Gas | December 2008 prior to decision of
Refs. Pipeline and associated development in | An Bord Pleanala.
16.GA0001 & the Townlands of Glengad (Dooncarton),
16.DA0001 Rossdoagh, Aghoos, and Bellagelly South,
Co. Mayo.

Application by Shell E & P Ireland Ltd. for
an Acqguisition Order to facilitate the
construction, operation and maintenance
of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline.

Mayo County Amendments to the Administration, Following First Party appeal against
Council Maintenance, and Laboratory Complex the decision to grant the case was
Planning Ref. | buildings, Waste Water Treatment granted permission, subject to
P08/0170 Building, Control Building, East West conditions.

An Bord Access Road and Methanol Still, and

Pleanala Ref. associated works.

PL 16.229487

Mayo County Amendments to the Main Terminal for Decision to grant permission
Council the reception and separation of gas in subject to conditions issued by
Planning Ref. Bellagelly South TD and for a Peat Planning Authority

P08/1182 Deposition Site in TDs of Srahmore and

Attavally. The proposed development
includes the provision of new structures
in the form of selective catalytic
reduction building and an associated
storage tank and transfer pumps.

Mayo County Amendments to the Main Terminal in Decision to grant permission
Council particular, to the Sales Gas Compressor | subject to conditions issued by
Planning Ref. building, the Heating Medium Fired Planning Authg}ky
PO8/774 Heater, the Heating Medium Surge NS

Drum. q\é‘
Mayo County Amendments to the Main Terminal Decisiqrito grant permission
Council Entrance from the R314 and associated jeShto conditions issued by
Planning Ref. | site works including erection of CCTV s@qning Authority
P07/3322 cameras.

R

Mayo County Retention of alterations to an agr Yﬁ{@* Permission granted by the Board
Council entrance and the constructro&%@@@ﬁ on appeal subject to conditions
Planning Ref. | road and associated works a\
P06/2565 retained for a period of 5 ?This
(An Bord refers to the existing @g} ad from
Pleandla the L1202 public roadkin townland of
Appeal Ref. Gleann an Ghad ( Gie;\
PL16.223463) | Dooncarton) . O
Mayo County Gas terminal at anaboy Bridge, Co. Permission granted by the Board
Council Mayo, includj eat deposition facility at | on appeal subject to conditions
Planning Ref. | Srahmore.
P03/3343
(An Bord
Pleanala
Appeal Ref.
PL 16.207212)
Mayo County Gas terminal at Bellanaboy Bridge, Co. Permission refused by the Board
Council Mayo. on appeal.
Planning Ref.
P01/900
(An Bord
Pleanala
Appeal Ref.

PL16.126073)

As noted above, concurrent planning applications occur to the existing Terminal at
Bellanaboy Bridge. The proposed pipeline will occur within the overall terminal site, and will
connect to the existing terminal. However, no valid planning application has been made in
respect of the land of the defined application site of the proposed pipeline within the last 6
months. As such, Site Notices are printed on a white background.
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7.3 Schedule of Other Relevant Permissions

e [PPC License (P0738-01) for the Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal.
e  Waste License (W199-1) for the Peat Deposition Site at Srahmore.

7.4 Seven Phases of Development for the Scheme

The Works to be carried out to install and commission the Corrib Gas Field and pipeline
system will be undertaken in 7 phases, as described below as detailed by the Department of
Communications, Environment and Natural Resources.

Phase 1: Nearshore Trench Construction

Phase 1 works consist of excavation of a trench from the High Water Mark westwards for
approximately 1200 m along the proposed pipeline route (to a water depth of —11 m LAT).
The shallow bedrock, which is present for approximately 200 m of the route, will be removed
with a jack-up barge by mechanical means. A dredger will clear all spoil in conjunction with
a split-hopper barge that transfers it to an agreed area of the seabed for temporary storage.
A\

\Qc?}
o&i@
This includes the continuation of the trench fron%@e 1 through the High Water Mark and
eastwards via a cutting through the cliff-facgfatsGlengad, using conventional land based
excavators and rock breakers; and the instal\@iﬁof a pull-in winch for the initiation of pipe
pulling from the offshore vessel. The wi \]@@ire will be pulled from the seaward end of the
trench referenced in Phase 1 to sho,yé\ @)m a barge. Foundations for umbilical pull-in
equipment, to be used in Phase 5, %@x also be installed. To facilitate access to the site,
temporary access roads will be cons&ucted

&

Phase 3: Onshore Pipeline and(ﬁmbilical

Phase 2: Landfall

This includes installation of the pipeline, umbilical and outfall pipe along the previously
consented route from the landfall to the Terminal at Bellanaboy. The work originally
intended to take place under this phase of the works is now subject to new applications for
consents to An Bord Pleandla under the Strategic Infrastructure Act and to DCENR under
Section 40 of the Gas Act. An application will also be made for a Licence under the
Foreshore Act in respect of the foreshore elements of these works. These applications are
made in the context of a modified onshore pipeline route and the implementation of
Advantica’s recommendations including an enhanced modified landfall valve installation.

Phase 4: Offshore Pipeline

Installation of the 20” pipeline will be undertaken by a dynamically positioned pipe laybarge
which will set up at the end of the trench constructed in Phase 1, pick-up the pull-in wire and
lay a pipe bundle as the winch pulls from shore. The bundle will comprise the 20” pipe, with
the PE outfall pipe and umbilical conduit strapped to it. Pipelay will continue with the laying
out of the pipe and outfall in a combined operation as the laybarge moves offshore. The
vessels used in Phase 1 will return and commence the backfilling of the nearshore trench. All
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the rock will be returned before capping the trench with sand. Regular surveys will confirm
that the seabed is restored to its original level.

The laybarge will be supported by a number of supply boats, including a survey boat and a
trenching support vessel, which will undertake trenching operations out to KP 70.1 (approx.
13.3 km from the landfall). As-built surveys will be conducted to record the number and
extent of freespans along the whole length of the pipeline. Those freespans not meeting the
maximum allowable height criteria of 0.57m will be corrected by pipe lowering using the
trencher or rock emplacement, or a combination of both. The final as-built surveys will also
be conducted to verify the depth of burial of the mechanically back-filled trench (between KP
82.2 and KP 83.4) and the depth of lowering elsewhere (from KP 82.2 to KP 70.1).

Phase 5: Offshore Umbilical

Laying of the offshore umbilical will be carried out by a lay vessel starting at Broadhaven
Bay and laying out to the Corrib field. The umbilical lay will be initiated by pulling the shore
end into a protective conduit that runs for at least 1700m from a water depth of 15m to the
landfall. Immediately ahead of the umbilical installation a vessel will use a towed seabed
plough to prepare a trench for the umbilical to a depth of 0.6m below the seabed. The
offshore end of the umbilical will be laid down with its termination assembly located close to
the manifold for subsequent pull-in and connection. An as-built survey will be carried out on
the entire umbilical checking for depth of cover. Any furthegﬁrotection of the umbilical will
be carried out as part of the Phase 6 works. &
\% Q@

Phase 6: Manifold Installation And Infield Work%é??’qp

ROS
The subsea facilities at the offshore loca&&@*comprlse of a manifold, up to 7 wellhead
protection structures, interconnecting u@éib%als and flowlines. All items will be installed
from Construction Vessels using dlvglggé\ techniques. The structures will be transported to
site on the vessel deck and lowered a crane and winch. Similar Construction Vessels
will also carry out the laying of t\l'& infield umbilicals and flowlines, and be used for the
support of a seabed trenching @%\chine that will bury the lines. A combination of tunnel
structures, mattresses and rocféoplacement will be used to protect the end terminations that
cannot be accessed and buried by the trencher. As-built surveys will be carried out to
confirm depth of cover of the buried lines.

Phase 7: Hook-Up, Testing and Commissioning

The 20” pipeline, the infield flowlines and the umbilicals will be connected to the seabed
structures by means of ROV mounted tooling which will be carried out from one of the
construction vessels. The integrity of the pipeline and flowline connections will be tested by
flooding them and applying pressure to the entire system. Controls equipment will be
function tested from onshore and a visible check made by the vessel offshore. Once the
facilities are proven as mechanically complete, the test water will be displaced from the
flowlines with methanol (or an alternative fluid) and the pipeline will be dewatered by a train
of pigs launched from shore and collected in the manifold subsea pig receiver.
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Chapter 8 Planning History

Relevant Planning History relating to the Subject Site and the Surrounding Area
The following planning history was provided by Mayo Co Co in their submission to ABP'".

(a) Part of the proposed pipeline route was subject to consent for a pipeline in connection
with the Corrib Gas Field development given under section 40 of the Gas Act 1976 (as
amended) by the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources on 15th April 2002.

(b) A reference under Section 5 of the Planning & Development Act 2000 Planning Register
Ref. P05/1655, An Bord Pleanila Ref 16. RL 2293 was determined by the board on
31/05/2006. The reference was in relation to matters concerning the on-shore pipeline
subject of the Ministerial Consent referred to in (a) above.

(c) A planning application to retain (for a period of 5 years) temporary alterations to a
previously existing agricultural entrance from the public road, the provision of a temporary
construction access road from the public road to the Corrib gas pipeline wayleave at Glengad
and all other associated site excavation and site development works above and below ground
Planning Register Reference 06/2565. Permission was grante\@’subject to conditions by An
Bord Pleanala on 12/11/2007 reference PI 16.223463. c'g\Qé
S
(d) A planning application for a gas terminal, ggﬁgxﬁg register ref. P03/3343, An Bord

Pleanala ref. PI 16.207212 was granted on 22/1
RN

(e) A planning application for Amendmem: (\(@\the previously permitted gas terminal for the
reception & separation of gas consistin%\ «hanges to the main entrance from the R314 to the
site include: the relocation of the pugip, '\?inp chamber & surrounding fence from the East to
the West side of the main North So ttP%ccess road; the relocation of the services from below
ground on the East side to abovesground on the West side of the main North South access
road, installation of a valve pit{dnd associated hand rail); the erection of a 5.6 m high cctv
mast & associated cctv, the provision of a stone wall on the east side of the main entrance in
place of the permitted fence and all associated ancillary site development works. Planning
register ref. P07/3322 Permission was granted on 27/06/2008

(f) Amendments to the previously permitted gas terminal for the reception & separation of
gas consisting of changes to the Administration, Maintenance and Laboratory Complex
Buildings, Waste Water Treatment Building, Control Building, East-West Access Road, and
Methanol Still, all associated ancillary site development and landscaping works. Planning
register ref. PO8/170 An Bord Pleanala ref. P116. 29487was granted on 01/12/2008.

(g) Amendments to the previously permitted gas terminal for the reception & separation of
gas consisting of changes to the sales gas compressor building, the heating medium fired
heater, the heating medium surge drum and associated structures and equipment (including
pipework, piperacks, access stairways and platforms). The proposed development also
includes for all associated ancillary site development works. Planning register ref. PO8/774
Permission was granted on 08/08/2008.

% [IDRN WS 1 Mayo Co Co]
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(h) Amendments to the previously permitted gas terminal for the reception & separation of
gas consisting of minor alterations to the Power Generation Building and the addition of a
building to contain Selective Catalytic Reactors (SCR), an associated urea solution storage
tank and transfer pumps. Planning register ref. PO8/1182 Permission was granted on
30/09/2008.

(i) Amendments to the previously permitted gas terminal for the reception & separation of
gas consisting of changes to the Emergency Holding Tank (including the provision of
associated equipment/structures) and the addition of an electrical switch-room and
transformer at the main site entrance. Planning register ref. P08/1620. This application is
currently on appeal ref. PL16.231952

() Amendments to the previously permitted gas terminal for the reception and separation of
gas consisting of the addition of a cold separator vessel, (including the provision of
associated pipe work, access stairs, ladders and platforms), 2. no associated fire and gas
detectors, an associated fire monitor, modifications to permitted access stairs and platforms
and to relocate a permitted fire monitor, including all associated ancillary site development
works above and below ground. A peat deposition site in the townlands of Srahmore and
Attavally, Bangor Erris. Planning register ref. P09/196, this application is current.
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Chapter 9 Legislative Context

Mr. Stephen O’Sullivan, a Senior Planning Inspector with An Bord Pleandla (ABP), has been
appointed by ABP to assist the inspector in examination of these applications. Mr. O’Sullivan
has considered and has examined aspects of the applications including the identification of
the legislative context for the applications.

In the following extract from Mr. O’Sullivan’s report a legislative context for consideration
of the proposed development is set out. Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report in full is contained in
Appendix 1 of this report.

9.1 Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report

Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2: Legislation and other consents relevant to
the proposed development

“2.1 European legislation
2.1.1 The Environmental Impact Assessment Regime
The following European legislation in relevant:

&
Directive 85/337/EEC N

Adopted in July 1985 to be implemented by the mei«bgg?tates by July 1988

&3 e
This directive has been amended twice, by — &

)
Directive 97/11/EC 0(\ é\\
Adopted in March 1997 to be tmplen@@ by the member states by March 1999

& O
This amended the initial directive, i® numerous ways in order to ensure it was applied
in a harmonized and effective manner. It refers to the types of project requiring EIA,
the factors to be assessed, ¢fie thresholds or criteria for deciding when EIA was
required; the information required in an EIS; scoping for an EIS; transboundary
consultation; and public consultation and information.

Directive 2003/35/EC
Adopted in May 2003 and to be implemented by member states by June 2005

This directive was adopted to provide for participation in decision making on
environmental matters by the public, including non-governmental organizations, and
access to procedures to challenge those decisions. It sought to give effect to the
provisions of the Aarhus Convention, which would not otherwise have a direct effect
under European or Irish law.

Some provisions of the EIA directive, as amended, are worth noting —

The preamble recognizes—

.. that the best environmental policy consists in preventing the creation of pollution
or nuisances, rather than subsequently trying to counteract their effects;
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... the need to take effects on the environment into account at the earliest possible
stage in all the technical planning and decision making processes

and

... that development consent for public and private projects which are likely to have
significant effects on the environment should be granted only after prior assessment
of the likely significant effects of those projects has been carried out

Atrticle 2(1) states —

Member states shall adopt all necessary measures to ensure that, before consent is
given, projects likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue, inter
alia, of their nature, size, location are made subject to a requirement for development
consent and an assessment with regard to their effects.

Article 10a was inserted by the 2003 directive. It states —

Member states shall ensure that, in accordance with the relevant national legal
system, members of the public
a) having a sufficient interest, or alternatively
b) maintaining the impairment of a right ... &

%\é
have access to a review procedure before a court 9f, W or another independent or
impartial body established by law to challeng;ﬁx@t stantive or procedural legality
of decisions, acts or omissions subject to th@ ic participation provisions of this

KRIE
Directive. & \}J\ X

C\\loé‘

Any such procedure shall be fair, qu&lg‘l’e, timely and not prohibitively expensive.

S &
Gl
The directive is implemented i Sarious pieces of Irish legislation depending on the
code under which a devegppgent consent is being given. The Irish provisions
relevant to the planning system are in Part X of the Planning and Development Acts
2000-2006 and Part 10 and Schedules 5, 6, and 7 of the Planning and Development
Regulations 2001-2007. The judgement of the High Court in Cairde Chill an Disirt
Teo. vs. An Bord Pleandla 2009 IEHC 76 indicated that the requirement for a review
procedure in Article 10a of the directive may be met by the previously established
rules for judicial review.

The judgment of the High Court in Volkmar Klohn vs. An Bord Pleandla, 2008
IEHC 111 described the difference between an EIS — which is a document submitted
by an applicant, and EIA — which is an ongoing exercise undertaken by the decision
maker. The EIS is there to launch a process that will attract comment and
submissions from other parties. A great deal of information can be accumulated
between the lodging of the EIS and the final decision by a planning authority or the
board. Thus the EIS intended to be comprehensive in its scope, but is rarely
definitive in its conclusions. The requirement in paragraph 1(d) of Schedule 6 of the
2001 regulations (that an EIS contain an outline of the main alternatives studied by a
developer and an indication of the main reasons for his or her choice) sets a very low
threshold for an EIS to pass and does not establish a very specific obligation. It is
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noted that there is no such requirement for the alternatives to be addressed in the ETIA
carried out by the decision maker.

The judgment of the European Court of Justice in Commission vs. Ireland Case C-
215/06 (the Derrybrien case) stated that Ireland had failed to comply with the
requirements of the EIA directive because Irish legislation allows for retrospective
permission to be granted for a development that requires an EIA under the directive;
that such a permission would have the same effect as a permission preceding the
carrying out of development, and it can be given in non-exceptional circumstances;
while the directive requires projects which would have a significant effect on the
environment to be identified and made subject to an assessment and a development
consent before they are carried out.

I would advise as follows regarding the implications of the law on environmental
impact assessment for the current case.

® The requirement under Article 10a for members of the public to have access to a
procedure to challenge the procedural or substantial legality of decisions, which
arises from the Aarhus convention, is met by the availability of the judicial
review procedure for the decision on an application made by the board.

e Environmental impact assessment is a process carried gt by a consent authority
(in this case the Board) and is to be distinguished ffom the requirement on an
applicant to submit information in the fqgn 9l an environmental impact
statement. The former can be based o ‘i’n\ﬁbrmatlon obtained from several
sources which may remedy defects i® e statement submitted with any
application. The directive and subse@@e(ﬁrlsh legislation requires an applicant
to provide information about alterr@ﬁﬁ to the proposed development in an EIS,
but the level of consideration t]qzi%@ﬁlst be given to the topic is rather low. No
such requirement to consider@ atives is placed upon the consent authority in
its carrying out of an environéqigntal impact assessment.

e The regime establisheQ}E\y the legislation requires the environmental impact of
projects to be assessed before consent for them is granted. The board is
precluded from granting retrospective permission for works which fall within the
scope of the directive where the works were carried out before an environmental
impact assessment was carried out.”
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Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2.1.2: The Habitats and Birds Directives

“Directive 92/43/EEC was adopted on 21" May 1992 with a deadline for
implementation in May 1994, and amended on various occasions up to 20™ December
2006. This directive, known as the Habitats Directive, concerns the conservation of
habitats and of wild fauna and flora.

The preamble to the directive state inter alia that in view of the threat to certain types
of natural habitat it is necessary for them to be defined as having priority in order to
favour the early implementation of measures to conserve them; and that it is necessary
to designate special areas of conservation to create a coherent European ecological
network in order to ensure the restoration or maintenance of natural habitats of
Community interest

Article 6 of the directive deals with sites which are designated as special areas of
conservation or sites whose designation as such is proposed. It also refers to sites
which are classified as Special Protection Areas under Article 4 of the Birds Directive
(79/403/EEC).

Atrticle 6 (3) reads -

Any plan or project not directly connected with or necess@) to the management of
the site but likely to have a significant effect therea@ either individually or in
combination with other plans or projects, shall be\qu@l&ect to appropriate assessment
of its implications for the site in view of the site Q:@zservatlon objectives. In the light
of the conclusions of the assessment of the lmﬁ& tlons for the site and subject to the
provisions of paragraph 4, the competent@%m?hal authorities shall agree to the plan

or project only after having ascertaine it will not adversely affect the integrity
of the site concerned and, if approgﬁ%@l@, after having obtained the opinion of the
general public. & %\\
K
5\

Atrticle 6(4) of the directive reg&s -
\

If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the absence
of alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless be carried out for
imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or
economic nature, the Member State shall take all compensatory measures necessary
to ensure that the overall coherence of Natura 2000 is protected. It shall inform the
Commission of the compensatory measures adopted.

Where the site concerned hosts a priority natural habitat type and/or a priority
species, the only considerations which may be raised are those relating to human
health or public safety, to beneficial consequences of primary importance for the
environment or, further to an opinion from the Commission, to other imperative
reasons of overriding public interest.

Blanket bogs are designated as a habitat of community interest in Annex I of the
directive. Active blanket bogs and machair are designated as priority habitats.
Atlantic Salmon is designated as a species of community interest in Annex II.

The directive was addressed to the member states and was to be implemented within
two years of its adoption.
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The decision of the European Court of Justice in C-127/02 (the Waddenzee case)
held that, under article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, an appropriate assessment of
the implications for a site of a project requires all aspects of the project that can, by
themselves or in combination with other plans or projects, affect the site’s
conservation objectives, must be identified in the light of the best scientific
knowledge in the field. A national consent authority can authorise a project only if it
has made certain that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of site, which
is the case where no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such
effects.

The directive was implemented in Irish law mainly through the EC (Natural
Habitats) Regulations 1997 -2005. Article 27 of those regulations requires planning
authorities to consider the planning application, and the Board to consider appeals on
such an application, in a manner consistent with the Habitats Directive. It states that
an environmental impact assessment properly carried out shall be an appropriate
assessment for the purposes of the regulations. The regulations do not refer to the
consent procedure set out in sections 182C & 182D of the Planning and
Development Acts 2000-2007. However the board is required by section
182D(10)(c&d) of the acts when considering an application under that procedure to
have regard to the presence of a European site (which would include candidate SACs
and SPAs) and the effect of a development upon it. In any event, even in the absence
of any national legislation on the topic, the habitats dirgétive would be binding
directly on An Bord Pleandla as it is an emanation of @ate to which the directive

was addressed. 5 (é\go
s
Obligations under the Ramsar Convention ‘g& have direct effect under Irish or

European Law. Compliance with ther% Sends upon the Birds Directive and
subsequent legislation. §0$°é
S

. O .
The above directives are addres@éck\t% the member states. An Bord Pleandla is
regarded as ‘emanation of a member state’ and so the directives are binding upon it
. . . Q .
in certain circumstances. mbers of the public may therefore rely on the
provisions of directives igo ourt proceedings against the Board even if those
provisions have not been properly transposed into national law, provided the date for
the implementation of the directive has passed and that the relevant provisions are

clear, precise and unconditional.
As the development proposed in this case is not concerned with the management of a
European site, but is likely to have a significant effect on a cSAC, then Article 6 of

the Habitats Directive would apply to the consideration of the current application.
The matter is considered at section 3.4.7 below.”
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Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2.2: National legislation

“2.2.1 The Various Statutory Controls on the Corrib Gas Project

The exploitation of the Corrib’s natural gas deposit is subject to control under several
different statutory regimes. Licences and consents have been granted under some of
those regimes, others will be required before the overall scheme is implemented.
They can be summarised as follows —

e  Under section 13 of the Petroleum and Other Minerals Development Act 1960,
the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources granted the applicant a lease
2001 on the Corrib Gas Field. Under the terms of that lease the applicant
submitted a plan of development for the gas field to the Minister for the Marine
and Natural Resources which the Minister approved subject to conditions on 15"
April 2002. The conditions on the approval of the plan of development included
those which referred to the impact of the overall development on the
environment.

e  Under section 3(1) of the Foreshore Act 1933, the Minister for the Marine and
Natural Resources granted a licence on 17" May 2002 to the applicant to lay a
gas pipeline on the foreshore. Conditions attached to the licence included those
which referred to the impact of the pipeline on the ef¥ironment. The area to
which this licence refers is similar, but does not irely correspond with, the
area required to carry out the development ppéed in the current application.
SEPIL has indicated that a new foreshor ce would therefore be required
before that development could be carrig\@%gt.

o, <

e  Under section 40 of the Gas Act Z&%s amended, the Minister for the Marine
and Natural Resources gave cqm\s\@t on 15™ April 2002 for a gas pipeline from
landfall to the terminal at Béﬁé@xdboy, Co. Mayo. The route of the pipeline to
which this consent refers is @ﬁ*nilar, but does not entirely correspond with, that
proposed in the current @ﬁ\)lication. SEPIL has indicated that a new consent
under the Gas Acts w@ﬁ\d therefore be required before that development could
be carried out.

¢  The Environmental Protection Agency issued an Integrated Pollution Prevention
and Control Licence to Shell E&P Ireland Ltd. on 12" November 2007 for the
operation of a gas refinery and large combustion plant at Bellanaboy, Co. Mayo.
IPPC LICENCE REFERENCE NO P0738-01. The conditions attached to the
licence prescribe emission limits for the licensed activities, including those for
emissions to the sea which would involve operation of the pipeline proposed in
this application.

¢ The Environmental Protection Agency issued a Waste Licence (W 0199-01) to
Bord na Moéna Energy Limited on 29™ October 2004 for the placement of
450,000m’ of waste peat excavated from the site of the gas terminal at
Bellanaboy at Srahmore, Co. Mayo. The conditions attached to the licence
control the operation of the waste facility and set limits for emissions from it.
They also specify that the licence refers only to peat extracted from the site of
the Bellanaboy terminal. SEPIL have indicated that a new waste licence would

Chapter 9 Legislative Context 9-45

EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:39



be required before the placement of peat from the site of the proposed
development could be carried out.

¢ Planning permission was also granted by the board for the gas terminal at
Bellanaboy and the waste deposition facility at Srahmore by the board under
PL16. 207212.

The exploitation of the gas field is therefore subject to something akin to the
‘statutory maze’ referred to in the judgement of the court in O’Connell vs. the EPA.
The separation of the environmental control imposed on projects into different
consents provided by different public bodies was considered in the case of Murphy
vs. An Bord Pleandla and was found to be acceptable, at least in the context of
European legislation on Environmental Impact Assessment. The judgement in that
case cited the desirability under a split regime to avoid duplicating the
responsibilities of public agencies. It follows from this objective that control of any
particular aspect of the environmental impact of development should be exercised by
the agency whose expertise and statutory powers are best suited to it, and that
another agency should not attempt to replicate control of that aspect of development.
This approach reduces the likelihood of contradictory standards being imposed in
respect of the same issue, and avoids wasteful effort and expenditure. It does not
follow from this objective, however, that the Board in its consideration of this
application should not have regard to the powers and dutig8 of other public bodies
involved in regulating the project. The question is bably best dealt with by
bearing in mind the purposes set down in legislatign for each of the statutory codes
which has a bearing on the overall Corrib proje S X the first instance a summary of
the relevant provisions of the planning code \g@ \@e helpful.”

;\\o;z@&‘
Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2&\ 4 :"The regime under planning legislation
ECT
“The application for approval foré\é’othrategic gas infrastructure development which is
before the Board has beengmade under section 182C of the Planning and
Development Acts 2000-20@@ It should be noted that the application, like any other
planning application, is concerned with a proposed development. A development is
comprised of works to land and a change in the use of land, as laid down in section 3
of the Acts. A development is an event which occurs over a relatively short period of
time. When the works have been completed and the use of the land has changed, the
development has finished. Development should therefore be distinguished from an
activity or the continuation of a use which is already established on the land. Any
approval consequent to this application would therefore control the development of
an upstream gas pipeline, rather than its operation.

The Board is under a statutory duty to consider and decide the application. Under
section 182D(5) of the acts the Board may decide to approve the proposed
development, modify and approve it, approve it in part only, attach conditions to any
approval, or refuse to approve the proposed development.

Before its decision on the application the Board is required by section 182D(1) of the
acts to consider the information presented to it in the EIS and in the
submissions/observations made on the application which relate to the proper
planning and sustainable development of the area and the likely effects on the
environment of the area, as well as to the report and recommendations of the person
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who conducted the oral hearing. Under section 182D(10) this consideration shall
have regard to the provisions of the development plan, to the prescription of any part
of the area as a European site and whether the proposed development would have an
effect on such a prescribed site, and to provisions of the planning acts and subsequent
regulations.

Under section 143(1) of the acts the board has a general duty in its performance of its
functions to have regard to the policies and objections of the government, of the
Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, of the planning
authority or of any other public body whose functions may have a bearing of the
proper planning and sustainable development of area; to the national interest and the
effect of the board’s performance of its functions on important strategic economic or
social issues, and the National Spatial Strategy and any regional planning guidelines.

There is a general duty on any public body to consider all relevant matters and

disregard irrelevant matters when making decisions. The planning legislation is

quite specific as to the matters which the board must consider when determining the

application. The basic criteria are —

o the likely consequences for the proper planning and sustainable development of
the area of the proposed development, and

e the likely effects on the environment of the proposed g@ﬁélopment

¢ In considering what those likely consequencgs %ﬁ&) effects would be the Board
must have regard to — S
Q
e The policies of the Government, of &, @mlster for the Environment Heritage
and Local Government, of May@\(gﬁunty Council, and of any other public
authority where relevant to the\p or planning and sustainable development of

the area. <<° A
6\
¢ The national interest and ;@ues of strategic economic or social importance to the
State QO

e The presence of prescribed European sites (Special Protection Areas and
candidate Special Areas of Conservation) and any effects on such sites arising
from the development.

e The provisions of the Planning Acts and Regulations, of the National Spatial
Strategy, of the Regional Planning Guidelines and of the County Development
Plan.

e The information contained in the Environmental Impact Statement and the
observations duly made on the application

® The report and recommendation of the person conducting the oral hearing.
Given the detail with which the legislation outlines the relevant considerations for
the present application, it would appear to me that a cautious approach should be

adopted in accepting other considerations which are not specified as being relevant to
the Board’s decision. This cautious approach should be taken in order to avoid any
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tainting by irrelevant considerations. Before any other topic is introduced to the
assessment and recommendation which would be placed before the Board, it should
be clear that it is a topic that relates clearly to the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area or the likely effects on the environment. However these are
nevertheless broad concepts.”

Mr. O’Sullivan’s report Section 2.2.3: The relationship between the Waste

Licensing and IPCC regimes and planning control
“Section 182C does not specify implications to be considered where there is also a
requirement for a separate licence under the Waste Management Act 1996 or an
Integrated Pollution Prevention Control Licence under the Environmental Protection
Agency Act, 1992 and the Protection of the Environment Act, 2003. However the
provisions which apply to ordinary planning applications and appeals can be
extrapolated to section 182C applications. Thus section 57(3) of the Waste
Management Act 1996, as amended by the Planning and Development Act 2000,
specifies that the Board may not impose conditions to control emissions from the
operation of a waste activity which is subject to licence, but may conclude that a
development is unacceptable on environmental grounds notwithstanding that the
associated activity would be subject to a waste licence. Similarly section 99F of the
Environmental Protection Agency Act 1992, as inserted\{%} the Protection of the
Environment Act 2003, prevents the board from placigg conditions on a planning
permission which seek to control emissions fro@'agﬁactivity that is subject to an

IPCC licence, but may conclude that thg??éi\/elopment is unacceptable on
environmental grounds. \\}Qo\gx*

IR

It is therefore unlikely that conditions @’%\Z@g\be attached to any permission issued on
foot of the current application to co\m?@emissions from the operation of the refinery
through the proposed pipeline, &Qo@k\)m the deposition of peat at Srahmore, such
issues being better suited to the g@ﬁipetence of the EPA.

It is noted that the EPA d@(}lot provide substantial comments to the board on the
current application, other than to cite conditions on the IPCC licence which referred
to notification to the agency of the quantity of gas to be held in the pipeline, the
pressure under which it was to be operated, and the detail of arrangements for the
elimination of the gas inventory in the pipeline in the event of an emergency.

The legal responsibility to comply with the requirement of a waste licence or an
IPCC licence rests with the person carrying out the licensed activity. The Board
cannot assume that the person will not comply with those requirements or take upon
itself responsibility to ensure such compliance, although it would be proper to ensure
than any conditions or modifications which the Board itself imposed on the proposed
development did not frustrate compliance with the licences.”
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Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2.2.4: The approval of the plan of development
and consent under the Gas Acts
“The approval by the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources of a plan of
development for the Corrib gas field was made under the terms of petroleum lease,
itself made pursuant to the Petroleum and Other Minerals Development Act, 1960.
The long title of that act states its purposes to include the vesting in the minister of
all property in petroleum existing in its natural condition in strata and to make further
and better provision for the working and development of such petroleum. Section
13 empowers the minister to grant petroleum leases where he considers this to be in
the public interest. The granting of a lease and the subsequent approval of the plan
of development can therefore be taken as indicating that the exploitation of the
Corrib gas field in accordance with the approved plan is in keeping with government
policy relating to the use of the state’s mineral resources. Similarly, the long title of
the Gas Act 1976 states its purpose as an act to make provision with respect to gas
supply. A consent granted under section 40 of that act would indicate that the
consented pipeline was in keeping with government policy on gas supply network.
These would be material considerations for the current application by virtue of
section 143(1) of the Planning and Development Acts 2000-2006. It is not open to
the Board to question or judge government policy on energy or any other issue, and it
should not attempt to second guess the relevant government department on the
question of compliance with national energy policy. However the Board does have a
duty under law and the expertise to consider the effect of an§ particular development
on the environment, and this duty cannot be delegated gg@estricted by the actions of
a government department. & S
S
The petroleum lease and the consent to the S}?%n of development given by the
Minister for the Marine and Natural Resou&@@?‘ and any consent given under the Gas
Acts, are thus relevant to the considegation of the current application in that they
indicate that the proposed developm Cis part of an overall scheme which is in
keeping with government energy ¢oli¢y. However those documents do not relieve or
alter the Board of its duty tOé\ﬁ‘%SCSS and control the impact of the proposed
development on the environm(gg%”
oS

Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report Section 2.2.5: The foreshore licence

“The foreshore licence was granted pursuant to the Foreshore Act, 1933, the purpose
of which is stated to be, in its long title, to make provision for the granted of leases
and licences in respect of foreshore belonging to the state. The system allows for the
control of the use and occupation of land which is owned by the state. The granting
of a foreshore licence to facilitate the proposed development would therefore indicate
that the applicant had the requisite legal interest in land to carry out that part of the
development which would impinge on the foreshore. It would not relieve or alter the
Board of its duty to assess and control the impact of the proposed development on
the environment.”
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Chapter 10 Additional Information provided by The Applicant
at the Oral Hearing

10.1 Summary of OH Submissions
10.1.14 Opening and Introduction by Mr. Esmonde Keane

10.1.15 Evidence: Project overview
Mr. Cidran Butler SEPIL presented an overview of the project.'’

10.1.16 Evidence: Addendum to E.L.S
SEPIL submitted an Addendum to the E.LS at the OH.'?

This document details two additional surveys carried out since the Feb 2009 application,
some extra construction details are laid out with regard to Site Compound 5 and the

Temporary Shore Access at Aghoos.

1. Chapter 5 Construction & Commissioning

The addendum now proposes that the compound numberSC5 in the cSAC Glenamoy
Bog Complex be omitted from the proposed developme@f\’“as SEPIL now consider this is
no longer required. This amendment to the Schem @Zwe rise to an amendment in the
Compulsory Acquisition Order (CAO) Land ACdifisition Required which is shown on
DRN OH133 and DRN OH109 and is dealt g@l‘h the section of this report dealing with
the Acquisition Order at Chapter 49: AC%@%@@\)D Order Issues.

W @

2. Chapter 5 Temporary Shore Accesi &i§o

$
The detail of the construction t‘é?b@\mporary shore access at Aghoos has been changed
and is shown in the addendum éﬁq(DraWing DG603 PO3.

3. Chapter 12 Terrestrial EC@]B(;IV

Access to part of the site between chainage 89.50 and chainage 89.80 had been restricted
prior to completion of the 2009 E.L.S. Surveys were carried out in May 2009 in this area,
and a report of the surveys is included in the addendum which concludes that “the
ecological assessment of the study area as set out in the Corrib Onshore Pipeline E.I.S
(2009) has been confirmed by the findings of the ecological surveys carried out in May
2009”.

A separate report on flush vegetation to the North of the proposed pipeline route in
Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC is also contained in the Addendum. The assessment
concludes that there will be no impact from the proposed development on Flush 2, and
once mitigation measures are implemented, Flush 1 will also not be impacted whether
during or post construction.

"' [DRN OH2]

12 [DRN OH7]
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4. Chapter 15 Geology & Hydrogeology

Monitoring had taken place on ecohydrological changes following the submission of the
E.L.S. with the application for the proposed development. This monitoring had taken
place at Rossport, Ballagelly, Aghoos and near the Bellanaboy Gas Terminal. This
assessment is included in the addendum and concluded that the conceptual
hydrogeological model (as outlined in Chapter 15 of the E.I.S) had been substantiated
and confirmed by the additional data. As the additional data on the ecohydological
conditions were being presented at the OH there were questions raised by observers who
found it difficult to follow the data as presented.

Accordingly SEPIL were asked to submit a non technical summary of the Addendum

Appendix C which was submitted on 250 May.13

Appendices to DRN OH7 include:

APPENDIX A - Conceptual Design of Proposed Shore Access at Aghoos

APPENDIX B - An Assessment of Flush Vegetation to the North of the Proposed Pipeline

Route in the Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC - The Results of Ecological Surveys South of

Sruwaddacon Bay at Aghoos

APPENDIX C - Ecohydrological and Ecohydrogeological Impact Assessment of Proposed

Corrib Onshore Pipeline — Supplementary Information

APPENDIX D - Stone Road Reinstatement Drawings

&

&

10.1.17 Evidence: Traffic N Aé\
Evidence was given by Mr. Conall Mc Aonghus qﬁi@ﬁying key aspects of the E.L.S. with
respect to the haul routes and traffic plan. Mr. Q&nghusa summarized the approach taken
to traffic assessment, and indicated that the s@lﬁi\'\cant impacts would all be associated with
the construction phase of the project. sSoutlined the mitigation measures proposed and
indicated that SEPIL traffic approach hadhéen developed in co-operation with Mayo County
Council, and was broadly agreed. QM\ 30 Co Co will undertake strengthening works and
maintenance works on the haul routeSat SEPIL’s expense. A convoy system with stop/go
controls will be used in the Rosspgst'road network, and for access to and from Glengad to get
heavy haulage in and out of those areas. The roads in Rossport area cannot be widened
because of local resistance to land acquisition for road widening purposes. Mr. Mc Aonghusa
then provided a response on behalf of SEPIL to proposed conditions as recommended by
Mayo Co Co in their submission to An Bord Pleandla.

10.1.18 Evidence: Route Selection Process & Alternatives Considered

Mr. Cidran Butler presented a summary of the route selection process and alternatives
considered."* He presented a summary of the main reasons for selection of route C1 and he
presented a summary of the alternative layouts considered for LVI at Glengad. In questions
at OH, SEPIL were asked to provide information to demonstrate that a robust analysis of
route alternatives had been undertaken. ABP had requested this at the 182c pre application
consultations [File 16.GC.0004 refers]. SEPIL provided a “clarification of the Route
Development Process”" and this included an iterative series of evaluations of alternative

> [DRN OH27]
' IDRN OH3]

> IDRN OH104]
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pipeline corridors, comparing corridors under technical, community and environmental
criteria.

10.1.19 Strategic Policy, Planning & Development Context by Des Cox

Submitted on Day 1 of the Oral Hearing.16

This document gives an overview of the Planning & Development context for the project.
The History of Consents for this project is outlined. The legislative context for the proposed
development is discussed. An explanation is given of the strategic policy context of the
proposed development and in particular the context of the project in relation to The Regional
Planning Guidelines for the West Region 2004 and the Mayo County Development Plan
2008-2014.

10.1.20 Construction Methodology and need for CAO by Eamon Kelly

Submitted on Day 1 of the Oral Hearing.17

Brief of Evidence presented in two parts.

The first part describes the proposed construction methods, proposed installation and testing
methods, the likely construction programme and the construction supervision team. For this
report the pipeline is divided into 7 sections and the proposed methods to be used on each are
discussed. The principle methods described are The Spread Technique, The Stone Road
Method, Micro-Tunnelling techniques and the proposed pipeline testing operation.

The second part deals with the issue of CAO (Compulsory A qﬁi’sition Order). A Master Map
is attached to the document and the applicant is seeking CA® for all areas shaded green in the
master map. This green shaded area is shown as th@ﬁT@?\lporary Working Area. Permanent
Way leave required for post-construction access i tiaded red. The Land Requirements for
each of the 7 sections is then individually discu\gﬁze}@m detail.

N

10.1.21 Geotechnical & Stability b f&ﬁough Johnson

Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearig;g(.\{\ ~

The scope of evidence considere&o@ outlined. Details are given of the Geotechnical
Investigation and the sources of in{o‘ﬁrmation used. A Geotechnical overview of the proposed
pipeline route is given. The Pea&@tabﬂity Assessment approach which is used is discussed.
There is a description of th@oapproach used to assess the stone road in peat areas. A
Geotechnical overview of the marine crossings using trenchless technique is given. The
Geotechnical Risk Register is explained. Details are given of the Geotechnical assessment of
the cliff near the LVI. The report comments on the Pollatomais landslides and the Peat Slip at
Aghoos during road works in 2008. The geotechnical supervision and monitoring to be
implemented for the project is described. Comments are made on Third Party submissions.
Turlough Johnson states “Taking into account the findings of the walkover survey, the results
of the stability assessment and the proposed stone road construction method it is considered
that the pipeline can be safely constructed along the proposed pipeline route.”

10.1.22 QRA by Philip Crossthwaite
Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearing."

16 IDRN OH4]
7 [DRN OHS5]
' [DRN OH11]

' [DRN OH12]
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This QRA was carried out on the proposed pipeline to determine the levels of risk at the
houses in the vicinity of the pipeline and the LVI. The methodology used to carry out the
QRA is described. A definition is given of the system (pipelines & LVI) being analysed.
There is a discussion on the frequencies, consequences and impacts of potential releases.
Frequencies and impacts are then combined to give a quantified risk, both individual and
societal. Some conditions suggested by Mayo County Council as being relevant to this
project are than addressed. In his summary Philip Crossthwaite states that at the nearest
occupied dwelling to the pipeline the individual risks are “extremely low”, at the nearest
occupied dwelling to the LVI the individual risks are “negligible” and the overall societal
risk is “negligible”.

10.1.23 Pipeline Design & Safety (including pipeline integrity management
plan and pipeline emergency response) by John Purvis

Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearing.20

The context and overall assessment of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline is outlined and an
overview is given of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline System. The Pipeline design is described
and several parameters used in the design are given. Many important issues are discussed in
detail including; wall thickness, test, operating and transient pressure, erosion, corrosion,
stability, services, outfall pipeline and the LVI. Pipeline Operation, Maintenance and
Integrity Management are covered in this document. PIMS is described. Damage, fatigue,
fracture etc. of the pipeline will be monitored by SEPIL. An emergency response plan which
is in development is discussed. John Purvis states that the pipelifie will be decommissioned to
comply with relevant EU and national legislation and opffines some possible methods of
decommissioning. O&jo’\ S

10.1.24 LVI by John Gurden A

Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearing.21 ‘\00%\\

This document describes the engineerin 0 %iesign of the Glengad LVI. It is explained that
the LVI is necessary because of recom?@dations of TAG and in order to meet health and
public safety requirements. It is des%gﬁ\ed how the LVI forms an integral part of the Over
Pressurisation Protection System fctbct’he onshore pipeline. The operation of the LVI Safety
Shutdown System is explained. he LVI was designed to cause minimum visual impact to
Glengad. The other main featies of the LVI are then described including layout, access and
noise issues. John Gurden states that “the LVI has been engineered and designed to

established and agreed industry codes and standards.”

10.1.25 Srahmore Peat Deposition Site by Aidan McGee

Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearing.*

This document explains the context of the Srahmore site and describes the proposed
development. There is a description of the infrastructure and facilities at the site. The
Operation and Management of the site is outlined and in particular Deposition, Stabilisation
and Monitoring are discussed.
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10.1.26 Landscape & Visual Impact by Ray Holbeach

Submitted on Day 2 of the Oral Hearing.23

This document provides a description of the assessment approach and a summary of the
assessment. Potential impacts of the proposed development are discussed both in terms of
landscape character and visual impact. Both the operational and construction stage are
considered. Mitigation measures are also discussed.

10.1.27 Archaeology & Architecture by Lisa Courtney

Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral Hearing.**

In this document the assessment approach is outlined. There is an assessment summary
divided into three categories: Architectural Heritage, Cultural Heritage and Archaeological
Heritage. Mitigation measures are discussed for each of these three categories.

10.1.28 Socio-economic impacts by Des Cox

Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral Hearing.25

This document firstly describes the existing environment in the area. There is a description of
the community engagement and liaison which has been associated with this project. The
Socio-Economic profile of the area is outlined. Potential socio-economic impacts of the
proposed developments are discussed as are possible mitigation measures. Community
Investment associated with this development is highlighted.

10.1.29 Ecohydrology, Ecohydrogeology by Eileen M%arthy
3

Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral Hearing.26 & Ao
This document is an overview of assessments of \g£—hydrology of designated peatlands
within the Glenamoy Bog complex ¢cSAC and n ,Qﬁsignated EU Annex 1 intact blanket bog
that occur along and near the pipeline. The as &gﬁent methodology used is outlined. Factors
influencing the eco-hydrology of the argdafe discussed. The potential eco-hydrological
impacts of the proposed development a&&%\q@%ned and mitigation measures are discussed.

S &
10.1.30 Marine Ecology by Iaan?Ison
Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral %ng.27
This document firstly outlil&@ the assessment approach taken to assess the marine
environmental issues. There is a summary of existing environmental conditions in
Sruwaddacon Bay. The potential impacts of the three proposed marine pipeline crossings
(which are at the lower and upper Sruwaddacon and the mouth of the Leenamore river) are
discussed. The potential impacts on migratory Annex II species in Sruwaddacon Bay are
identified. There is a summary of mitigation measures proposed and possible residual
impacts.

3 [DRN OH16]
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10.1.31 Ecology by Jenny Neff

Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral Hearing.28

This document firstly outlines the assessment approach taken in assessing the terrestrial
ecology. An overview of the proposed pipeline in terms of ecology is provided. Potential
ecological impacts of the proposed development are discussed. The potential ecological
impacts of the proposed peat deposition at Srahmore are also discussed. Issues raised by third
parties are addressed.

10.1.32 Cumulative Impact & Interactions by Agnes McLaverty

Submitted on Day 3 of the Oral Hearing.”

This document firstly outlines the assessment approach taken. The Project is divided up into
five elements (Offshore installation, Offshore pipeline, Onshore pipeline, Gas Terminal &
associated peat deposition site and the BGE Mayo to Galway pipeline.) Assessments of
cumulative impacts and impact interactions are carried out. Conditions suggested by Mayo
County Council are discussed and amendments are proposed by SEPIL to those conditions.

10.1.33 Noise & Vibration by Darragh Kingston

Mr. Darragh Kingston, an experienced noise and vibration professional presented a summary
of the E.L.S. consideration of noise vibration. He outlined the modeling used to predict the
noise levels, and he outlined the mitigation measures proposed to reduce the impacts of noise
and vibration. .

&

&
10.1.34 ERRATA for E.LS. &

. : 30 @
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 1.
Several changes to chapters and references in th%ﬁ@were corrected in the errata submitted.

10.2 Additional Documents Subgﬁ}ﬁed by SEPIL at the OH

The following documents were alsd Qg’ﬁ%mltted by SEPIL in response to questions and
requests for information from the IngSector

10.2.1 Non-Technical Sungﬁ%\ry of the Addendum by Eileen McCarthy

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 47!

This is supplementary information of eco-hydrological and eco-hydrogeological Impact
Assessment of the proposed onshore pipeline. The report details the investigations which
took place and analyses the significance of the results in the context of impact assessment.

10.2.2 Drawings of Works at Glengad Landfall
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 8.%

8 [DRN OH23]
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Drawings were submitted detailing an overview of works at Glengad Landfall [DG 0111
RO5, DG 0099R13].
These drawings show offshore-onshore pipe overlap of construction

10.2.3 Supplementary information Phil Crossthwaite (DNV) on QRA

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 9%

Supplementary information requested on 3" June 2009 with regard to the QRA which
includes a table of hazard distances from the jet flames at pressures of 100bar and 144 bar
from holes in the pipeline and a representation of the sensitivity of the individual risk
predictions. The tables also show hazard distances for full bore pipe rupture at 345 bar
(Glengad) and 100 bar (downstream of LVI) and 144 bar (downstream of LVI).

10.2.4 Supplementary Geotechnical information

- Glenamoy Estuary Crossing Site Investigation AGEC Factual Report September 2004
- Irish Drilling Investigation 2002

- RPS Peat Probe & Shear Vane Tests 2008

- AGEC Corrib Onshore Pipeline Report June 2009

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 9.3

10.2.5 JP Kenny Landslip Analysis (Peat Slip) éo&

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 9. These rekdte to the 2002 pipeline as then
proposed. o&i@
The document entails a discussion of the pipe p@ﬁ@é?ers, operating data and design criteria
with respect to the landslip and load iss ~§10ng the route. Load cases for each
configuration are examined (7 in total) an%@(\@msions are drawn for each case.

&

S
10.2.6 Reference projects ( tunngﬁﬁé‘&
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day(,@ﬁ’6
The document has a table detailitg some projects internationally for reference with the
location and tunnel diameter of gfach project including the pipe diameter and length of tunnel

O
used for each.

10.2.7 Fact sheet on Umbilical Leak

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 9.7

This document details the prevention of failure in place for the umbilical and the leak
detection system in place. The consequences and environmental impact of a leak or failure
are also discussed.

33 [DRN OH45]
** [DRN OH46]
% [DRN OH47]
*° [DRN OH48]

37 [DRN OH49]

Chapter 10 The Applicant 10-56

EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:40



10.2.8 QRA Data Netherlands (in Dutch)

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 11.%

This is a series of documents detailing the study tour by RPS in Netherlands. A guideline for
carrying out QRA’s in Netherlands is attached along with a risk contour for a pipeline
Lauwersoog to Anjum. The report is in Dutch.

10.2.9 Bowtie Diagrams Example of Qualitative Risk Management

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.%

This document details the adopted approach to qualitative analysis (referred to as bowtie
analysis) which provides a visualisation of the relationships between the causes of accidents,
the possible escalation of such events to a range of possible outcomes. It makes links with
QRA and attached are several bowtie diagrams. This document was provided as an example
of the ongoing work preparing detail risk management documentation which is not yet
completed for the management and operation of the pipeline.

10.2.10 Potential and effect of gas passing through closed valves

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.%

The document looks at the potential relating to the query raised during the hearing regarding
the possibility of well head valves offshore and/or LVI valves passing gas fluid and thereby
allowing an increase in the pressures of the Offshore and Onshore sections of the upstream
pipeline. In certain circumstances it was accepted in evide that the offshore pipeline
pressure could rise to 345 bar over a period of time if the sgt?sea valves closed in the wells
and gas fluid leaked through the valves. It was also ac t&fﬁed in evidence that in the event
that the terminal was not available to take and process'gas and that the LVI was shut that the
onshore pipeline pressure could continue to Igggga ove 144 bar. This would arise in
circumstances where the offshore wells and t *%@@kt in valves offshore passed small amounts
of gas over time and thus raised the pressgb%oq'ﬁ the offshore pipeline to well head pressure
345 bar.

In turn the LVI valves could pass sg@ﬁ@nounts of gas and over time the onshore pipeline
pressure could rise above 144 bar. Irh@idence it was stated that such events were extremely
unlikely, that the passing through v@ﬁ/es of gas (and pressure) would take a long time to build
up pressure and that operationaéo‘&{i\anagement of the situation would prevent pressures rising
by flaring off gas if necessary-at the terminal. It was also indicated in evidence that it was
possible to put in place a temporary connection to the flaring stack in the event that gas could
not pass through the terminal itself.

10.2.11 Notes on flexibility testing of 3 LPP coating

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.4

The document outlines the flexibility testing which was undertaken by SEPIL on 3LPP
coated pipe and details the main results of these tests where tears were apparent or lifting of
the internal coating. The document concludes that this cracking of the coating system is a
surface ‘phenomenon’ as no loss of adhesion of the 3LPP coating system to the substrate was
apparent before or after testing.

%% [DRN OH61]
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10.2.12 Pictures of onshore pipes in storage

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.%
View of the internal coating of the pipelines and the temporary shed for storage and
protection of the pipes.

10.2.13 Statement Re: Scour & Deposition in Sruwaddacon Bay

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.*

The document is a response to the query posed by ABP regarding the likelihood of the
pipelines which cross Sruwaddacon bay becoming dislodged or exposed due to bed level
changes arising from the natural marine and estuarine sediment movement over time.
Sedimentary changes, morphological changes and natural changes upper and lower
Sruwaddacon bay are presented with the conclusion that even with conservative estimates of
possible lowering of the local seabed does not result in the exposure of the top of the pipe.

10.2.14 Environment Management Framework from Casino Gas Field:
SANTOS

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.4
Environment Management Framework for the Casino Gas Field Development detailing the
achievement of the project environmental objectives and targets through implementation of
mitigation measures. This was submitted as an example of the environmental management
on the Casino Gas Field project &
é\}

10.2.15 Environmental Report from Casino Ggs @gld: SANTOS
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.* Oio‘\(é\
The document has an overview of the project&pfc@osed for the Casino Gas Field and the
various components involved including on@@g@and offshore pipelines. There is also an
impact assessment for the marine and laggf &@sed environments. This document was also
submitted as an example of environme{{@gﬁ?&nagement practice.

o O
10.2.16 Fact Sheet: Intelligent Biﬁging
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Oy 12.%
This document is a short fact@p%et which states that an intelligent pig will run through the
pipeline prior to production to provide a base signature for future IP inspections. The choice
of technology is discussed as well as the accuracy and tests to be carried out to calibrate and
determine magnetization levels to be used in the IP configuration.

10.2.17 QRA Phil Crossthwaite DNV
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.9
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This document relates to the effect of incorporating a failure frequency due to ground
movement on the risks from the pipeline in the vicinity of the landfall valve installation and
the overall risk from the LVI given the various pressure regimes that can occur there.

10.2.18 Consequence Impact Maps

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.%8

Consequence maps are provided overlaid on aerial photographs for those sections of the
proposed onshore pipeline in the Rossport area and the proposed LVI. The values shown are
determined by QRA.

10.2.19 Website Printout: Sharpening Shell’s Safety Culture

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 12.%
This document details the initiatives recently (2007) employed by Shell in order to improve
its Safety record with respect to the other large oil and gas companies.

10.2.20 Additional Information DNV about QRA (dispersion distance)

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 13.%°
The document quotes dispersion distances for a hole of 31mm in the pipeline at 144bar and
for a 31mm hole in the pipeline at 345bar.

10.2.21 AM & PM Turning Movement Srahmore Site 8

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 13! é\}é&

This amended Figure TR0016 shows visualizations ogéﬁle AM and PM Peak Turning

Movements with Peak Construction Traffic at Srahr@ c'élseat Deposition Site which had been

incorrectly stated in the E.L.S. S @6\
S

<

10.2.22 Response by SEPIL to DEHLQO(\Q@\

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day L O

This is a further submission relate@&g’bﬁe EIS Addendum (RPS May 2009). This is a
response to the comments in NPWS\’SO%ubmission on the addendum document submitted by
SEPIL. @5\0

S
10.2.23 Response by SEPIL to DEHLG/ NPWS Re: Srahmore

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 143

This submission is made on behalf of Bérd na Ména in response to submission and
statements made to the hearing by DEHLG and NPWS relating to Srahmore site. One query
relates to whether the deposition is a deviation from the IPPC rehabilitation plan, another to
drainage of the peat and blanket bog.
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10.2.24 Corine Landcover Map Glenamoy Bog Complex
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 14

10.2.25 Photomap biodiversity enhancement

Replacement Habitat-SEPIL now owns this site and has identified this area which SEPIL is
prepared to provide as replacement habitat for the Glenamoy Bog Complex.

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 14.%

10.2.26 EMP 2009 Landfall, Near-shore and Offshore Pipeline works:

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.°

This is a bridging document for the Environment Management Plan including discussion of
offshore and onshore pipelines. There is a transport management plan and an oil spill
contingency plan included also. This document relates to the offshore pull in works and has
been approved by DCENR. The document was submitted as an example of the EMP
proposed for the onshore pipeline.

10.2.27 Disc: EMP [See DRN 91 Above]
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.”

10.2.28 JP Kenny Stone Road / Pipeline Analysis &

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.8 @é

Work completed by JP Kenny which details the regult of Finite Element Analysis (FEA)
modelling for the pipeline with regard to settlem ‘?Q@ the stone road and finds stresses are
within safe limits. This document relates to ad\}' g@l analysis requested by ABP (Mr. C. O’

Donnell) at the OH. ‘ o“%\\

S
10.2.29 Haul Road Pavement De@@ﬁme 2009

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Dé§¢ 1§\

The document is prepared by Tobingﬁlgineers and details some historic pavement surveys as
well as providing a detailed pavegi%nt design analysis. The Mayo County Councils plans for
road strengthening are diSCl@@%d as well as cross sections details of the proposal for
strengthening the road.

10.2.30 AGEC Additional Information June 2009 detailing Stone Road
Settlement Analysis

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.%
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Work completed by AGEC detailing analyses of the stone road settlement, impact of peat
landslide on the stone road with pipe, qualitative assessment of relative potential for peat
failure and a brief review of the Dooncarton Landslides. This document was submitted in
response to a request by ABP (Mr. C. O’Donnell) for additional information at the OH.

10.2.31 Document No. 96 includes drawing No 001 of 14/6/09

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.°!
Drawing associated with the document AGEC Additional Information Report June 2009.%

10.2.32 Additional response to NPWS Q No 12 (Corrib Onshore Pipeline
Response to NPWS Q12)

Submitted to the Oral Hearing Day 16.%

Responds to question from NPWS regarding an assessment of the relative potential for peat
failure along the proposed pipeline route. This refers to the report ‘Corrib Onshore Pipeline,
Additional Information’ by AGEC.** The document details areas of low, medium and high
risk of peat failure with reference to defined sections along the proposed route.

10.2.33 Preparation of EMP

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.% A discussion of the preparations necessary for the
EMP and the guidelines followed in doing so. Also states some details of the EMP, it’s

approval and consent process. &

&
10.2.34 Copy of 2008 application of file GAOOOL{?%ad Strengthening
Proposals (g?

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16. 66
The document quotes Chapter 7 from 200@&%}@‘ which identifies that road strengthening
would be needed in some identified areag?hi&%\g the haul route and discussion of such with
Mayo County Council. Details of the\ —go system for the one way Convoy System are
enclosed also. This information Was<<fés¢\ested at the OH by the inspector.

10.2.35 Details of stone roa$‘at/from terminal

Submitted to the Oral Hearlng@ﬁl Day 16.%
This document briefly

10.2.36 Details of transport and traffic for site workers to site
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.%®
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This document states that site workers will be transported from the terminal every morning in
crew vans as appropriate. Security will be transported in mini vans and supervisory staff will
use jeeps and park in the compound.

10.2.37 Overview of works at terminal site DGO112R12

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.%

The drawing details the various components of the terminal site with regard to the pipeline
route. This drawing was submitted to clarify details of the proposed development where it
approaches the terminal and to clarify the overlap of works there between the previous work
and the proposed development.

10.2.38 Clarification of Route Development Process
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.”

This document includes the route selection criteria used by SEPIL and contains qualitative
assessment of the routes considered.

10.2.39 Schedule House Proximity - Distances and map

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16."!
Map of the pipeline route with houses shown and numbered and their distances from the
pipeline quoted.

10.2.40 Supplementary information DNV Phil Cros%bﬁzwalte

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16. & 0

Regarding questions raised over the hazard range L@g@ﬁﬂ the 2004 DNV report on the risks
from the Ballinaboy Gas Terminal. This rela@%’ 4&p a question by an observer regarding
evidence given at the OH into the Terminal D@R‘é@pment concerning the hazard range arising
from a full bore pipeline rupture where it %Jr@@*he Terminal facility.

RO
10.2.41 Pipeline Statutory Rislg(@sﬁssment Regime: Netherlands

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on D Q%.B

The document details the risk asgséssment procedures undertaken in the Netherlands. The
document shows in sections Kackground and current measures, proposals to change to
quantified risk assessment as a regime and regulatory requirements for risk assessment in the
Netherlands.

10.2.42 Consequence Impact Maps - Second Set

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16."
Supplementary information to be read in conjunction with the Consequence Maps submitted
to the Oral Hearing.75 These maps include the area of the L1202 and also Aghoos area.
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10.2.43 Change to Compulsory Acquisition Order (CAO) Map - Drawing
WL(2)027A03:

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.7°

Extract Map of area showing relevant lands, deviation limits and road crossings. This
document relates to the change in CAO Land Acquisition Requirement because SEPIL have
decided not to acquire and not to use the land originally identified for compound SCS5.

10.2.44 Corrosion Management Wet Gas Pipelines

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.”

The document provides a brief overview of the NACE 1999 corrosion conference paper
referring to relevant Shell experience with wet gas pipelines and their safety precautions with
regard to corrosion risks in pipelines.

10.2.45 Noise & Vibration - Additional Information

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.8
The document details the consequences in noise and vibration of an emergency shutdown of
the LVI and its restarting.

10.2.46 Pressure Regime: Subsea to BGE (Also includes Corrib Key High
Pressure Trips)

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.” &
The document presents an overview of the Pressure Regilg@of the Corrib upstream pipeline
system and the Ballinaboy Gas Terminal throu%l\g %}é delivery of sales gas to BGE
downstream. og? SO

&
10.2.47 Arup Review of Glinsk as Poss@’)@iundfa"

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16 Q,%”\ §\

Review of Glinsk as a landfall site byﬁ\ p Consulting Engineers. The report details the
evaluation criteria used, the phfs?&;ﬂ area involved and the technical, safety and
environmental impact of the site aéfa landfall. The area is then compared with Glengad
concluding that the Glinsk cgﬁsthne presents major environmental and engineering
difficulties. QO

10.2.48 Maximum Length of Umbilical

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.*'
The document details that the maximum length of umbilical depends on the maximum weight
and volume that can be accommodated in the installation vessel.
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10.2.49 Security Activity Profile - Additional Information

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.%

The document provides a profile of the 24 hour presence and extent of security personnel on
site during construction phase of the development. The training involved and their transport
to and from the site by bus, lighting and construction related to security and vehicle speed is
also mentioned.

10.2.50 Surface Water Management & Monitoring Proposals

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 16.*

The document discusses the recommendations in the EIS to use sedimentation and filtration
techniques for surface water run-off from the construction areas before discharging into the
existing watercourses. It details the surface water policy regarding temporary working area
also and the surface water monitoring programme.

10.2.51 High Level Pipeline Construction Costs

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 17.%
The applicant was requested to submit a high level summary of comparative pipeline costs of
construction per km. The request was to cover the following types of construction:
Construction on land, Construction on peat lands, Construction in a tunnel in estuary,
Construction using open cut in estuary, Construction of pipeline offshore. The information
was requested to inform the analysis of the Route Selection Process as carried out by the
applicant and to provide an input into understanding the infh@ﬁce and significance of costs in
Route Selection Process. . §<3\‘Q
This brief document provides indicative construct@\%’é\osts for pipeline elements that are
either included within the proposed Corrib Pi .@;\ design, or that have been considered
during route selection but are not part of the ed design. The data and the assumptions
and exclusions involved are set out in [DRI\\ICQ\H*I 17].

&N

10.2.52 Status of works carrieg ﬁ&}nder previous permission Consent and
Photographs KQ@

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Oy 17.5

The document includes a tablesfetailing 8 works carried out from the landfall way leave to
the compound and Aghoos road with details of their status, whether permitted/consented or
not whether finished/unfinished or not. There are some photographs attached also. This
document was requested by the inspector to establish impacts of the proposed onshore
pipeline and cumulative impacts from the previous works on the 2002 consented pipeline on
the area.

10.2.53 Note on Inspection of pipeline tunnel section for gas leak
Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 18.%
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This note was prepared to answer a question by an observer in which he queried how a leak
in one of the tunnel crossings under Sruwaddacon Bay would be detected. It states that in the
event of a leak it could be detected by a surface disturbance.

10.2.54 Dispersion of gas from pipeline hole Response by Phil Crossthwaite

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 18.%

This note is in response to a question by an observer regarding dispersion plots in the 2002
report by DNV (Technical Note 5). Mr. Crossthwaite makes some additional comments
regarding the dispersion clouds pertaining to temperature of the gas at release and its effect
on cloud formation and the likelihood of a leak underground at 345 bar blowing off the top
layer of soil.

10.2.55 Surface water design basis rainfall event

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 18.%8

This document details that the Belmullet Weather Station was used to inform the surface
water management system for the temporary works for the Corrib Onshore Pipeline and
justifies the use of Met. Eireann data for local weather information. The surface water
management system has been designed in accordance with the design criteria set out in the
CIRA guidance on ‘Control of Water Pollution from Linear Construction Projects.’

10.2.56 CAO map

Submitted to the Oral Hearing on Day 19.% é\\f?"
Refer to DRN 109. This document relates to the chahge in CAO Land Acquisition
Requirement because SEPIL no longer propose to ug\%ﬁpound number SCS5.
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Chapter 11 Planning Authority Submission To the Oral
Hearing

11.1 Additional Submissions by Mayo County Council to OH

Mayo County Council were requested to submit: (1) details of proposed upgrading on roads
to facilitate the proposed development, (2) details of the water supplies that could be affected
by the site and construction of the proposed pipeline, (3) a hard copy of the Mayo CDP 2008
— 2014 and a copy of the SEA prepared with the CDP. (4) Finally Mayo Co Co were asked
to respond to SEPIL’s proposed amendments to conditions proposed to ABP by Mayo Co.
Accordingly, Mayo Co Co submitted a report on infrastructure.

11.1.57 Infrastructure Report

Mayo Co Co submitted a report on infrastructure which included the details of the road works
proposed by Mayo Co Co. This sets out the road maintenance and strengthening
improvements carried out to date to facilitate the Corrib Field Development and also sets out
the works proposed to facilitate upgrading of the road network as a haul route for the
construction of the onshore pipeline. The central point in this submission is the decision
by Mayo Co Co that a road maintenance and strengthening programme at existing road
width 4.5 m [L-5245] and 3.0m [L-52453-0 & L.-52453-25] will be sufficient to carry the
traffic associated with constructing the 4 km of onshore pigeline in Rossport, North of
Sruwaddacon Bay [DRN OHS2]. This decision appea@o have been taken because of
absence of agreement (or in anticipation of absenc \9 tich agreement) to land dedication
voluntarily by adjoining landowners for wide Ggm he local roads in Rossport. This
submission is dealt with in Chapter 44 Haul Rog@ Traffic Plan.

11.1.58 Protection of Water Suppllgs

Details of water supply tests and analﬁ ‘f%r 2005 — 2009 on the Carrowmore Lake Water
Supply Scheme were submitted by M’%@ o Co. [DRN OHS85, DRN OH90]

Details of Pollathomais GWS an é:h% Rossport GWS were also submitted [DRN OHS52]. The
water supply issues are dealt wd@ in Chapter 24 Protection of Water Supply.

11.1.59 Mayo CDP 2008-2014
The Mayo CDP 2008-2014 & SEA were submitted [DRN OHS52a, OH52b].

11.1.60 Conditions Recommended by Mayo Co Co

In respect of SEPILs proposed amendments to those conditions put forward by Mayo Co Co
to ABP [DRN OH24 submitted by SEPIL]. Mayo Co Co indicated that they had no
objections to the rewording suggested by SEPIL just so that it is consistent with the spirit and
intention of their suggested conditions [DRN OH 87 e-mail from Mayo Co Co]. Mayo Co
Co also indicated that, in light of the statement by Chief Technical Advisor of the DCENR
that Mayo Co Co would not now recommend conditions relating to safety. Conditions for the
consideration of the Board in relation to this development are dealt with in Chapter 50
Conclusions 182c¢ application.
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The Chief Technical Advisor has confirmed that the Minister for Energy was responsible for

safety of the upstream pipeline [ DCENR 11-05-2009 Appendix 6].
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Chapter 12 Dept. of Communications, Energy and Natural
Resources

DCENR are a prescribed body in respect of 16.GA.0004.
ABP on 21/04/2009 requested the following information from DCENR:

a) An outline of the regulatory system in relation to the health and safety monitoring that will
apply to the proposed development during its commissioning phase and during the
operational phase over its lifetime.

b) An outline of the remit of the department in relation to licences for the overall
development of the Corrib Gas Project and the consideration involved in assessing such
licences.

12.1 DCENR submissions to OH

1. DCENR through Mr. Bob Hanna — Chief Technical Adviser, made a submission to ABP
on 11/05/2009.

2. DCENR through The Chief Technical Adviser, Dr. Brown and Mr. Verbreugan were
represented at the OH. \\,?52"

3. The Chief Technical Adviser, Dr. Brown and M Qgg&eugan answered questlons at the
OH, and The Chief Technical Adviser made a ¢ &@g statement submission” on behalf of
DCENR.

é}

12.2 DCENR response of 11/0%@&

\.

12.2.61 The following points hqq‘/q@een made by The Chief Technical Adviser

in the submission 11/05/09 KOOQ

1. The Minister for Energy is cgﬁently responsible for upstream gas safety.

O
2. It is intended that CER will take over this responsibility when suitable legislation has
been enacted.

3. Prior to August 2005 safety matters were addressed within the general framework of the
phased consent system operated by Petroleum Affairs Division [PAD] within the
Department.

4. A QRA was required and different safety related documents were not required to be
submitted until the appropriate phase of the consents process was reached.

5. This differs from the approach in most countries with more experience of Natural Gas
(NG) projects, where a safety case encompassing all aspects of design operations and
maintenance is required at the outset of a project. The regime to be operated by CER
will be more similar to international practice.

6. A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was established by the Minister for Marine nad
Natural Resources in 2005 to commission an independent safety review of the onshore

% [DRN OH125]
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pipeline, and to design and implement a new inspection and monitoring regime for the
project.

7. The Chief Technical Adviser’s submission outlines the role of TAG and the work carried
out by TAG and the Independent Safety Review.

8. TAG in their report 27/01/2006 to Minister Dempsey, recommended the primary pipeline
design code be designated at IS EN 14161 with IS 328 and PD 8010 to apply where they
exceed IS EN 14161. Legal advice indicated that compliance with these codes could be
made compulsory under petroleum development related authorisation leases and
agreements.

9. The inspection and monitoring regime that will be applied in this section (onshore
pipeline) of the project will be as per IS 328.

10. The relevant code for the offshore section of the pipeline for inspection and monitoring
purposes shall be DNV-0OS-F101 provisions of PD 8010-2 2004 may be substituted by
agreement with TAG.

11. TAG required a code compliance document be submitted by the developer. TAG also
required a Pipeline Integrity Management Plan be submitted by a date to be agreed.

12. TAG wrote to the Developer 15/09/2008 setting out a full range of information required.
A full response 29/04/2009 has been received on the ba i€of the new application under
Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976 for permission to consfruct a pipeline, and this is being
considered by TAG. QY S

S
13. In all 33 separate issues were raised with tl\]}@@?@loper at that time.

14. In his evidence the Chief Technical @f@r updated the letter of 11/04/2009 that while
the Minister is the one to approve j[%@\{\&tion 40 Application under the Gas Act, and that
while PAD has work and analyg(&}@%arry out in that respect, there is no reason subject
to condition in so far as the remi® of TAG is concerned, why the Minister should not
approve the Section 40 appli ation.. [Inspectors Note: In other words, TAG are
satisfied with the safety %gé&:?; of the current application.gl]

15. The Chief Technical Adviser’s letter then clarifies implementation issues and indicates
that there will be a defined commissioning procedure, including third party inspection
and observation of the hydro testing procedure.

16. The Chief Technical Adviser clarified that while DCENR has a responsibility as regards
safety, other agencies have a role in terms of certain elements of the project - the HSA
with regard to the terminal.

12.2.62 Remit of DCENR

i. The Chief Technical Adviser’s letter clarifies the process used by DCENR for deciding
applications pursuant to Section 13 of Petroleum and other Minerals Development Act
1960 as amended and in the case of upstream pipelines Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976.

%1 [Evidence 21/06/2009, 17.36].
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ii. In particular the considerations where an E.ILA. is required are outlined. The
applications are considered from an environmental engineering integrity (fitness for
purpose) and safety perspective and specific conditions relevant to any element of the
assessment may attach to a consent issued.

12.2.63 Other Consents Required

The Chief Technical Adviser outlined that in addition to the Consents under the Gas Acts
and Planning Permission Petroleum Infrastructure Projects may also require permissions
from the Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Food in respect of Foreshore Licence
under the Foreshore Act 1933, as well as from the EPA in respect of an Integrated
Pollution Prevention and Control Licence under the EPA Act 1992 as amended by the
Protection of the Environment Act 2003 which gave effect to the Integrated Pollution
Prevention and Control Directive.

12.2.64 Strategic importance of this project to Ireland

a) Ireland would lose most of its electricity supplies if there was a significant interruption to
gas supplies from Britain.

b) The government has been concerned about gas secg‘x’?}? of supply issues and has

commissioned a special report on the matter.
QY Q@
c) A very significant part of the annual gas nee %&ﬁ‘ld be met by Corrib Field as well as a
very high part of the daily maximum demag%ge a number of years.
Q
IR\
d) The potential contribution that Corgj}? &as Field can bring to Ireland is explicitly
recognised in government’s white Rﬁ%@%n energy.
OIS
12.2.65 Security and Security Qﬁ@upply
23a. In relation to security of su \1y, The Chief Technical Adviser and also Dr Brown had
indicated that Corrib Gas Flelé}ﬁlnd the security of the LVI as part of that development] was
one supply input to the National Grid. That the two interconnectors to the UK and the North-
South interconnector, together with the proposed LNG connection to the National Grid
reduced reliance on any one input connection. Mr. Hanna indicated that the Security of the
LVI site would be a matter for the Operator SEPIL.

12.3 DCENR Closing Statement

¢ In his closing statement, The Chief Technical Adviser confirmed the details above.

e He confirmed DCENR have an independent verification process in place. Keane
Offshore Integrity [KOIL] is contracted to carry out independent engineering verification
of the Corrib Gas Field Development. This will include Health & Safety verification of
design, construction installation commissioning maintenance of the production facilities.

e The verification will then be audited by the Minister prior to giving consent to first gas
production. This will be carried out by PAD, Petroleum Affairs Division within
DCENR.

e Details are provided of the KOIL contract for engineering verification of the Corrib Gas
Field Development.
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e The Chief Technical Adviser confirmed in his closing statement his evidence given
to the OH that TAG is satisfied that the project as currently configured, meets all
relevant codes and standards.

12.4 Summary of responses by The Chief Technical Adviser.
The Chief Technical Adviser provided additional information in response to questions from

Mr. Wrights. The Chief Technical Adviser provided the following Schedule of Licensed
Activity for which the Minister CENR is responsible for the Regulation of Safety.

e Grant of Exploration or Prospecting license.

e Terms and conditions of Exploration License.

e Terms and conditions of Prospecting License.

¢ Grant of Petroleum Lease.

e Grant of Reserved Area License.

¢ Including Terms & Conditions.

e Security of Navigation — Regulation of Designated Area by Minister.

e Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976 Application to construc%é? natural gas pipeline including

upstream pipelines.

P p1p \A,\ @
12.4.1 Security of Energy Installation o&’? ©

e The DCENR, Department of Justice ar@?@%partment of Defence all have a role in
ensuring the security of energy 1nsta$l§t@ns Precise details of security are not made

public. &°
&\O’
® A review of emerging security d@qulrements around strategic energy infrastructure,
together with UK colleagues 1s\§bout to begin.

12.4.2 Common Cause of F?lilures

TAG has evaluated these issues to which Advantica made reference. TAG has requested
specific analysis of possible multiple valve failures at sea, and of detail design work on
evaluation of ground movement. The Chief Technical Adviser indicated that the Oireachtas
will decide when to enact the Petroleum & Extraction (Safety) Bill which will include the
transfer of Safety Regulation to CER. However, the Department’s objective is that the bill
will be enacted by the end of 2009.

12.5 Inspectors Conclusions

1. The Minister for Energy is responsible for the safety of the upstream onshore gas
pipeline.

2. DCENR have decided what standards are to be used in the design construction and
commissioning of the pipeline.

3. A safety case procedure will be implemented by DCENR at the appropriate phase of
the overall consents process.

4. TAG has completed its examination of the proposed development and has advised the
Minister that there is no reason as far as the remit of TAG is concerned, subject to
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conditions, why the Minister should not give consent for the construction of the
pipeline.

5. DCENR have an independent verification process in place for the project including

Health and Safety, verification of design, construction, installation, commissioning

and maintenance of the production facilities.

The security of the LVI is a matter for SEPIL.

7. DCENR are proposing legislation which if enacted by the Oireachtas will transfer
control and regulation of the upstream pipeline to CER.

8. In the approvals process for development an E.L.S. is required to be submitted to
DCENR with a plan seeking approval for working of petroleum under the Petroleum
and Other Minerals Development Act 1960. The Minister decides whether the
proposed pipeline would or would not be likely to have significant effects on the

a

environment.
&
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Chapter 13 DEHLG and National Parks and Wildlife Services

The Department of Environment, Heritage and local government is a prescribed body for
both applications 16.GA.0004 and 16.DA.0004. The Department provided a written
submission [DRN OH 26], participated in the OH and provided additional information
requested by the inspector that related to their submission [DRN OH 62d].

Mr. O Sullivan has considered the Natural Environment, Peat Deposition and The
Assessment of the likely impact of the proposed development on the European Sites. He has
examined and discussed the submissions of the NPWS in his report a copy of which is
attached at Appendix 1.

I have prepared the following pages to provide a summary document drawing together the
points made by DEHLG and NPWS. I set out below my conclusions on the information
provided to ABP by NPWS.

13.1 Inspectors Conclusions

(1) It is accepted that any archaeological material or issues can be dealt with by
licensed archaeologist on site and through cong\kﬁ%atlon and by obtaining
permissions as may be required from NPW S

\% S
(2) NPWS have concerns that the ston: method may have adverse impacts on
the peat lands, intact blanket bog&?@ ¢SAC designated blanket bog.

o &
(3) DEHLG and NPWS belie é}l éEly be best to use the procedure contained in
Article 6(4) of the Habqﬁtgﬁlrectlve

(4) NPWS have concem%fégardmg the success of the stone road and
reinstatement Worlg%arrled out at Glencullin on the BGE Mayo-Galway gas

pipeline. Momtofmg of this site is ongoing.

Construction work in Sruwaddacon Bay SPA is seasonally sensitive and in particular the
tunneling works should be carried out in the April to September period.
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13.2 Inspectors Summary of points made by DEHLG and NPWS

Document | Note Point Made Comment
Ref. No. No.
DRN WS 4 Archaeololgy

1 ¢ An Archaeologist should:

i Perform pre-construction centre line testing

ii Be present for all sub-surface work

iii Monitor areas which have not been tested during construction

iv Notify DEHLG four weeks prior to commencement of site preparations

vHaving completed the work, submit a reportdo the planning authority and Heritage & planning
division @é

vi In sensitive areas permission from\l\}@ﬁls will be required

® Probing should be carried out pre-construction in gﬁgas*i‘aentified in such report.

e Palaeoenvironmental analysis should be perfo@q@f)re-construction.

Mitigation as per Chap. 16, table 16.5 of EI&QA*@

N KW
[}

¢ Where Archaeological material is foun \@ﬁeritage & Planning Division will advise the applicant with regard
to preservation, either in situ or by recofd ™

6 e No works can begin until the archae \éists report has been submitted and permission to proceed has been issued
by the Planning Authority in consultition with NPWS

& Architectural Heritage

7 ¢ The regulatory body should sa&’\sjfy itself that the proposed development has little or no impact on the architectural
heritage of the area.

8 e Before any works are carried out (e.g. widening of roads) consideration should be given to the possible effects on
structures of architectural heritage merit (e.g. stone walls).

Nature Conservation

9 e NPWS state that the current EIS fails to adequately consider the cumulative effects of other projects as required
by Article 6 of the Habitats Directive. Reference should be made to BGE Mayo-Galway pipeline.

10 | e The use of stone haul roads instead of floating roads and bog mats could change the nature, severity and duration
of the environmental impacts.
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Document | Note Point Made Comment
Reference | No.
No.

DRN WS4 | 11 | e Srahmore peat deposition site:

i Unclear whether condition 9 of EPA waste licence (Bog and PDA rehabilitation and
aftercare) has been implemented.

i Use of this site is a significant deviation from condition 10 of the IPC licence from the
EPA. This change has reduced future potential bog area for rehabilitation.

12 | e Evidence from the Glencullin upper bog cSAC suggest that the proposed development within the Glenamoy Bog is
considered likely to have permanent negative impacts on the active blanket bog habitat which is a globally rare

habitat and is an Annex 1 habitat of this cSAC. &
13 | e The proposed development will impact on Juniper and Rh%ﬁc\iwsporlon habitats in the area. Juniper on lowland
blanket bog is of significant conservation value. . ‘,\4

14 | e The EIS contains no information about the river he v er which rises in a flush system in the Rossport
commonage. This is a ground water dependent Qsﬁjal ecosystem and has high protection status under the WFD.

15 | e Due to the depth and width of excavation prop® s@y within the bog and the use of heavy plant in wet peat,
collapsing of the peat is likely. This Woul@k ge the hydrology and drainage of the area thus likely causing
the loss of some species. & (\

16 | e The DEHLG believes the p0351b111ty<<§?@8verse impacts cannot be ruled out so Article6(4) of the Habitats
Directive will need to be applied. (;\(’

17 | o No carbonate rock material shoujd be used along the gas pipeline route.

18 | e A peatland geotechnical expe’ﬁ? should be employed for all works in the bog and a monitoring programme and
contingency plan should be agreed with the NPWS.

19 | e Several important habitats within the Glenamoy Bog in close proximity to the proposed pipeline have not been
adequately addressed in the EIS.

20 | e The translocation and deposition of the peat spoil at the Srahmore site cannot constitute a blanket bog recreation
measure, contrary to the EIS

21 | e Regarding blanket bog outside the ¢cSAC, the EU habitats directive requires Ireland to maintain this resource in
favourable conservation status.

22 | e The EIS states impacts are unlikely as active blanket bog can be re-instated. This is based on reports that the
Glencullen Bog is recovering after re-instatement works. However fissures and a reduction in groundwater

Chapter 13 DEHLG & NPWS 13-75

EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:41




flows show this not to be the case.
23 | e The EIS states that conservation objectives for the Glenamoy Bog were not considered as they are not available.
However NPWS have publicly available information on objectives for this cSAC.
24 | e The Habitats Directive requires a very high degree of protection and appropriate compensatory habitat where
there is a significant risk of adverse effects.
Document | Note Point Made Comment
Reference No.
No.
DRN WS 4 Birds &
25 | e Sruwaddacon Bay is part of Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SP@\;hich qualifies for SPA designation for
Ringed Plover, Bar-tailed Godwit and Sandwich Tern, g@% site is currently being re-designated which
may expand the boundary of the SPA and includeﬁq@e bird species.
26 | o Light Bellied Brent Goose use Sruwaddacon gaq\@articularly at the end of the overwintering period
and should be regarded as a special conservgt?}mﬁ%lterest for this site.
27 | e After examining the EIS and associated r@%ﬁﬁ%al reports the species of particular interest to this
case are the Light-Belied Brent Gooseg %inged Plover (which was present in nationally important
numbers) <<°\0$
28 | ® Woodrow 2006a survey notes that §S’\1)‘uwaddac0n Bay has the potential to hold almost the entire
SPA population of Ringed Ploﬁ\r at certain times and its capacity to do so must be retained”
29 | e Surveys have shown Light-beﬁied Brent Geese to be common in the area particularly around Rinroe
beach and Glengad (peak of 362 birds) and Rossport Pier (105 birds in April 2007)
30 | e The potential of disturbance caused by the tunnelling works to particular species is of concern.
31 | e The proposed upper crossing crosses or comes close to areas where ringed plover and dunlin were
recorded at low tide. If mitigation measures fail construction could cause scour or deposition which
could lead to the area being unsuitable for these species.
32 | e The proposed lower crossing intersects with an area that is important to the Light-Bellied Brent
Goose
33 | e Surveys show 19 species of bird occurring within 500m of at least one of the proposed launch and
reception pits.
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34 | e Potential Impacts to Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA by proposed works:

i Disturbance of waterbirds of the SPA

ii Habitat damage caused to wetland elements of the SPA

iii Works carried out outside the SPA which could have a detrimental effect on
the SPA

35 | e The proposed crossing of Sruwaddcon Bay will take 4 months; these works should be carried out
between April and September to avoid causing disturbance to various bird species.

36 | e If an intervention pit is required inside the SPA NPWS should be fully consulted with

37 | e Mitigation measures as laid out in the on-shore EIS for protection of birds and habitats of the SPA
should be fully implemented

2
»&\é\\}
Document | Note Point Mg@_e@v Comment
Reference | No. O
No. F&
DRN WS 4 (\Mﬁ'lne

38 | e The likely impact of noise associated w@ gﬁ?cro -drilling operations on marine species has not
been assessed, this is a significant omLSéf@n and should be provided to the NPWS.

39 | e The applicant should clarify the alﬁ?aﬁ:nt discrepancy between figures reported for cetacean
diversity in the EIS and figures rep@fted for cetacean diversity in the 2009 Environmental
Management Plan &

o

DRN OH 26 NPWS response to EIS Addendum submitted by SEPIL

40 | e Along the proposed pipeline route within the Glenamoy Bog complex SAC all areas are greater
than 3 metres deep. A 100 metre length of the pipe is in bog from 4 to 5.4 metres deep

41 | e See note 14. Regarding flushes NPWS consider that insufficient data has been provided in the EIS
and addendum to determine flow directions and the influence of groundwater on these flushes.

42 | e The complex of large bog pools conform to Annex 1 habitat Dystrophic lakes. These areas are
highly sensitive to surface or sub-surface hydrological changes. The impact of this development on
this habitat has not been evaluated.
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Document | Note Point Made Comment
Reference No.
No.

DRN OH 26 | 43 See note 13. Annex 1 habitat Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion . The species
assemblage within this habitat indicates permanent saturation of the bog. The impact of this
development on this habitat has not been evaluated.

44 Peat pipes need to be located and mapped to determine potential drainage routes so that the effect of
the stone road on drainage within the cSAC can be assessed.

45 For stone road construction it is assumed that the two methods of construction outlined in the
Geotechnical Issues (evidence of T. Johnston) are to be used and that a third method (type 1) outlined
in the EIS will not be used. &

46 In relation to Type 2 stone road construction methodolog\ghvinsufﬁcient information is provided on
the construction methodology and on the control of the ?BE;%I displaced. The potential impact on the
adjacent bog habitats has not been addressed. 5. &

47 Further information is required on the proposeg&%@%rmeable plugs (peat or clay) that are part of the
hydrological mitigation. (\Q\\ﬁ\

48 In NPWS opinion the proposed layout of@\\éﬁ?turves will not prevent infiltration of water between
the turves which will lead to a discontigii y of the surface flow across the road. The reinstatement of
the original bog surface water ﬂow&‘égﬁéss the road is essential.

49 The storage of the turves on the b@éfusurface for 3 months may damage bog vegetation beneath. The
stored turves may lose water, shefiik and lose vegetation. And thus be vulnerable to erosion.

50 The cutting of the turves witlbe very difficult in deep, wet peat in the Glenamoy Bog cSAC and
there is insufficient information on how additional turves will be located.

51 See note 36. The effect of the noise of the works on marine species has not been addressed in the
EIS, the addendum or in the brief of evidence on the aquatic and marine environments.

52 Conclusion: NPWS reiterates that the possibility of adverse impacts on the integrity of the cSAC
cannot be ruled out.

Hydrogeological investigation of Two flush systems on Rossport Commonage

53 Characterising the regime of these two systems is critical in determining if the proposed gas
pipeline would impact on their hydro-ecological functioning.
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Document | Note Point Made Comment
Reference No.
No.
DRN OH 26 | 54 | e Purpose: To ascertain whether these flushes are:
i Solely surface water features formed by surface water runoff or,
ii Ecosystems with a significant proportion of their groundwater originating from
groundwater
55 Methodology: Electrical Conductivity of water was tested. If the water gives a high electrical
conductivity reading then the mineral content is high. High mineral content is indicative of
groundwater while low mineral content is indicative of rain or bog water.
56 | e Results and Discussion:

vi

R
Water in Bog pools and the first 2 metres peat dls&Léys higher readings than expected for a
bog but this is due to proximity to the sea. &
However this does not explain high rea%&ﬁhe lower depths in the peat profiles in the
flush systems. The flush systems do notQ L@ar to have developed in the same way as the
blanket bog. Q ébs
It is highly likely that groundwaege? {ﬁ‘ sub-surface lateral flow is a significant source of
water in the area. RO &
An impact on the groundv@e@%athway may reduce the local groundwater supply thereby
damaging the flush. X
Source of water unclear however the linear nature of the flush zones suggests a possible
geological control as (tN inearity of the flush systems is NE-SW, NW-SE the same
orientation as faults in North West Mayo region.
Indeed the flush systems may be a result of both a spring and a fault/fracture pathway
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Document

Note

Reference
No.

No.

Point Made

Comment

DRN OH 26

57

Conclusions:

i Itis possible that areas of the flush systems are groundwater dependent.

i Not clear if flush systems are enriched with water moving laterally through peat,
groundwater moving laterally through possible subsoil/weathered bedrock or from water
transmitting from a fault/fracture

iii  The EIS addendum divides the catchments of the flush systems based on topography

iv The catchment divides of the flush systems should be based on the phreatic and
piezometric water tables. &

v The hydrogeological regime of the flush system @a whole needs to be properly
characterised before any evaluation can be Qadg‘bn the impact the proposed development
may have. & (4\

Chapter 13 DEHLG & NPWS 13-80

EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:41




Chapter 14 Environment Protection Agency and Health and
Safety Authority

14.1 Environment Protection Agency

14.1.3 Request from ABP to EPA for observations

The EPA are a prescribed body in respect of the 16.GA.0004 Application before ABP.
ABP by letter 21/04/2009 requested EPA to submit observations on the proposed
development notwithstanding the remit of EPA regarding licensing emissions. This
request was issued under Article 217(4)(b) of P&D Regs 2006.

14.1.4 EPA Response
1. The EPA responded on 01/05/2009 and made the following points in that letter.

2. The EPA on 12/11/2007 issued an IPPC Licence P0738-01 to Shell E&P Ireland in
respect of the Terminal at Ballinaboy.

3. In issuing the licence, the Board of the Agency took all relevant environmental
matters into account and provided for the protection of the environment through the
conditions of that licence. \}052"

4. Specifically in relation to the route of the §as %eline from the gas field to the
refinery condition 3.18 of the license statedoﬁi o’\(é\

“The Licensee shall not later than @Qo' nths in advance of commencement of
activities on site, notify the Agencxé:n%’& 1ting of the incoming pipeline route chosen,

and shall: &é’ §Q

(1) Provide details of the gﬁ%@ty of unrefined gas to be held in the incoming
pipeline and < OQ*\

(2) Provide details of the$ maximum pressure under which the pipeline is to be
operated”. a‘é‘y\\

5. Condition 3.19 of thed§PC licence stated “The Licensee shall submit to the Agency,
not later than six months in advance of commencement of activities on the site,
details of the modified arrangements for the elimination of the gas inventory in the
event of an emergency”.

6. The Agency had no further comments and were not represented at the OH.

14.1.5 IPPC Licence
The gas pipeline itself will not require an IPPC licence.

14.1.6 Issues Raised at OH

Issues were raised requesting ABP to have EPA attend the OH and answer questions
relating to:

(1) Management of the gas pipeline whereby pressure in the pipeline would be
controlled in certain circumstances, by flaring of gas at the terminal or by cold
venting gas at the terminal.
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(2) An impact of the gas pipeline in operation relating to such flaring of gas or
such cold venting of gas and the noise levels that would be generated by the flaring
or venting.

(3) Relating to differences that now arise between the proposed discharge of
process water from the terminal as set out in 16.GA.0004 and the proposal for
discharge of process water related to the IPPC Licence [P 0738-01] already granted
for the terminal.

e It was requested that ABP not continue with OH until EPA were present to answer
these and other questions, and some matters were raised that related directly to the
IPPC Licensing process and the Inspectors Report as prepared for the EPA in
connection with that licence.

e It was not within my remit to entertain discussions and questions that were considered
not relevant to the 16.GA.0004 and 16.DA.0004 applications being considered. At the
OH there was some frustration among observers as a result.

e In particular it was indicated to the observers that the SI Act 2006 in Article 182D sets
out the matters that ABP shall consider and that observers should make any arguments
they wished ABP to consider during submissions. It was also pointed out that ABP
had the powers to seek further information, publication of notices and re-opening of
the OH should the Board consider it necessary to do so and may do so at any time

prior to making a decision on the application. é\\f?'

&
e The applicant’s position was that such matter\gaégg\quired IPPC Licence or a revised

IPPC Licence would be dealt with and Weroe??b%\@ dealt with separately.
& &
¢ In my view the issues raised (1), (2), @Qﬁb\&ove are matters that relate to the terminal
permission and IPPC licence. The detc nent’” submitted in relation to item (2) above
has been considered in relation @Q&t@ terminal IPPC Licence. Accordingly I do not
consider that ABP should see (é\er examination of these matters with EPA who are
the competent authority to cors\lgﬁ%r these matters and (2) in particular.
S
N
14.1.7 Inspectors Concluo.gfgn Regarding EPA Involvement

In my view, sufficient latiu(fde was given at OH for all relevant matters to be considered
and discussed and for questions relating to matters of relevance to be raised with the
applicant. In my view, this report, together with the details presented by the applicant in
the E.I.S. and the additional information presented at the OH, all this taken with the
submissions of the prescribed bodies and the submissions of the observers provides
sufficient information for ABP to evaluate the likely consequences for proper and
sustainable development in the area and the likely effects of the proposed development on
the environment. I do not recommend that ABP seek any further advice from EPA other
than that contained in the letter of 01/05/09 from EPA to ABP.

14.2 Health & Safety Authority

14.2.1 Request by ABP to the Health and Safety Authority for specific
information
1. The HSA was not a prescribed body in respect of the 16.GA.0004 application.

2 [DRN OH123]
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2. ABP by letter 21/04/2009 requested HSA to clarify their role and function if any with
regard to the construction commissioning and operational phases of the proposed
development.

3. HSA in response 18/05/2009 indicated that “... offsite gas pipelines are not covered by
the Control of Major Accident Hazard Regulations (SI 74 of 2006) and therefore the
authority has not remit in this areas...” and indicated the following points.

4. HSA also indicated that the Safety of Gas Pipelines falls under the CER.

5. HSA can only advise on the suitability of developments in the vicinity of the Corrib
Gas Terminal establishment, within the zones indicated in the previously supplied
generic advice — April 8" 2004 issued to Mayo Co Co as generic land use planning
advice regarding Corrib Gas Terminal. A copy of that advice is attached in Appendix
6

14.2.2 Questions put to the to the Health and Safety Authority
On 15/06/09 the following questions were put to HSA:

Question 1: Will the ‘HSA please restate their role in respect of the Health and Safety
Regulation of this pipeline and the LVI in light of the following:
a) The HSA letter to Bord Pleanala ref 6437 of 18/05/20099

A\
b) The applicant SEPIL, in evidence given at the qgﬁ(% hearing has confirmed that the
explosive atmosphere regulations will appgﬁggfhe LVIL
S

c) The Department of Communicati \\@;\nergy and Natural Resources in a
submission to the oral heari{@\"\&as confirmed that the Minister for
Communications, Energy and é“}\? ral Resources is currently responsible for
upstream gas safety. Howevgi%éﬂ)oral submission at the oral hearing it was stated
by Dr Brown of the Be iftment that the HSA not the Department had
responsibility for implemegpﬁﬁ ion of the Health and Safety Regulation of explosive

atmosphere regulations@.‘é‘\\
N

S
Question 2: What role Will HSA have in relation to the preparation and adoption of an
emergency plan for use in the event of a failure of the pipeline while in operation?

Question 3: What advice can the HSA provide regarding the safe distance envelope in
the event of a pipeline failure? The impacts of such pipeline failure need to be
considered as part of the examination of the planning application. Two particular
impacts are being examined;

a) The consequence of failure and the safe distance envelope around the pipeline. The
applicant has prepared a series of Consequence Impact Contour Maps copy
attached, what advice can the HSA provide regarding the use of these contour maps
to examine the consequence of failure of the pipeline? Does the HSA consider that
these consequence impact contour maps provide a reasonable basis to examine the
consequence of a pipeline failure?

b) Future new development and proximity to the pipeline, can the HSA provide
guidance regarding the distance from the pipeline where new development would
be acceptable.
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14.2.3 Response by HSA
HSA responded in their letter of 19/06/2009.

Question 1 — Role of HSA This only relates to land use planning advice regarding
establishment under the EC COMAH Regulations S.I. No 74 of 2006.

Role of HSA at LVI Under the Atex Products Directive 94/9/EC and under the Atex
Worker Protection Directive 1999/92/EC There are responsibilities on persons putting
equipment into use and responsibilities on employers to carry out appropriate
assessments of explosive risk. There is no requirement for that person or employer to
forward documents to HSA, but the Explosion Protection Document, the Safety
Statement Document and the Specific Risk Assessment must be retained and
implemented by the employer. Inspectors from the HSA then in the course of
inspections of work places, seek and review these documents.

Question 2 — The Role of HSA in Preparation of Emergency Plans: The HSA has
no role in the preparation, adoption for use of an emergency plan in the event of a
failure of a pipeline in operation. However Section 11 of SHWW Act 2005 requires
employers to prepare adequate plans and procedures to be followed in emergency,
including arranging the necessary contacts with the appropriate emergency services.
These plans may come to the attention of HSA during routine inspections but there is
no requirement to submit such plans to HSA. &

&

Question 3 - 6\@

a) HSA advice regarding the contour m@%ﬁfepared by the applicant examining
the consequence of failure of the p1 {&.

b) HSE advice regarding proximity @%&hce for new development in the vicinity of
the pipeline. In response to q {Q\én 3 the HSA reiterated the position that it was
beyond their remit to Pro; gdland use planning in relation to a gas pipeline
outside an estabhshmeréo\ O

(;OQ
14.2.4 Observers issues
i. Observers raised issuescand requested that ABP use its powers to direct that HSA
attend the OH and respond to questions:

(1) Regarding safety of gas pipeline.
(2) Regarding safety at LVI.
(3) Regarding application of explosive atmosphere regulations at LVI.
(4) Regarding evidence and considerations that took place at the OH for the
Terminal and that related to full bore rupture of the incoming gas pipe at the
Terminal.
(5) Management of the pressure in the pipeline which could give rise in certain
circumstances, to venting or flaring of gas at the Terminal, and where such
venting or flaring would cause excessive noise levels 157 db was quoted as the
noise level, and that noise levels at such strength were a health and safety issue.

ii. It was requested that ABP not continue with OH until HSA were present to answer
these questions.

14.2.5 Response by Inspector to observers

i. At the OH, it was pointed out that these matters would be brought to ABP’s attention
and that the Board had the power to take any actions it considered necessary,
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including re-opening of the OH should the Board so require before taking the decision
on the 16.GA.0004 Application.

14.2.6 Inspectors Conclusions

(1) The safety of the pipeline is considered in Chapters 27-30.

(2) The LVIis considered in Chapter 29.

(3) Chapter 27 Pipeline Design and Codes of Practice and Chapter 28 QRA
consequences of failure and Chapter 20 Regulation of the Pipeline in Operation
consider the issues related to pipeline rupture and pipeline management long term.

(4) It is very clear that HSA does not have a remit to provide advice to the Board in
respect of the gas pipeline.

(5) In relation to the points raised by the observers relative to the HSA, I am satisfied
that the issues were raised, that they were considered at OH and that this report
which includes a detailed report from Mr. Nigel Wright, Gas Pipeline Consultant,
together with the information presented by SEPIL in the E.L.S. 2009, and in
supplementary information given to the OH, all that plus the submissions by the
observers provides me with sufficient information and provides ABP with sufficient
information to enable the Board to take a decision in respect of the proposed
development.

I am satisfied that no useful purpose would be served by regalling the OH to enable HSA
to be questioned. I expect that such exercise would mer@ly\i confirm the position of HSA

which is clearly set out in their letter of 19/06/2009.#%\ therefore recommend that ABP
consider the matters at issue as presented in this r@‘\ .
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Chapter 15 Observers

The observers made submissions at the Oral Hearing. These are contained in the Appendix
5-1 to Appendix5-9 folders attached. A summary of the Submissions has been included in
Appendix 6. The issues raised by observers are considered under the various headings chapter
by chapter below. The Written Submissions received by ABP and the submissions by

observers at the OH have informed the analysis of the issues chapter by chapter below.
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Chapter 16 Other Issues

16.1 Challenge to Assistant Inspector

Issue: Mr. O’Sullivan Assistant to the Inspector objection raised. Mr. Sweetman raised an
objection to Mr. Stephen O’Sullivan being nominated by ABP to assist the inspector
conducting the OH. The basis for the objection concerned Mr. O’Sullivan’s involvement in
matters considered previously by ABP as follows.” Mr. O’Sullivan was the inspector
involved in the An Taisce Section 5 Referral [16.PL 2293]. Mr. Sweetman disagreed with
Mr. O’Sullivan’s submission in that matter to ABP and disagreed with Mr. O’Sullivan’s
interpretation of Planning & Development Regulations in that submission.

Accordingly Mr. Sweetman indicated that having regard to the fact that the works at Glengad
are a major contentious part of the proposed development in this case, Mr. Sweetman said it
was in the interest of everyone that Mr. O’Sullivan should be replaced. Mr. Sweetman said
that in order for justice to be done in respect of this 16.GA.0004 Application it must be seen
to be done and accordingly he requested that Mr. O’Sullivan be replaced.

Mr. Sweetman subsequently set out briefly in writing the arguments against Mr. O’Sullivan’s
involvement in the 16.GA.0004 file.”*
1. Inthe case [16.RC.2293] it is our submission that the i&&pector misadvised the Board

in this matter. 6\@‘3‘

2. In the case [PL.16.223463] — this is now 1@}%1@ the inspector has a direct conflict
Jjustice must be done and seen to be done.ocfﬁdb;\ impossible to grant permission for this
development with Mr. O’Sullivan as ag Viser to the Board, and for it to be seen as
Jjustice. ;\\0(\ &

&

16.1.7 Inspectors Comment Q&ﬂ@?

It is outside my remit to review the n\e@rts prepared by Mr. O’Sullivan for the Board in these
cases. That is a matter for the Board itself to consider. In my view Mr. Sweetman is at
liberty to disagree with Mr. ullivan’s reports on these files. Mr. Sweetman did not
conduct the examination of the files for ABP, Mr. O’Sullivan did conduct the examination
and prepared his reports accordingly.

The proposed development 16.GA.0004 is a new Planning Application for Development
under the S1 Act 2006. In my view Mr. O’Sullivan’s familiarity with the site has some
advantage. Mr. O’Sullivan in this instance will be making his report to me. It will then be a
matter for me to prepare my report to the Board in light of all the information including Mr.
O’Sullivan’s report. This objection is a matter for the Board to consider.

% [evidence 19" May, 14.27]

% [DRN OH10]
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16.1.8 Questions arising for the board

Is there a conflict of interest arising for Mr. O’Sullivan because of his involvement with
files 16.RL.2293 and PL.16.223463? [and because of his reports on those files which are
disputed as misadvice to the Board, and which it is contended are in conflict with the
regulations, and that in his submission he dealt with matters outside his remit]

16.2 Gender Balance of the Oral Hearing Group

Gender Balance

Pobal Le Cheile raised an issue regarding lack of gender balance of the inspectors team at the
Oral Hearing and posed a question ‘was there gender balance on ABP itself’. The underlying
point being made was that Pobal Le Cheile was conscious of the importance of gender
balance, and that better decision making in relation to the proposed development could result
from a balanced view of the issues involved. The issue was raised: I bring it to the attention
of the Board without any comment, as I believe the point stands on its own.

16.3 No Response from ABP to Correspondence

Letters to ABP without response

An issue was raised by some observers concerning correspaﬁ%fence with ABP. The point
being made was that where an observer writes to ABP lg@%ng for information or seeking
some action by ABP that occasions have occurred \&he,p\ responses have not been received.

These matters were not pursued at the OH becaus Scorrespondence concerned was issued
after the closing date for receipt of submissions\\}Q‘B' ¢ proposed development.

. ‘\0(\ é‘\
16.3.1 Inspectors Conclusion RO

S
In my view this is not a matter for coq‘sﬁ@&tion here. As far as the observers who raised the
. S . . .

issue were concerned, they had opp%r(gﬁmty to make written submissions to ABP following
publication of the notices by SEPyI\B(Ehat applications had been made to ABP for approval
under 182C of Planning and Dg¥Velopment Acts for permission to construct an upstream
onshore gas pipeline and undé’ the Gas Acts for powers to acquire compulsory rights over
lands. They also attended the OH and they had opportunity there to raise issues of concern,
and opportunity to argue the points at issue which they did and which are dealt with in this

report in the relevant chapters.

16.4 Methane Content of Corrib Gas

There seemed to be some confusion over the constituents of the raw gas with observers
claiming conflicting percentages of methane were quoted by the applicant. Table 4-6 (EIS
2009 Appendix QI Section 4.4) clearly shows the percentage weight and percentage
molecular weight of the chemicals, including the methane content, present in the raw gas.
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16.5 Indicative Costs

SEPIL were asked by the inspector to provide high level costs for the construction of a
pipeline. [DRN OH117] was submitted by SEPIL. This information was sought to provide a
cost context in relation to the route selection.

The information presented states:

e [t should be borne in mind that the Corrib onshore pipeline is in costs terms a very
small element of the overall Corrib development, however it has the potential to
disproportionately affect the overall outcome of the development. For this reason the
cost of the onshore pipeline was not a primary drive in route selection.

e Although costs were considered within the route selection process, they did not play a
significant part. Other factors such as safety, real and perceived (e.g. distance to
housing), potential for impact on the environment and the community and project
schedule were deemed important.

The indicative costs are set out in Table 1:

Pipeline Element Cost
1. | Pipeline construction in agricultural land E 2 Zmillion / km
2. | Pipeline construction in peat (stone road method) | E$.2 million / km
3. | Tunnelling under the estuary (including pipe-pull) \E 18 million / km
4. | Open cut method through the bay* 9.3 " | E 14 million / km
5. | Offshore pipeline and umbilical installatio&o‘f\\é) E 0.95 million / km
&
*High level estimate, scope not we@%@%ned

(§)

O
The above figures are valid f@%ﬁﬁoﬁore pipeline length of 9.3km and offshore pipeline
length of 83.4km. Additiongpopipeline length beyond these distances will attract a
material cost per km of €(%?§'million to cover the cost of additional pipe and umbilical.
S
The figures include construction related costs:
e Mobilisation and demobilisation of plant, personnel and equipment
Onshore or marine civil works
Stringing, testing and welding of pipe
Umbilical installation
Removal of peat
Procurement of stone material for temporary working areas and the stone road

The figures exclude costs such as:
® Project management overhead
Pipe and umbilical procurement cost already incurred
Landowner compensation costs
Design and engineering costs
Permitting and consents costs
Logistics and storage costs
Road improvement costs
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16.6 Conclusions

[S—y

The costs are indicative so it is necessary to use the figures with care.

2. SEPIL indicate the cost of the onshore pipeline itself is not significant in the overall
cost of developing the Corrib Gas Field.

3. The programme for achieving the completion of the connection of the Corrib Gas
Field to the Terminal has a significant impact on the overall outcome of the
development. [The scheme nett present value is indicated on Route Selection data
sheets as being influenced by any delay in programme].

4. The length of the pipeline is a factor in the costs involved.

5. The costs through the peat lands are significantly higher that through agricultural

lands.
6. The costs through the bay are more significantly higher again that through agricultural
lands.
&
&
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Chapter 17 Community Issues

17.1 Summary of Community Issues

Community issues have been handled as follows in this report. The written submissions have been
summarised. The submissions to the oral hearing together with the issues raised at the oral hearing
and the summary presented in closing statements by observers have been summarised. The
following summary schedule of community issues has been extracted from all the submissions
made by observers. The issues from this schedule are considered in this chapter where indicated,

and otherwise they are considered in the relevant chapters identified in the schedule.

17.1.2 Schedule of Community Issues

Issue

Discussed

1. Ideological — State should own Natural Resources

2. Financial — Private Company will benefit. Project not for benefit of
Erris/Kilcommon.

3. Lack of understanding of the application process in terms of gpproval and
consent. Also a lack of confidence in the Board/Governme@t\\'Bodies responsible.
a. Frustration at sense of inevitability of the case §
é‘

4. Suspicion of the high technology involved in th@??)
a. materials used to withstand the proposg& ssures and corrosion

(experimental valve) (\ \
b. The safe and competent construc&fbg@nd maintenance of this pipeline
(bends, slugging) & \(\\

c. The safe operation of the p@g\ﬁe at such high pressures, flares and venting

5. Concern at the track record opt}ﬂéz applicant internationally with respect to
community issues OO(\
6. Disruption in everyday lives
a. impact of noise activity
b. turf cutting
c. 24 hour working
d. invasion of peaceful local area

7. Community cost of 10 years controversy and conflict and division within the
community.

8. Community Development Cill Comain & SEPIL response

9. Loss of traditional lifestyle and income
a. uses of bog lands for peat and turf farming and grazing
b. fishing in the bay due to development.
c. Loss of forestry permanently around the area.

10. Impact on the future for their children’s heritage
11. Invasion of Privacy

a. Photo and video use by Applicant of local community
b. Lighting used along rural areas

Ch. 17.2

Ch. 17.3

Ch.17.4

Ch. 17.5

Ch. 17.6

Ch. 17.10

Ch. 17.11

Ch. 17.7
&17.8
Ch. 17.10

Ch. 17.9

Ch. 17.15
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12. Poor relations between SEPIL and the community
a. Failing to provide real time information on the project.
b. Distrust in their operation with security Ch. 17.14
c. Distrust in their overall motive in the area
d. SEPIL have progressed with work before planning permission is granted
13. Affect on tourism in area
14. Future Extensification - additional pipelines
Ch. 17.16
15. Project Splitting — Call for one overall body to assess
Ch. 21
16. Multiplicity of approvals required each which has required engagement from
community Consent for Scheme of Development for Gas Field Planning for Ch. 22
Terminal Pipeline Licences for Waste and IPPC at terminal etc Foreshore
Licence Ch. 22
17. Lack of in depth assessment by Applicant in areas
a. EIS is not sufficient as a document or supplied as such
b. QRA system has been discredited since World Financial Meltdown
c. HIPPS system will be used when it was deemed unsatisfactory in 2002 Ch. 46
18. Impact on Development Potential - of their lands and development potential for
their families, devaluing of their houses. \}052"
19. Noise & Vibration K\é\ Ch. 46
a. Early morning HGV traffic \A @
b. Construction at Glengad & Tunnel Const &b‘ﬁ
c. LVI 0& Ch. 46
d. Security at night (\Q <
e. Noise from flaring off gas at ter%fﬁg&
20. Impact Environmentally Qé %\\Q
a. onthe SAC areas ‘\(’
b. local wildlife and birds
c. marine life and pollutiéh risk. Ch. 38, 39
d. Increased green hou$¢ emissions will worsen air quality in area.
21. Safety of Community and Future generations
a. regarding explosion, safety distances (120/190/500/800m?) and overall risks
b. During construction phases.
c. Possible drinking water contamination Ch. 30
d. Security Risk from sabotage / currently.
e. No indication of how H,S will be detected of leaking
f. Increased risk from LVI
g. Sruwaddacon high risk of pipe rupture due to strong current
22. Advantica Report Findings
a. No fail safe method
b. The upstream pipeline does not comply with reclassification of production
pipeline to transmission pipeline
c. Pressure should be 50% less Ch. 18
23. Alternative routes and alternative technology available to route the pipeline and
to treat the raw gas.
24. Ground Stability
a. Landslide Danger at Dooncarton historically Ch. 45
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

b. Also due to extensive heavy work in whole area of unstable mountain.
Peat Stability
Impact on pristine local natural environment

Perceived small level of benefit locally
a. Jobs - number of jobs is questioned
b. That Corrib may supply 60% of Ireland’s gas needs is questioned

L1202 Road Traffic Haul Route Issues

a. Dangerous because overrun with heavy traffic and Widening and
Unwidening in parts is dangerous practice for residents and school goers,
speed sensors off at night.
Appearance of Gardai security on local road all the time is unsettling
Houses and walls are being damaged in process.
Health and Safety Authority should be monitoring it.
Necessary roadworks for 2008 EIS are now deemed unnecessary for same
project
No hydrologist was available from NPWS for questioning at the OH
regarding drainage affect on local area due to road construction.

e T

ad

Damage to Property

Lack of clarity in regulatory regime involved and lack of @f’)o%{cability of codes
regulations the project is at the front end of technological &'Iﬁ\ovation with regard to
the tie back proposed on land for treatment of raw g%Q\gé‘
5\
Issues regarding Legality of Proposal \\}Qo\gx*

a. Code of Practice query EOA

b. In particular the issue of ‘strategig’}hl@%rtance and common good’

c. Retention Planning permissio

d. SEPIL owns and occupies @é gs‘%ient and dominant tenement areas and

should not be granted CAQ\S(Q% aresult.
e. The issue of exemption o,é"\\o
&

Lack of supportive infrastﬁiocture in the area to deal with construction and/or
emergencies.

Other Consents Required

Ch. 34,
35,37

Ch. 36
Ch. 38

Ch. 48

Ch. 44

Ch. 44

Ch. 20

Ch. 47

Ch. 41

Ch.7

17.2 Assessment of Community Issues - Ideological:

Ownership of the natural resources.

The Petroleum and other Minerals Development Act 1960

vests petroleum in the state. The definition of Petroleum under the Act includes Natural Gas. The
Act provides for granting of a Petroleum Lease by the Minister. The Oireachtas has established the
legislation providing for the ownership and development of natural gas. In my view the ideological
question of ownership of natural resources is outside the remit of planning considerations that
can be considered in arriving at a decision on these applications. This is not a matter that is
relevant in consideration of the proposed development. Accordingly I find this community
concern is not a relevant consideration in this application.
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17.3 Assessment of Community Issues - Financial:

Who benefits financially from Corrib Gas Field? This contention put forward by observers is that
there is little or not enough benefit accruing to the Kilcommon / Erris region or indeed to the Irish
economy from the overall Corrib Field Development. ABP under Section 143 of P & D Act 2000
must have regard to Government Policy in arriving at its decision on this application. Government
policy has been clearly set out [refer Chapter 6]. The terms of the petroleum lease granted to SEPIL
have not been made known to ABP. Therefore it is not possible to set down the financial benefit
overall to the Irish economy that will arise from the Corrib Gas Field Development.

I do not accept the concern expressed in this regard. The Kinsale Gas Field provided the
economic impetus that underpinned the development of BGE and the gas transmission system
in Ireland. That same scheme provided the impetus for re-investment in the gas distribution
systems in towns and cities across the country. The Corrib Gas Field is already the economic
impetus behind the extension of the National Gas Transmission Network from Galway into
Mayo and 10 towns will immediately benefit by being connected to the natural gas energy
source.

It is not realistic to state that because an international group of oil companies have formed the
company behind the development and operation of Corrib, that that group will reap all the
financial benefits. Erris itself has already benefitted financially from the investment that is
taking place in the region. The balance of energy production has changed in the area from
peat based energy production to the development of the gfifrastructure for natural gas
production and there is also wind energy in production angkﬁlore wind energy planned for the
area. 0&30;\ Q§\

The important financial impact which mustb \Qonsidered here is that any permitted
development will have a positive and beneﬁgjﬁ]@ﬁnpact on the local economy. Gas Powered
Electricity Generation is a type of techno&i}O %hat twins well with Wind Energy Electricity
Generation. Government policy has idqﬁﬁ&%d in the recent white paper on energy that the
development of both Natural Gas Inf@&@%cture and the Wind Energy Sector is a priority. It
is clear to me that Mayo and the Erri@@egion in particular can benefit significantly from these
developments. The completion of éghe Corrib Gas Field Development will in my view bring
economic benefit to the region. OOQ

I find that this community concern is not sustainable and to say that the Erris region has not
benefitted or will not benefit from the development is in my view an unrealistic position.

17.4 Lack of confidence in the approval system for the project

Lack of confidence or knowledge in the application process of approval, and concern at the
inevitability felt by local community that ABP will grant this application without proper
consideration of the issues.

I bring this concern to the attention of the Board. It is clear to me that the process adopted by
ABP is such as to provide access to all whether stakeholders or not, to engage with the
decision making process and to make the issues of concern known to the Board who then
investigate the issues before reaching their decision on the Application.

At the OH there were expressions of confidence also that ABP would consider fully the issues
involved and it is worth recording that fact. It is also worth pointing out that the Corrib Gas
Field Development is a very large project and because it involves a number of different
processes that observers may be concerned at the extent of involvement demanded from them
if they want to engage fully with all the processes.
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I have found that the observers that engaged with ABP and made submissions were well
informed and had a good grasp of the technical and legal system involved in the application. I
do accept that engagement by observers is time consuming and can be very cumbersome due
to the process involved. I find however that this objection to the project is not sustainable.

17.5 High technology.

The high technology involved has created a suspicion and concern that adequate information
may not be available to properly assess the technology concerned. Much of this concern has
to do with safety issues and the technology controls as applied by international and national
standards and procedures. Chapters 27-30 deal with pipeline design issues and safety.
Chapters 34-37 deal with ground stability issues. The Board has retained Mr. Nigel Wright,
Gas Consultant, and Mr. Conor O’Donnell, Geotechnical Consultant, to provide the expertise
and advice on the technological issues involved. Their reports are attached in Appendix 3 and
Appendix 2 respectively.

Chapter 20 deals with the regulatory system involved in overseeing the development and
operation of the proposed development.

I found the local community remarkably well informed on the highly technical issues involved
in the project. The OH itself, while it did take up a lot of time, it served an essential purpose
of allowing for examination and questioning of SEPIL and t\yp application by the observers
who will be most affected by the proposed development %\@

It has been possible to examine the issues in % @ 1nclud1ng those areas where highly
technical specification details were involved. (ﬁot accept this objection. I am satisfied
that a full examination of the issues involved Q%Qj@)en conducted. I am satisfied that sufficient
technical expertise has been retained by the» (ﬁrd to fully examine the issues involved and to
provide the advice required to enable. {ﬁig\\ oard to take a fully informed decision on the
proposed development. I have set ouQéqn% areas in the chapters below where I consider the
Board should seek further 1nf0rmat1%{r,Q

A
17.6 Track Record lnterna;ﬁ%nally of Shell

I will not try to review the record of one of the partners in the SEPIL Group. I would pose
this issue another way, would it be expected that any international company [or national
company for that matter] where they enjoyed a most favourable record of high environmental
awareness in their operations, would it be expected that a development project by such
company’s would get a less rigorous examination in the course of arriving at a decision
whether to grant permission or not just because of such good reputation?

I do not think so. That is, the answer to this matter — a full examination of the issues is being
carried out, and the decision of ABP at the end of the process will be based on a rigorous
analysis of the relevant issues. In my view it is within the competency of Planning &
Development system in the country to examine to decide to implement and to control
industries operating in Ireland. Accordingly, I cannot sustain this objection.

17.7 Cill Comain Development Plan 2006 - 2010

The Cill Coméin Development Plan 2006-2010 was submitted to the OH. Comhar Dun Chaochain
Teoranta produced this plan. The mission of this community development co-operative [Registered
28" March 1995] is to promote the linguistic culture, infrastructural, economic, educational and
social development of the parish of Cill Comain.

Chapter 17 Community Issues 17-95
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:41



In the parish, 2002 census figures show 65% of population speak Irish [33% in Dun Chaochain
itself] and 40% speak Irish on a daily basis [ 74% in Dun Chaochain itself].

The Parish population was 1927 in 2002. 1 person per 11.44 Ha., about 1/5" of the national
average population density. Population declined by 9.5% between 1996 and 2002 [national
population increased by 8% in the same period]. The settlement pattern is largely dispersed and the
economy for the most part dependent of activities such as small scale farming and seasonal fishing.
There are 5 primary schools in the parish — Ceathrd Thaidhg, Ros Dumhach, Glenn na Muaidhe,
Poll a Thomais, Inbhéar and one second level school, Colaiste Chomain in Ros Dumhach.

The plan identified the potential negative impact on tourism, fishing and water supply as the
dominant economic effect of the Corrib Gas Project. The plan identified a staffing complement of
27 proposed for the Corrib Gas project.
The plan identifies and profiles the resources of the parish and analyses the strengths and
weaknesses of the area.
The plan proposes 57 actions under the following headings:

e Community, Enterprise, Employment.

¢ Education and Training.
o Environment and Infrastructure.

¢ Language, Culture and Tourism.
&.
é\}

&

The plan contains no actions related to the Corrib Gas @kﬁ;@evelopment. That fact indicates to me
that the Corrib Gas Field may be too sensitive a sulﬁi@“ﬁ)r a local community group to address in

their action plan. S
§3, <

e Services and Facilities.

O &

I found this plan quite a useful document inbﬁy’:qﬁ‘?ing the parish of Cill Chomain under the headings
above, and providing a clear focus of Wléa‘ﬁ@ the local priorities over the period of the plan. The
plan provides a long list of actions, m 3" of which are suitable for consideration as part of the
process of using the fund from the Co\m‘\munity Gain condition recommended in Chapter 48 should
ABP decide to grant permission fqgﬁ\his proposed development. The E.L.S. acknowledges the Cill
Chomain Development Plan in Qection 6.2. The E.LS however defines “community” as not
confined to the local area within which the project is proposed to be constructed, but also
community includes a wider local population and a wider national population that are expected to
benefit from the Corrib Gas Field Development.

17.8 “The Price of our Souls” by Micheal Mc Gaughan “Our Story the
Rossport 5”.

These books were submitted by Mr. T Conway on 5™ June as part of his submission to the oral
hearing. “The Price of our Souls” subheading Gas Shell and Ireland. This book provides a series of
articles in part 1 on aspects of gas field development and other technology developments which it
relates to the Corrib Gas Field Development. In part 2, the articles focus on specific events and
aspects of the Corrib Field Development in Erris, with emphasis on conflicts between SEPIL/EEI
position and that of the local community.

“Our Story the Rossport 57 presents in an easily readable form, the events and family and personal
experiences of Willie Corduff, Micheal O’Seighin, Brendan Philbin, Vincent Mc Grath, Philip Mc
Grath. These 5 people have become known as the Rossport 5 following their committal to jail in
2005 for Contempt of Court following their prevention of SEPIL entering their lands to commence
works on the pipeline [2002 consented scheme].
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The conclusion I draw from these submissions by Pobal Cill Comain, Mr. Conway and the
local community is that there is a very strong community in the area. In the course of my
examination of the project I noted that all the community energies, that were apparent,
seemed to be fully engaged in dealing with the issues and impacts of the proposed
development and principal among those issues was safety within the community. It seems to
me that the situation is polarised to such an extent that there is a great difficulty within the
community in considering or discussing potential benefits that might accrue from the Corrib
Gas Field Development.

The issue for me that comes out of this extraordinary energy being channeled by the local
community into the examination of this project is that there is uncertainty there. I see therefore the
need for transparency, the need for clarity in both information and decision making process. The
final conclusions and recommendations of this report will 1 hope provide that clarity and
transparency to enable ABP to take a fully informed decision.

17.9 SEPIL Community & Socio Economic Issues

SEPIL provide a review of community and socio-economic issues in Chapter 6 of the E.I.S.

This section deals with the impact of the proposed development on human beings as well as
considering community concerns raised and the socio economic conditions in the area of the
proposed development.

The attached Fig 6.1 shows the five electoral districts Knockdaff, Muingnabo, Barroosky,
Glenamoy, Knocknalower. This is referred to as the study area. This area has been used as the basis
for analysis of the local area within which 16.GA.0004 is la\géted. The population was 1899 in
2006 census a decline of 10.8% since 1996.% Employm@t g@%ls show 545 people in employment,
an increase of 20% over 1996 — 2006. og?’:;\\d\
P

This compares with a 43% increase in employm Ki?lgﬁ\\}l\/layo County in that same period. The E.L.S.
Section 6.3.9 analyses the degree of depriv%ﬁﬁ&@sing the National Deprivation Index 2007, and
concludes that the analysis confirms a 1 Serm and unchanging pattern of relative material
deprivation within the local and wider vicini ? of the study area.
The E.L.S Section 6.4 identifies the follQ\‘d?%g impacts:
1. In terms of demography no impag‘és%luring construction phase — workers will travel into the area

to work. 5

2. Employment: 700 — 800 construction jobs on the terminal construction at peak 120 — 140
construction jobs on the onshore pipeline construction (12 month programme). 55 Direct jobs
during the operational life of the Terminal, and a further expected 76 people indirectly will be
required during the operational life of the pipeline, in additional employment created or existing
employment consolidated as a result of the support services required in logistics, construction,
catering, transport and retailing.

3. Accommodation: It has been estimated that 40% of the construction work force will live in
rented accommodation or B & B accommodation while working on the project.

4. Irish Language: It is not expected that the proposed development will have any impact either
positive or negative on the Irish language.

5. In the operational phase it is expected that there will be a slight positive impact on the
demography of the area, it is expected the proposed development will serve to consolidate
population levels in the area.

6. Impacts: Community impacts are detailed for the construction phase at 6.4.1.3. These are
identified as traffic noise, dust, severance across holdings, visual impact, disturbance including

% [Table 6.3]
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restricted access locally. It is not expected that the visiting community will be affected as the
major visitor attractions are removed from the area. It is accepted in E.LS. that the Corrib Gas
Field Development has created a conflict within the community between those in favor and those
against the development.

7. Mitigation: The mitigation measures proposed are the use of the appropriate methods of
construction and appropriate hours of operation. It is proposed that the E.M.P. for the
construction phase will detail how to deal with dirt and dust generated. The E.M.P. will also
include details of road signage and public information and consultation proposed during
construction. As no adverse impacts are expected during the operational phase of the
development, no remedial or reductive measures are considered necessary.

8. Compensation comprises the significant mitigation for loss of land and property, either
temporarily or permanently.

9. Benefits: The E.L.S. sets out details of the Social Investment Programme. This is proposed to
include a short, medium and long term social investment programme in Kilcommon and in the
wider Erris area. This investment programme has been made up of a local grants programme
and a scholarship programme. In 2009 a longer term fund has been established Phase 1 (2009 —
2012) and has a budget of approximately €5m. This fund will be administered by SEPIL with an
advisory board who will help establish the vision, objectives and structure of the fund.

Mr. Cox in his submission on behalf of SEPIL to the OH”, indicated that community investment by
SEPIL includes a voluntary programme of investment and also g-contribution by way of condition
attached to planning permission. He outlined that €5.7m has‘been contributed towards upgrading
roads and water supply infrastructure in respect of thg¥pe efthission received for the Terminal. A
further €30,000 has been contributed towards Mayoor,@g} o Fire Service and a further €64,000 has
been contributed for artwork. There was also a Jg¥yof €1 per m3 of waste peat transported to the
deposition site. This peat levy fund is being ac@ﬁ@i‘stered by Mayo Co Co.

In considering the residual impact of the prqﬁ)’ development SEPIL set out the following:

¢ 55 Direct jobs, 76 additional indireét é@‘%s

5\
e The Goodbody Report’’ which &&s commissioned by SEPIL sets out the economic assessment

of the Corrib Gas Project. ¢
¢ Benefits:

= £3bn to Ireland GDP over its lifespan.

= Supply 60% of Ireland’s gas needs over 15 to 20 years

= One trillion cubic feet of natural gas over the life of the project

= Moderate Irelands dependency on imports of gas

= |2 towns benefitting from receipt of natural gas as well as North West Network.

= Attractiveness of NW for inward investment will be enhanced by availability of
natural gas. This may lead to electricity generation in the North West which will
further enhance the areas attractiveness for investment.

= [ndirect benefits from the social investment activity now and in the future of the
SEPIL partners.

= This project when completed will encourage further investment in exploration off
West Coast.

= 815 Construction jobs, 130 permanent jobs thereafter [S5 direct 75 indirect to supply
needs of gas field and its employees].

% [DRN OH20 on the Community & Socio Economic Issues Section 7]

A copy of The Goodbody Report is contained in the written submission at Appendix 4
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= Construction will add €512m to GDP €181m of this will be for local
suppliers/communities.

17.10 Protection of future of children’s heritage

Observers concerns in this regard were that the proposed development will impact on both the
freedom to use the pristine environment of the area, the changes that will result to the area because
of the development, and the change in behaviour of family relatives etc., who may not choose to
come and visit the area because of the proposed development.

There was much comment at the OH about the enjoyment that observers had in the area in their own
youth, about the natural environment and the warmth in the community. It was put forward that the
proposed development is having a negative impact on all these things and that the community is
concerned that their own children’s heritage is being diminished or impacted negatively. The issue
for me here is clarity regarding the impact of the onshore pipeline. If that clarity can be
established, then objective review and assessment of the proposed development can be
conducted by ABP. This clarity will also make possible objective review by the general public.
It is my intention to seek to bring transparent and clear information forward for all
concerned in this report. In this way I hope that this report will overcome the uncertainty that
exists at present in the local community.

In my view sufficient clarity has been achieved to enable a comprehensive assessment of the
impacts of the proposed development to be made. The propg@planning and development of
the area is also concerned with the heritage of the area %ﬁd with the sustainability of any

proposed development into the future. & @0

S
In my view therefore ABP in carrying out its exan ation of this development will consider
the many factors which will have a bearing (Q;ﬁ‘ &&\’e future heritage of the children from the
area. é’?lﬁ\é
I do not accept that the proposed develgpm@lt is incompatible with the future heritage of the
children from the area. ) S\Q

17.11 Loss of traditional liggts‘sf\yle and income
0(\

Observers Position
1. Observers made the argument that because of the proposed development a loss of traditional
lifestyle and income would be a significant impact on the local community.

2. In effect the issues raised concern the impact of the proposed construction on turf cutting
and on cattle grazing on the commonage, and on fishing in the Bay, loss of forestry.

3. Ifind that as regards cattle grazing, there will be a temporary impact for the duration
of the construction and for the extended period when it is to be expected that the
reinstatement of the peat land will be protected until it gets an opportunity to settle
after the reinstatement.

4. SEPIL have indicated that mitigation will consist of the provision of access for those
landowners involved across the temporary working area as will be agreed when required.
SEPIL also propose compensation for landowners for the loss involved.

5. As regards turf cutting, this matter was avoided in E.L.S and in detail it was also avoided in
discussions at OH.

6. I find that there will be an impact on turf cutting operations in the area. I have no
details of the areas where individuals normally harvest turf other than to see on site
the current practice which does involve a lot of turf harvesting in and around the
proposed route and temporary working area. The impact may involve both the cutting
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and drying of turf itself and also the temporary storage of turf on the road margins
pending transport or sale. This undoubtedly will be a difficult matter to resolve by
agreement on a case by case basis.

7. Ifind that the E.LS. has not dealt with the issue adequately.

8. As regards fishing in the bay, that matter does not relate nor is it relevant to the
onshore pipeline; accordingly I have no remit to consider that matter.

9. Loss of forestry. There is a loss of forestry involved along the route south of Sruwaddacon
Bay. That forestry plantation is extensive and I do not consider the loss to be significant in
terms of the overall area of forestry. I find therefore that the loss of forestry involved
from an economic point of view will be more than compensated for by the industry
being created by the gas project.

10. As regards the impact on lifestyle, I find that the impact will be minimal and
temporary, and will only impinge on the lifestyle in so far as the temporary working
area will be fenced off during the construction works. Thereafter the use of the lands
and the continuity of the lifestyle of the area will continue as before.

17.12 The Community Cost.

Observer’s position
The following summarises the different aspects of the impact ongthe community as presented by
observers. é
1. The whole project of Corrib Gas has had a negatlve mﬁact on the community.
(\

2. Safety and risk are causing fear and anxiety aorﬁag‘g the community.

3. The lack of proper information and t h&x e?%elved lack of a proper process which locals
could access and have a meaningful g vement in such process were identified as issues
from the start of the project 9 yearg\ @

4. The historical peaceful prlstlna\éf%a renowned for tourism and visitors has in the views
expressed, given way to f%ks tension, depression, security personnel, garda escorted
convoys and a division w1&l}¢§h the community.

5. Locals believe the infrastructure is not capable of handling the demands being placed by the
project.

6. Among landowners, some have agreed to provide land for road improvements, others have
not agreed, all for different reasons, but the result is considered to be a hazardous haul route
(to Glengad) and not the same safe road where people could traditionally walk safely at will.

7. The local community believe that the multinational companies behind SEPIL have huge
resources and up against the community who do not have the resources to fully engage in
the process.

8. The local situation was one where tourist and visitors created a demand for sites in the area
where there were low crime rates, and neighbours looked after each other, now it was
argued that people are going to jail, confrontation is a daily event, public are denied access
to beaches, court cases abound, and propaganda [locals accept it is two sided propaganda] is
constantly being distributed.

9. The local views expressed dissatifaction that there were advantages either for the local
community, the region or the national benefit being derived for the Corrib Gas Scheme.

10. Locals see gaps in the due process and are critical that each part of the development is being
considered to the exclusion of other parts.
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11. The local views expressed concern that Health & Safety issues, landslide issues, the
conservation value of designated sites along the route, and the movement of large quantities
of peat over 9 miles into another bog, that such issues were being ignored or that adequate
attention was not being taken of local rights or local views in deciding what should happen

with the project.
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12. Views were expressed that an overall look by an independent body should be taken of the
entire project.

13. An alternative proposal had been put forward which would have brought the onshore
pipeline in at Glinsk and away from residential areas.

These matters were brought out in many submissions and statements and in written
submissions and by many observers who participated in the OH.

17.12.1 Applicants Position

The applicant presented details of the consultation process engaged upon and presented details of
measures to mitigate various impacts. These matters are considered in the individual chapters of
this report. The applicant did not specifically respond to the impacts and the community cost as
expressed by observers. However, and as outlined above, details of the applicants contribution to
the local community were presented and the community fund which has been established was
outlined. The applicant also presented a summary of the benefits to the local regional and national
economy from the project.

17.12.2 Inspectors Assessment of Community Cost

1. I think it is worth considering all these matters. While 16.GA.0004 and 16.DA.0004
applications are very specific, there is a need to ags¢ss the wider implications and
impact that the proposed development and other associated development on the Corrib
Gas Field has on the area and on the enviro@ﬁgf@ of the area including the impact on
the local community. 099? &5\0

SO

§
2. The local community was representedh \}y&‘a wide cross section of people from diverse
backgrounds. The main participghtscwere by and large from the communities of
Glengad, Pollatomais and Rossper “There were between 20 and 40 local attendances
each day at the OH. The level%%@%rticipation was very high.
O

S\
3. The level of information a Oknowledge demonstrated by the local participants was

well informed and at timg€s highly technical in both matters of legislation and in
matters relating to the proposed development itself and the gas industry.

4. I recognise that relations have broken down between SEPIL and the local community
to such an extent that there exists mistrust on both sides.

5. The impacts to date of the project have been severe on this communities spirit.

6. My approach to the overall assessment of the proposed development is to establish as
precisely as I can, the factual position. This includes clarity with regard to the alleged
pollution of drinking water sources, clarity with regard to the impacts of the proposed
development on the designated sites in the area, clarity with regard to the road
proposals that will serve the proposed construction of the pipeline, clarity of precisely
the consequences of failure of the pipeline itself and the other associated umbilical’s,
clarity of the actual construction proposed through the peat lands and the analysis that
has been carried out for that, clarity of any end point connections and boundaries
between the proposed development and other aspects of the overall Corrib Field
Development at Glengad and along the route of the pipeline and at the terminal, and as
much clarity as possible on the many issues raised by observers in submissions and
questions, as well as seeking clarity on the regulatory regime that is responsible and
that will be responsible for regulating and controlling the proposed development and
clarity about the standards being implemented in the design, construction,
commissioning and operation of the proposed development. Mr. O’Sullivan, Mr.
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Wright and Mr. O’Donnell have assisted me in assembling and interpreting the factual
situation.

Having established the factual position, I believe I can then advise the Board in as objective a
manner as possible, on the various issues to that the Board itself can make a decision on the
applications before it.

This is I believe the only possible response to meet the concerns and objections of the local
community. In summary therefore in response to the cost to the community and the negative
impact of the proposed development on the community, I propose to present an objective
factual assessment of the proposed development to ABP. That in my view is the best response
to the community.

17.13 Working Relationship SEPIL and Local Community

1. Notwithstanding the situation whereby on one side there are those who may continue to
confront the proposed development, and on the other side that SEPIL have a determined
plan to complete the Corrib Gas Field development, there is a need for the leadership in the
local community and the management in SEPIL to have a system of machinery in place
whereby the many issues that have to be dealt with can (1) be communicated, (2) provide
feedback and suggestions, (3) be reviewed.

2. The Liaison officer for the proposed development is agxﬁgésential position and I expect a
busy post during any project as extensive as this prgposed development. However, the
Liaison Officer cannot provide either the timq&b’ﬁhe required level of communication,

. . . &
feedback and review required on his/her own. ¢ @6‘\
. . , N

3. The Project Monitoring Committee (Pokzmstabhshed by Mayo Co Co to oversee the
terminal construction under one of thg,\\cgq%itions of the planning permission is an essential
part of the control of the project. @%@%rtheless, it seems to me there is room for a group
which has representatives of t@ ommunity and representatives of SEPIL which could
usefully be established to act as O@@learing house for communication, feedback and review of
the ongoing issues as they arig}é.

&

4. Such a system of clearing%ouse direct contact between SEPIL and the local community can
work. Indeed, such a system works well on many difficult projects, and in my own
experience such a system can avoid legal confrontation and can resolve difficult issues by
discussion and agreement where the leadership exists on both sides to make the system
work.

5. Regardless of whether such a system of “clearing house” is possible, I strongly believe that
there is an obligation on the Applicant to provide good timely accurate information to the
community on issues that will affect that community, I recommend that such a condition be
attached to any permission that the Board may decide to grant for this development.

6. I accept that the community otherwise will find themselves being confronted with an
activity unawares such as heavy slow moving equipment mobilisation etc.

17.13.3 Inspectors Recommendation
In the event that ABP decide to grant permission for this development I therefore
recommend that SEPIL be requested to establish a group within the Project Monitoring
Committee structure and reporting to the PMC and subject to the agreement of Mayo Co Co.
The group would work to provide a local liaison function for communications feedback and
review of ongoing issues on the construction site.
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(a) Representatives of the local community who are prepared to represent their
community to the best of their ability.

(b) Management of SEPIL who will be prepared to be responsive to issues of
concern locally.

Reason : To establish a direct system of local liaison between the applicant and the local
community

17.14 Community Concerns: Privacy

1. This issue relates to the observers concerns about the use of photographic and video equipment
along the site by SEPIL in respect of activities that relate to previous or other parts of the
development of the Corrib Gas Field. Apparently video cameras and photography is used by
SEPIL. SEPIL indicated at the OH that where such equipment is necessary or becomes
necessary, it may be used on the proposed development. SEPIL indicated that the purpose was
to safeguard the security of the site and to safeguard workers on the site and equipment and
materials on site.

2. It was clear from evidence at OH that video equipment is used by the local community — film
was shown of confrontations at the terminal construction site, and at other sites where SEPIL
work was being undertaken.

3. Observers were concerned that images and videos of innocenggactivity by members of the local
community were being collected, and that it was unclearghow these images might be used.
Observers indicated that images of their children ha\gl b\@;@\n included, and that the whole issue
was a serious invasion of privacy. o‘io«'é\

RS

W

In the normal course of events, a certain a;mo t of photography and video images would be

collected for site record of the site, and of, @g@rs related to the construction project. A number of

questions arise: ) RS
X

(A) Is this a planning question in t Sfirst place? I believe it is. The manner in which SEPIL
proposes to conduct the consg%%ﬁon project is a planning issue. Should SEPIL invade private
use of lands or normal priv&t‘e activity with noise, vibration, dust, disturbance, light etc., such
matters would be assessed and could be controlled through conditions on a planning
permission or indeed if the invasion of privacy was considered excessive then refusal of
permission could be based on such excessive invasion of private activity.

(B) How can such activity be controlled in any planning permission? I accept the position of
observers that innocent activity, everyday activity, activity such as the enjoyment of the beach
and sea at Glengad where it is filmed or photographed such filming or photography should be
controlled. I propose the following conditions to control the activity.

17.14.1 Inspectors Assessment

17.14.2 Inspectors Recommendation

Accordingly I recommend that SEPIL be conditioned, on any permission that is to be considered for
the proposed development, to establish a system whereby all photography and video footage taken
by SEPIL employees, contractors, anyone associated with the proposed development, be controlled.
The system and method of control shall be set out for agreement in the EMP. SEPIL shall pay to
Mayo Co Co the costs involved in putting in position a person who will verify that the control
system for images is working properly and that a system for destroying such images is put in place.
While this condition will be onerous on all concerned, the uncontrolled use of photo and image
footage would not be an acceptable impact of the proposed development.

Reason: To manage and protect the privacy of the local community from any unnecessary
impact from photo or video imagery.
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17.15 Community Concerns: Impact on Tourism

Observers have made a number of points here.
1. That the impact of the construction of the proposed development on the natural environment
would reduce the attractiveness of the area for tourists.

2. The construction works have generated demand for accommodation and use of facilities
including boats such that tourists to the area are being excluded and business’s relying on
tourism are being impacted upon.

I cannot accept either of these matters as realistic propositions. In the first case while I can
accept there will be a visual and traffic disruption during construction of the pipeline. That
impact will be temporary and indeed it may in itself promote visitation to the area out of
interest to see construction under way. In the aftermath of the construction there will be very
little impact on tourism, visual and otherwise.

In regard to the second issue, if the construction business is filling up the demand for services,
be that boat hire, accommodation or other services in the area that economic boost must be
positive not negative for the providers of these services. Accordingly I do not accept this
community concern it is not sustainable.
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Chapter 18 Advantica Report and 144 bar

18.1 Introduction

An Independent Safety Review of the onshore section of the proposed Corrib Gas pipeline
was carried out by Advantica who presented this review in January 2006 to the Minister for
Communications Energy and Natural Resources. The recommendations of the report were
accepted by TAG and by the Minister for Communications, Marine and Natural Resources.
Subsequently the recommendations of Advantica were accepted by SEPIL. SEPIL have
indicated in the E.L.S. for the proposed development that the Advantica Recommendations
have been incorporated in the design.

In Appendix Q8 of the E.I.S. SEPIL present a review of the recommendations one by one,
together with a statement of the action taken by SEPIL in the design of the proposed
development in response to the recommendation.

The Advantica Report in itself relates to the 2002 pipeline route and that design and
consequently is not a relevant technical report in assessing the 16.GA.0004 proposed
development. Nevertheless the Advantica Report did present a specialised technical analysis
of the 2002 scheme. The report articulated concerns raised b the local community at that
time and brought forward fundamental recommendations Qzﬁlch were clear and which were
accepted by the Minister DCMNR and SEPIL. & ?@
Os\o’\

The local community has respect for the égtlca Report and they understand the
recommendations from that report. The loc\e@‘\" gdmmunity however, have concerns that the
proposed development will not be safe be the pipeline is different in both the route (part
different) and in the LVI [not in th 2 Scheme and thus not subject to review by
Advantica] and in other detailing con@%@ 10n as proposed in the peat lands.

The Advantica Report provides ery clear background of recommendations to assist with
the examination and evaluati(@){bf the safety of the proposed development. The evaluation
and examination of the safety of the 16.GA.0004 Scheme has been evaluated in its own right
against the Design Codes and International Practice in Gas Pipeline Design. Mr. Nigel
Wright, a Gas Consultant, has been appointed by ABP to provide technical expertise and
advice on the project. Mr. Wright’s report of Safety of the Pipeline is contained in Appendix
3 and is considered in Chapter 27 to Chapter 30. The Advantica Report has been used as a
reference standard and has been quoted regularly throughout Mr. Wright’s report and in this
report. A copy of the Advantica report is contained in Appendix 8.

18.2 Pressure Limit on the Onshore Pipeline at 144 bar

One of the main recommendations of Advantica was that the onshore pipeline pressure
should be limited at 144 bar. SEPIL have now proposed a land fall valve installation which
will incorporate a set of pressure monitors downstream of the LVI and which will trip at 136
bar in such a manner that the further increase in pressure will activate the LVI valves to shut
automatically before pressure reaches 144 bar. It was outlined in evidence that at 144 bar it
was possible to produce the full 350 Million Standard Cubic Feet Per Day (MSCFPD) for
which the terminal has been designed.

The LVI is considered in Chapter 29 of this report. Mr. Wright has considered the LVI in his
report Appendix 3.
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Chapter 19 Selection of Landfall Site Location

19.1 Brief History and Background

19.1.3 Period 2001-2002

In 2001 a route selection process had been carried out and the selected route was then submitted
together with the E.I.S. and that route received a consent [2002 Plan of Development Approval
15/04/02 Appendix 7] from Minister for Marine and Natural Resources in 2002. That route
selection process has been set out in the documents Corrib Field Development (offshore field to
terminal) E.I.S October 2001 as prepared by RSK Environment Ltd for Enterprise Energy Ireland
Ltd. Documents submitted for the information of ABP consist of an E.I.S, which was prepared in
2001 for the offshore pipeline and for the complete pipeline and scheme, and a supplementary
update report % and supplementary appendices which were prepared in 2008/2009.

In the supplementary report considerations of the alternate landfall sites from an offshore point of
view have been set down. SEPIL have taken over from Enterprise Energy Ireland Ltd. Those
documents were submitted to ABP for their information. They accompany the E.L.S for the
proposed development of the onshore upstream pipeline but they are not part of the 16.GA.0004
application

There are a number of fundamental decisions which were taken hy¥Enterprise Energy Ireland Ltd at

that time as the undertaker, which I need to outline here. RS

1. “the results of the appraisal well programme haxe cindicated that there are commercial
quantities of gas in the Corrib field and the deciSiqit has been taken by Enterprise and it’s
partners to develop the field”. 2001 E.I.S Chapt@:ﬁa ection 2.2.1.

2. “The only feasible development scenario %Qéubsea system tied back to a processing terminal
onshore”. Enterprise Energy Ireland 20 S Chapter 4 Section 4.1.2.2.

3. “On the basis of the above, [i.e 00@mc1usmns following landfall and terminal location
consideration] it is proposed to cozgé‘truct the Terminal near Bellanboy Bridge and to construct
an offshore pipeline which willg dome ashore at Dooncarton, near the Sruwaddacon inlet, in
Broadhaven Bay”. Enterprise @Onergy Ireland 2001 E.I.S Chapter 4 Section 4.2.2.

4. Subsequently to these decisions the applications together with the 2001 E.I.S was prepared one
for the pipeline offshore and onshore (the original route). A separate E.I.S. was prepared for the
Terminal at that time. [Refer Section 1.1.1. E.I.S.2001].

19.1.4 Period 2002-2004

1. There followed a series of applications for various consents and permissions. These resulted in
the following consents and permission being granted (copy of the consents licences and
permission are included in Appendix 7.

2. Approval to the Corrib Gas Field Plan of Development as proposed by Enterprise Energy Irl Ltd
was given by Minister for Marine & Natural Resources 15/04/2002.

The Plan of Development is a Petroleum Lease condition as opposed to a statutory one. The
Petroleum Lease was granted under Section 13 of the Petroleum and Other Minerals
Development Act 1960.

%/ Feb 2009 Rev 2]
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3. Approval under Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976 to the Application for Consent to construct a
pipeline was given by Minister for Marine & Natural Resources 15/04/2002 [i.e. the original
route].

4. Foreshore licence granted was given under the Foreshore Acts 1933 by Minister for Marine &
Natural Resources for licence to enter onto, use and occupy the licensed area for the purpose of
constructing, locating and operating the facilities [i.e. gas pipeline, umbilical, discharge pipeline]
17/05/2002 granted to Enterprise Energy Irl Ltd and partners.

5. Permission order for a gas terminal development at Bellagelly South, Bellanaboy Bridge by ABP
Ref PL 16.207212(2004). Approval granted to Shell E&P Irl Ltd.

Note: At the time ABP made this decision SEPIL had consent to construct an onshore upstream
pipeline from the landfall at Glengad to the Terminal along the 2002 consented route.

In my view the applicants position is clear that following the approval to the Corrib Gas Field Plan
of Development, Consent to Construct a Pipeline, Foreshore Licence for Construction of the
pipeline and Planning Permission for the Terminal, the position of landfall and the position of the
terminal were fixed at Glengad and at Bellanaboy Bridge respectively. The Applicant had then to
comply with the conditions that attached to the approval, cafisent and licence and planning
permission. v‘@é

)
19.1.5 Period 2004-2007 F8
There followed a period of controversy during whichsa series of events took place. The following
events have relevance to this proposed develo&@‘e tand are not necessarily chronological:

e Opposition on site to SEPIL plans tg cS@nence the construction of the onshore pipeline lead to
5 people being put in jail. QOOQ
5\
O
e The Minister for Marine an@* Natural Resources appointed Advantica to conduct an
Independent Safety Review QP?he onshore pipeline. That report was submitted in 17-01-2006.
A copy of the Advantica Report is contained in Appendix 8.

e The Minister for Marine and Natural Resources also appointed Technical Advisory Group
(TAG) to oversee the safety review report and to provide technical advice to the Department of
Marine and Natural Resources. A copy of the TAG report to minister Dempsey is contained in
Appendix 8.

e Mr. Peter Cassells was appointed as mediator and Mr. Cassells reported with recommendations
in July 2006. A copy of the Cassells report is contained in Appendix 8.

e TAG issued a report on 27-01-2006 endorsing the recommendations of Advantica and setting
out standards for the onshore pipeline design.

e The planning and Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act 2006 was enacted. That Act
required that an upstream gas pipeline could not be constructed without obtaining planning
permission from ABP.

e SEPIL accepted the Advantica recommendations. They also accepted the Cassells
recommendations.

19.2 Commencement of Design of the proposed development
In 2007 SEPIL appointed RPS to identify and develop a modified onshore gas pipeline route.
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e This followed the decision by SEPIL to accept the findings of both the Advantica Report
[pressure limitation in the onshore pipeline and other recommendations] and the Cassell’s
Report [ “I am recommending therefore, that Shell modify the route of the pipeline in the
vicinity of Rossport to address community concerns regarding proximity to housing,” and
other recommendations]. Those issues of proximity are discussed in more detail in Chapter
45 Route Selection

e RPS initiated a process of route selection for the onshore pipeline and in tandem with that,
SEPIL carried out a review of the offshore pipeline route selection [as prepared by RSK]
between their engineers in association with RSK [refer Chapter 3 2009 E.L.S. Section
3.4.1.2. and refer Section 2.7 of Letter of Application to ABP for approval under 182C for a
strategic upstream pipeline].

“SEPIL’s objective of the route development process has been to find a suitable and feasible
alternative route for the Corrib onshore pipeline as approved in 2002. The 2007- 2009
process concluded with the selection of a route that is considered by SEPIL to provide the
best balance between community environmental and technical criteria”. Refer 3.4.1 Route
Selection process.

The 2007-2009 selection of route is described by RPS as a fresh start and which combined the input
from the local community together with the RPS experience in linear infrastructure developments.
As a result a wide set of criteria some not used in 2001, were ideng'ﬁed for the route selection.
&

19.2.1 Offshore Consideration and Review of Land, ]

Also in 2007 offshore landfall sites were again examinédd@nd the alternatives considered. A review
was conducted of the offshore considerations by R§Kd association with SEPIL Engineers and the
following criteria were considered: Geohazards,Rbathymetry and geology, shore approach, access,
offshore pipeline constructability, safety, egﬁ?lgo mental and schedule. Six landfall options at
Glengad, Inver, Inver North, Portacloy, k and Garter Hill were considered in the offshore
review and these lined up with the Stridors A,B,C (all Glengad), D(Inver), E(Inver North),
F(Portacloy), G(Glinsk), H(Garter Hlﬂ)xﬁlat were being considered for onshore routes by RPS.

Additional site investigation and og&%\rther detail site survey does not seem to have been conducted
as part of the offshore review in"2007.The conclusions were that Glengad was the better option
when considered under all criteria “in particular Glengad had the advantage of having being
studied in much more detail and from this work it is known that there are no requirements for rock
blasting. Since the landfall has effectively been already constructed, (the trench was fully
excavated and subsequently backfilled in 2005 and 2008) this would be the quickest option with the
least schedule impact”. Refer Section 4.2.1.9. Conclusions as set out in the E.I.S. Supplementary
Report.

Chapter 19 Selection of Landfall Site Location 19-110
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:42



19.3 Inspectors Conclusions on choice of Glengad as Landfall for the
Pipeline.

1. The fact is that consent was given to the project plan for development, to the foreshore
licence application to construct the facilities, and the consent was granted to construct the
pipeline both offshore and onshore. Those consents followed the submission of an E.L.S
for the original pipeline route. That consent confirms the acceptance of the then
regulatory regime of Glengad as a suitable landfall location. That consent was confirmed
following an EIA process by DCENR as was confirmed in evidence at OH.

2. In considering file 16.GA.0004 for approval, An Bord Pleanala is not in my view
constrained by that consent in considering the acceptability or otherwise of the Glengad
site as the landfall for the onshore pipeline.

3. The onshore pipeline requires ABP approval in the present regulatory regime. SI Act 2006 in
Section 182c (3) says “The proposed development shall not be carried out unless the Board
has approved it with or without modifications” However the facts that approvals to the plan
for development and that the consent to construct a pipeline had been issued and that the
foreshore licence had been issued are a significant consideration of which the Board needs
to take account in making a decision on the proposed development.

4. T have inspected the potential landfall sites at Inver, Glengad, Garter Hill, Portacloy, Glinsk. 1
have reviewed the 2001 E.LS. Route Selection carried out. It is my view that a suitable
landfall had been identified at Glengad in 2001. ég?'

D
5. The proposed development at Glengad must be accey tab\l‘é\from a proper planning and from an
environmental impact position on the same is“as the other parts of the proposed

devel t.
evelopmen \}&o &

6. The suitability of the site does not in 1ts\c¥fé:*onstra1n ABP in considering all aspects of the
onshore pipeline proposed developmen@é’ &

The suitability and the full exammé{?@ of the proposed development is set out in the following

chapters. 5\
N

i. The impact of the E}rﬁposed development at Glengad on the environment (Chapter 38
Natural Environment)

ii. The impact of the Glengad Landfall on the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area and the Health & Safety of the community (Chapters 27-30
Safety)

iii. The visual impact of the proposed development at Glengad. (Chapter 42 Landscape
and Visual Impact).
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Chapter 20 Regulation System of Operations of Pipeline

The proposed Corrib upstream onshore pipeline will be the first such upstream gas pipeline to be
constructed in Ireland. Section 182 c (3) S1 Act 2006 requires that the proposed development shall
not be carried out unless the Board has approved it with or without modifications. Section 40 (1)
Gas Act 1976 requires that a person shall not without the consent of the Minister for Marine &
Natural Resources [now DCENR], construct or operate an upstream pipeline. The role of the
following was clarified at the oral hearing.

20.1 Health & Safety Authority

The HSA in their letter to the Board dated 18/05.09 clarified that the HSA has no remit in the area
of gas pipelines as these are not covered by the Control of Major Accident Hazard Regulations [SI
74 of 2006]. In effect, then while the terminal comes within the remit of the HSA, the onshore
pipeline does not.

20.2 Mayo Co Co Fire Authority

The Chief Fire Officer for Mayo Co Co clarified in evidence at OH that emergency planning for the
proposed development falls within the remit of the Major Emergency Plan for Mayo and is
maintained by HSE, Mayo Co Co and Gardai. He further clarified that for major sites and
particular hazards, it was normal practice that a subsidiary site specific emergency plan would be
developed between HSE/Mayo Co Co/Gardai and the operator Oé}the development concerned. It
was further clarified that work on any such subsidiary emerggiicy plan for the onshore pipeline
would only be commenced when the pipeline was approzgd. Aé\

S
20.3 SEPIL position on Emergency Respgn ‘@ Plan
Mr. John Gurden SEPIL had provided an outI@\@f\} the Emergency Response Plan that is being
prepared and will be completed before the @ﬁ;&f@e is commissioned. Mr. Stuart Basford Deputy
Manager for the Terminal in evidence ou{@ﬁg@ hat some preliminary contact had been made with
the authorities regarding the preparatigh oP an Emergency Plan for the site but that planning
permission would need to be in place b%\f&Qe the detail work on the plan would be completed.

N
20.4 Department of Comrgﬂ%\ications Energy & Natural Resources

In a submission dated 11/05/09 by The Chief Technical Adviser DCENR, it was confirmed that the
Minister for Energy is currently responsible for upstream gas safety. He further clarified that it is
intended that responsibility for upstream gas safety be transferred to CER once suitable legislation
can be enacted. This legislation is being drafted and it is expected to be enacted by the Oireachtas
in due course. Until that legislation is in place the DCENR itself will operate the consent process for
the safety of the upstream gas pipeline. The Chief Technical Adviser outlined that a full safety case
procedure [the downstream gas procedure under which CER now regulates BGE operations] for
Corrib Gas Pipeline would involve SEPIL in doing a lot of things before the project was submitted
for initial consent. That is not the procedure being applied here.

The Chief Technical Adviser further clarified that the developer has the central role in the safety
and certification process for the pipeline. As the owner of the project, the developer has to hand
over to the operator of the project once commissioning has been completed. There is a procedure
for that and the competent authority [now DCENR, but CER in the future] will audit that procedure.
The DCENR will operate the procedure in accordance with best practice available to them. All key
actions will be witnessed by Government Inspector and the procedure itself comes within the Phase
7 of the project as set out in the Plan for Development of the Corrib Gas Field. The seven phases are
set out in Chapter 7 Section 7.4.7 of this report — Phases of development of Corrib Gas Field.

The DCENR is fully operating that process as part of the consent for development of the Corrib Gas
Field now. The procedure is phased according to the phases of development. The developer is
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required to do a lot of things in each phase. In the case of this onshore pipeline development
project, there is continuous involvement by DCENR with SEPIL in respect of the terminal and in
respect of the well head and subsea structures development at the same time. DCENR require
information from these parts of the project in order to assess impact on safety of the onshore
pipeline. DCENR have total oversight of the project from a safety point of view. The
commissioning process under phase 7 involves detail audit by two separate sets of consultants, one
of whom audits the work of the other. This will involve monitoring and inspection including the
Hydro test that will be carried out on the pipeline. TAG have added requirements to the original
consent procedures that involve prior series of reports, standards and information around the design,
the maintenance scheme, and Integrity Management System for the pipeline. The standards set out
in I.S. 328 provide the details of what needs to be done.”

20.5 Observers concerns
1. Lack of confidence in the system was expressed by some observers.

2. Observers complained that they lack knowledge regarding the details of the Plan for
Development of the Corrib Gas Field.

3. Observers complained that they lack knowledge regarding which set of criteria will be used
to assess and approve the final commissioning process.

4. A sense of inevitability was expressed by some observers that the project would proceed
regardless of unresolved issues of clarity in the regulzg@ system that will apply to the

project. &

D
5. Observers complained that they lack confid 3 %in Government bodies and ABP that

community/observer concerns regarding re% tion would be responded to in the process of
approval by ABP and consent by DCENRQ\‘}

6. Concerns were expressed regardin ‘{%@ﬁnology and safety of materials, design operation
involved [Chapters 27-30 deals W&I ety 1ssues in more detail].

7. Concern was expressed that H%A’ should have a more central role in the regulation of this
pipeline in operation. ¢¢\
2

20.6 Planning Authority position
Mayo Co Co in their submission to ABP had recommended approval be granted to the project
subject to conditions. Mayo Co Co proposed a series of conditions which included four conditions
regarding regulation of Health & Safety i.e. conditions 10,11,12,13 as set out in their submission.
These conditions in summary sought agreement of the planning authority to the following.

e A certified Safety Audit by an independent qualified competent person.

e The form of audit should include quantified and qualitative risk analysis.

e The audit should include combined components to ensure cumulative impacts of upstream
pipeline and terminal are assessed.

e The audit to be also submitted to HSA and DCENR.
e The audit should cover the LVI and the pipeline.

® Any amendments to the permitted scheme which relate to the control or impact of major
accident hazards shall be notified and agreed by the planning authority following
consultation with HSA.

% [Evidence 21° May, 18.07]
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e All above relate to conditions 10,11,12 as set out by Mayo Co Co.

e Agreement to a plan for control of traffic close to the terminal for use in the event of a major
accident (condition 13).

In questioning Mayo Co Co were asked by the inspector was it their intention to retain expertise to
advise them with regard to the conditions they had set out in their submission.

In response Mayo Co Co indicated that “...the safety of the pipeline is not a matter over which
Mayo Co Co have control...” and that in view of the submission of 11/05/2009 by DCENR,
conditions 10, 11, 12 as recommended by Mayo Co Co should no longer be included.'®

20.7 Inspectors Assessment

I believe it is important to have clarity with regard to the Regulation System and the role of the
various Government Department, Planning Authority, Health and Safety Authority, Fire Authority
in regulating the proposed development from the Health and Safety point of view.

I believe that clarity was established from the various submissions to ABP and at the OH.

I believe the above discussion gives a reasonable picture of the Regulatory System and provides a
good basis for understanding the following recommendations to the Board.

20.8 Inspectors Recommendations

In the event that the Board decide to grant a permission for the proposed development I
recommend the following condition *&\é\\j

1. The onshore upstream pipeline shall not be operated @ the purpose of bringing gas onshore
from the Corrib Gas Field until such time as tho&cgu'égtruction, testing and commissioning of
the pipeline, the Landfall Valve Installation i@t e equipment and ancillary facilities to the
pipeline have been completed to the sat'@‘@ﬁon of the competent authority DCENR and
have been certified accordingly by theyqﬁthJNR. A copy of that certification by DCENR to

be issued to Mayo Co Co Planni &A%thority 14 days before the pipeline commences

ting. § O
operating QOO @\\
Reason: 1. In order té%nsure that before the pipeline becomes

operational that the c‘(&[\lpleted development has been properly
certified by the coﬁl%etent Authority.
2. In the interests of protecting the Health and Safety of the Public.

2. The onshore upstream pipeline shall not be operated for the purpose of bringing gas onshore
from the Corrib Gas Field until such time as an emergency plan has been prepared for the
area between Glengad, Rossport, Aghoos and Ballinaboy. The plan shall have been agreed
by HSE, Mayo Co Co and Gardai and shall be in compliance with any requirements set
down in the Major Emergency Plan for the area.

Reason: In order to ensure that a fully detailed emergency plan is in place in the
interests of public health and safety in the area.

3. Prior to the commencement of the operation of the pipeline SEPIL shall obtain the
agreement of the Planning Authority for a plan for the control of traffic close to the terminal
close to the LVI and in the vicinity of the route of the pipeline for use in the event of a major
accident.

Reason: In the interest of Health & Safety.

190 (DRN OH 87]
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Chapter 21 Extensification of the Well Field Development

21.1 SEPILs Position
Additional wells are planned at the Main Drill Centre. EIS 2009 Appendix Q1 Section 2.

“The Base Case subsea configuration comprises an 8-well manifold providing a commingling
facility for five cluster wells and two satellite wells. A spare connection is available for one
additional well. The facility for further wells is provided via tie-in to the upstream end of the
manifold header.” EIS 2009 Appendix Q1 Section 2.1

1. SEPIL in Section 2.9 of the letter accompanying the application 16.GA.0004 have discussed
the issue of extensification of the well field.

2. SEPIL state the Corrib Gas Field has an envisaged finite capacity. They state that this
proposed development does not refer to any planned extension of the life of the Corrib Gas
Field or indeed extensification of the upstream infrastructure to serve other possible
hydrocarbon discoveries or the associated development infrastructure.

113

3. SEPIL state that having regard to detailed consideration of in situ reserves “..it is not
considered likely that there will occur any significant future &tension to the life of the Corrib
Natural Gas Field”. [Letter Section 2.10] &

S

4. However, SEPIL go on to say without prejudice té\j g@ve that should gas reserves be greater
than predicted, then a requirement to extend t .Qﬁerational life of both onshore and offshore
pipelines may arise. (\Q\‘}\@\?\

5. In such an event the monitoring of thg? \\‘gp\%\lines including umbilical and outfall pipe as per
pipeline integrity management systeo(’ni[ S] will enable the condition of the pipeline to be
assessed, and will ensure the integ @%f the overall pipeline is assured for the duration of its

operation to the satisfaction of thQ\Rggulator. [Letter Section 2.11].

6. SEPIL confirm that no viablesfeserves have been discovered. Any such reserves would come
within the petroleum licensing regime and regulatory process of the DCENR. [Letter Section
2.12].

7. SEPIL concludes “assuming however that there is compatibility between any future gas
reserves and the existing Corrib Natural Gas Field, it is likely to be the case that in theory at
least, such reserves could be connected to the Corrib pipeline system without impacting upon
its design, safety or functionality”.

21.2 Assessment

1. TIssues have been raised by observers based on news media reports of additional prospecting for
oil and gas reserves, and based on Government Licensing data for petroleum exploration and
development offshore. There are concerns that once in place the onshore pipeline will be a
natural target to service such developments in the future. The concerns are that this pipeline
may be used to carry gas which has less benign constituents, or a higher pressure system, and in
those circumstances the less benign constituents and/or the increased pressure may pose an
increased risk to the local community.

2. It is clear that what is before the Board in 16.GA.0004 is the onshore pipeline to facilitate the
bringing ashore of the existing Corrib Gas Field.
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3. I am satisfied that a suitable condition whereby any proposal to extend the use of the onshore
pipeline to transport gas from other wells within the Corrib Gas Field can be imposed on any
grant of permission to protect and safeguard the integrity of the onshore pipeline.,

4. 1 am satisfied also that a suitable condition whereby any proposal to connect other gas field
developments to the onshore pipeline can be prevented until such proposals have been fully
assessed, and until the technical assessment of the compatibility of such developments with
Corrib has been proven and satisfies the appropriate competent regulating authority.

5. The consents, licences or permissions that would arise in relation to such development can in
my view be dealt with under existing legislation.

21.3 Conclusion

In my view, this is a relevant consideration for ABP. While the ongoing regulation of the operation
of this onshore pipeline is not a matter for ABP, I believe it is necessary that ABP be satisfied that
during the operational life of the pipeline, that health and safety issues and the risks to the public are
adequately regulated. I believe it is also necessary that ABP can be satisfied now that the integrity
of the pipeline will be protected. Chapter 20 above considers the regulatory system for the operation
of the pipeline.

I am satisfied that the integrity of this onshore upstream pipeline cgfi be protected from any risk that
may arise from extensification by the use of a suitable conditi%@@n the event that the Board decide
to grant a permission for the proposed development whetherhis extensification of use of the Corrib
Gas onshore pipeline, arises by way of new Corrib GagField wells, or whether the extensification
arises from new gas fields outside the Corrib field it§elf¢

&
W &
&
21.4 Inspectors Recommendatioita”

$
In the event that the Board decide to gra‘ﬁ?@%\rmission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition \5\(’
1. The use of the onshore pkﬁ%(\line shall be confined to the transportation of natural gas from
the Corrib Gas Field as set out in the details of the EIS submitted on 12" February 2009.

Reason: To ensure proper regulation of the development and to protect the integrity of the
onshore pipeline.

2. Any proposal to connect additional gas fields to the onshore pipeline shall be the subject
ofplanning permission.

Reason: To protect the integrity of the onshore pipeline.
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Chapter 22 Project Splitting

22.1 Overview

Observers claimed that in making the application for the proposed development SEPIL had engaged
in project splitting and that the application should be rejected accordingly.
1. SEPIL in the Letter of Application for permission 16.GA.0004 and 16.DA.0004 set out in
Section 3 the different regulatory requirements for the project.

- 182c permission required from ABP for the onshore upstream pipeline development as
proposed.

- CAO Gas Acts 1976 confirmation required from ABP for the acquisition of the right to the
lands required for the construction of the pipeline and the permanent way leave required
for the lifetime of the development.

- Consent is required for a new plan of development for the route now proposed under the
petroleum lease.

- Section 40 Gas Acts 1976 permission required from the Minister for consent to construct a
pipeline.

&
- Foreshore Acts 1933 — 2003 permission required é}:om the Minister for Agriculture
Fisheries and Food for a foreshore licence.

\A Q@
2. In addition there may be a requirement to obtai ‘3? IPPC Licence and a Waste Licence for

aspects of the overall Corrib Gas Field Develqﬁg}:\m as contained in the proposed development
16.GA.0004. £
& §

3. In addition there are all the histof \consents/permlssmns which include the Plan for
Development Approved 2002 undeﬁ% etroleum Lease held by SEPIL for the development of
the Corrib Gas Field , the Section 49 Consent to Construct a Pipeline 2002 under the Gas Act
1976, granted by the Minister 0(§$Mar1ne and Natural Resources, the Foreshore Licences 2002
granted by the Minister for l\@fme and Natural Resources and 2008 granted by the Minister for
Agriculture Fisheries and Food.

4. In addition it was necessary to obtain a Waste Licence regarding peat disposal at Srahmore in
respect of surplus peat from the Terminal site and there was a requirement for the IPPC Licence
(P0738-01) for the Terminal.

5. There were also other Planning Permissions [a number of these related to aspects of the overall
development].

In the context of the above, it is easy to understand why an argument of project splitting is being put
forward and why the observers objection to the proposed development on the grounds of project
splitting needs to be considered.

I propose to deal separately with considerations regarding project splitting during the planning and
consenting stage of the Corrib Gas Field Development and secondly during the implementation /
construction stage.
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22.2 Project Splitting during the Planning Stages of the proposed
development

22.2.2 Background and Historic Context

The proposed development 16.GA.0004 is part of the overall project for the development of the
Corrib Gas Field. SEPIL submitted to ABP a copy of the E.L.S. offshore field to terminal October
2001, together with the 16.GA.0004 Application and the 2009 E.L.S. for the onshore pipeline. It is
clear from the letter of application that the 2001 E.I.S. documentation is solely for the information
of ABP and does not form part of the 16.GA.0004 Application. The following information has
been taken from that 2001 E.L.S.

“Initially, Enterprise Energy Ireland Ltd and the company’s co-ventures Marathon, a subsidiary of
Marathon Oil (US based) and Statoil (Norway based), carried out exploration in accordance with
the terms of an exploration licence.

In order to develop the Gas Field it was then necessary to obtain a petroleum lease. Subsequent to
the petroleum lease, the licence operator then had to apply for approval to the plan of development
for the Gas Field. The Minister for Marine & Natural Resources [now DCENR] was the Minister
with the authority to grant exploration licence, petroleum lease and approval to the plan of
development.

In 2001 an E.LS. was submitted for approval with an application for planning permission was made
to Mayo Co Co for the Terminal. N

In 2001 also, the offshore field to terminal E.I.S. was submittegg%r approval to DOMNR.

The Corrib Gas Field development consisted of a sin sgheme in respect of the application for
approval for the Plan for Development to DOMNR y ;gé‘fer Non Technical Summary 2001 E.L.S.
offshore to terminal Pages 3 / 4]. &

22.2.3 The Consent Process Qg’>\§é

“Before the Corrib Field can be develope@?c@umber of consents and licences must be in place.

The Minister for the Marine and Natﬁ‘r@ﬁResources regulates all exploration activities in Irish
waters. To date Enterprise and its éo venturers have carried out exploration in the Field in
accordance with the terms set outoﬁ\ an exploration licence. As the joint venture proposed to
develop the Field, they apply forCi Petroleum Lease, which when granted, sets out conditions for
production operations.

When a Petroleum Lease has been granted, the Licence Operator, Enterprise, must apply by
submitting a Plan of Development, for the Minister’s approval to develop the Field.

The development of the Corrib Field will consist of a number of different elements. Each will
require their own specific permissions or licences.

The building of the terminal requires planning permission from the local authority. Because of the
energy requirements at the terminal, arising from the need to pressurise the export gas, it will also
need an integrated pollution control (IPC) licence from the Environmental Protection Agency
before operations can commence. This licence sets out the detailed limits for all emissions from the
terminal, and specifies the monitoring regime to be put in place to ensure that these limits are
adhered to.

Enterprise must also apply to the Minister for consent under the Gas Act 1976 (as amended) to
construct and operate the pipeline from the subsea installation to the terminal. A separate
application must also be submitted to the Minister for a Foreshore Licence to lay pipelines across
the foreshore. The Minister may attach conditions to his approvals.”

It is clear that on 15" April 2002 the Plan of Development [POD] submitted by Enterprise Energy
Ireland Ltd on 21/11/2001 was approved by the Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources.
[Copy of the approval is contained in Appendix 7]. It is clear from the submission by the chief
technical adviser on behalf of the DCENR that an EIA procedure was involved in the approval.
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It is clear from the conditions attached to that consent that approval of the Plan of Development that
well field, pipeline, terminal were all included in that approval.

The approval was subject to conditions. Condition 2 in particular is relevant here:
2)  “Compliance with all relevant national and international statutory requirements,
regulations in force at the time for a particular location and all directions given by the
national or local competent authorities including:
- obtaining all necessary planning permissions.
- obtaining a foreshore licence.
- obtaining an IPCL licence etc. This is contained in the E.I.S. 2002

It is clear that the issue of dividing up the project was commenced in the course of obtaining the
permissions and consents required by legislation following the initial approval to the Plan of
Development (15" April 2002), the approval to the consent to construct a pipeline (15" April 2002)
and the approval of a Foreshore Licence (17th May 2002). As a result planning permission was
applied for to Mayo Co Co for the terminal. An application was made for an IPC [now IPPC]
licence from EPA.

The approval to the POD underpins the development of the Corrib Gas Field. The 2002 approval
was the subject of an EIA procedure and the then competent authority Department of Marine and
Natural Resources made the decision to approve the scheme in accordance with the legal framework
that applied at that time. On that basis I am satisfied that project s\}g}jtting has not taken place.

%\é

22.2.4 16.GA.0004 contains an E.LS. \* ?@

Further to that in view of the fact that an E.L.S. ha Q@l submitted with 16.GA.0004, I also reject
the claim of project splitting. As part of the asse@g&ht of the E.LS. for the proposed development
the cumulative impacts of the other phases of egév@opment will be considered.
KO

The Strategic Infrastructure Act 2006 I‘Qéqil 3 that an Application for Approval of the development
under 182c be accompanied by a certifi cgte in relation to the pipeline provided under Section 20 of
the Gas (Amendment) Act 2000, andith the case of a strategic upstream pipeline, that certificate
shall be issued by the Minister for mmunications, Marine & Natural Resources. That certificate
has been provided with the Letter of Application for 16.GA.0004.

The S.I Act 2006 does not require that an approved Plan of Development shall be submitted as part
of the application under 182c.

The observers contend that the 2009 pipeline route (the onshore part) is not part of the scheme as
approved under the plan of development in 2002 and that project splitting has taken place, i.e. part
of the overall scheme is being built in accordance with the 2002 consents and part of the scheme
will be built in accordance with an approval being sought under 182c.

It is a fact that the 16.GA.0004 onshore pipeline follows a different route to that which was
included in the Plan of Development as approved in 2002.

It is also a fact that SEPIL has applied for an approval for a new Plan of Development which
includes the pipeline route as per 16.GA.0004.

SEPIL has indicated that the change in pipeline route has come about in response to the Cassell’s
Recommendations. Observers have indicated that the original route [2002] is the subject of legal
proceedings, and that the change in route has resulted from that legal challenge. Which or whether
the route has been changed.
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The 2002 POD is in my view sufficient basis to reject the argument that 16.GA.0004 is premature
pending a decision by DCENR on the revised POD.

In saying this I recognise that the change in route is no small matter, nor is it such as to be a change
in detail from the original 2002 route. On the contrary, the change in route is a significant alteration
to the approved project.

The central point I believe, is that whether the onshore pipeline route is that of the 2002 approved
POD and 2002 Section 40 consent or that of the 2009 16.GA.0004 scheme, the principle is the same
that there would be an onshore upstream pipeline.

I believe it would be unreasonable and unacceptable to argue that where a change for whatever
reason be it significant or otherwise, is necessary in an approved scheme that the whole scheme has
to be abandoned and that a new process of approval has to commence for the entire scheme
[including the alteration]. The change will necessitate appropriate permission and/or consent as
required by legislation, and such is the case in 16.GA.0004. Also there is no guarantee in seeking
the appropriate permission for the change that the appropriate permission sought will be
forthcoming purely on the basis that the overall scheme had an original approval.

Such was the case where the initial application for the terminal was refused by ABP
notwithstanding the approval that had been given in 2002 to the POD of the overall Corrib Gas
Field Development.

During the OH observers consistently made statements of their fgar that planning permission for
16.GA.0004 would be a fait accompli because the original sche;gﬁ% had been approved. This is not
the case as the onshore upstream pipeline development hgé‘?o be considered on its merits and

approved or disapproved accordingly. Oﬁ\jo,;’é\
S
On the basis of the above argument I reject the o@»‘?@@\)n that project splitting has taken place in the
planning stages of the onshore pipeline. ;\\o(\oé\
. \(\09 \O

S \\é\
22.2.5 Project splitting during thgoﬁﬁplementation stage/ construction stage.
This is the area where I see most obg'f%@t‘i’ons and most criticism relating to project splitting.
Observers have pointed out that atsthe same time as the Haul Route L1202 is being considered as
part of 16.GA.0004 by ABP, in Connection with the onshore pipeline, that the same haul route is
being used to construct the landfall pull-in works as part of the offshore pipeline, and as part of the
scheme approved in 2002. Observers have indicated that the use of the haul route L1202 for the
construction of the offshore pipeline is deemed to be exempt development by virtue of the consent
received in 2002.

Observers also pointed out that the access road from L1202 to the landfall;

a) has planning permission as a temporary access granted by ABP on appeal PL.16. 223463. This
temporary permission extends over that part of the access road from the L1202 as far as the
c¢SAC boundary.

b) is the subject of 16.GA.0004 for use as a permanent access and details are set out in the current
application as before the Board for decision.

c) 1isin use as part of a major construction project that is underway to construct the offshore pipe
pull in to Glengad . Observers point out that this use is being considered exempt because of the
2002 consent while in a Section 5 referral (LVI Referral Board Decision on Questions Raised
16.RL.2293) ABP has decided that such development within the cSAC was development and
was not exempt development.

These issues are complex and are difficult to articulate within all the legislation and within all the
regulatory processes involved. The argument of project splitting by observers is understandable in
the context of these complications.
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These issues are made more difficult by SEPIL working ahead with the offshore pipeline
construction while applying for permission for the onshore pipeline. This is the situation in advance
of a decision on the proposed development 16.GA.0004, where overlap of the two developments
offshore and onshore has been established see Chapter 23 below.

Notwithstanding that however, in my view, project splitting is not a term that is at all appropriate
for articulating on these difficult issues, or for defining an objection (if that is what is required) to
certain construction activities. Observers have made a determined effort to use the OH process
which is enquiring into the Onshore Upstream Pipeline to re-open aspects of the Terminal Planning
Permission and to try to get ABP to somehow expand the process of 16.GA.0004 to include
examination of other aspects of the Corrib Gas Field Development. In my view the OH did allow
sufficient discussion and did seek additional information to enable these matters to be fully
clarified. I am now satisfied that the extent of the proposed development included in 16.GA.0004
has been fully clarified.

In my view, such construction / implementation questions that give rise to the argument of project
splitting are not relevant to the considerations of 16.GA.0004. Such issues are matters to be raised
in the first instance with the Planning Authority Mayo Co Co under Section 5 of the P&D Act 2000.

22.3 Inspectors Conclusion &

In summary I find that the objection of project splitting is no@ell founded. The original approval
to the Corrib Field Plan of Development in 2002 ingl & an EIA procedure. The present
application for the proposed development includes a which will be assessed by ABP. In
relation to matters under construction on site I fin ff@these are outside of my remit and they are
not in my view relevant considerations for ABP Q\Q‘}’{@?\/mg at a decision on 16.GA.0004.
§ s‘\é
N \\Q
e
O

&

&
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Chapter 23 Boundaries of the Permissions Sought

23.1 Clarification of the permission sought in 16.GA.0004 Application

Observers argued at the Oral Hearing that there was uncertainty regarding the boundaries of the
application for permission for the proposed development.

1. The E.L.S drawings and appendices set out the extent of the proposed development. E.L.S
Chapter 1 and Chapter 4 Section 4.2 & Section 4.3 in particular.

2. At the oral hearing questions were raised by observers regarding works at the landfall valve site
which were under construction at the time of the OH — May & June 2009. These questions
related to the status of the works at Glengad in relation to the 16. GA.0004 proposed
development. SEPIL indicated that the works in question related to the offshore pipeline
construction and pull-in at the landfall site.

3. SEPIL were requested to submit a drawing to the oral hearing showing the footprint of the sea
pipeline works and which would distinguish the temporary works and permanent works and
show the county boundary. The drawing should extend up to and including the proposed
connection between the sea pipeline and the proposed onshore pipeline. SEPIL submitted two
drawings to clarify the issues DGO111 R0O5 and DG0099 R13\.}i§g.1

4. In Appendix 7 extracts from the E.LS. set out details frorgl‘i%e pipeline design specification and
where the specification changes from offshore to orkshog in the design of the pipeline.

The change in design specification occurs at tlg@cl(ﬁ/nstream weld at the LVI and at a different
location than the starting point for the onshQ(‘é pﬁ)ehne that is the subject of 16.GA.0004.

5. Questions were also raised by obsers&%o\%oncermng the existence in situ of a stone road
extending from the terminal along ke $&lte of the pipeline. The questions related to the status
of this stone road in relation to the . GA.0004 application and to the exclusion of details of
this existing stone road from the 0 S

6. SEPIL were asked to submit @%(;ails of the part stone road constructed from the terminal so that
any overlap between the stone road on site and the proposed development could be assessed,
and so that the impact of the 16. GA.0004 proposed development on the site could be
evaluated. SEPIL submitted Drawing No DGO112 and Drawing No 001 of AGEC additional
information report June 2009.'*

7. SEPIL were also asked to submit the following details:

(a) Drawings showing other works [other than at landfall site Glengad, and stone road at the
terminal] carried out along the route of the 16. GA. 0004 pipeline proposed, and which had
been discontinued.

(b) Details to include site plan.

(c) Photographs of existing condition.

(d) A statement indexed to each such part of the works setting out status: finished or
unfinished, if works are consented, under what consent, if unfinished, a statement regarding the
reinstatement proposed and the process of consent that applies to such reinstatement.

SEPIL duly submitted documention at the Oral Hearing in response to this request.103

191 [DRN OH 44 submitted 3/06].

192 IDRN OH 101, DRN OH97, DRN OH103].

103 IDRN OH119 23" June]
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23.2 The facts - landfall site

. The Drawings DG302 — DG307 submitted as part of the E.I.S. show the pipeline in some detail.

The route (blue) of the pipeline is shown commencing at landfall chainage 83.4 and terminating
at the terminal tie in point chainage 92.56.

Drawing DG0099 R13 submitted at the OH shows the end of the offshore pipeline at chainage
83.442.

In evidence'™ SEPIL indicated that the planning application to An Bord Pleanala 16.GA.0004
started at chainage 83.4 on the top of the cliff face and that the onshore pipe itself would
connect to the offshore pipe by the insertion of a “pop” piece of pipe less than 12m long
somewhere between chainage 83.4 and chainage 83.442. SEPIL were not in a position to say
exactly where that connection would occur, but because chainage 83.4 is at the cliff face it was
unlikely to occur at that point.

In evidence'® SEPIL confirmed that the offshore umbilical will connect to the onshore
umbilical at chainage 83.478 approximately, and that the offshore umbilical is proposed to be
laid in 2010. A casing pipe will be laid in 2009, with the pull in of the offshore pipe, and
through which the offshore umbilical will be pulled in 2010. The onshore and offshore
umbilicals will be connected in a chamber within the LVI cmg%ound as shown on DG 2103.

In evidence'® SEPIL confirmed that the surface water 1n for the LVI site itself will be laid
through the cliff face as part of the works or 16. ngéo M if approved.

In evidence'” SEPIL indicated that the of outfall pipe will be laid in 2009 and will
connect to the onshore outfall pipe betwegﬁ‘ ghainages 83.4 and 83.442 and that permission is
being sought for the outfall pipe up to 8§54c§1‘§ part of the current 16.GA.0004 application.

SEPIL show on DGO111 ROS the %?(&\éht of “temporary fencing offshore pipeline works” and
“the offshore pipeline construcUon@Bmpound”

&

&

23.3 Previous Considerations by ABP

1.

'"%The Bord granted permission for the retention of temporary alterations (including widening)
of a previously existing agricultural entrance from the public road (the L1202 county Road) to
the Corrib Gas pipeline way leave at Glengad for a five year period.

"“The Bord considered and decided a series of questions relating to the construction activity at
Rossport South (Rosdoagh), Glengad, Bellanaboy, Bellagelly South.

104 110" June 15.04]

195110™ June 15.11]

106

(10" June 15.04]
97 110" June 15.12]
108 [p| 16.223463].

109 [16. RL.2293].
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23.4 Assessment of landfall site issues

The situation is complex between the permission now being sought and the 2002 Section 40 consent
under the Gas Act 1976 and complex also because of past events, the temporary planning
permission and the referral outlined above. The situation is also complicated by previous attempts
by SEPIL at construction activity on this site of which no details were sought or provided but which
were referred to by observers and SEPIL in passing.

23.4.6 The Access Road to the LVI site from L1202

1. That part of the entrance road to the LVI that was the subject of the temporary retention
permission PL 6.223463 has now 3 status positions:

Status 1 A temporary 5 year permission granted by ABP reference 16.223463.

Status 2 In use at present as access road to offshore pipeline construction compound this
includes 2.8 m high palisade fence and temporary site offices and 3 m steel hoarding panel
gates. [2002 , Section 40 consent under the Gas Act 1976]

Status 3 This application 16. GA.0004 includes the construction of a permanent 3.5 m wide
access road from the 1.1202 (local road) to the LVI facility and through manually operated
gates (vehicular and pedestrian). The access road will be surfaced with topsoil sourced from
within the compound [refer E.I.S chapter 4.3 and drawing DG 2101].

23.4.7 Conclusions Access Road &

2. I am satisfied that the details of development proposg@é}‘or the Glengad LVI part of the
site are clear in the drawings and as containe(kin,(gt*he E.LS and as further clarified in
submissions to the OH. ZS\O‘

P

3. I am satisfied that a permanent access rtz\&ﬁzﬁz\y to the LVI site is required as an integral

part of the pipeline development and I éj&\&(@‘no objections to the roadway as proposed.
§)

4. The offshore pipeline constructiq;iﬁ&not part of the 16 GA.0004 application. I have
sought and received clariﬁcatioﬁoﬁ the OH of the overlap between the tie-in of the
offshore pipeline construction a@ the proposed development.

N
23.4.8 Observers contentiorﬁvoGIengad Site

(a) That the general construction works on site represent a commencement of this 16. GA.0004
development in advance of a decision by ABP ie. the works on site are unauthorised
development. I have no authority to examine this contention. In my view, the contention is
outside the jurisdiction of ABP at this point in time and should have been taken up with
the Planning Authority Mayo Co Co within whose jurisdiction I believe issues of
unauthorised development can be raised in the first instance. This position was made
clear at the oral hearing. Evidence was also submitted that a Section 5 referral to Mayo
Co Co in this regard had issued from An Taisce.

(b) The construction of the offshore pipeline which requires a construction footprint onshore
above the HWM. Observers contend that those onshore works should require permission i.e.
Observers contend that the temporary works onshore are unauthorised development. I have
no authority to examine whether there is unauthorised development or not on this site.
In my view, the contention is outside the jurisdiction of ABP at this point in time and
should have been taken up with the Planning Authority Mayo Co Co within whose
jurisdiction I believe issues of unauthorised development can be raised in the first
instance.
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23.4.9 Pipeline Overlap

In the case of the pipeline tie in, and the overlap issue, the situation is not so straightforward.
Observers contention is that a part of the pipeline which is the subject of this 16.GA.0004
application is being constructed now as part of the offshore pipeline pull-in works and in advance of
a decision to grant planning permission. In particular they refer to that part of the offshore pipeline
above the high water mark which it is proposed to construct as part of the offshore pipeline pull in
works in 2009. SEPIL have confirmed in evidence''® that the 2009 offshore pull-in works will
include:

€)) Laying the 20 inch gas pipe itself to a point onshore between chainage 83.40 and chainage
83.442.

2) Laying the outfall discharge pipe offshore and to a point onshore between chainage 83.40
and chainage 83.442.

3) Laying of the umbilical itself will not be carried out until 2010, however, the 2009 works
will include insertion at cliff face of a sleeve pipe through which the umbilical will be pulled
in 2010 and that the terminal point for the umbilical [and I assume, said sleeve pipe] will be
chainage 83.478 m approx which is where the chamber connecting the umbilical offshore to
onshore is located.

23.4.10 Inspectors conclusions regarding overlap with offshore pipe

1. T find that I have sufficient clarity of information available to enable me to assess the issues
involved. &

2. 1 find that the application before the Board is for an ons bre upstream pipeline. I find that the
S.I. Act 2006 requires that such a pipeline canno@b%\@onstructed until a permission has been
granted by ABP under 182d on the Act. The géfgﬁ?gnt commencement of the pipeline in my
view is at the intersection of that pipeline with$ \county boundary of the planning authority at
HWM. In effect, the pipeline and the apép}o‘s\%ﬁ)n should commence at approximately chainage
83.390. 09

3. Idisagree with SEPIL who 1ndlcat88®1 evidence that the application begins at chainage 83.40
which is identified as the top of thg\‘éhff face. I believe that SEPIL have made an error in that
evidence. Otherwise there w@*\be a section of the onshore upstream gas pipeline which
requires a 182c permission fI@?n ABP and which is excluded from this application i.e. between
chainage 83.39 and chainage 83.40 approximately.

4. 1 find that the application for permission should include the gas pipeline itself and associated
works which include the umbilical, the outfall pipe commencing at the county boundary of the
planning authority at the HWM. 1 again disagree with SEPIL regarding the extremity of the
onshore umbilical and the extremity of the onshore outfall pipe. I believe the application for
both should commence at the HWM chainage 83.39 approx.

23.4.11 Inspectors Recommendation

I recommend to the Board that SEPIL be requested to restate the extremity of the proposed
development at HWM to include that section of development of the upstream gas onshore
pipeline umbilical and outfall pipe between the county boundary and chainage 83.40.

110110" June, 15.02]
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23.5 Status of the pipeline between chainage 83+390 and 83+442

As regards the issue of (1) the approximate length of pipe being laid onshore now as part of the
offshore pull-in works to some point between chainage 83.40 (SEPIL definition of the onshore pipe
starting point)and 83.442 or between chainage 83.39 (my definition of what should be the correct
starting point for an onshore pipeline), and 83.442 and (2) the laying of a sleeve pipe now as part of
the offshore pull-in works for the umbilical to approximately chainage 83.478m (3) the laying now
of the outfall pipe offshore, and to a point between chainage 83.40 and chainage 83.442.

23.5.12 Inspectors Conclusions

I have no authority to assess or examine such construction works and any issues of compliance with
the planning acts that may arise from such works. I note that the 2002 consent under Section 40 of
the Gas Act 1976 was the subject of an E.ILA procedure. Accordingly I do not expect that an
argument could be sustained that SEPIL or the regulating authority had managed to get around their
obligation to have an appropriate E.I.A Assessment conducted before the project received approval
and before construction took place.

In my view, such matters are not an issue for consideration of the Board when taking its decision on
16. GA.0004. In my view, such matters do not impede or constrain the Board from examining the
16.GA.0004 Application, and from examining the impact of tl@ proposed development on the
environment and the impact of the proposed developmeryé on the proper and sustainable
development of the area. N

In my view matters relating to unauthorised orogﬂe@d unauthorised development are matters to be
considered elsewhere. In my view matters r@ﬁgﬁ to construction work on site at Glengad are not
constraints on ABP in examining and deck ‘on 16.GA.0004. In my view matters relating to the
construction works on site at Glengad th/ is relevance to the 16.GA.0004 application. The need
to identify the boundary and respectlveéli’fmts of each of the offshore development proposed which
is being carried out under a Section 48 Gas Act 1976 Consent and this 16.GA.0004 application for
the proposed onshore upstream ggp(\pipeline. This has been done as outlined above. In my view in
this regard, I have sufficient information available in the E.L.S., and together with additional
information arising from the oral hearing to evaluate the impacts of the proposed development.
That assessment of the proposed development is carried out in the various chapters of this report.

23.6 The terminal tie-in issues and the part constructed stone road

23.6.1 The facts stone road existing near terminal

1. A stone road exists on site between chainage 91.539 and chainage 92.573 approximately 1km
long.

2. From site inspections it is clear that this construction of stone road is different in some respects
from the details proposed in the 16.GA.0004 development. The E.I.S. Section 5.5.1.1 sets out
the “stone road” method. Drawing No DG601 shows the typical cross section for peat land for
both ¢cSAC and non-cSAC These difference are:

(1)The stone road as constructed between chainage 92.36 and chainage 92.539 [i.e. closest to
the terminal] is within a construction site [Terminal] is narrower that the proposed road in 16.
GA.0004 by 2 — 3 metres and has a vertical alignment which is incomplete between chainage
92.5 and 92.5309.

(2) The stone road as constructed between chainage 91.537 and chainage 92.36 is wider than
the proposed road in 16 GA.0004 by 1 — 2 metres, being 10m- 11m wide now. Peat has been
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side cast on the eastern side of the in situ road to a height of approximately Im — 1.5m over the
road, and this has revegetated.
(3) Some sheet piling has been used in sections at the side of this stone in situ road.

3. SEPIIIJ1 1have indicated that low permeability plugs have not yet been installed in this in situ
road.

23.6.2 Assessment

In the case of the part stone road constructed, a question arises does this stone road prejudice
consideration by ABP of the onshore pipeline. In my view the existence of a planning permission
for the Terminal is a significant factor here. In my view also, the existence of a Section 40 Consent
under the Gas Act 1976 for the pipeline along the route where the part stone road is now in situ, is a
significant factor here.

Observers have made the point that in their opinion, while the Section 40 consent include the
construction of a pipeline, the construction technology proposed had not included a stone road. It is
outside my remit to review the Section 40 Consent. In my view the approach taken by ABP to
questions raised [16.RL.2293] is a significant factor here. In relation to Question 7 ABP were
requested to consider whether a road (part of 2002 consented scheme) was development. ABP at
that time decided the road was development and was exempt development. As far as I am aware
ABP has not been asked any questions relating to the existing stone road.

&

23.6.3 Inspectors Conclusions. NS

In view of the above, it is my opinion that the existence.of, 6:: stone road does not prejudice ABP
for examining the Applications before it, and taking (\Qcﬁever decision the Board may decide. As
recommended below, SEPIL should be asked to 1 o\@e the details of the site regarding the pre-
existing stone road and amend the Application fgﬁ\ké?mission accordingly.

P &
In relation to the Derrybrien decision and.@ﬁé&ue of whether ABP can consider granting planning
permission for a pre existing piece of i ucture my view is that the proposed development as

now stated to an Bord Pleanala is incoré;s&, the site condition where the stone road exists should be
amended by the applicant, at that stage the corrected application in its entirety becomes subject to
an E.ILA by ABP. In my view a&)@‘as outlined above ABP can carry out an EIA on the correctly
stated site condition and can decide whether the proposed development is acceptable or not.

23.6.4 Inspectors Recommendation

The site of the proposed development has been incorrectly detailed in the E.I.S. between chainage
91.537 and chainage 92.539. ABP should therefore request SEPIL to amend the details of the
proposed development accordingly. This revised information can then be assessed fully as part of
the application for the proposed development.

23.7 The Status of Other Works

This section discusses the status of other works along the pipeline route which SEPIL indicated
were carried out under previous permissions.

11 [DRN OH101]

12 [DRN OH119]
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23.7.1 Works reference 2 (a) and 2 (b) Compound at Rossport and adjacent field.

These two construction sites are not part of the site of the proposed development 16. GA.0004.
SEPIL has indicated that a 2002 Section 40 (Gas Act) consent applies to these works and that full
reinstatement is proposed for these sites. The Board has previously considered works on this
compound site [Ref 16.RL.2293 question 1 and question 2]. At that time the Board considered the
provision of a large construction compound on the site as development and as exempted
development. 13

23.7.2 Conclusions Compound at Rossport

I am satisfied that these two areas of land are not included in the site of the proposed development
16.GA.0004. The development, use and reinstatement of these two areas are matters that relate to
the 2002 pipeline consent which was subject to an E.ILA, and as such, do not form part of the
information that has to be considered as part of the evaluation of this development 16.GA.0004.
Nevertheless, I am satisfied that full reinstatement of the site as indicated by SEPIL will be a
satisfactory environmental outcome for the site, and will mitigate any residual impact on the
environment that continues pending the reinstatement. I believe such residual impact is a matter for
consideration here.

&
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13 [DRN OH119 DG0114]
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23.7.3 Corridor Glenamoy Terminal outside current application. [Works Ref
Number 3(a)].

This corridor now consists of a pipeline route in forestry which has been clear felled, and in which a
bog mat timber road has been laid down. The corridor lies north of the L1202."'* The proposed
pipeline route 16.GA.0004 will not use this corridor apart from a small section adjacent to the
L1202. Immediately north of L1202 [This is shown on Plate 8 Compound Aghoos Road on DRN
OH119] there is part of the proposed development [Compound SC8]. Also the 16.GA.0004 route
crosses the corridor at right angles more or less at chainage 90.7 immediately behind compound SC
8. The Board have previously considered this development [No 16.RC.2293 Question 7] and
decided that the laying of a wooden road between the compound at Bellagelly South and
Sruwaddacon Bay is development and is exempted development.

The development, use and reinstatement of the corridor'® are matters that relate to the 2002
pipeline consent what is clear to me is that there is a continuing residual impact on the environment
as a result of the works carried out on this corridor by SEPIL. The impact is both visual and
physical in that the remains of a wooden mat road exists. The impact also affects drainage in the
area. It is not clear who controls the site, what the respective roles of Coillte and SEPIL are at this
point in time, nor is it clear what final reinstatement, if any, will be carried out.

23.7.4 Inspectors Conclusions and Recommendations 2

I believe it would be incompatible with the proper planning an@@ustainable development of the area
to deal with the proposed development 16.GA. 0004\Av;§l§hout identifying how these impacts
associated with the apparently abandoned 2002 cons%@lpehne are to be mitigated, and how that
site will be reinstated if at all.

Accordingly I recommend that ABP seeokQ Qﬁrlficatlon on what is proposed for the
reinstatement of this site, who will be rgspensible for the reinstatement and under what
consent/permission that work is propos e carried out.

23.7.5 Corridor Glenamoy Ter@mal within current application boundary.116

This corridor is a part of the pro@%ed development and has been discussed above in the context of
the stone road constructed there.
I am satisfied that any issues relating to this corridor can be dealt with in this application.

23.7.6 Compound (Aghoos Road) [Site 4 Doc No 119].

This compound is a part of the proposed development.
I am satisfied that any issues relating to this compound can be dealt with in this application

114

[DRN OH119 DG0114]

15 [Works 3a on DRH OH119]

118 [Site 36 DRN OH119]
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Chapter 24 Protection of the Drinking Water Supply
24.1 Background

This chapter examines the facts relating to potential impact that the proposed development could
have on drinking water in the area. Issues related to the protection of surface waters from pollution
from the proposed development are considered separately in Chapter 43: Hydrology and Eco-
Hydrology.

24.1.7 River Catchments

River catchments are shown on attached figure 15.3 taken from E.L.S. 2009.
This figure shows that the pipeline route travels through the following catchments:
1. Carrowmore lake: A section of the route immediately adjacent to the Terminal. In total I
estimate about 300m of the route is in this catchment [and apart from 100m is largely within
the Terminal site itself].

2. Lenamore River: This catchment drains into Sruwaddacon Bay.

3. Catchment South of Sruwaddacon Bay: This catchment slopes and drains into
Sruwaddacon Bay.

4. Catchment North of Sruwaddacon Bay: This catchmen\to é}bo%')es and drains into Sruwaddacon
Bay. &
’ S
In Section 4 of Appendix M5 of E.I.S SEPIL state Gﬁa tcho surface water abstraction points have
been identified along the proposed pipeline route. \\}Q
- . S
24.1.8 Drinking Water Supplies é’>‘0§
Carrowmore Lake is the source for EHl&\R\@’lonal Water Supply in the area. Mayo Co Co were
requested to submit an Infrastructure Ke showing the water supplies affected by the proposed
development. DRN OHS52 was submlt& and shows the Pollatomais GWS which is supplied from
the Erris Regional Water Supply Sc@ﬁne

It is the view of Mayo Co Co that the proposed development will not affect the Pollatomais GWS.
DRN OHS52 also shows the Rossport GWS which is a standalone scheme with its source close to the
port at Rossport. The source is a private ground water source pumped to a reservoir for distribution
in the Rossport area.

It is the view of Mayo Co Co that the proposed development and the works associated with the
pipeline construction will not impact on or interfere with the Rossport G.W.S. The gas pipeline will
cross the water main, however Mayo Co Co consider that with reasonable local arrangements that
the level of inconvenience involved would not be significant.

24.2 Mayo Co Co Recommendations

Mayo Co Co in the Infrastructure Report recommends that there would be significant benefits to the
local community if the existing water supply serving Glenamoy [part of Erris Regional Water
Supply] were extended to serve Rossport area. Mayo Co Co recommended that the cost of this work

could be borne by SEPIL. SEPIL made no submission and did not refer to this recommendation at
the OH.
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24.3 Other Issues

24.3.1 Other Ground Water

In Section 15.3.2 of E.I.S 2009 SEPIL discuss the potential impact of the proposed development of
ground water along the proposed pipeline route (outside peatlands). SEPIL consider that on the
basis of recorded ground water levels that the pipeline will not intersect groundwater along the
route except at the trenchless crossings of the Bay and at certain times on the LVI site when water
levels or tide level in that area are high. “The impacts during the operational stage are deemed to
have a temporary and imperceptible impact on local groundwater levels and groundwater flow in
the area.”

24.3.2 Observers Concerns

Considerable concern was expressed that the works would affect drinking water supplies. Concern
was expressed regarding the impact of the Terminal construction on the water quality of
Corrowmore Lake source for Erris Regional Water Supply Scheme. Test results were shown on
slides showing elevated levels for aluminium tests in water quality results and these were related to
works at the construction site of the Terminal.

24.3.3 Drinking Water Results Erris Regional Water Supply Scheme

Mayo Co Co were requested to submit 5 years water supply test results for the Carrowmore Lake
supply Mayo Co Co submitted results for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008117 and results for Jan — April
2009''®. T have examined these results and I found as follows: <

. In 2005 the results were satisfactory and the tests for Afiminium were satisfactory.

e In 2006 the results were satisfactory and the 3 g?\}or Aluminium were satisfactory. In
December 2006 one Aluminium test while ggﬁg}ﬁ the allowable threshold for Aluminium,
the reading was elevated. Q\\}Q \

e In 2007 the test results show that al@h@ﬁum levels (4 test results in all) exceeded the
maximum permissible threshold forﬁ’u@hmum in Jan, March and December of 2008. The
March and December levels were&hg@mally over the permissible threshold for aluminium.

e In 2008 the results were satlsfact%@ and the aluminium results were satisfactory,

¢ In 2009 the results presented ﬁgﬁ] anuary to April are satisfactory.

In summary, the drinking waterCTesults of tests show that the Erris Regional Water Supply is
satisfactory and apart from the aluminium levels which exceeded the maximum permissible
threshold in 2007, the water supply has been certified throughout the period involved by the Public
Analyst as chemically satisfactory and bacteriologically satisfactory over the years 2005, 2006,
2008, 2009 to April.

24.4 Inspectors Assessment

1. The main issue then concerns the potential impact on the Carrowmore Lake water source from
the proposed 300m approx of pipeline construction within that catchment.

I note from information submitted at the OH that SEPIL do not propose any discharge location
for surface water in that catchment area [DRN OH97 shows these discharge locations for
surface water collected along the excavation].

I recommend that surface water from this section [chainage 92.2 to 92.56] shall be collected
attenuated and taken through silt settlement ponds before being discharged, and that discharge

17 [DRN OH85]

18 [DRN OH90]
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shall be arranged to occur at DC11 into the Lenamore River Catchment i.e., the surface water
collected from chainage 92.2 — 92.56 shall not discharge into the Carrowmore Lake catchment.

2. I recommend that prior to construction, the location of wells which serve as water supply
sources shall be identified and that these wells shall be monitored before, during and after
construction. I note that the extent of the piped network of the Rossport GWS and Pollatomais
GWS are such that there may not be many such wells serving as individual water supply
sources.

3. As regards Mayo Co Co recommendation that SEPIL connect the Erris Regional Water Supply
from Bellanaboy into the Rossport GWS and thus eliminate the use of the existing source at
Rossport. It is unclear why this recommendation was made in this manner as a
recommendation to the OH and not in the original submission by Mayo Co Co to ABP. I accept
Mayo Co Co recommendation that there would be considerable benefit to the local community
from such a connection. It is quite a long length and would involve significant cost and would
also require agreement of the Rossport GWS to these arrangements. I therefore believe that it
would not be appropriate that a condition be considered to give effect to the Mayo Co Co
recommendation in any permission. There is much uncertainty in my mind regarding the
recommendation and those from the local community in Rossport did not make any reference
in their submissions to the recommendation from Mayo Co Co.

4. It would be open to consider such a proposal where agreement had been established to the
detail scheme and for any Community Gain funds that become available as part of any
permission to be devoted by agreement of all concerned to sugh arrangement.

&

24.5 Inspectors Conclusion Y

1. I am satisfied that the proposed develqﬁé@‘t has the potential to impact on the
Carrowmore Lake Water Supply catchr@&:&s uring construction of the section between
chainage 92+273 and chainage 92+57Q§308p oximately.

2. I am satisfied that the evidence pr nﬁ%@ﬂ by Mayo Co Co shows that the water quality in
the Carrowmore Lake Water qub\ Ms satisfactory and has been satisfactory during the
majority of the construction peﬁo(&d%\of the Terminal.

3. I am satisfied that it should be@%ssible to manage the construction project for the proposed
development so that there vgfh not be an impact on the water quality of Carrowmore Lake
Water Supply. Oo(\

24.6 Inspectors Recommendation

In the event that the Board decide to grant a permission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition

SEPIL shall include in the EMP a detail method statement for construction in the chainage 924273
to chainage 92+573 area and that such statement shall detail how it is proposed to manage the
surface water during construction. The EMP shall be agreed by Mayo Co Co. Surface water from
the construction project shall not discharge into the Carrowmore Lake Catchment.

Reason: To protect the Carrowmore Lake Water Supply
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Chapter 25 Construction Methodology and Programme

25.1 Introduction

25.1.4 Construction methods and Construction details

A 12 month construction programme is prepared which includes mobilisation, construction testing
and commissioning and reinstatement. SEPIL propose to establish a project monitoring committee
comprising SEPIL, Mayo Co Co, NWRFB, Department of Environment Heritage and Local
Government and Community representatives. Prior to construction surveys to include ground
investigations, environmental surveys, archaeological testing and safety hazard identification are all
proposed. Responsibility for Health & Safety during the construction project has been allocated to
RPS (Project Supervisor Design Phase) and to the Construction Contractor (Project Supervisor
Construction Phase).

The construction method to be used is:

1) The open cut technique known as the spread technique with temporary working area of 40m

2) Micro tunnelling across Sruwaddacon Bay at lower crossing 630m long (landfall end) and
upper crossing 1000m long (terminal end) of Sruwaddacon Bay

3) A varied open cut technique known as the stone road method i all areas of Peat land, including

the forestry section. RS
4) Increased working areas are used at road crossings(@ri,gér and stream crossings and at estuary
crossings and compounds. SO
&
SIS

25.1.5 Pipe Construction Summary K

The pipes will be welded and weld tested o &%Q%ipes will be bent on site (or preformed or forged
bends may be used) to form pipe change@ﬁ@?evation or direction along the pipeline route. Pipes
will be coated with electrical insulatioraps resistant material to corrosion and soil bacteria action.
Pipe strings when welded and coated, gte inspected and checked before being laid in long strings
into the trench. The water outfall (Zﬁnm) and services (2No. 63mm ducts for fibre optic cable and
copper cable) will be laid in the saﬁ(l\e trench as the gas pipeline. Three umbilicals will be laid in the
trench (1No. 63mm, 2No. 81mm).

The pipe will be laid 1.2m (top of pipe) below agricultural land, and 1.6m (top of pipe) below
watercourse river/stream bed level. The pipe will be laid on a layer of bedding material (sand, pea
gravel or a layer of geotextile may be used as coating on pipe) 150mm thick.

The water outfall and services will be laid at a minimum separation distance of 500mm from the gas
pipeline and the services umbilicals will be 1m minimum from the gas pipeline.

At crossings of roads/streams, a pre-installed section of pipe within a sleeve may be used and the
pipeline string will be tied into these. A concrete slab will be laid above the pipeline for protection
at these crossings.

The pipe when laid receives 150mm of cover using the bedding material. Marker posts are placed at
field boundaries, road crossings etc., to mark the pipe route and coloured plastic film is placed in
the backfill 300mm above the buried pipe/services pipe.

Reinstatement involves replacing top soil and land boundaries and will be carried out shortly after
construction. In sensitive areas such as blanket bog reinstatement where practical will be carried
out immediately after backfilling.
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25.1.6 Specialised construction
Road Crossings/Track Crossings

RDx1, RDx2, RDx3, RDx4. The top of the pipe will be 1.6m minimum below road level and a
reinforced concrete slab 150mm thick will be placed over the pipe and across the road crossing
500mm above the top of the pipe.

Stream Crossings (2No.) & River Crossings (Leenamore River)

It is proposed to intercept the streams/ Lenamore River upstream of the crossing, to install flume
pipe/pipes temporarily to maintain the stream flow across the temporary working area. The gas
pipeline and other services will be laid with a minimum cover of 1.6m to the bed level of the
stream/river and a reinforced concrete slab 150mm thick will be placed S00mm above the gas
pipeline. The stream/river beds will then be replaced and reinstated.

Specialised Construction Methods: (1) The Stone Road in Peatlands

The stone road method involves removal of turves whole 1mx2mx0.5m in size in intact bog and
areas of bog designated cSAC’s, protection of these turves on bog mats and keeping the turves
moist for ultimate reinstatement over the area disturbed. \}052"

The stone road itself uses a 9m wide working area andg%gﬁnpehne will be installed within that
stone road. This method was apparently developed a d in the Mayo — Galway pipeline and in
the area of intact bog in the Carrowmore Lake % ex ¢cSAC, although the pipeline was laid

beside the stone road in that scheme. \

QO(\Qé
All surplus excavated peat will be removeds erwise in designated blanket bog and intact blanket
bog areas (apart from the turves) excavagé&gp%at will be stored as required in compound areas not at
the sides of the road with surplus peat bgtﬁ% removed.
3
The stone road is constructed aft e excavation of peat and where 0.5m of peat will have been
left in situ. The stone will be selected to ensure it is ph balanced and chemically neutral within the
bog. Peat plugs will be placed at intervals (as determined during construction) along the road to

prevent the road acting as a preferential drainage channel.

The stone road will be 9m wide and will use normal working temporary way leave which is 40
metres wide. The same temporary working area will apply in intact blanket bog and in designated
blanket bog areas.

It is proposed to use a layer of peat over the stone road beneath the turves when reinstating this area.
The peat to be used is to be from intact blanket bog for use in areas of intact blanket bog
reinstatement and from designated SAC blanket bog for use in areas of designated blanket bog
reinstatement.

Specialised Construction Methods: (2) Sruwaddacon Bay Crossings

Figure 5.6 Trenchless Crossings as shown in Chapter 1 shows the typical installation of sleeve pipe
and the stringing and installation of pipeline bundle.

It is proposed to bore a micro tunnel approx 2m dia using a method which will insert a sleeve pipe
(now expected to be a concrete sleeve pipe) on both the lower crossing approx 600m long (landfall
end) and upper crossing approx 1000m long Check Length (terminal end) in Sruwaddacon Bay.
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Details are provided in chapter 5.5.2 of the E.I.S and in Appendix M4 Geotechnical Risk Register
and Appendix S Information on Micro Tunnelling

It is stated that ground investigation and survey work have been carried out in 2007 and 2008 and
that from the information gathered the expected ground conditions are sands and gravels over
psammite bedrock with rock at both sides of the estuary. It has been concluded that the ground
conditions encountered are well suited to micro-tunnelling.

Details of the boreholes are given on drawings DG0082 — 0083, 0084 in Appendix M1 of the EIS.
Information was provided at the Oral Hearing of Reference tunnel proj ects.'

There is discussion in Appendix S of the EIS concerning how and under what circumstances it may
be necessary to open an intermediate pit(s) within the bay on each of the crossings. Such
intermediate pit would require a pontoon floating and with a jack up platform. A pit would then be
constructed (using sheet piles and dewatering ) from the surface down to the tunnel to relieve
whatever obstacle was encountered and which was impeding continuation of the tunnelling
operation. It is anticipated that should such an intermediate pit be necessary, that the operation
excavation and establishment of pit (1 week), and reinstatement (1 week) would take approximately
three weeks per event. Such an intermediate pit is described as a worst case scenario. It is stated
that the probability of such temporary intervention pit in the intert\i}@l or subtidal area is low.

It is programmed that both tunnels will be constructed Qogs%?:utively taking approx 8 weeks for
lower crossing and 12 weeks for upper crossing. O&jo’\é\

Bentonite: An aqueous solution is proposed to b %‘3 in the tunnelling process for lubricating and
cooling the drill shield and as an annular h@fk@ﬁing material between the sleeve pipe and the
ground through which the sleeve pipe is ﬁ;@d This bentonite solution is returned from the
drilling machine with the excavated maégﬁlé\ and is separated in a recovery plant and reused. It is
proposed to feed the bentonite at static E)&Asure and to conduct a balance on usage/return quantities
which will provide an alert in the @gent of a bentonite leak into the ground or a bentonite
breakthrough into the bay. Oo&é\

It is now proposed that the lower bay crossing will be tunnelled from the western side (Glengad)
although the E.L.S indicates that it may also be constructed from the east side. It is proposed that the
upper crossing from Aghoos towards Rossport will be from the south side although the E.L.S
indicates this also could be tunnelled from the north side or from both sides depending on final
decisions which will be taken prior to construction.

Landfall Valve Site Construction

It is anticipated that the offshore pipeline will be installed at the landfall in advance of the onshore
pipeline. In fact I now believe the offshore pipe has been constructed.

It is expected that the pipe work and equipment for the landfall valve site will be fabricated off site
and brought and assembled and tied into the offshore pipe and onshore pipe.

It is proposed to use a “geo” mat on the slopes at LVI to stabilise topsoil against erosion.

1% [DRN OH 48]
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25.2 The Landfall Valve Installation & Pipeline at Glengad

25.2.1 Chainage 83.400 to Chainage 83.910

The area of the proposed development works at the LVI and extending to the Sruwaddacon Bay
Lower crossing has a number of the issues;

1) Sand dunes/cSAC: (Glenaway Bog Complex 0500):
The pipeline and the LVI are located in grassland beside the sand dunes and south of the sand
dunes. It is important that construction works do not extend beyond the fence-line as proposed.

2) Excavation at cliff face Glengad
SEPIL Information
Mr. Johnson in his evidence to the OH presented a summary of the Geotechnical assessment of
the cliff at Glengad. He outlined for the boards attention the following.
e The cliff is 3 m — 4 m high formed of glacial soil with bedrock exposed at locations
along the cliff
e The foreshore fronting the cliff comprises gravel and a cobbles area that represented a
beach berm which the tide rarely covered as evidenced by vegetation at the base of the
cliff, no evidence of wave undercutting and the line of seaweed at some distance from
the base of the cliff.

Mr. Johnson carried out analysis on the likely regression of thé’cliff and concluded:
a) Itis concluded that there is no risk to the LVI fron@%gression of the cliff in the lifetime

of the pipeline. & Q@
b) The set back distances recommended fo %@"LVI temporary works should ensure no
adverse loading on the cliff. KQ°~

Mr. O’Donnell in his report Section 3. 2@3&%5 considered this matter and his conclusions can
be summarised as follows:
a) The removal and changes t6<B T%ers on the beach has altered the coastline protection.
b) The disturbance of the ovg‘eurden at the cliff face will make it more susceptible to
erosion
¢) Climate change could@é\sult in more severe storms over the design life of the pipeline

Mr. O’Donnell notes that the 40 m set back of the LVI exceeds the minimum recommended
setback of 7 m for permanent works. Mr. O’Donnell accepts that the observational approach
may be the most appropriate for the site which is in a cSAC. The observational approach will
allow the erosion of the cliff to be monitored and would allow further protective measures to be
implemented should this become necessary.

Inspectors Conclusion

I am satisfied with the consideration given to cliff face erosion by the applicant. I accept Mr.
O’Donnells opinion that some form of natural coastal protection should be included in the
works at the cliff face to prevent erosion. This matter also affects the foreshore as well as the
cliff face.

The construction of the offshore pipeline pull in has involved a large excavation through the
cliff at Glengad. The reinstatement of this cliff face has not been detailed. The Applicant does
not expect the sand martin colony along this section of the cliff face to be able to use the
restored site.

Inspectors Recommendation
1. In the event that the Board decide to grant a permission for the proposed development I
recommend the following condition
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SEPIL shall, as part of the EMP, set out a detail method statement for the reinstatement
works to be implemented on the foreshore at the cliff face at Glengad. This shall be agreed
with Mayo Co Co and DAFF

Reason: To protect the natural environment of the restored cliff face from erosion.

2. A drawing should be prepared detailing the heights of materials and elevation treatment of
the reinstatement of this cliff face for approval by Mayo County Council.

Reason: To ensure that the restoration of the cliff face is constructed in appropriate materials
and to a satisfactory standard.

3) Beach Reinstatement
The beach has been subject to major excavation and trench work during the construction of the
offshore pipe. There will be further work on the beach associated with the Corrib Gas Field
Development — an outfall drainage pipe down from the LVI itself, restoration of the cliff face
after construction. There will also be further work in 2010 when it is proposed to lay the
umbilical offshore pipe section. Observers raised issues that damage to the amenity of the
beach was being done by the excavation works there which agiong other excavations involved
removal of a large rock there. I have made a recommendati@ﬁ' above regarding reinstatement at
the base of the cliff and of the cliff face itself. A &
Conclusion N ?9
The beach is outside of the site relevant to thiss ‘hcat10n and comes within the remit of the
DAFF and the Foreshore Licence granted by for the works concerned.
Any restoration plan that is required shou\ld\ be agreed with the appropriate authority DAFF in
respect of the Foreshore Licenced part overall site for the Corrib Gas Field Development.

é \
4) Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC (0<§ ﬁ
The Glenamoy Bog complex CSQ@ description (copy contained in Appendix 6) contains the
following. "
“This site is of immense ecological importance because of the presence of a number of EU
Annex 1 habitats, including two priority habitats, blanket bog and machair. It supports
populations of an Annex 2 fish species (Salmo Salar- Salmon), two three Annex 2 plant species
(Petalophylum Ralfsii — a liverwort, Drepanoclados vernicosus — a moss and Saxifraga
hirculus — Marsh Saxifrage) and 6 Annex 1 Birds Directive species (Branta leucopsis —
Barnacle Goose, Hydrobates pelagicus — Storm Petrel, Falco columbarius — Merlin, Falco
peregrines — Peregrine Falcon, Pluvialis apricaria — Golden Plover and Pyrrhocorax
Pyrrhocorax — Chough) It also has nationally important populations of other seabirds. Despite
serious damage to parts of the site in recent years, large areas remain in good condition.
Considerable archaeological interest is contained within the site, including the renowned Céide
Fields. Furthermore, the site is of outstanding scenic value”.

The Glenmoy Bog Complex is a candidate SAC selected for active blanket bog and machair
both priority habitats Annex 1, also for sea cliffs, wet heath, juniper scrub, transition mires,
dystrophic lakes, and rynchosporion, all habitats Annex 1 [EU habitats directive]. This site is
also selected for the following species Annex 2, Atlantic Salmon, the plant marsh saxifrage, the
liverwort petalwort and the moss drepanaclodus vernicosus [protected under flora protection
order 1999].

The landfall valve site and the pipeline site in Glengad are all within the Glenamoy Bog Complex
c¢SAC. The landfall valve site adjoins and is an influence on the Blacksod Broadhaven Bay SPA.

Chapter 25 Construction Methodology 25-139
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:43



The construction method proposed at Glengad is open trench excavation for the pipeline which will
be buried right through coming in under the foreshore, and going out across Sruwaddacon Bay in
the lower direct pipe micro tunnel. This will be quite invasive during construction, particularly at
seaward side where the pipeline will tie into the offshore pipeline and also at Sruwaddacon Bay side
where the launch pit complete with compound for the lower crossing of micro tunnel will start.

Mr. O’Sullivan in his report (Section 3.4.4 in Appendix 1) states that the loss of grassland at the
Landfall Valve Installation and the road would not have a noticeable impact on natural heritage. He
further states that the works would not have a significant impact on the ecological value or the
natural heritage of the habitat and lands there.

I am satisfied with Mr. O’Sullivan’s conclusion. I am satisfied that restoration and reinstatement
after construction and commissioning can be achieved in such a manner as to minimize the residual
impact of the works on the cSAC.

25.2.2 The Valve Compound and Impact on the Area

Initially as one looks at the proposed industrial type finished / design on the over ground fence,
valve equipment and control equipment it appears that the design may be insensitive in a visually
important landscape.

The L1202 South of Sruwaddacon Bay and around Glengad is designated as a scenic route and
there are protected views from that route looking down from @engad and looking across towards
Broadhaven Bay (highly scenic views in the Mayo CDP\%OO&Q 2014). The CDP provides advice ...
“New Development should only be considered where jtican”be demonstrated that it doesn’t obstruct
designated highly scenic vistas not alter or degrade \\@mracter of the surrounding landscape.”

S0

Q
However, when one views the actual site fro@?%@blengad L1202 the distance and the topography
is such that development along the ground \&&{\ can be seen to have little impact on the vista of the
view. Similarly even more so when thesiteds viewed from the Ceathrti Thadhg side of Broadhaven
Bay the distance is greater again and i &t be seen that development along the ground level will
have very little impact on the view frogr that side.

N
The applicant provided two modeﬁ’g at the Oral Hearing showing the LVI area and showing both the
access road and LVI area. It is proposed that natural regeneration of the laneway (permanent access
roadway proposed for the LVI 3.5m wide from the L.1202) be hastened by the use of gravel and
peaty material under the guidance of a landscape architect and the project ecologist. The net affect
expected is that while the road will be solid, grass and vegetation will obscure the roadway in the
landscape.

Observers have objected to the construction of the roadway and the LVI compound in the SAC.
ABP has considered this roadway (16.RL.2293 Question 10) and decided that the construction of
the roadway was development and was not exempt development when this question arose. ABP
also considered part of this roadway (PL.16.223463) and decided to grant a temporary planning
permission for 5 years (expires 2012) for that part of the roadway from the L1202 to the edge of the
SAC. The conditions attached to that permission sought to protect the ecology of the site at the
temporary road.

Mr. O’Sullivan has considered the Landscape and Visual impact of the development in his report in
(Section 4.5 in Appendix 1) Mr. O’Sullivan concludes that the small size of the proposed structures,
their situation in a dished area below the natural line of slope to the bay; their colouring in neutral
colours; and the grassing of the access road and surrounding slopes will work to ensure that the
scale of the visual (negative) impact of the permanent above ground structures associated with the
LVl is slight.
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25.2.3 Inspectors Recommendations

The Access Road: I am satisfied that the proposed road access is acceptable I recommend that
permission be granted for this road subject to conditions (1) Sufficient care and attention is taken in
the final reinstatement of the road side margins and that the work is supervised by the project
ecologist

Reason: To ensure that the integrity of the SAC is maintained in the reinstatement work

The following condition recommended by Mr. O’Sullivan be included. The Measures to mitigate
the visual impact of the proposed development set out in Section 10 of the E.I.S. submitted with the
application shall be implemented in full in the course of the development.

Reason: To protect the visual amenity and character of the area.

As regards the valve compound and equipment area proposed, I am satisfied with the pipe and valve
arrangements as they are proposed to be constructed. Mr. Wright in his report (Appendix 3) has
recommended that the security at LVI be reconsidered and be redesigned in accordance with 7.3 PD
8010-1, 2004. This matter is considered in more detail in Chapter 29 below which deals with safety
at LVL

25.3 The Micro-tunneling of the Lower Crossing &
&
25.3.1 Chainage 83.91 to Chainage 84.54 o

SO
1. The footprint of this temporary working ag&@ii%ﬁ%sl\udes a wide area at the launching pit side
and a wide area for compounds on bothy ﬁ%hing pit and reception pit sides. The footprint
also includes a widened area of fore \\g@?o allow possible working area for pontoon should
an intermediate pit be required.{(gé\@atisﬁed that the footprint is not excessive and in the
event that the tunneling can be aglﬁ%ved without an intermediate pit, then the intrusion and
invasiveness of the tunneling p%y\ﬂ be very much reduced.

&

2. Intermediate pit On the basis of site investigations submitted [see (1)EIS 2009 Appendix
M1 DGO0082 as constructed boreholes (sheet 1 of 3) and (2) Borelog and photo of core 16A-
07 as contained in the route selection geotechnical ground investigation report EIS 2009
Appendix M1-B] the micro tunnel will progress through gravel/sand for about 250m of the
crossing then the remainder of the tunnel will be in rock. The applicant does not rule out a
pit nevertheless it is considered unlikely that an intermediate pit will be required. It is
considered by SEPIL that gravel/sand/rock are suitable ground conditions for use of the
micro tunneling technique. Should it prove necessary to provide an intermediate pit(s) that
work is time/season sensitive. The submission by NPWS indicates that tunneling work
should be carried out between April and September.

A big factor concerning this lower micro tunnel may be the need to mobilise and transport
all pipe sleeve tunneling equipment and gas pipe plus services and materials through
Rossport should it be decided at the end of the detail design to construct the tunnel from that
side of the bay. While there are strong indications now that the tunnel will be driven from
Glengad side the Rossport launch of the tunnel is still a possibility. In my view the tunnel
should be constructed from the Glengad side as now seems likely this will reduce
considerably the impact of traffic and construction at Rossport. I believe the infra
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structure L1202 and access at Glengad can handle the traffic and construction requirements
much better and while there will be an impact on the local road users in Glengad
Pollatomais that impact will be temporary .

The proposal to continue the tunnel as far as chainage 83.91 means the invasiveness of the
pipeline in Sruwaddacon lower crossing is reduced and the impact on the SPA is minimal.

Should an intermediate pit be required, the turn-around time is estimated at 3 weeks from
commencing opening up the pit to reinstating the pit. This seems very short duration. I am
impressed with evidence given by Dr. Tim Jaguttis, a tunnel specialist adviser to SEPIL, that
it is unlikely now that an intermediate intervention will become necessary. Also Dr. Jaguttis
indicated that because a 2m diameter sleeve pipe is now likely that there are a number of
manned interventions possible from within the tunnel before it will become necessary to
open an intervention pit.

Conclusion

Should a pit or pits be necessary, then there will be impact on Sruwaddacon Bay on
fish/water quality and on birds using that part of the bay. I am satisfied however, on the
basis of the type of technology being used, that such impact can be accepted in the
overall scheme. The impact will slight and only for the duration of the intervention and
temporary. There will be no ongoing residual impact.

3. Bentonite Cooling Lubrication The tunnel will progres&gfﬁ?ough sand, gravel and rock and
bentonite solution will be used both as a lubrlc nt \{%tween the rock gravel/sand and the
sleeve pipe and also in a second circuit to th df\kkhng head to cool and remove drilled out
material. The bentonite solution will it is st@@%@ﬂl be at approx static pressure.

é@@é

4. Bentonite Breakthough Mr. Ia o“?gq&\on the Principal Scientist of Benthlc Solutions to

Marine Environmental Consulta{moy in his evidence to the Oral Hearlng % indicated that a

break out of Bentonite 1nto¢@e Bay would not have significant impact. In his evidence

2'Mr. Wilson highlighte@(\all Bentonite usage would be monitored through materials

balance calculations and that pumping of Bentonite will cease if there is a loss of material
into the formation (Refer to Section 11 Mitigation Measures).

In the event that the tunneling requires an intervention pit and/or in the event that a tunnel
collapse allows a release of Bentonite into the Bay then there will be an environmental
impact. The impact will extend for the duration of the intervention pit or break-through and
will be dispersed by the tidal flow.

5. Scour In the event of an intervention pit being required in the lower crossing then up to 7.5m
deep scour may be expected due to the strong ebb and flood tidal conditions. It has been
indicated in Mr. Wilson’s evidence that once these pits are removed that these scour areas

120 (June 10™, 15.20)
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will be refilled naturally by the movements of sediments in the Bay. Mr. O’Donnell has
considered this in his report Appendix 2.

Appendix S in the E.L.S. provides details of the trenchless tunneling system proposed. The exact
method will not be determined until the final design decisions have been made. Dr. Tim Jaguttis

de la Motte & Partner GmbH consulting en%meers tunnel design specialists answered questions
regarding the technique at the Oral Hearing. 2 SEPIL subsequently provided reference projects
where pipe jacking techniques have been part of the project design.'*

Dr. Jaguttis indicated that the lower tunnel will take 60 days working 24 hours with a
generator providing hydraulic powers (noise level 27 — 80 dB at 10m).

Observers pointed out that noise level is amplified by the shape of the bay and by the stage
of the tide. An acoustic chamber will surround the generator.

Three crews will operate and normal working hours 7am §7pm will be the means whereby
activity and materials will be moved on to the site. 6 g@ple will work on the site and cranes
will continue to install pipes (3m) during the 24@9«%

RS

Vibration can be caused by the drilli ‘\Oéﬁle machine will have a diameter of 2m and the
TBM will rotate very slowly. It\{% @‘ot expected that vibration will have any effect on
buildings. Dr. Jaguttis 1ndlcated<<81@1t vibrations dissipate in the ground. The TBM is not a
high speed drill-type machine. s S
&

oS
An example of a 4km trenchless (segmental lining technique) was quoted in Dr. Jaguttis
reference projects but the technique is different to the technique proposed here. In 30 years
of experience for Dr. Jaguttis’ firm, evidence was given that only on one occasion was an
intervention pit required. It was Dr. Jaguttis’ view that intervention pits would not be
required to cope with the ground conditions to be experienced on the site.

25.3.2 Inspectors Assessment of the Lower Tunnel Crossing

The large compound and the need for continuous 24 hour working during tunneling operations will
give rise to significant impacts on noise, lighting, transport vehicles and vibrations. I have
recommended below a series of conditions for inclusion in the Environment Management Plan to
mitigate the impacts involved from noise, vibration and disturbance. These include noise screening
at those locations identified to protect the amenity and reduce nuisance levels at adjacent

122 (June 4™, 18.46)
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residences. These also include noise and vibration monitoring and a system for review or noise
activity reduction which should be built into the conditions of the contractor responsible for the
tunnel project and the other contractors working on this part of the site.

In the original 2002 pipeline scheme open cast trenching across Sruwaddacon Lower Estuary was
proposed with possible rock blasting being required. This has now been replaced with a tunnel
system proposed in the 2009 Scheme. This is a significant undertaking. I am satisfied that the
technique is acceptable. I am also satisfied that it is unlikely that an intervention pit will be
required.

It is clear that there will be a continuous impact from the tunnel boring operations. On balance, I am
satisfied that with appropriate controls and standards being applied to the contractor that these
impacts can be managed. The impacts will be temporary and will extend during the construction
period estimated at 8 weeks for the lower tunnel.

25.4 Agricultural Area: Chainage 84.54 to Chainage 85.800

This section through agricultural grassland includes a large compound area at the East side of the
lower crossing, and a further compound at Chainage 85.8 adjacent to the RDX1 road crossing. The
works include a temporary way leave only required and temporary access roads from the Rossport
village road 1.52453-25 to the pipeline at Chainage 85 and a slgg»t access road (temporary) from
1.52453-25 down to the bay. 6\9
S
In this section the temporary way leave requirement ﬁ@ﬁm wide corridor plus additional areas
required for the compounds and stringing area. Th% e@%anen‘[ way leave requirement is for a 14m
wide corridor extending to 18m wide at bend loeﬁq@ﬁs These widened sections of permanent way
leave occur on the inside curve of bends ford istance of 50m either side of the bend, and the
widened section is inside the bend. The D( X P site location plan shows the detail.
& &

The pipeline in this section will be lai down in low lying land along the side of the Sruwaddacon
Bay before turning up and crossing 1;5@153 -25 at Chainage 85.7.

Construction in this section is by open trench (refer to DG 0604) typical working width of 40M
(non peat land areas) and with a 300mm deep stone access track being provided along the side of
the trench for construction and traffic purposes.

25.4.1 Proximity to Houses

In Appendix A (Book 1 of 3 Volume 2 of 2) there is a set of A3 drawings in which each house is
numbered and a schedule sets out the distance from each house to the pipeline.

At the OH the Inspector requested that observers attempt to clarify on that drawing the locations of
the observers own residences. This was requested so that such information as was available
regarding the individuals impacted by the proposed development could be clarified for ABP. The
exercise was not an exhaustive one and no verification of the information presented there has taken
place.

In this section of the pipeline, there are 17 houses, (No’s 7 to 24) and they vary from 6 m, 19 m, to
140 m and greater distances from the pipeline. The properties at 6 m and 19 m have been acquired
and will be taken out of use as habitable dwellings for the duration of the operation of the gas
pipeline by SEPIL. The minimum distance to houses other than house numbers 22 & 23 is 140m.
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25.5 Inspectors Assessment

The construction methods in this section are conventional for gas pipeline in agricultural land areas.
The issue of proximity of the houses is considered separately in this report. The single biggest
impact of construction will be the mobilization of equipment and materials and finally the removal
of excess materials and equipment through the residential and rural part of Rossport on the L.52453-
25.

The documents and E.I.S. set out clearly the construction proposed. The assessment of the traffic
plan and haul route is contained in Chapter 44.

25.6 Chainage 85.8 to chainage 87.5 RDX2

This is the section where the pipeline enters Rossport Commonage. The Section consist of cut over
and blanket bog (non designated). It is proposed to use the full 40m working width which will be
fenced with security fencing. Turves will be removed and stored 0.5m thick from all areas of
blanket bog (intact and eroding) otherwise peat will be excavated and replaced with stone i.e. the
stone road method of construction. The gas pipe and umbilicals and outfall pipe will then be laid
within the stone road. It is proposed that once constructed, the stone road in this area will be a haul
road. The use of the stone road as a haul road will, accordingly, spare the local road L54325-25
(Sean Mhacaire Road) during the second half of the constructionswork. SEPIL clarified at the OH
that the stone road method of construction will be used th&o%ghout the peat lands. The E.LS
Section.5.5.1.1 provides details together with cross seg\&mg\\\irawings DG 601 and supplementary
details provided in the addendum to the E.I.S."* on hg& e peat plugs are to be detailed and placed
along the stone road at transverse points and how g@%@ement is proposed.
Q

&
A
The drainage of the construction area will @k\ogb%rucial factor to prevent wash off from the site
entering Sruwaddacon Bay without adequate filtering and settlement. The details of the handling of

surface water drainage have been suppliédsThese have been considered in Chapter 43 Hydrology &
Eco-Hydrology in detail. I have recom@%onded that the design of the surface water handling system
for the pipeline route be increased tg}t\ater for a 1:100 year storm event. Refer to drawing reference
Number 001'* for details of the Q@et discharges proposed for the surface water into Sruwaddacon
Bay in this section of the pipeline.

25.6.1 Issues Raised by Observers: Insufficient Information

Insufficient information has been collected by SEPIL for the design. Insufficient information has
been presented in E.I.S. regarding the topography of the sub peat ground levels.
1. DG 201 shows approx 30 peat probes and 10 shear vane tests were carried out along this
section of the commonage.

2. DRG No 864-01-002, 861-01-003 sets out the geomophological detailing of the section
based on walk over survey and aerial photographs.

3. DRG No 864-01-006, 007 show long section details incorporating soil investigation details
for the section.

4. Appendices M1 — M4 provide analysis and assessment on the data collected.

5. Document 46'*° contains data from site investigations carried out in 2002, 2004 and 2008.

124 IDRN OH7]
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6. Documents 96 & 97'*' contain analysis and mapping of relative peat failure potential data
submitted in response to questions by Mr. O’Donnell at OH.

7. In response to a question from NPWS, SEPIL submitted Doc 98'?® as additional information
containing an assessment of the potential impact of a bog slide on the habitats in cSAC.

8. There was much discussion and questioning of SEPIL regarding the impact of the proposed
development on the commonage at the OH. There was also much discussion and
questioning of the stone road method of construction proposed.

25.6.2 Issue Raised by Observers: Treatment of Non-designated Blanket Bog

1. This area has been identified between chainage 86.6 to chainage 86.7 and from chainage
87.1 to chainage 87.4.

2. Construction detail similar to that proposed for the cSAC Blanket Bog section is proposed.
3. The line of the pipeline has been varied in this Section to avoid existing bog pools.

4. Mr. O’Sullivan in his report [Appendix 1 section 3.4.6] considers this issue and concludes
that provided that peat stability aspects of the proposed development are satisfactory then
the road construction method can be carried out without significant impact on the physical
structure of the bog.

5. T am satisfied that the construction method proposed willéitigate the impact of the stone

road on this section of the intact Blanket Bog. N

N
25.6.3 Issue Raised by observers: Peat Stabllég_?s\d‘
This issue was considered by Mr. O’Donnell in h1§)®e rt. [Appendix 2] This issue is dealt with in
Chapter 36. It is considered that the proposed d@,@% ment can be carried out without causing peat
instability. &
09 S
RGN

25.6.4 Issue Raised by observers: ‘@@e Road Method
This issue has been dealt with by Mr. @‘Donnell in his report. [Appendix 2] This issue is dealt with
in Chapter 37. The stone road methg&y has been successfully developed to provide access and for
pipeline construction and other céstruction in the peatlands.

25.6.5 Issue Raised by observers: Turf Cutting

Turf cutting is carried out near the existing roads. A considerable amount of turf cutting activity is
evident along this section of the Commonage. This activity will be curtailed during construction
within the working area of the site. Once reinstatement has been completed, turf cutting will not be
allowed within the permanent way leave [20m wide] centered along the pipeline. During
construction SEPIL will provide access across the working area to facilitate local land owners’ use
of the Commonage — turf cutting and animal grazing.

I am satisfied that the impact of the proposed works on turf cutting operations will be minimal. In
considering the haul route and traffic plan in Chapter 44 I have indicated that no provision has been
made in the traffic plan to facilitate turf storage on roadside margin which is the normal system
used before transporting the turf to the houses. I have also indicated that the E.L.S. does not deal
with these matters sensitively and indeed it does not deal with turf storage at all.

127 [ DRN OH96, OH97]
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25.6.6 Issue Raised by Observers: Commonage Environment

Impact of the proposed development on the environment, habitats, flora and fauna of the
Commonage. These are considered in Chapter 38. This issue has been considered by Mr.
O’Sullivan in his report. [Appendix 1]

25.6.7 Inspectors Conclusions

1. I find that there is sufficient information provided in the E.L.S. together with the additional
information supplied to the OH to enable SEPIL to carry out the design and to enable ABP
to assess the impact of the proposed development on the environment.

2. 1 have inspected the existing partly constructed stone road through peat lands forestry
plantation adjacent to the terminal, and I have also inspected the stone road method used at
Glencullin on the Mayo — Galway BGE gas pipeline [part through peat land forestry
plantation and part through peat land SAC].

3. The stone road method provides a very solid and stable basis for access and haulage and
pipe laying in peat lands.

4. The stone road is different to traditional bog roads. The latter will normally be a type of
floating stone road placed on top of wattles (timber, sally and willow branches typically).
The stone road proposed will connect with the soil underlying the peat and a peat rock fill
layer is proposed to be developed about .5m thick at the base of the stone road itself by
leaving the 0.5m of peat at the base of the peat deposit argbflacing stone into that.

N
25.7 Chainage 87.5 RDX2 - chainage 88.5200\ﬁziﬂfin Glenamoy Bog Complex

cSAC G
3§

This section is through ¢SAC Glenamoy Bo %plex. The construction proposed involves
removal and saving of acrotelm turves 0.5m thitkdsurface layer of the bog excavation and removal
of peat as the stone road is being constructed, storage alongside the stone road of the turves on Bog
mats, laying of pipeline umbilical and, éutfall pipe and cables within the stone road and finally
reinstating the surface of the stone road @ith a regulation layer of peat and the turves laid in close
pattern with a special edge detail of tuive raised to help simulate the hydrological conditions of the
existing peat lands in the cSAC. Oo(\

The stone road itself will be placed on top of approx 0.5m peat which will be left in situ at the base
of the peat excavation and transverse peat plugs will be inserted into the stone road to reduce the
longitudinal permeability within the stone road. It is intended that restoration work will take place
in this cSAC section at as early a time as possible to minimise the impact on vegetation and
hydrological conditions.

Observers have raised issues regarding the impact of the proposed works on the cSAC. NPWS in
their submission have also raised concerns about the potential impact that may arise from the
proposed development. Mr. O’Sullivan in his report Appendix 1 has considered these matters.
These impacts have been considered in Chapter 38 “Natural Environment” of this report and it is
not proposed to repeat the consideration here.

1. The need to construct within the cSAC? SEPIL indicates that in order to increase the distance
between the houses and the pipeline as recommended by Mr. Peter Cassells mediator the
pipeline route has been chosen. The route through the cSAC has been chosen to run across the
bog cSAC towards the edge of the designated area, and in fact the development will extend to
400 metres long within the lowland designated blanket bog itself, the remainder within the
cSAC being through cut away or cut over lowland designated but not intact blanket bog.
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2. The stone road method proposed has been used successfully on other pipelines, the Mayo —
Galway at Glencullin upper has been inspected post construction (refer to appendix). On the
basis that improved construction methods (refer below) are used I am satisfied that the
stone road method is viable and will provide a robust construction technique to create
access along the route, provide stability support for the adjacent in situ peat through
which the pipeline runs, and will provide a stable and satisfactory basis for constructing
and long term support and containment for the gas pipeline.

25.7.1 Sruwaddacon Bay Upper Crossing

The crossing itself is 1030m long. Tunnelling is proposed from south to north. Peat depth on
northern compound site is between 0.51m and 1.55m deep. Peat depth on southern compound site is
3m deep [refer GES Borelog 008-07].The tunnel will be approximately 3m deep at landfall each
side of the bay and approximately Sm deep increasing to maximum approximately 6.3m below
ground [MSL Approx] on the crossing. The tunnel for the most part will be located in overburden
across under the bay. This overburden consists of sands, gravels, silts with some clay and cobbles
and small boulders. )

&

At each landfall, the tunnel will be through rock (psammﬁée) just below the overburden/rock
divide line approx. It is proposed to install a sleevg\\fj\i (1.4m to 1.8m in EIS although 2m
discussed at Oral Hearing) behind the tunnelling maoeﬁig)éoand then move the gas pipeline on rollers
and pull it through the sleeve pipe. Q\\}Q S
EOA
It is considered by SEPIL that the design o&ﬁwﬁtting head and the total thrusting force available
will enable the tunnelling at the full %@ﬁg@x to be achieved. Mr Jaguttis, tunnelling specialist
consultant provided reference projectsQ@ere tunnels of similar diameter and length had been
achieved. &

&
It is anticipated that the crossin@o(\will be carried out in approximately 12 weeks. Appendix S
provides information on micro tunnelling. The way leave requirement (temporary working area)
will be 100m wide across the bay. A wider temporary shore access area is sought on the south side
of the bay which may be required to give access to water craft in the event of one or more
intermediary pits being required. The diameter of the sleeve pipeline will be decided finally when
construction planning has been finalised and the tunnel system contractor is appointed.

25.7.2 Inspectors Assessment

Road access for the upper tunnel crossing equipment and materials is better than for the lower
crossing being from the R314 onto the LL1202. The establishment of the stringing area compound
access for the tunnel and shore access will involve a large surface area all in deep peat and in close
proximity to Sruwaddacon Bay. This is a critical issue for construction. From a planning point of
view it is important to establish that the construction methodology proposed for this tunnel is
feasible and that the auxiliary works of shore access and peat removal can be achieved as proposed,
and will not cause environmental impacts other than those predicted.

From the details contained in the E.I.S. and in the supplementary reports provided, the developer is
confident that these works can be executed without central intermediary, one or more, pits. I think
that is a reasonable conclusion. I also think it is reasonable to establish a wide temporary
working area both across the bay, in the stringing area, and for the shore access (temporary)
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to provide for a situation which may arise whereby one or more intermediated pits become
necessary.

The removal and deposition of surplus peat is considered separately elsewhere in this report in
Chapter 40: Peat Deposition at Srahmore. Mr. O’Donnell in his report (Appendix 2) considers the
issue of peat stability which is dealt with below in Chapter 36: Peat Stability.

The issue relating to the control and handling of bentonite used as a drilling/cooling fluid and as a
lubricant is similar to that considered in the lower crossing. Similar conditions will be required to
ensure that planning setup and quality assurance in the operation of the bentonite fluid handling do
not cause impact to the water quality in the bay or to the environment along the pipeline route.

25.7.3 Inspectors Recommendations

In the event that the Board decide to grant permission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition

The Environment Management Plan shall contain a method statement for the use and control of
Bentonite during the tunnelling operations. The Results of the monitoring carried out on the
Bentonite control system shall be provided to Mayo Co Co on a weekly basis and shall be reviewed
by the monitoring committee.

Reason: To protect the water quality in Sruwaddacon Bay 2
éQé
. . QY S
25.8 Chainage 89.55 - chainage 92.56 og?’o‘\é

«Qo\'}\*
1. This section of pipeline is South of Srqu@&\a@bn Bay and through eroded peat lands some
agricultural improved lands and wet grasglﬁg@and peat lands in forestry.
S

. NN . :
2. SEPIL own the site on the shore andcthg temporary working area set out on the drawings for the
tunnel construction and shore accesgqg%uth of Sruwaddacon Bay is extensive.
S

A
3. In the analysis carried out at g?g request of Mr. O’Donnell'*”’ the section between chainage

91.500 and chainage 92.00 isGdentified as an area of high potential risk of peat slide.

4. An existing stone road has been constructed from chainage 91.4 to chainage 92.36
approximately. A small section between chainage 92.36 and 92.56 [the Terminal tie in point]
also has a part stone road construction.

5. The pipeline crosses the Lenamore River, a large drain / stream, and a stream tributary of the
Leenamore River as well as the L1202 all within this section.

6. The issues that have been raised regarding this section of the proposed development have been
dealt with in Chapter 23: Boundaries of the Permission Sought, Chapter 36: Peat Stability, in
Mr. O’Donnell’s Report(Appendix 2), Chapter 38: Natural Environment and in Mr.
O’Sullivan’s Report (Appendix 1).

25.9 Construction Methodology Programme
1. The impacts of the proposed development are dominated by the impacts of the construction of
the pipeline.

2. The programme for construction of the pipeline is set out in the E.I.S. Section 5.2 and on figure
5.1 below. The programme of work is set out for completion in 11 %2 months.

129 [DRN OH 96, DRN OH97]
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3. Working hours will normally extend from 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday, 7am to 4pm
Saturdays. i.e. 68.5 hours per week.

4. NPWS in their submission'”" have requested that over wintering birds in Sruwaddacon Bay
should be protected by avoidance of construction works affecting the bay between September
and April. SEPIL plan both tunnel crossings during the period April — September which is
satisfactory. The tunnel crossings proposed are sequential, indicating that a single set of
tunnelling equipment and personnel will be used.

5. NPWS also in their submission'”' indicate notification periods, a requirement for permissions
to proceed to be obtained following submission of reports on archaeological findings along the
route. These constraints appear in conflict with the tight programme as discussed below.

6. SEPIL have indicated that considerable pre-construction survey [E.L.S. Section 5.3] work is
required before the final design and method statements for construction will be completed.
SEPIL when questioned on how this would be achieved, submitted the EMP'** approved for
the works at the landfall pull in for the offshore pipe. That EMP had been approved by
DCENR and DAFF and includes details of how compliance with consent and licence
conditions will be managed on the offshore, inshore and onshore works associated with the
pipeline pull-in 2009 works. The issue however is that preconstruction for the proposed
16.GA.0004 development works activities commence at the start of the programme and weeks
later the preparation of the temporary working area begins. Bearing in mind the large amount of
additional on-site survey detail and the subsequent integrationgof that information into the final
design and E.M.P. sufficient time has not been allowed tocget agreement on the details. In my
view, sufficient time has not been provided in the prggnqﬁlme for pre-construction activities to
be carried out. S ‘\OJ\

7. Notwithstanding that the major impacts of t be Ject will result from the construction works,
the draft E.M.P for the onshore plpeh(té‘éé not available as part of the documentation
supporting this application. S §

N N\

8. SEPIL supplied some material td&@ﬁbor)m ABP of the methodology proposed (1) e.g. the
offshore E.M.P. 133, 2) EnV1r01g1’1’ental Management Framework' 4, Casino Gas Field
Framework Document, Env1ron/¢§ent Health & Safety Management System, (3) Environment
Report'® Casino Gas Field P@ect Australia. These are useful reference documents.

9. 1 note that within the E.M.P."*® for the offshore — onshore pull — in works that a lot of
responsibilities are clearly allocated for those works.

10. What I do not see clearly is the picture for the onshore pipeline and in particular how time will
be allocated in the programme for the activities to be performed, and for the responsibilities to
be discharged. It is one thing to have responsibilities allocate it is another thing to have
sufficient time allocated to carry out those responsibilities.

130 [DRN WS 4]
131 [DRN WS 4]
132 [DRN OH 99]
133 [DRN OH 91]
134 [DRN OH 68]

135 [DRN OH 71]

136 [DRN OH 99]

Chapter 25 Construction Methodology 25-150
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:43



11. I note the detailed schedule of Materials/Equipment to be hauled to the onshore pipeline and
the programme for that haulage [E.I.S. Appendix 1 of Appendix E].

12. I note that in regard to the local road network in Rossport that it is anticipated that preventative
maintenance will be carried out on the road pavement before the onshore pipeline works
intensifies [E.I.S. Appendix E Section 3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.1.7]. This implies there will be overlap of
road works and construction activity.

25.10 Inspectors Conclusion on Construction Programme

1. T am unhappy with the proposals and the programme provided. It is clear to me that the
programme is so tight for the proposed development works on the pipeline that construction
may start before the minimal road “preventative maintenance” works are completed. 1 refer
also to evidence given at OH by SEPIL"" where it is indicated that the “preferred” solution
would be to have the preventative strengthening works carried out ahead of the pipeline
construction. Mayo Co Co have indicated that the road works proposed will take 26 weeks.

2. 1 am not convinced that the programme can be achieved in 12 months. I believe that this
programme is unrealistic. I believe it would be far more realistic to set a programme for
construction over 24 months within which a significant amou\r}gg,of the construction itself could I
believe, be achieved in 12 months. I believe the 24 mon@programme would allow adequate
time for pre construction surveys and liaison activit wiJ;{P\the various environmental, statutory,
and local bodies involved, and the local landownﬁr&'gnd community. There would also be
adequate time for the preparation of an agreemest {@ he E.M.P. and the implementation of such
road improvement and strengthening measugﬁ%\@‘g\ are required in advance of the construction.
The 24 month programme would also proyideba more realistic seasonal opportunity to cater for
seasonal sensitive parts of the site. The eXtended programme would also allow for the likely
weather induced delays that will ir@!\f aﬁy arise on this coastal West of Ireland site with high
average rainfall levels. The longerrogramme is in my view likely to be the programme in
reality and will allow reinstatemegt to be carried out at the optimal time rather than according

to a programme. Oo(\

25.11 Recommendations

In the event that the Board decide to grant permission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition
Based on the above analysis I recommend:

1) An E.M.P shall be agreed 8 weeks before commencement of the proposed onshore
upstream pipeline. That the EIM.P shall contain among other matters, details of the pre
construction surveys and method statements for construction, and shall detail how
seasonally sensitive works are to be accommodated in the programme. The E.M.P shall
contain details of the updated programme for the proposed works.

Reason: To ensure adequate time is provided for the agreement of the EMP and to protect the
environment.

2) Prior to the commencement of the development, the roads comprising the haul route
shall be improved and strengthened in accordance with an agreement to be entered into

137 IDRN OH 17 Section 5.4]
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with Mayo Co, which agreement shall include any other such works for the haul route as

Mayo Co Co may require.

Reason : In the interests of Road Safety.
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Chapter 26 Security

26.1 Impact of Security Operations

1. This Corrib Gas Field Development Project is the subject of conflict between the
developer SEPIL and third parties. The conflict is at times extreme as evidenced
below. It is apparent that the conflict is supported by local groups and individuals at
different levels, much of it in the form of objections, some conflict is in the form of
passive resistance to the project, some conflict is in the form of very active and
extreme resistance to the project. The third parties involved in the conflict are both
from the locality and from outside the locality.

2. Video evidence of this conflict was presented at the OH [DRN OH43a] which showed
extreme conflict between third parties and Gardai who were policing activities related
to construction works on the Corrib Gas Field Development.

3. Evidence was submitted detailing the circumstances that led up to the jailing of 5
local people for their opposition to what was then the proposed onshore pipeline
project [2002 consented projected DRN OHS53b — The Story of the Rossport 5].

4. In the course of site inspections at the landfall valve site at Glengad and at the
terminal site at Bellanaboy, there was clear presence of a large force of security
personnel and a large force of Garda personnel. &

&
5. Evidence was given at OH of the impact at night3df security activity at Glengad138
and of the impact of security personnel conxéé?s\zéi ns at Glengad which caused some
disturbance to locals trying to sleep. 139 é’?’ ©

6. Evidence was given of the practice Q?u@ng video and still camera photography by
security personnel, and concern @%@g\mg how these images would/could be used,
particularly concern was expr at the photography of children using the beach
near Glengad. SEPIL in ev1df9r@é indicated that the use of this equipment was part of
the security system to prot%c%’ the property and equipment on the site, and for the
purpose of safeguarding L@ personnel and workers on the site. While such matters
raised relate to works {fﬁ\e offshore pipeline] and are outside of present 16.GA.0004
application. I feel nevertheless that it is important to set out a clear picture of the
likely events that will ensue in the construction of the proposed pipeline should
approval be granted.

7. The E.LS. is not detailed with regard to security operations.

8. It is very clear that construction of the onshore pipeline if approved, will require a
very high level of security, and that such security will extend for the full duration of
the works along the site and will be required for 24 hours per day for the duration of
the construction project.

9. Ttis clear also that additional night time security will be required from time to time.

10. SEPIL were requested at the OH to submit clarification of security activity on the site
and to submit clarification of the need for generators/lighting to support the security

138

[DRN OH 37]

139 [Evidence 28/05/09 10.38]
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activity along the route of the proposed works. SEPIL submitted DRN OH115 in
response to this request.

26.2 Security Proposed

1. There are two aspects to security arrangements: (1) the security personnel and
equipment deployed by SEPIL (2) the security of an Installation which is part of a
National Grid of Infrastructure .

I do not propose to consider the Garda activity. This is an issue that I believe is
outside of the matters which An Bord Pleanala has to consider in arriving at its
decision on this application. Garda activity operates as provided by law and is not a
matter to be regulated by the Planning Acts, or to be considered under the Planning
Acts.

2. The E.LS. in Section 5.4.3 Fencing indicates that 3m high linked palisade fence will
be used and that fencing boundaries will be inspected regularly and maintained during
the works. In Section 5.9.2. Lighting the E.L.S. indicates that lighting of temporary
working areas and site compounds during periods of darkness will be minimised to
that necessary for security and safety reasons. Where trenchless construction
activities are located, there will be a requirement for 24 hour working and lighting.

3. In the additional information provided by SEPIL'* to the OH, it is indicated that
security staff will be present at the compound area$” on a 24 hour basis, and if
necessary, site patrols will be conducted on the areasof the construction spread on a 24
hour basis. NS

S

4. Tt is further indicated that transport of sg@%gt% staff to and from site will be conducted
by mini bus and will drop and collect@%s{?ﬂ‘t of workers at the same time. In evidence
it was confirmed that shifts will nqg%o ge during night time hours.

. o NN .
5. It is further indicated that lightingSWwill be normally restricted to compound areas, and
that generators will provides\ﬁwer for security lighting. Acoustic enclosures are
proposed around plant suchas generators working outside of normal hours and that

additional enclosures w(ijg\ e applied if further mitigation is required.

6. The type of Lighting has been described and will use down ward lanterns with anti
glare fittings EIS 5.9.2 & 11.7.5.

26.3 Inspectors Assessment: The security deployed by SEPIL

The information presented by observers regarding the confrontational situation that exists
between SEPIL and those who oppose the development was quite shocking. While such
confrontational activity is not taking place all the time, the security to cope with potential
conflict and with protection of the site, and to ensure safety on site, is a necessary part the
development of the Terminal and the landfall site pipe pull in works at Glengad. It can be
assumed that confrontational activity is more likely to occur than not to occur on the
construction of the proposed development.

I am satisfied that while the E.I.S contained very little information on security, the additional
security activity profile provides information to enable an assessment to be made of the likely
scale of the impact of the development on the environment. The impact of a background

140 [DRN OH115]
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level of security for the duration of the construction is in my view acceptable. This level of
high security presence is reasonable and should be managed during construction, and I
believe appropriate conditions can be set to control this aspect of the development.

In circumstances where the confrontational aspects of the opposition to the project have to be
handled by security measure, the impact on the local environment will be significant in terms
of disruption, traffic delays, noise, night activity, lights at night and the consequent unease
and interference such events will have on the local community and on local work and normal
daily activities.

One would think that should the proposed development be approved, that a mediation system
could or should mitigate the impacts of such opposition, but from what I have heard, and
from the evidence presented by observers, and certain responses by SEPIL, it seems clear to
me that any such mediation while it should be initiated, and while it should be pursued as the
first choice response to dealing with problems; it may well be unsuccessful.

26.4 Inspectors Conclusion
In all those circumstances therefore, I conclude as follows:

1. The proposed development will entail a level of security on the site 24 hours a day,
that will, when not engaged in safeguarding the site from confrontational opposition,
be acceptable and manageable in a way as to enable \fﬁitigation of the impact to an
acceptable level. (v;@é
)

i

5\
1 : P& : :
2. There will likely be confrontational o %@i\tlon, and at those times the impact of the
. . C e QXK & . .
security measures will be significan{® <@ mediation system needs to be put in place to
enable the local community nog gﬁged in confrontational activity to be provided
with as much mitigation as is&é%@le to enable activity of the community to continue
on

during such periods of confroKIgRt
S

&
oS
I find that although the impacts of such events will be significant, that they are a
necessary part of the proposed development in this case. I find that in a situation
where this proposed development is approved in some form such security as is
required would be a necessary part of the development.

3. In developing the final construction programme, sufficient time needs to be built in to
allow SEPIL and the various contractors to operate as reasonable a regime on the
construction activity, so that conflicts with normal local activity are eliminated as far
as practicable. My assessment of the contract programme under construction is set
out in chapter 25 Construction Methodology and Programme.
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26.5 Inspectors Assessment: Security of National Grid Infrastructure

The Commission for Energy Regulations (CER) together with the Utility Regulator
Electricity Gas Water in Northern Ireland have jointly published a paper entitled Common
Arrangements for Gas (CAG). There is a copy of this paper in Appendix 7. The paper
summarises a consultative process with Gas industry and contains an action programme for
the Regulatory Authorities (RA). It is intended that an all island charter will be further
developed by implementing regulations in both North & South.

Network Security and Network Security standards are aspects of the security of supply that
will be dealt with in forthcoming regulation. Mr. Wright in his report has recommended that
security of the LVI at Glengad be reviewed and that a higher level of security be adopted than
is proposed by SEPIL in the proposed development as now set out in the EIS.

26.6 Inspectors Recommendation

In the event that ABP decide to grant a permission for this proposed development I
recommend the following:

SEPIL shall propose a scheme for operation of liaison and mediation between SEPIL
and the local community for the agreement of Mayo Co Co. That scheme shall
provide for a “clearing house” liaison group comprisinémanagement representatives
of SEPIL and representatives of the local community.é\‘f

&
Reason: To reduce the impact of the propg&@éﬁevelopment on the community by
providing a framework within which funication, feedback, complaints and

response can be reviewed and dealt wig@%@&% regular weekly basis.
o5, ¢

‘\0
26.6.4 Inspectors Recommendatiof O§

. A
In light of the CAG and in light of t '%@nding regulation on Network Security and
Network Security Standards and in thef€vent that the Board decide to grant a permission for
the proposed development I recou&gﬂ%nd the following condition

N
SEPIL shall comply %(?ith the security of Network Standards as determined by
DCENR (or CER as appropriate in respect of the facilities at LVI in Glengad.
DCENR will regulate the operation of the proposed development in the first instance
(CER will eventually likely take over this regulation)

Reason: To ensure that this strategic infrastructure site meets national standards for
such a facility.
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Chapter 27 Safety Part 1- Pipeline Design & Codes of Practice

The next four chapters consider different aspects of the safety of the safety of the pipeline and
pipeline design. This chapter considers the codes and pipeline design. The following are then
considered separately - Quantified Risk Assessment (Chapter 28), The Landfall Valve
Installation (Chapter 29), Summary and assessment of pipeline safety Chapter 30. A copy of
the Advantica Report The Cassells Report and the Tag Report are available in Appendix 8.

27.1 Pipeline Design Codes of Practice

The design of the pipeline that is proposed to carry gas from the Corrib Well Field to the
Terminal is a central issue in considerations of this proposed development. In particular the
design of the onshore section of pipeline is relevant to 16.GA.0004. Mr. Nigel Wright — a
Chartered Engineer, a Gas Consultant, has been appointed by ABP to assist in the
examination and assessment of the technical issues related to the gas pipeline proposed. Mr.
Wright has reported [copy in Appendix 3] and has issued his conclusions and
recommendations. In what follows I rely substantially on Mr. Wright’s expert opinion as set
out in his report Chapter 2 “Design of Pipeline System” and Chapter 3 “Pipeline Standards”.
Both Mr. Wright and I have reviewed the codes in detail.

An extensive review of codes and standards has been ur@‘é’rtaken The codes and a brief
explanation as to why each code was reviewed i 1s et g\@} overleaf.

N *\5‘

SEPIL in the E.I.S have set out a clear Q&\i@omphance document as required by TAG.
Mr. Wright has reproduced this in hlse& ftt. It is clear therefore what codes apply to the
pipeline as designed by SEPIL.
I \\q
AP
oo
DCENR and the Minister for%gﬁergy are responsible for pipeline safety. DCENR are the
competent authority that cegtrols all phases of the development of the Corrib Gas Field.
This was confirmed by Theé Chief Technical Adviser to ABP in his letter of 11/05/2009

ABP has a responsibility to conduct a robust analysis of the proposed development
including the design of the pipeline so that ABP can properly assess the impacts of the
development. Accordingly, Mr. Wright’s approach and the lines of questioning that
were developed, sought to identify the clear details of design and details of code that
applied to the proposed development. This has largely been achieved and the exceptions
where sufficient details or clarification has not been obtained are set out below.
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Codes Review

Code Reason for Review

I.S. 328 TAG directed that 1.S. 328 should be applied where it exceeded L.S.
EN 14161.

LS. EN 14161 TAG designated this as the primary code for design of Corrib
pipeline.

PD 8010- Parts 1, 2, 3 TAG directed that PD8010 should also be applied where it exceeded
I.S. EN 14161.

DNV OS -F101 SEPIL use this code for the offshore pipeline design and that part of
the (offshore pipeline) onshore pipeline up to the downstream weld at
the LVL

IGEM /TD/ 1 Industry standard on which L.S. 328 & PD 8010 based. Published by

Institute of Gas Engineers and Managers.

IGEM/TD/2 Industry standard on which PD 8010 Part 3 based. Published by
Institute of Gas Engineers and Managers.

Dutch standard (information | SEPIL were asked to provide details of the Dutch standards that
on methodology) applied to a reference pipeline pr@i%t:t SEPIL had put forward as
similar to Corrib. [DRN OH 107]{0@*
AS 2885.1 L0
Australian standard AS &%Sﬁ for gas pipeline design is referenced
by LS. 328 in Sectiogﬁ@‘\proximity requirements as being a suitable
standard “Where @i\%@)\pmctical to comply with the above proximity
requirements dg@ﬁ‘aégbns from these requirements may be permitted
provided the Céx)é\ be justified by a Quantitative Risk Assessment
carried 0;@15\1 Saccordance with a recognised standard such as AS
2885.1"%les: 328 Section 6.4)
UK standard 6\0
HSE PADHI HSE gwethodology used as part of the UK planning system for
deyelopment land use planning advice in the vicinity of hazard
chemical installation or pipelines.
In the UK planning authorities are obliged to consult HSE UK where
development is proposed in proximity to gas pipelines. HSE have a
computer model which generates zones [inner, middle, outer] along
the pipelines. Depending on the sensitivity of the number of potential
casualties that may be caused by failure of the pipeline and depending
on the level of risk predicted for the pipeline to the proposed
development HSE will “advise against” granting the permission or
“will not advise against” such.
The PADHI System is something similar to the advice provided by
HSA in Ireland in relation to Sevesco Directive sites.
Unfortunately gas pipelines are not covered by the Sevesco Directive
and accordingly it is not possible to get this type of advice from the
HSA regarding zones along the Corrib pipeline where development
would be considered acceptable.

27.2 SEPIL Design for pipeline

Appendix Q of the E.L.S provides detailed information on pipeline design, particularly in
Appendix Q2 Onshore Pipeline Design Basis and Q4 Design Code Review Onshore Pipeline
Section. A number of issues arise from the information contained in these Appendices.
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1. There is a TAG requirement that IS EN 14161 is the primary code for the design to be
supplemented by IS 328 and PD 8020 where the latter exceed the ISEN 14161
requirements.

On that part of the onshore pipeline between HWM and the downstream weld at LVI the
pipe is being designed in accordance with DNV OS-F101 chainage 83 + 390 to chainage
83 + 470 approximately (inspectors estimation of chainages). The Chief Technical
Adviser from DCENR had indicated in his evidence to the OH that DNV OS F101 could
be supplemented by PD 8010 by agreement with TAG.

Mr. Wright has identified this and has recommended that TAG review the need for
supplementary code requirements to this piece of pipeline. However TAG are not
directly involved with this planning application. I therefore recommend that
a) SEPIL clarify the code requirements and test pressure for this section of pipeline.
b) SEPIL provide confirmation that the design of this section of pipeline meets the
TAG requirements.

2. The E.I.S. Appendix Q2 Section 2.5 sets out that testing of the onshore pipeline should
be at 504 bar. However, the test on the section of pipeline referred to at 1 above is
shown as 360.25 bar [DNV OS F 101, 2000]. Appendix Q9 Tables 2.2 and 435.4 bar [BS
8010]. Q9 does not make it explicit which is the test pressure that will apply to the
offshore pipeline. It is not explicit either the extremity proposed for the 504 bar onshore
pipeline test. It can be inferred that the pipeline from t@é}’ downstream weld of the LVI

will be tested at 504 bar (that is &

&
3. \
RV

4. cceptable to Mr. Wright). It can be inf@?re@‘that the part of the pipeline onshore and
upstream of the LVI and including t]%é\lﬁ@l to the downstream weld will be tested with
the offshore pipeline. It is not clear vhat pressure that test will be carried out. What is
clearly evident however is that a’d% T test pressure (than that for the onshore pipeline) is
intended for that part of the oréﬁfr%re/offshore pipeline even though the design pressure
for that pipeline is at 345 ba ich is higher than applies to the onshore pipeline at 144
bar. Mr. Wright has ideptified this lack of clarity which SEPIL should put right by
submitting full details of the extremity points and actual test pressures that will apply.

5. Advantica Report

“Thus we consider that the fact that the Corrib pipeline has a design pressure outside
the range of the existing codes does not automatically make the pipeline unsafe, provided
that steps are taken to ensure that the resulting pipeline provides a level of safety as
good as, or better , than a compliant pipeline.” [Advantica Report 6.1.1]

L.S. 328 and PD 8010 provide guidance tables for proximity distance plotted against
pressure. The maximum pressure on these tables is 100 bar. The footnote to the tables
indicates that higher pressures can be extrapolated from the tables to obtain the necessary
proximity distances.

Advantica

“The use of Risk Assessment to justify reduced proximity distances is explicitly allowed
in several codes including 1.S. 328 which states that where it is impractical to comply
with the proximity requirements, deviations may be justified by risk analysis”.
[Advantica Report 6.3]
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Mr. Wright has not been satisfied that the Quantified Risk Assessment (QRA) carried out
for Corrib onshore pipeline has been based on site specific considerations. Mr. Wright
has not been satisfied that the QRA carried out for Corrib has been based on a database
of similar or relevant pipelines carrying untreated gas at high pressures. Mr. Wright has
indicated that the generic QRA carried out, while he acknowledges that it meets criteria
as per PD 8010, should have been supplemented by a Qualitative Analysis Risk. Such
Qualitative Analysis of Risk would present a much clearer picture of the risk levels
attaching to each part of the pipeline and would also have provided clear information on
further mitigation of risk required.

27.3 Observers Concerns
1. The main concern is one of safety of the pipeline as designed.

The other concerns are

e The complexity of the design and the need to use a number of codes. Concern that
one code does not cover all aspects of the design. Concern that one of the codes being
used is .S 328, clearly to be used for transmission pipelines (i.e. downstream) not
upstream pipelines.

e The pressures are higher than pressures shown in the p&pmmﬂy tables in IS 328 and
PD 8010 that the whole pipeline may be in fact expergﬁental

e The lack of clarity with regard to the dlstag&eﬁrom the pipeline and the distance
affected by consequences of a rupture or hgi%}ﬁ the pipeline.

e The LVI will limit the onshore plpegﬁe\@ressure to 144 bar. The concern is that a
small part of the onshore plpehneé} ediately upstream of the LVI may in certain

circumstances contain the fuch head pressure of 345 bar. That would pose
significant risk to Glengad Ke%@ents to the L1202 and to users of lands and the
beach in that area. 6\

¢ H,S may eventually be&gfﬁée\: a factor and increase the rate of corrosion of the pipeline.

e The high technology required to achieve the design standards for the pipeline and also
concern at the high technology required in the operation of the pipeline to maintain
safety.

e The proposed development is at the limits of technological innovation with regard to
pressure/distance for the tie back proposed to the onshore facilities.

e Observers stated that the collapse in the world financial markets came about because
the financial sector was using QRA analysis. The risk of a collapse in the entire world
market was considered to be negligible. Observers draw a parallel with the risk
calculations for failure of the Corrib Gas Pipeline in the QRA submitted by SEPIL.
This is considered by SEPIL to be a very low risk

e The specific risk due to the type of valve shut down system proposed for the LVI
(known as HIPPS system).
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27.4 Mr. Wrights findings in relation to Design & Codes

1. The operating pressures for the pipeline [90 — 110 bar] appear to have been set in order
to produce at the maximum level of Three Hundred and Fifty Million Standard Cubic
Feet of Gas per Day 350 MMSCFD in the early years of production.

2. At maximum production the well head pressure will decay over the first 3.5 years.

3. Mr. Wright recommends modelling be carried out so as to examine reduced output
pressure below 100bar between Glengad and Terminal and model the economic impact
of such pressure reduction. Mr. Wright estimates perhaps an 8.6% reduction in output
for the early 3.5 years would be the outcome. This reduction in economic value of
production in the early years of the well life could then be evaluated against any extra
costs to increase safety at the pressures as now proposed for the onshore pipeline.

4. Mr. Wright considers that a temporary relief valve and vent stack could be built at
Glengad to prevent the pipeline there from reaching 345 bar pressure. Such relief valve
and vent stack could be removed after the first 4 years operation when well head pressure
decays.

5. Mr. Wright recommends that increased security for the enclosure and to prevent
unauthorised access, be designed into the LVI facility at Glengad in accordance with PD
8010 — Part 1 Section 7.3. o

A\
6. Mr. Wright recommends that strain monitoring equipgent be fitted to the pipeline in
areas of deep peat or unknown stability so that ang rg@vements can be monitored.

7. Mr. Wright recommends that 1.S. 328 lﬁ?@onmdered by the relevant authorities
responsible for developing, amending anan tlng codes and that IS 328 be expanded so
as to unify into a single code the re l;iﬁ‘(@ments for an upstream gas pipeline. Such a
recommendation is not relevant to t}g d@velopment I consider that it is better to reflect
this conclusion here however fog< i&nmderatlon of the appropriate bodies.

8. Mr. Wright recommends that T&KG should re-examine that part of the pipeline design
from HWM to the downst @ﬁm weld on the LVI. It is proposed by SEPIL that this
section be designed to OS-F101 and TAG should review if any supplementary
code requirements should apply.

9. Having examined the risk assessment carried out for this application Mr. Wright
considered that an endorsement of Advantica’s recommendation is justified, that
consideration should be given by the Irish Government to establish a risk-based
framework for decisions on proposed and existing major hazard pipelines and related
infrastructure to ensure transparency and consistency of the decision making process.
This recommendation is again not relevant to this proposed development. I consider that
it is better to reflect this conclusion here for consideration of the appropriate authorities.

10. Mr. Wright considers that the design of the pipeline meets the basic requirements of the
codes. However SEPIL needs to set a maximum operating pressure MAOP for the
onshore pipeline system as required by the codes..

11. The onshore pipeline should be tested at 504 bar. The test pressure of the pipeline
onshore but upstream of the LVI needs to be clarified.

12. Regarding CP system offshore/onshore design Mr. Wright requests that SEPIL provide
additional information to support the proposed method and to support the reliability of
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the system proposed over and above the isolation joint system as discussed in Advantica
report. “The overall pipeline design proposed for the CP system is considered acceptable
with the exception of the decision not to use an insulation joint to separate the offshore
and onshore sections. A factory built insulation joint installed at the landfall is
considered to be best practice and cited in DNV RP B401 and ISO/CD 15589-2.”
[Advantica]

27.5 Inspectors Conclusions

1. The design codes for the pipeline are clear. IS 14161 supplemented by IS 328 and PD
8010.

2. Other Standards that are relevant to aspects of the analysis required are also clear. AS
2885.1, IGEM/TD1, IGEM/TD2, UK HSE PADHI system for land use planning advice.

3. From Mr. Wrights report “The composite code approach based upon different parts of
the Irish Standard IS EN 14161 supplemented by PD 8010 and IS 328, does cover the
minimum requirements to design, construct and operate a safe pipeline for unprocessed
gas.”

4. The test requirement proposed for the gas pipe meets the requirements of the codes.

5. It is not clear which test pressure will be applied to that section of onshore pipeline
upstream of the LVI downstream weld.

6. Itis not clear which test pressure will be applied to the LV Eitself.

7. Mr. Wrights recommendation that strain monitoring e@@ipment be fitted to the pipeline
in areas of deep peat needs to be referred back t(ASgdﬁL for a formal design review and
response. S, o’\

8. A maximum allowable operating pressure @P) has not been established clearly in
the design documentation contained in @B &d supplementary information provided by
SEPIL. S &

9. The method proposed for Cath@ﬂg:o protection of the pipeline system between
offshore/onshore pipelines need&(ﬁ)\{s@ justified by SEPIL.

10. SEPIL propose to operate the ib well field production at maximum output in the
early years. This means the ngitnal operating pressures will be higher in those years.

11. Mr. Wright has recomm nﬁ%ilm that economic modelling be carried out by SEPIL to
enable an assessment of the financial impact of reducing operating pressures in the first
3.5 - 5 years to be evaluated. While I can understand Mr. Wrights intention that issue is a
matter for SEPIL to examine and decide at what rate of production and at what pressure
it proposes to operate the onshore pipeline. The issue for ABP then is to assess the
impact of the proposed development (including the pressure as proposed by SEPIL) on
the Health & Safety of the area. A proposed development including design pressures has
been proposed by SEPIL. It is this proposal which is now being examined and it is this
proposal which has now to be deemed acceptable or unacceptable from all aspects
including the Health & Safety of the Area.

12. The strength of the pipe itself and compliance of the pipe design with the codes is a
straight forward issue. However the overall system of pipeline, landfall valve in the
proposed location cannot be declared safe until those other elements of the system are
examined. Chapter 28 examines the Quantified Risk Assessment submitted by SEPIL.
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Chapter 28 Safety Part 2 - Quantified Risk Assessment
Consequences of Failure

28.1 Introduction

Having looked at the codes and pipeline design in chapter 27, this chapter considers the analysis
used in the assessment of the risk of failure of a gas pipeline and the analysis used to evaluate the
consequences of failure of a pipeline. The next chapter 29 considers the landfall valve installation
and finally chapter 30 pulls together the summation of pipeline safety assessment.

As set out by Mr. Wright in his report and as set out in the Advantica report there is no readymade
Risk Based decision making framework for Ireland available to ABP. Accordingly it is necessary to
discuss the system used by SEPIL and the context of other possible systems that are recognised for
use in determination of risk and in the assessment of that risk against a standard.

28.1.5 Context for evaluating QRA on Very High Pressure (345 bar) and High
Pressure (144 bar) pipelines

Where pipelines fall within code requirements, then compliance with the codes forms part of the
acceptance criteria for pipeline design and risk assessment. Such is the situation for transmission
pipelines and pipelines that operate at pressures of 100bar orgbelow. The requirements for
evaluating risks in pipelines at very high pressures (345 bar) a{kd\fligh pressures (144 bar) are only
now being brought forward and both the industry an ,thgfs\standards authorities are only now
beginning the work of defining codes and acceptabl o‘ﬁ]& odologies for evaluating risks and for
assessing the safety of pipelines at these higher pr k&S' This can be seen from the very recent
publication of the following standards: (\Q\‘}\@\?\

W @
IGEM institute of Gas Engineers and m éj@?g have produced IGEM/TD2, Document Number
1737 in February 2009 which deals with & S
“Application of pipeline risk assessmenst\ @proposed developments in the vicinity of high pressure

natural gas pipelines” eé‘y\\o

N

S
British standards have produced BD 8010 Part 3 in December 2008 Code of practice for pipelines.
“Part 3 Steel pipelines on land — guide to the application of pipeline risk assessment to proposed
developments in the vicinity of major accident hazard pipelines containing flammables.”

The work carried out on codes largely deals with downstream pipelines as there are many of these
and the need for the codes to cover these downstream pipes and the conditions within which these
pipelines operate are pressing on the industry and on the standards bodies. Thus the UK planning
system together with the UK HSE have a system in place where models have been developed to
predict the risk levels at different distances from all gas pipelines in the UK. During Mr. Wrights
questioning SEPIL confirmed in evidence that the Corrib Gas upstream onshore pipeline is unique
in Ireland and UK. Add to this context the fact that upstream pipelines which carry untreated
natural gas are very rare on land and being rare it is likely to be some time before codes become
available to deal specifically with the additional risk elements and the very high pressures at which
operators want to operate these pipelines. Generally speaking that is the context within which ABP
is being asked to assess the Quantified Risk Assessment submitted by SEPIL to support the design
proposed for the onshore pipeline.

Chapter 28 QRA Consequences of Failure 28-164
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:44



28.2 Qualitative Analysis of Risk

The following illustration is set out to further clarify the type of outcome required from a
satisfactory analysis of risk. In the following tables the relevant categories for the Corrib Onshore
Gas Pipeline are highlighted in yellow. This example is taken from the AS 2885.1 Australian
pipeline design code Appendix F. Mr. Wright has presented this example in his report Section 9.1.

Step 1 Choose a severity class for the consequences of failure from the following table.
Severity Classes
Severity class
Catastrophic | Major Severe Minor Trivial
Dimension Measures of severity
People Multiple Few Injury or Injuries Minimal
fatalities result | fatalities; illness requizing impact on
several requiring firét%id health and
people with | hospital dieatment safety
life- treatmeng@;\ﬁ%
threatening O
injuries 0&0\‘}\*
RN
Supply Long-term Prolonged é;\‘gg@\rt—term Short-term No impact;
interruption of interruptior\g/?\‘\ﬁlterruption; interruption; | no restriction
supply long—tergcn* & prolonged restriction of | of pipeline
restrictio restriction of | supply but supply
supplg\\é\ supply shortfall met
IS from other
O sources
Environment | Effects Major off- Localized Effect very No effect;
(see Note) widespread; site impact; (<1 ha) and localized minor on-site
viability of long-term short-term (<0.1 ha) and | effects
ecosystems or | severe (<2y) very short- rectified
species effects; effects, term rapidly with
affected; rectification | easily (weeks), negligible
permanent difficult rectified minimal residual
major changes rectification | effect

NOTE: Significant environmental consequences may occur in locations that are relatively small and isolated.

Step 2

Frequency Classes

Assign a frequency of occurrence of each failure event from the following table.

Frequency class

Frequency description

Frequent

Expected to occur once per year of more
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Occasional May occur occasionally in the life of the pipeline

Unlikely Unlikely to occur within the life of the pipeline, but possible
Remote Not anticipated for this pipeline in this location

Hypothetical Theoretically possible but has never occurred on a similar pipeline

&
\Q‘z‘r
ﬁO\
S8
&
SN
O
& &‘\é
RO
NS\
S
x(’oQ
\0
Qo(ézQ
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Step 3

Risk Matrix

Determine the risk rank based on the following risk matrix.

Catastrophic

Major

Severe

Minor

Trivial

Frequent

Extreme

Extreme

High

Intermediate

Low

Occasional

Extreme

High

Intermediate

Low

Low

Unlikely

High

High

Intermediate

Low

Negligible

Remote

High

Intermediate

Low

Negligible

Negligible

Hypothetical

Intermediate

Low

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Step 4 Determine the acceptability of risk or select action required to further reduce risk.

Risk Treatment Actions &

Risk Rank Required Action

Extreme Modify the threat, the frequency or the %e‘nsequence so that the risk rank is
reduced to ‘intermediate’ or lo S

WeL o' &
For an in-service pipeline the rjdi? @&ll be reduced immediately

High Modify the threat, the frequa@‘(\i@ﬁ’r the consequences so that the risk rank is
reduced to Intermediate Qﬁ\ wer
For an in-service pipeligf¢ e risk shall be reduced as soon as possible,

typically within a tim\%\@e of not more than a few weeks

Repeat threat iden‘ﬁ%@ﬁtion and risk evaluation processes to verify and,
where possible, qéa(fltify the risk estimation; determine the accuracy and
uncertainty ofﬁe estimation. Where the risk rank is confirmed to be
‘intermedie@é\, if possible modify the threat, the frequency or the
consequence to reduce the risk rank to ‘low’ or ‘negligible’

Intermediate

Where the risk rank cannot be reduced to ‘low’ or ‘negligible’, action shall
be taken to —
(b) remove threats, reduce frequencies and/or reduce
severity of consequences to the extent practicable; and
(c) demonstrate ALARP
For an in-service pipeline, the reduction to ‘low’ or ‘negligible’ or
demonstration of ALARP shall be completed as soon as possible; typically
within a timescale of not more than a few months

Low Determine the management plan for the threat to prevent occurrence and to

monitor changes that could affect the classification

Negligible Review at the next interval

In the above analysis which is illustrative only I have allocated a severity class of catastrophic and a
frequency class of remote to the Corrib pipeline. As can be seen from the above analysis, Corrib
Gas onshore pipeline has a risk rank of “intermediate” or “high” depending on whether multiple
fatalities is considered less than or greater that 7(which SEPIL say in their analysis is a worst case
number of potential casualties). In either ranking, risk treatment actions are required. Modification
of the threat, the frequency or the consequences is recommended so that the risk rank is reduced to
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intermediate or lower. Even at intermediate risk rank, further modification of threat frequency or
consequences is recommended.

The foregoing simple analysis presents a clear picture of how a qualitative analysis of the Corrib
onshore gas pipeline risk ranking can be presented in the context of AS.2885.1 the Australian
Pipeline Design. The reason for using the Australian Code for this example is that 1.S. 328 states:
““Where it is impractical to comply with the above proximity requirements deviations from these
requirements may be permitted provided they can be justified by a Quantitative Risk Assessment
carried out in accordance with a recognised standard such as AS 2885.1”. (1.S. 328 Section 6.4)

28.3 SEPIL QRA (Quantified Risk Assessment)

SEPIL have set out the QRA methodology and results in E.I.S. Appendix Q7. The work involved is
highly technical and involved the use of computer modelling software originally developed by
British Gas. SEPIL used specialist subcontractors DNV and PIE to prepare the analysis and DNV
prepared the report of the results. PIE generated failure frequencies for third party interference with
the pipeline which was considered to be the critical failure mode to be considered. PIE conclude
that “application of the PIE model indicates that the rupture frequency of the Corrib pipeline is
approximately 200 times lower than that of an equivalent pipeline of standard wall thickness typical
of those in the UK pipeline population”.

DNV in reporting the results have supplied transects showinggthe risk of fatality at different
locations [on the pipeline (Rossport) and at the LVI] and at dlﬁﬁrent distances from the pipeline at

those locations. These are the individual risk per year hty DNV also provide the societal
risk and conclude in their report “The Societal Risk f %\@e section of pzpelme with the highest risk
had a maximum in the order of 4x10™" per year ar) and 3 x10™"° per year (144 bar) more

than 5 orders of magnitude lower than the crlter Qﬁ\‘he derived from experience in the UK natural
gas pipelines (which is in the order of 1 x10° Q/gﬁg@‘ x107 per year)”.

Essentially SEPIL are presenting the c&gézh& the proposed pipeline is considerably safer than UK
natural gas pipelines or BGE natural g &Sf%pehnes in Ireland. The SEPIL assessment of their QRA
which concludes that the pipeline ii?@§e is based on the QRA carried out by SEPIL. SEPIL also
have included the following desi ements in their QRA.
1) A very thick pipeline grade X70 carbon steel material is used.
2) The tunnels under Sruwaddacon Bay provide satisfactory construction mitigating risk
against damage from currents there.
3) The Stone road method in peatlands provides satisfactory construction mitigating risk there
against any ground movement.
4) LVI pressure limitation at Glengad which limits the pressure onshore to 144 bar is a reliable
system.
5) Construction management will be employed to mitigate any risk from construction defects.
6) Testing of pipeline to 504 bar.
7) The Pipeline Integrity Management System (PIMS) that will mitigate any risks from
operating threats.

28.3.1 Additional information provided at OH

A significant amount of additional information was obtained at the OH [DRN OH12*, OH45%,
OH61, OH63*. OH64, OH75*, OH77*, OH79*, OH106*, OH107*, OH108, OH122*]. The *
indicates the additional information with particular relevance to QRA assessment. This additional
information has filled out the picture of the QRA analysis as originally presented by SEPIL in the
E.I.S. Observers, notwithstanding the technicalities involved, have a good understanding of the
QRA technique and observers clearly were able to interpret the information presented at OH and in
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E.L.S. Questions by observers brought out further information on the actual analysis carried out on
QRA for the Corrib Gas Pipeline.
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28.4 Mr. Wright's Report and Conclusions in relation to QRA

Mr. Wright prepared lines of questioning and carried out an examination of SEPILS QRA as set out
in E.I.S. Mr. Wright subsequently undertook further questioning when additional information was
provided by SEPIL to the OH. Mr. Wright has carried out a detailed assessment of the QRA in his
report which I do not intend to cover again here. Mr. Wrights conclusions are quite technical.
However I believe it is important that I collect his conclusions together and present them here
before summarizing the issues in my assessment.

28.4.1 0n QRA

e SEPIL DNV stated in their written submission that a QRA was not required for high-
pressure transmission pipelines designed in accordance to 1S328. In addition DNV has not
carried out a QRA for the BGE pipeline to the West or any other pipeline in Ireland. The
above comment is misleading. 1.S. 328 does state that, where it is impractical to comply
with the proximity requirements deviation is permitted provided it can be justified by a
Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA). SEPIL have also specified the use of IS EN 14161
Annex A. This allows the hazard to be evaluated by either a QRA or Qualitative Analysis to
illustrate the risk level for a pipeline that is transporting untreated gas where there is no
database on comparable pipelines.

e DNV SEPIL confirmed that in the event of a pipeline rupture there would be a significant
fireball lasting up to 30 seconds followed by a jet fire. The jet fire would continue to burn
until the supply of gas was isolated. Also holes in the pxgéhne would only produce a jet fire.

e To quantify the risk to the population SEPIL D\N\@ave used PD8010 — 3, which defines
two methods of analysing the risk. These are Lﬁ%‘e@dual Risk and Societal Risk.

e The Individual Risk analysis is based@@ the UK HSE methodology, which plots
individual risk profile against distapéé @way from the pipeline. These values can be
compared to the PD 8010-3 defmed(&&élss of risk

e SEPIL used PD8010-3 to deﬁné‘o@ boundanes of Individual risk, which are above 1x107
intolerable, between 1x10°

e}\@f’ 1x10® Tolerable (ALARP) and below 1x10° broadly
acceptable. Very High Risk

5 Intolerable
1x10™ (Worker)

Gas Pipelines 8010-3 1x107

1x10™* (Public) Increased Risk

Tolerable if ALARP
1x10°® (Both)

Broadly Acceptable

3x107 (Both)

No Restrictions

Figure 8: Relationship between risk and zone boundaries
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e SEPIL DNV admitted that a site-specific risk QRA assessment could be undertaken by
SEPIL but in this instance they decided to adopt a standard industry template to allow
comparison with the PD8010 generic safety case

e The SEPIL’s QRA is limited in that it does not fit reality. It is based around a series of
artificial assumptions to fit a generic safety case of PD8010 -3 so that the figures can be
compared to the risk criterion curve of 10 fatalities at Cumulative Failure Frequency of
1x10°.

28.4.2 On Thermal Radiation

e The UK HSE methodology assumes escaping people will be subjected to a thermal radiation
level to producel000TDU giving a probability of 1% fatality if the person finds shelter
within 30 Seconds walking at a speed of 2.5ms™"

e Societal Risk is defined from a plot of Cumulative Frequency of Failure against Number of
Casualties SEPIL have used the risk criterion curve from PD8010, which gives a value of 10
casualties at a frequency 1x10”. This curve assumes a thermal radiation level to give
1800TDU, which produces a probability of 50% casualties from the affected population.

e DNV SEPIL used the UK HSE model to predict the radiated heat from a fireball as a result
of a rupture. Although DNV states in the EIS that the fireball model is based upon small-
scale releases designed to predict the scale of fireballs from liquefied flammable gases.
Hence the application of such a model to pipeline ruptures ¢s somewhat uncertain. However
during questioning Mr Crossthwaite of DNV defend@l‘\’ the use of the model although
admitted that the model has not been verified against ressures above 100bar. He also stated
that DNV used extrapolation techniques to obtagﬁbé\predictions at 144 bar and 345 bar. Mr
Crossthwaite acknowledged there would bes i tlonal uncertainty with extrapolating the
data but maintained the physics was Well(\gﬁ@@?\stood which permitted the extrapolation.

SR
28.4.3 On Consequence Impact Maps,,géy’\

e From the modelling of therma&oréﬁ‘ioz)ltlon SEPIL DNV produced to two sets of hazards
distances, which have a consg@lence impact on the community. These are ‘Building
Burning Distance’ and ‘Esca@"Dlstance

e SEPIL DNV produced a &ét of Consequence Impact Maps illustrating contours of Building
Burning Distances and Escape Distances along the whole length of the Corrib pipeline

e SEPIL predicted only rupture of the pipeline affects the dwellings, jet fires from holes have
no effect

e At Glengad between 1 and 7 dwellings will be affected depending upon pipeline pressure
providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found this could rise to between 3 and 8 dwellings.

e At Ross Port — pipeline bay side, between 14 and 18 dwellings will be affected depending
upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found this could rise to
between 18 and 20 dwellings.

e At Ross Port — pipeline bog side, between 3 and 5 dwellings will be affected depending
upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found this could rise to
between 7 and 13 dwellings.

e At Ross Port — pipeline North Crossing point , between 4 dwellings will be affected
depending upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found this could
rise to between 5 and 11 dwellings

e There was a great deal of concern from the observers that there is no shelter from the
thermal radiation either out to the commonage or down to the bay and therefore the model
on fatalities and injury could underestimate the casualties because it assumes everyone will
find shelter within 30seconds walking at 2.5ms™.
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e Mr Crossthwaite estimated that without shelter the escape distances could be in the order of
an extra 50m before the radiation level fell away. The population would continue to
accumulate heat radiation damage during the period.

28.4.4 On Casualty Numbers

e SEPIL DNV estimated if there was a catastrophic failure anywhere on the onshore pipeline
the maximum number of casualties is predict at seven fatalities at 144 bar pressure.

28.4.5 On Presentation of the QRA Analysis by SEPIL

e The SEPIL-DNYV section on risk detailing failure rates and consequences was difficult to
follow with multiple sub appendices and the PIE report inserted between two key DNV
sections. The specific failure analysis should have been more prominent as part of the main
report rather than placed at the end under Appendix VIIL. It would have been clearer to read
the submission as a single document with the key results from the PIE analysis incorporated
within the body to the report.

28.4.6 On Limitations of QRA provided by SEPIL

e Instead of performing a detailed site-specific failure analysis, SEPIL adopted a limited
analysis, which is based upon generic pipeline failure databases from Europe EGIG and the
UK — UKPOA used in PD8010-3. The limitations of using such databases is that the
information is derived from pipelines transporting cleglt dry processed natural gas at
pressures below 100 barg which does not fully reﬂec@ﬁ‘le potential Corrib pipeline failure
mechanisms. (@ @

S

e In SEPIL’s site — specific analysis it clalmgé’ ga‘ht ruptures from Construction, Corrosion,
Hot taps and other events will be mltlg@%gby the measures taken by SEPIL to increase

pipeline integrity. é,}\o Q@

¢ SEPIL'’s site-specific analysis dld,\ include potential methane hydrate problems at
Glengad LVI or Internal corl‘ﬁ%&l from CO2 and the 3™ Party intentional damage
threat. «©
O

e Without any evidence or daot\afg\ SEPIL decided that since the pipeline is now going to be laid
in a stone road the failure frequency for ground movement will be negligible i.e. falling
below 1x10™® and therefore eliminated from analysis.

e In the site-specific analysis SEPIL considered 3™ party interference as the only plausible
mechanism for the pipeline to rupture and used the PIE analysis to predict the failure
frequencies of 9.15x10™ at 345 bar, reducing to 5.82x10™° at 144 bar and 0 at 55bar.

e All these values are below the accept values of 1x10® and should be classified as
negligible but they had to be included otherwise the site-specific database would be
empty.

¢  When requested by the Inspector’s team to include a figure for ground movement SEPIL
selected the slope instability value of 9x10*® from PD8010-3 which is well below the general
ground movement value of 9x10°

e SEPIL’s site-specific failure analysis for an ultra high-pressure unprocessed CO2 wet
gas pipeline produces frequencies, which are well below the generic values used in
Europe and the UK for lower pressure processed dry natural gas.

e The European database EGIG only predicts ruptures from ground movement for pipelines
with wall thicknesses over 15mm at a frequency of 1.56x107, while the UK database
UKPOA used in PD 8010-3 again predicts ruptures from ground movement and other events
for pipelines with wall thicknesses over 15mm at a frequency of 2.18x10°
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¢ During the Oral Hearing Shell admitted that it had not performed any full scale testing to
verify any of the assumptions used in the PIE failure model. These cover the extrapolation
of gouge and denting modelling for:-

» Higher strength X70 material
» Pipe wall thickness over 25mm thick
» Pressures up to 345 bar

e SEPIL acknowledged that the Advantica prediction for probability of failure from 3 party
interference is 8.08 times higher than the PIE value and for frequency of failure the value is
14.4 times higher.

e PIE used a charpy value of 70 Joules for the toughness of the pipe material. However during
the Hearing SEPIL stated that the temperature of the pipework at Glengad could drop to
minus 20C and if a through wall defect occurred, the pipe could cool a further 23C from the
cooling effect of the gas passing through the defect. At temperatures around minus 40C the
steel is getting close to its brittle transition temperature, which may affect the PIE model
predictions.

e Comdt Boyle in his submission to the Hearing presented information from University
College London that the cooling effect from gas escaping through a defect could have
lowered the toughness of the pipe at the Ghislenghien, Belgium, which experienced a gas
rupture leading to a significant loss of life.

e The event that would lead to the very low temperatures a&gGlengad LVI would be opening
the fully pressurised valves with the downstream pipgwork to the terminal depressurised.
This event was not included in the risk analysis\@%@%se it is classified as a rare event by

N

SEPIL. S
e SEPIL stated at 345bar the critical crack® @%Zth for rupture is only 103mm, which is
equivalent to ¥4 inch diameter hole. . 0(\%\\
&

28.4.7 On Increased Risk at Cv‘Ienga\asF?%?‘O
L
e The Advantica recommendatio cﬁQreducing the downstream pressure from a potential 345
bar to 144bar was sound. However, the design of the Glengad LVI may have introduced a
higher risk of failure into t(l;@\ orrib downstream pipeline.

¢ The maximum individual risk per year to the Glengad residents at 246m away from the
pipeline is 1x107. This will arise if the LVI remains pressurised at this value for 1 year. At
this risk the area would be in an ALARP condition where SEPIL would need to look at
strategies to lower the risk. If this condition only occurs for a period of 10 days then the risk
drops to around 5x107, which is classified as broadly acceptable by PD8010-3.

e The individual risk to the Glengad residents drops to around 1x10’when the LVI is operated
at a pressure of 144 barg, which is classified as no restrictions by PD8010-3.

® No societal Risk was calculated for the residents of Glengad

28.4.8 On Risk at Rossport

e The maximum individual risk per year to the Ross Port residents at 140m away from the
downstream pipeline is around 7x10™"", which is classified as no restrictions by PD8010-3.

e The Societal Risk to the residents of Ross Port is 5.82x10"° Km/year and is well below the
risk criterion line in PD8010-3 or IGEM/TD/2

¢ Adding the low failure frequency of 9x10™® for ground movement does significantly alter the
individual risk per year to the residents of Ross Port at 140m away from the pipeline with
the yearly individual risk increasing to 1x10® which is classified as no restrictions by
PD8010-3.
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It is noted that these low risks to the residents are predicted from a model, which only
recognises rupture from 3™ party interference on thick wall pipe with an option of
incorporating a low failure frequency due to ground movement.

28.4.9 On External Corrosion

Conclusion

As there is a difference of opinion between two respected bodies there must remain some doubt
over whether the effectiveness of the CP system has been compromised by the lack of a landfall
insulation joint. The PD8010-3 data, which indicates no risk, is based upon an onshore pipeline
population with no offshore component. Therefore the ‘No Risk’ value cannot be automatically be
adopted.

Recommendation
SEPIL should review their design of the CP system to ensure that it meets best practice stated in
DNV RP B401 and ISO/CD 15589-2. Alternatively SEPIL need to demonstrate that manufacturing

an insulation joint would jeopardise the safety of the pipeline at 345 bar

28.4.10 On Internal Corrosion

Recommendation
Since there are numerous parameters which can influence the correion rate including the amount of
water, CO2, temperature and flow regime, it is recommende@@hat SEPIL include a frequency of
failure from data bases with pipelines transporting CQ2. ,izga\?he presence of gas and water. This
would reveal the variation in managing the problem. 0(\;\0’\
P&

S
28.4.11 On Formation of Methane Hydpité
Recommendation R 69\0
It is recommended that SEPIL includé&Qﬁequency of failure for risks associated with Methane
Hydrate from databases with pipelineéffransporting wet gas operating at high pressure and low
temperatures where the hydrate is @ntrolled by methanol. This would reveal the variation in

managing the problem. 00°

28.4.12 On Erosion

Recommendation

The risk of pipeline erosion wall thinning subtracting from the corrosion allowance of Imm,
especially at Glengad, has not been fully disclosed. In order that the Inspectors team can agree that
this risk is negligible i.e. below 1x10°, further information needs to be disclosed on how the risk
was mathematically discounted.

28.4.13 On Geotechnical Stability

Recommendation

The frequency 9x10® /Km year recommended by Mr O’Donnell and used in the subsequent
analysis by SEPIL during the hearing should be adopted for all QRA’s on the project as a lower
band failure frequency for ground movement on the Corrib pipeline that could cause a rupture.
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28.4.14 On Construction Defects

Conclusion

Given that there has been problems on the pipeline associated with construction quality then the
figure presented in EIS Appendix Q7 — sub appendix VII Table 22 of 5 x107 for pinhole and hole
failure frequency is acceptable

28.4.15 On Estuary Mini-Tunnelling
Recommendation

SEPIL should publish a document, which looks at the health of the pipelines that have been
installed over the last 20 years by these Micro- Tunnelling techniques.

28.4.16 On 34 Party Intentional Damage

Recommendation
o SEPIL should reassess the security arrangements at Glengad LVI in light of its strategic
importance to Ireland’s secure supply of gas.
e SEPIL should include a value in a site specific QRA for the risk from 3" party Intervention

28.4.17 On Umbilical Failure é&?’

Conclusion &
Failure and any subsequent fire may cause disruption tg\\\%@éﬁ)roduction but is will not compromise
the safety of the pipeline. og??’@s\

Q

RV
&
28.4.18 On Independent Competent Pérsdn
. DN
Conclusion &9

e Many events that could lead to a 1¢8s of product or complete rupture of the pipeline have not
been included in a site-specifi® QRA but are covered by a Shell PIMS and management
integrity plan. While the ingpectors team recognises the critical importance of this strategy
for the long-term health ofthe pipeline and the requirement for operational safety it does not
negate the need to produce a comprehensive quantified risk assessment covering all events
that could endanger the pipeline.

Recommendation
e SEPIL should resubmit a Quantified Risk Assessment covering all events all events that
could endanger the pipeline.
Dept of Communication Energy and Natural Resources should recommend the appointment of an
independent entity to monitor the long-term health of the onshore pipeline.

28.4.19 On Netherlands Study

Conclusion

The evidence collected from the NAM unprocessed gas pipelines does not have the detailed
information related to QRA submissions and operational incidents to gain an accurate insight into
the safety of a wet gas system in Ireland.

28.4.20 On Australian Standards

Recommendation
SEPIL should complete their Qualitative Risk Assessment to gain a wider perspective of the risks
posed by this ultra high-pressure pipeline transporting unprocessed gas through a populated area.
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28.5 Mr. O'Donnell’s consideration of QRA analysis

Mr. O’Donnell, a geotechnical consultant, was appointed by ABP to advise on geotechnical aspects
of the proposed development. Mr. O’Donnell in his report also considers the QRA carried out by
SEPIL DNV in respect of the ground movement risks. Mr. O’Donnell notes that SEPIL DNV have
assumed a negligible base frequency for failure due to ground movement with a zero frequency for
rupture, hole or pinhole failure based on SEPIL’s design [i.e. SEPIL argue the thick pipe and
construction methodology proposed (stone road method, tunnels under bay) have reduced the risk to
negligible]. Mr. O’Donnell in his report has considered potential sources of ground movement
e Coastal erosion at the Glengad site.

¢ Inundation and scouring from landslides at Dooncarton.

e Scour in the lower and upper channel crossings in Sruwaddacon Bay.
¢ Planar sliding of the stone road.

e Differential settlement of pipeline within the stone road.

Accordingly SEPIL were requested to submit risk transects that included ground movement and a
frequency of failure rate of 9 x E® per km per year was taken from PD 8010 [Table B 15 “where
slope instability is negligible but might be affected by slope movement on adjacent areas]. SEPIL
DNV submitted the analysis in DRN OH75 which showed the risk transects with ground movement
included. &
é

Mr. O Donnell in his report states that the results showed ¢ P even a negligible base failure rate [9
x E®] can significantly increase the risk of fatalities frgfh & pipeline rupture where even at 100m the
risk increases by several orders of magnitude. @’Donnell accepts that the risk of ground
movement is very low or negligible; however Q‘E@ms to him that it would be unconservative to
apply a zero base failure frequency to the I’lS 1§¢§\round movement in the QRA. SEPIL had used a
zero failure frequency for ground movemeaﬁg‘? e QRA

S
Mr. O’Donnell also states that the faq{c?%at the incident databases may not be representative of
ground movement risks along the ﬁmb pipeline route could mean that the QRA may not be the
most appropriate way of assessm%J&e risks. He suggests a Qualitative Assessment.

28.6 Observers Submissions

1. The single most contentious issue relating to the proposed development is the safety of the
pipeline. Observers indicated that they expect that all concerned at SEPIL and their advisers
will set out to design a safe pipeline. However, failures do occur and observers are
concerned that the local community will be at risk from such a failure should it occur on the
Corrib Gas Pipeline.

2. Observers are unhappy at the use of QRA which they say is a mathematical technique and
which has been discredited as a technique due to the collapse of the financial system
worldwide where such a collapse was considered extremely unlikely. Observers draw
parallel with the statements about the failure of the Corrib pipeline as being extremely
unlikely.

3. Observers are concerned that the distance from the pipeline to safety exceeds the 140m and
various figures were provided by observers suggesting a basis that a greater separation
distance of 190m or 500m or 800m were justified for safety.

4. Observers are concerned that the risk of sabotage at LVI at Glengad could put the
community there at risk and they asked was sabotage consideration included in QRA.
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5. Observers are concerned that the LVI itself poses increased risk and that in the section of
pipeline immediately upstream of the LVI, the pressure there could in certain circumstances,
as established in Q&A by Mr. Wright , rise to 345 bar in that section of pipe.

6. Observers are concerned that aspects of the proposed development are outside of figures
[pressures and proximity distances]provided in codes, and that consequently because of
potential errors from extrapolation that the risk of failure of the pipeline may be higher than
SEPIL consider in E.I.S. and QRA.

7. Observers are concerned that the local community are numbers in the calculations, and that
because the numbers and density of local community is low within the danger zone of
impact from pipeline failure that a design which poses a risk to them can be deemed
acceptable. [The perception is that the casualty figures will be low, so further design work
is not required to make system safe].

8. Observers are concerned that a number of codes are involved in the specification for the
pipeline and that requirements to meet the standards of any particular code are as a result
somewhat flexible i.e. they fear a low standard may be used to suit some part of the design.

9. Observers expressed confidence in the manner in which Advantica conducted their report
with expertise and clarity. Observers are concerned that the proposed development is
different to that assessed by Advantica, and that the LVI in particular was not assessed by
Advantica. In that regard I should point out that Mr. Wrigl&,is an experienced Gas Engineer

and his report provides expertise to ABP. *&\é\\j
3

d
10. Observers have concerns that the LVI HIPPS s@t@?ﬁ proposed is in some way unsuitable
. . . o .
solution for the purpose. The basis for this copgention is unclear.
$

3§

11. Observers are very concerned that g&QﬁfQ@ instability at Dooncarton or in Rossport
Commonage will cause damage to thg>pipeline. Mr. O’Donnell has dealt with this in his
report, and it has been dealt with ig@@ﬁter 34, Landslides at Dooncarton.

o O

12. Observers are concerned that if g@b@t)our cloud [mixed gas/air] develops following a rupture
or leak and before ignition theg®an explosion would result on ignition with more significant
impacts than considered inO ation to the QRA which has only considered the immediate
impacts from ignited rupttﬁ‘es and holes.

13. There is concern that people caught in the open in the event of a pipeline failure would not
find shelter across the Bog or down towards the Bay.

28.7 The Inspectors Assessment

There are many issues that have been raised by observers. I am satisfied that the analysis of the
safety of the pipeline and the analysis of the QRA have addressed all the issues raised. I am
satisfied that Mr. Wright provided a very detailed examination of the project and the safety of the
pipeline at OH and in his report and Mr. O’Donnell has considered QRA and ground movement in
his report.

28.7.1 Is a QRA required?

Yes, IS 328 requires a QRA. TAG accepted the Advantica Report which had deemed the QRA the
technique used in the analysis of the 2002 scheme as acceptable. Mr. Wright in his report
confirms that a site specific QRA is required. Mr. Hanna Chief Technical Adviser DCENR
confirmed that a QRA was required.

28.7.2 Is the QRA provided satisfactory?

It is unclear whether or not it is satisfactory. Mr. Wright in his conclusions indicates that a QRA
based on a data base that is relevant and with a good amount of data from similar pipelines would

Chapter 28 QRA Consequences of Failure 28-177
EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:44



provide a level of analysis that would be acceptable. That has not been provided even though it was
requested at OH. Alternately Mr. Wright concludes that a site specific analysis which could
incorporate QRA and a Qualitative Analysis would provide a level of analysis that would be
acceptable. That is not what has been provided in Appendix Q7.

DNV in evidence indicated that a site specific QRA could have been undertaken for Corrib, but that
it was considered better to carry out a QRA to the PD8010 standard which was what was submitted
in E.L.S.

1. QRA is a complicated analysis. An examination of the PIE analysis as contained in EIS
Appendix Q7 and which only deals with one factor in the overall QRA i.e. “the failure
frequency predictions due to third party interference for Corrib Pipeline” demonstrates this
complexity. In table 5 page 46 comparison of the PIE values with similar values calculated
by JP Kenny and Advantica show variation as pointed out in Mr. Wrights conclusions.

2. As demonstrated in the QRA analysis where the risk of ground movement is included in the
analysis the individual risk even at 100 m from the pipeline, increases by several orders of
magnitude as pointed out by Mr. O’Donnell in his conclusions.

&
%\é
d
28.7.3 Is there full clarity of the QRA? \A' ,&%
o
Is there full clarity of the QRA as carried out for engad (LVI), Rossport, Aghoos, Bellagelly
South sections of pipeline? There is certalnl 1l clarity in the QRA. SEPILs position is that

the worst case conditions have been evalua 8§ accordance with PD 8010. Nevertheless when all
the documentation is taken together a 101;*8 &formatlon was provided at OH. It is not at all clear
how that information sits with the des<i information contained in the EIS. The QRA needs to
cover analysis along the site on a site $pecific basis so that the analysis and its relevance to each
part of the site and each of the rlskso o failure scenarios is transparent.

O

3. The QRA submitted uses frequency of failure rates taken from databases that are not fully
representative of the types of risks associated with the Corrib Pipeline — In particular its
databases do not include wet gas, high pressures, the fact that the pipe traverses a site which
Mr. O’Donnell has assessed for 6 different ground movement threats to the pipeline, the
specific operational complexities of the LVI, the reality on this project where third party
intentional damage cannot be excluded from threats facing this pipeline. This has been
pointed out by Mr. Wright in his conclusions.

4. The generic QRA performed in accordance with PD 8010 does not take the site specific
conditions such as lack of shelter across the bog or down into the bay into account. As a
result the consequences of failure may have been underestimated in the calculations. This
has been pointed out by Mr. Wright in his report.

5. 1 am satisfied that the Quantified Risk Assessment methodology in itself can be an
appropriate method for assessment of risk. I am satisfied that the method is used
internationally and within the Industry for assessment of risk and the assessment of
consequences of failure. I am not satisfied that the QRA provided by SEPIL gives sufficient
transparency of relevance to the risks of failure that apply to the proposed development.
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28.7.4 Are the Results of the QRA satisfactory?

As outlined in Section 28.3 above, SEPIL have stated that the highest societal risk is more than 5
orders of magnitude lower than the acceptable line [UK natural gas pipeline derived F/N curve].
Mr. Wright has indicated no societal risk was carried out for Glengad. Mr. Wright has indicated no
societal risk was carried out for Glengad. Mr. Wright has also indicated that the database for thick
walled pipes transporting wet untreated gas was not supplied. Mr. Wright has also indicated that
the level of risk of the proposed development as per QRA is lower (well below) the generic values
used in Europe and UK for lower pressure dry natural gas pipelines.

The Results of the QRA as presented by SEPIL therefore contain a level of uncertainty. I am not
satisfied that a final determination to accept the pipeline or to reject the pipeline because of the risk
it proposes can be made on the information provided.

6. Iam satisfied that a fully transparent analysis would provide confidence in the assessment of
the safety of the Corrib Gas Pipeline.
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28.8 Inspectors Conclusion: QRA

The QRA submitted does not provide the clarity and completeness required to conclude an
assessment of the acceptability or otherwise of the risk to public safety that the pipeline poses.

In my view it would be unreasonable to reject the proposed development and recommend refusal of
planning permission because the QRA lacks transparency and lacks completeness. My reasons are
as follows:

1) SEPIL have carried out a QRA in accordance with PD 8010-3 and SEPIL are satisfied that
the analysis carried out is sufficient and complies with the code. Mr. Wright has confirmed
that the QRA has been carried out in accordance with the code.

2) SEPIL have indicated that site specific conditions can be included and a QRA can be
prepared accordingly.

3) There is an absence of a risk based decision making system in Ireland and accordingly ABP
need to find a framework within which to analyse the QRA.

4) TAG have addressed this by specifying codes for the design of the proposed pipeline. In my
view however the limitations of the codes in respect of wet upstream gas and in respect of
very high pressures need to be supplemented. There are two ways this can be done.

a) A site specific QRA with relevant database frequency of failure rates should be
provided.
b) A qualitative analysis of risk should be provided.

5) In my view a determination on whether the level of risk péSed by the pipeline is acceptable
cannot be made because of uncertainties in the A supplied by SEPIL but these

uncertainties can be resolved. (@' ,é\*

S &
&5

QR

. N Ny

28.9 Recommendation NI
N
& &

KO
1. Prior to deciding on this applica‘%@?\k@\ is recommended that ABP request SEPIL to submit

the information set out in the rec%(j@i\qendation at the end of Chapter 30.

5\

S
Reason: It is necessary t@ﬁi\\ a fully integrated analysis of the design proposals and
Quantified Risk assessme@it for the complete pipeline from Glengad to Bellagelly terminal
be available for assessment.
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Chapter 29 Landfall Valve Installation Adequacy of Proposed
Installation

29.1 Background to decision to provide Landfall Valve Installation (LVI)

The following quotations set out a background for the SEPIL decision to provide an LVI at
Glengad.

1. Advantica

“In order to determine the requirements for additional pressure control measures, it is
recommended that as a first step, a full and technically thorough reliability analysis be
carried out of the subsea pressure control and isolation systems specified in the field design.
This analysis should not only consider the equipment reliability, but should include any
potential human factors related to field shutdown. As part of this reliability assessment, the
existing FMECA [Ref. 47] should be reviewed in order to highlight any failure modes
relevant to loss of pressure control. These failure modes should then be analysed to ensure
that all relevant failures have been captured. The arrival pressure at the terminal is
expected to be around 110bar in normal operation, W\%g? a pressure protection system
located at the terminal inlet to prevent damage to g@uipment and pipework within the
terminal due to excess pressure. The upstream Qxeg&point for the pressure limitation is at

Ss#em to be considered would be located at

the beach landing and it is probable that an
this point. It is not believed that pressure\\;&9 ction would be required at this point, given
the normal operation pressures (and ll\\di@(}t required by the relevant standards). However,
some form of isolation over and a]z\ \g\d%at currently planned (a locally operated isolation
valve) appears to be appropria@?q’q@ practical. Upgrading this valve to remote operation

from the terminal is an example 6@@0% option that should be considered.
A

The selection of the approgFiate option needs to follow a clear decision process and take
into account the UKOPA éécision framework described in the previous section.
Recommendation: A full and technically thorough reliability analysis should be carried
out of the subsea pressure control and isolation systems specified in the field design to
enable appropriate additional pressure control measures to be implemented and the
effective limitation of the pressure in the onshore pipeline demonstrated.”

(Advantica Report, Section 5.5.2, Pages 47/48)

2. TAG

“Limiting the pressure in the onshore section to pressures no greater than I144bar
(equivalent to a design factor of 0.3, consistent with the design of pipelines passing through
more densely populated suburban areas) is believed to be both practical and an effective
measure to reduce risk (and will only be required in the early years of the life of the pipeline
because the pressure in the gas wells will decline naturally as gas is extracted). In view of
the societal concerns, the level of uncertainty in the risk analysis, the extent of
extrapolation of onshore pipe design codes beyond their normal range of application and
mindful that the results of risk analysis are only one factor in the decision-making
process, we believe that this measure should be taken and the pipeline revised
accordingly. We recommend that the pressure in the onshore pipeline should be limited to
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no greater than 144bar, with a design factor not exceeding 0.3, and the pipeline design
revised accordingly.

Further work will be required to determine the most appropriate engineering solution to
limiting the pressure in the onshore pipeline. The FMECA (Failure Mode, Effect and
Criticality Analysis) carried out on the planned subsea systems for Shell could form the
basis for the reliability analysis required. We recommend that a full and technically
thorough reliability analysis should be carried out of the subsea pressure control and
isolation systems specified in the field design to enable appropriate additional pressure
control measures to be implemented and the effective limitation of the pressure in the
onshore pipeline demonstrated.” (TAG Report, Page 4)

The following requirement is set out in IS EN 14161 for pressure control and overpressure
protection:

3. ISEN 14161

“Provisions such as pressure control valves or automatic shutdown of pressurizing
equipment shall be installed, or procedures implemented, if the operating pressure can
exceed the maximum allowable operating pressure anywhere in the pipeline system. Such
provisions or procedures shall prevent the operating pressure exceeding MAOP under

normal steady-state conditions. é\\g?'

<
Overpressure protection, such as relief or sourge ~i§01ati0n valves, shall be provided if
necessary to prevent incidental pressures excegdudg the limits specified in 6.3.2.1 anywhere
in the pipeline system.”

Qs
(EN 14161:2003, Section 5.4, Pages 11/ &
& §

\.
29.2 SEPIL: Design of LVI <& $°’
*\(’
The design of the Landfall Valve I;;ﬁallatlon (LV]) is detailed in Appendix Q3 of the E.I.S. An
overview by SEPIL of the cucum@f&nces that brought about the requirement for pressure limitations
on the onshore pipeline is set out in the E.I.S. The following is taken from the E.L.S.

“Flow is planned to be continuous in the pipeline with actual flow rate depending on gas offtake
(sales) and any other restriction or requirements imposed by Bord Gdis Eireann, the downstream
pipeline operator. In the event of a shutdown or sudden reduction in flow through the Terminal, the
system intent is that the control room operator will reduce the flow of gas into the pipeline by
closure of one or more wells and/or by choking back the wells to match inlet and outlet flow rate. If
this is not done and the pipeline pressure at the Terminal rises an automated high-pressure alarm
will send a signal to close all choke valves at the offshore wells. This is the first level of
overpressure protection. If the pressure continues to rise a high-pressure alarm signal is
automatically sent to close the low isolation valves on each of the offshore wells. This is the second
level of overpressure protection. If despite this, the pressure in the pipeline continues to rise
towards 144bar the landfall valve installation, which is independent of the Terminal and designed
to be failsafe, will automatically close two high integrity isolation valves to shut the onshore
pipeline off from the offshore pipeline and ensure the pressure in the onshore pipeline is limited to
less than 144bar. This is the third level of overpressure protection.

Two principal methods of overpressure protection at the landfall were considered, mechanical or
instrumented. Combinations of the two means of protection were also studied. Pressure safety
valves connected to the pipeline and a plant relief system are commonly used mechanical means,
whereas the instrumented option incorporates an instrumented sensing device that ultimately acts
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to stop over pressurisation by closing a set of valves and isolate the source of overpressure from the
low-pressure systems.

An instrumented system incorporating a High Integrity Pressure Protection System (HIPPS) was
selected.

The HIPPS system was chosen for the following reasons:

e Although the first option of wellhead valve closure with a Single Actuated Beach Valve
would satisfy the minimum requirements, it was felt that this solution did not have sufficient
redundancy (e.g. it provided a third level of protection but with a reduced level of
reliability) to sufficiently address concerns about high pressure in the pipeline.

e Although the second option of wellhead valve closure with a Single Actuated Beach Valve
and additional Pressure Safety Valve provided that third level of protection and reliability,
the design of a pressure relief system would require additional flaring capacity in the
system, whether in a dedicated flare or through the Terminal. This overpressure protection
system was considered inferior to the selected option which provided a higher integrity third
level of overpressure protection within the valve installation itself, and which did not
require venting or flaring.”

(Corrib Onshore Pipeline EIS, Chapter 3, Pages 3/14 ag;l 3/15)
&

&

29.3 Reliability & Security of LVI S ?@
SEPIL provided expert evidence at OH. Mr. John éh Senior Project Manager with JP Kenny
Ltd. presented the LVI design. Mr. Gurden clarlf\@ﬂ e following points regarding reliability and
security at the Lvr (\ &

“Access to the LVI wzll be from the l?’g@'\r@ﬁd L1202. Entry to the LVI site will be strictly

controlled under the Gas Terminal Per: @ﬁ? work system with entrance to the LVI compound

N
monitored by a security system” Q:OQA\\
5\
“The LVI site will be monitored fror@ze Gas Terminal Closed Circuit Television (CCTV)”

Oo

“To ensure a reliable electrical supply at the LVI, a battery back-up power supply will feed the
essential services at the LVI; for example these include the shutdown system and the
communications equipment”’

“If the local electricity supply is not available for a prolonged period, then a portable diesel
generator will be brought from the Gas Terminal to the LVI. This will provide back-up electrical
power to the LVI until the ESB electrical supply is restored.

If there is no electricity available at the site after the back-up batteries have discharged, then the
two LVI shutdown valves will close.”

Mr. Gurden concluded by stating “the safety shutdown facilities at the LVI will reliably and
independently limit the pressure of the onshore pipeline below its design pressure 144bar”.

1“1 DRN OH 14
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29.4 Observers Issues
A significant level of concern was expressed by observers in their submissions and at OH.

1. Concern for the safety of the population in the vicinity of the pipeline and LVIL.

2. Concern that the LVI itself introduced increased risk over and above the normal risk
from the pipeline.

3. The observers’ concern is that if the previous HIPPS system (at wellhead Manifold
Control I believe) was considered unsatisfactory how can the observers now have
confidence in the HIPPS system proposed at LVI.

4. Advantica, while recommending pressure control at 144bar in their report, have not
examined the LVI now proposed. Observers are concerned therefore that the technical
appraisal of the current proposal will not have the benefit of Advantica expertise and
experience.

5. Concern that because the LVI is easily overlooked, a breach of security of the
installation is possible and could lead to damage of the LVI itself and risk to the
community at Glengad. &

A\

&

29.5 Mr. Wright's Recommendations & @6‘
Mr. Wright’s analysis and the information sought ‘?\Zs?fﬁqd\ided as part of Mr. Wright’s examination

of the project have proved extremely useful. Mr. s report in full is contained in Appendix 3.
In section 10 of that report Mr. Wright conmder&ﬁ‘?@d}

& §é

\.
29.6 The Inspectors Conclusm‘ﬁ@lgegardmg LVI
I accept Mr. Wrights Report and I mak%\tchese conclusions relying substantially on Mr. Wright’s

report. @‘
1. SEPIL have put forwﬁ a comprehensive proposal to limit the pressure in the onshore

pipeline downstream of LVI in response to Advantica/TAG recommendations. The
proposed pressure limitation protects the onshore pipeline downstream of the LVI.

2. The LVI pressure control does not provide the same pressure limitation at Glengad
itself. In fact the HIPPS system proposed may introduce increased risk for the
Glengad site. It is not clearly demonstrated in the information provided exactly how the
risk calculations submitted apply to the Glengad site.

3. A site specific QRA is required for Glengad. This will enable risk levels at Glengad to
be clearly identified for worst case condition.

4. 1In the event that ALARP'* applies to any part of the onshore pipeline at Glengad LVI or
elsewhere then SEPIL should provide the analysis to justify the acceptance of ALARP
risk levels and to detail further mitigation measures they propose to take to manage that
risk.

12 ALARP — As Low As Reasonably Practicable Risk Level (see Glossary)
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I note in this regard Annex A Safety Evaluation of Pipelines IS EN 14161 Paragraph
A2.:

“Safety evaluations should demonstrate that the pipeline is designed, constructed and
operated in accordance with the safety requirements of this European Standard.”

Paragraph A.5.1:

“Hazard estimation should produce a measure of the level of effect on public safety from
a particular hazard. Estimates may be expressed quantitatively or qualitatively and
determined in frequency of occurrence, consequence, risk or a combination as
appropriate for accomplishing the objectives of the safety analysis”.

I also note that SEPIL did indicate in evidence at OH that a site specific QRA could be
carried out but that it had been decided to carry out the generic QRA to PD 8010.

5. Mr. Wright is an experienced gas engineer specialist. He has considered an alternative
concept for ensuring that pressure at Glengad does not reach 345 bar. That alternative
would involve a vent stack and relief valve at Glengad. SEPIL should be requested to
discuss that concept and the reliability of the subsea valve system proposed at the
wellhead and manifold offshore.

6. SEPIL in EIS indicated that consideration had been given to mechanical means of
limiting the pressure in the onshore pipeline and to in tfimentation means of limiting the
pressure in the onshore pipeline. SEPIL state thatqfﬁe design of a pressure relief system
had been considered. SEPIL state that it w%ﬁﬁ\’ﬁ\ave required additional flaring capacity
in the system whether in a dedlcatedeﬁ?gge or through the terminal. SEPIL have
concluded that the LVI system propqﬁe{@%vﬂl provide a higher level of integrity third
level of overpressure protection \gﬁ%@the valve installation itself and one which does

not requlre ventmg or flarlng \(\
<<O \\Q

7. Ultimately the choice as to;\vﬂuch system to use, to reliably limit the pressure in the
onshore pipeline, is for S?IL to decide.

8. I note Advantica were not prescriptive in their report as to how SEPIL should limit the
pressure. Advantica did however identify a simple upgrading of the original 2002 valve
assembly proposed to a remotely operated valve at Glengad as one option that should be
considered.

9. In my view ABP should not be in any way prescriptive. However Mr. Wrights
alternative concept is important. SEPIL should be given an opportunity to respond and
to set out again the reliability of the offshore well valve system and to provide more
details of the design and the alternatives considered by SEPIL in arriving at the decision
to install a HIPPS at the Landfall Valve Installation.

10. In the event that a straight pipe at Glengad provides increased safety for the population
at Glengad then SEPIL should provide full justification for the proposed design as
submitted.

11. The significant issue for the board to consider is the safety implication for the area as a
result of the LVI configuration now proposed by SEPIL.
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29.7 Inspectors Recommendations on pressure limitation on the onshore
pipeline.
I recommend that ABP should request SEPIL to re examine design of the pressure limitation
proposed at Glengad
1. SEPIL should discuss the concept of a vent at Glengad as a measure to protect against
upstream pressure at landfall rising above a preset value. SEPIL should provide information
on the reliability of the shut down subsea valve system proposed for the wellhead and
manifold offshore
2. SEPIL should discuss the potential increase in safety for the population at Glengad by the
use of a straight pipe at the landfall and should provide full justification for the proposed
design as submitted.

29.8 Security of Supply

The Commission for Energy Regulations (CER) together with the Utility Regulator Electricity Gas
Water in Northern Ireland have jointly published a paper entitled Common Arrangements for Gas
(CAG). There is a copy of this paper in Appendix 7. The paper summarises a consultative process
with Gas industry and contains an action programme for the Regulatory Authorities (RA). It is
intended that an all island charter will be further developed by implementing regulations in both
North & South.

Network Security and Network Security standards are aspects Qg‘ﬁe security of supply that will be
dealt with in forthcoming regulation. Mr. Wright has reco fmended that security of the LVI at
Glengad be reviewed and that a higher level of secung?ﬁ:gé\adopted than is proposed by SEPIL in
the proposed development as now set out in the EIS Qoég) >
NN
In light of the CAG and of the impending re@(@lon on Network Security and Network Security
Standards I recommend the following cougﬁiﬁ be applied to any permission for the proposed
development. & A\\O)
R

6\0

29.8.1 Inspectors Recommemié%wn on Security

SEPIL shall comply with the securlty of Network Standards as determined by DCENR (or CER as
appropriate) in respect of the facilities at LVI in Glengad. DCENR will regulate the operation of
the proposed development in the first instance (CER will eventually likely take over this
regulation).

Reason: (1) In the interest of protecting the Health & Safety of the public.
(2) In the interest of protecting and securing supply.
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Chapter 30 Safety Part 4: Summation of Pipeline Safety
Assessment

30.1 Introduction

30.1.2 Information Provided by SEPIL

Mr. Wright has prepared the following table to summarise the information available (Mr. Wrights
Table 5). Mr. Wright has included a column 9 adding 50 m to each escape distance to make an
allowance in an attempt to approximate the distance at which a person would be safe. Mr. Wright
has used the consequence impact maps (4 of which are attached) on which to base the data in the
table.

I note that Mr. Crosswaite, who prepared the QRA, in evidence on behalf of SEPIL indicated he
would not wish to hazard a guess at what this extra distance might be but it would be of the order of
50 m. I understand that the actual distance can be calculated. I believe this distance should be
calculated by SEPIL.

30.2 Mr. Wrights Findings

1) SEPIL used PD8010-3 to defme the boundarles of Individugl risk, which are above 1x107
Intolerable, between 1x107 and 1x10° Tolerable (ALA&P‘} and below 1x10°® broadly
acceptable.

2) The maximum individual risk per year to thecﬁ\lc'é\gad residents at 246m away from the
pipeline is 1x107 [Long term one year upset is condition only occurs for a period of 10
days then the risk drops to around 5x1 és?vhlch is classified as broadly acceptable by
PD8010-3. é

3) SEPIL have not provided societal rlgk («f Glengad.

4) SEPIL predicted only rupture fa%@rg@%f the pipeline will affect dwellings, jet fires have no
effect.

5) At Glengad between 1 and 7 Ilings would be affected by a rupture possibly rising to
between 3 and 8 dwellings b{(’%::jftam circumstances (if no shelter is found).

6) The maximum individual fisk per year to the Ross Port residents at 140m away from the
downstream pipeline is around 7x10° " which is classified as no restrictions by PD8010-3.

7) Including a low failure frequency due to ground movement of 9x10® increases the
individual risk to 1x10™® at Rossport which is classified as no restrictions by PD 8010-3.

8) The Societal risk to the residents at Rossport is 5.82x10™° per km/year and is well below the
risk criterion line in PD 8010-3 and IGEM TD/2

9) At Ross Port — pipeline bog side, between 3 and 5 dwellings will be affected by pipeline
rupture depending upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found
this could rise to between 7 and 13 dwellings.

10) At Ross Port — pipeline bay side, between 14 and 18 dwellings will be affected depending
upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found this could rise to
between 18 and 20 dwellings.

11) At Ross Port — pipeline North Crossing point, 4 dwellings could be affected by pipeline
rupture depending upon pipeline pressure providing there is shelter. If no shelter is found
this could rise to between 5 and 11 dwellings

12) Mr. Wright notes that the risks above quoted are predicted by a model which only
recognises rupture from third party interference on thick wall pipe with an option of
incorporating a low failure frequency due to ground movement.
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TABLE 5 TYPE OF FAILURE — PRESSURE RELATIONSHIP TO BURNING / ESCAPE DISTANCES
LOCATION | TYPEOF MAP PRESSURE | MAXBURNING | MAX ESCAPE | NEAREST NO OF ADD 50M TO NO OF
FAILURE REFERENCE BAR DISTANCES (M) | DISTANCE (M | DWELLING | DWELLINGS ESCAPE DWELLINGS
(M) AFFECTED DISTANCE AFFECTED
Area 1-1 100 57 70 246 0 120 0
31mm
Hole Area 1-2 144 67 81 246 0 131
GLENGAD
LVI Area 1-5 345 103 126 246 0 176 0
Area 1-3 100 144 247 246 1 297 3
Rupture
Area 1-4 144 171 290 246 2 340 5
Area 1-6 345 230 445 246 & 7 495 8
e
9
ROSS Area 2-1 100 57 70 &4%\ 0 120
PORT 31mm R
Hole _ > &
PIPELINE Area 2-2 144 67 81 ) S 140 0 131 0
BAY SIDE i QY
Rupture Area 2-3 100 144 24768 140 14 297 18
PNV
Area 2-4 144 171 @é&g@ 140 18 340 20
[S)
ROSS Area 3-1 100 57 ~\@ég\\m 140 0 120 0
PORT 31mm & B \§\
Hole R KL
PIPELINE Area 3-2 144 67 N ISS 1 140 0 131 0
BOG SIDE Area 3-3 100 144 @‘ 247 140 3 297 7
Rupture §
Area 3-4 144 17¥ 290 140 5 340 13
ROSS Area 4-1 100 57 70 259 0 120 0
PORT 31mm
Hol i
PIPELINE ole Area 4-2 144 67 81 259 0 131 0
NORTH
CROSSING | Rupture Area 4-3 100 144 247 259 0 297 5
Area 4-4 144 171 290 259 4 340 11
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30.3 The Inspectors Assessment

1. DCENR through The Chief Technical Adviser advised the OH that TAG had completed its
examination of the proposed development and that TAG had advised the Minister that there
was no reason for the Minister not to approve the consent, under Section 40 of the Gas Act
1976, as far as the brief of TAG was concerned.

2. The Chief Technical Adviser also indicated that in those countries where the oil and gas
industry was fully developed that the safety case for a pipeline would be available at the
design stage. That process is not being followed in the case of the Corrib scheme. The
detailed documentation required by DCENR in the Corrib scheme is related to the particular
phase being approved at the time. DCENR will require safety case documentation when
Corrib reaches phase 7 final commissioning and approval to begin production of gas.
However DCENR expect that when responsibility for upstream pipeline is transferred to
CER that the safety case requirement at design stage will then be applied.

3. Land use planning consideration

I find that advice is not available from HSA because gas pipelines are outside the remit of
HSA. Accordingly ABP needs to establish an objective criteria for itself so that it can take
an informed decision on the impact of the pipeline on pgtential development of adjacent
lands. In my view the best way to do this is to requgst the applicant, SEPIL, to submit
information based on the UK HSE model which wgfh predict the inner zone (1 x 10'5),
middle zone (1 x 10'6) and outer zone (0.3 X cﬁ)ovfﬁ?for the pipeline’s entire route. These
contours can then be used to assess the i @?;t of the Corrib pipeline on the land use

adjacent to the pipeline. S
i) pip ‘ O(\Qé\é}
Lo
S
. A
4. Pipeline Routing Considerations\(o«\i\é\
o°®
&

(a) I find that the 140m m'@ﬁ;um distance from the pipelines to inhabited dwellings is a
distance that in itself &(?es not relate to a standard and just happens to be the distance to
the nearest house after SEPIL have taken Houses number 22 and 23 out of service as
habitable dwellings for the duration of the operating life of the pipeline.

(b) I note again Advanticas opinion

“The most cautious approach would have been to estimate the maximum hazard range
for the worst case event, so that in the highly unlikely event of a pipeline failure, the
proximity distances would be sufficient to prevent any significant level of harm to
residents or damage to property.”

(c) I note that SEPIL in their design are satisfied that the route chosen does not pose a risk.
SEPIL have pointed to the following factors in the overall design and operation of the
pipeline to justify that the pipe is safe.

1) The thick pipeline with a design factor of 0.3
2) The tunnel system proposed under the bays

3) The stone road method
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4) Construction management to ensure high standards of CP protection and weld
and pipeline construction

5) The testing proposed for the pipeline

6) The integrity management plan for operation of the pipeline.

SEPIL have submitted a QRA which complies with PD 8010-3 to substantiate their
view that the risk levels on this pipeline are very low and within acceptable standards.

(d) I find however that part of the onshore pipeline has a design factor of 0.7, the offshore-
onshore section from HWM to the downstream LVI.

5. Hazard Distance

SEPIL provided Consequence Impact Contours giving Building Burning Distance (BBD)
and Escape Distance for the different pressures 100bar(Rogsport and Glengad and Aghoos),
144bar (Rossport and Glengad and Aghoos)and 345bar{@lengad only].

These distances are useful and enable objectiye Q@stances [in accordance with code] to be
determined for locations where intensity og ted heat reaches 25kW/m? in the case of
BBD and 6kW/m? in the case of Escape Q@E’t\@me
4O

What is required in addition howe&g \i§ the distance from the pipeline to a safe location.
SEPIL in evidence, did indicate (l@h *tﬁis could have been provided but that it was considered
by them best to provide dlstanQ&?chat were related to defined parameters in the codes —
BBD and Escape Distance. @\

I recommend that SEPILCBe requested to provide safe location distance contours for the
complete pipeline.

6. I accept Mr. Wrights opinion that the Corrib pipeline is unique in Ireland, it is not the same
as treated dry gas. I accept his opinion that there are additional factors over and above dry
gas pipelines factors, as outlined in Section 8 of his report, which could give rise to failure
in the Corrib pipeline. The factors discussed by him are external corrosion and CP system,
internal corrosion, formation of methane hydrate, erosion, geotechnical stability of the
pipeline, construction defects, estuary mini-tunnelling, 3 party intentional damage,
umbilical failure, long term management of the pipeline.

7. 1 am not satisfied on the basis of all the information to hand to complete my assessment of
the safety of the pipeline. I am not satisfied to recommend or not to recommend at this point
to ABP that the pipeline does or does not pose a risk to the health and safety of the public in
the area.
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8. T am satisfied that the further information required can be set out clearly and that receipt of
the information will enable the assessment of the safety of the pipeline to be completed.

9. Risk Levels

(a) The attached figure 6 is taken from the E.I.S. Appendix Q7 and shows an individual risk
contour profile prepared by DNV for the pipeline at 100 bar. This is useful as it presents
the risk levels that would normally apply at operating pressure or close to operating
pressure. SEPIL have indicated that the pipeline will operate at between 90 bar and 110
bar over the first 3-4 years after which the well head pressure will begin to decay and
operating pressures will reduce.

(b) I am satisfied that the risk levels presented by Mr. Wright in his conclusions can be
referenced to the additional information provided in a submission at the OH'*.

(c) There is uncertainty in the information provided by SEPIL regarding risk levels at
Glengad
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30.3.3 How should the safety of the pipeline be evaluated?

I have prepared the following diagram to illustrate the information and clarity required for the
Corrib Gas Pipeline so that a fully informed decision can be made about the pipeline.'**

LUP zones versus BPD and Easements

B

Zone within operator’s control
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The diagram illustrates a number of important and different systems of evaluating the consequence
zone along gas pipelines. Each of the different systems provide guidance and a recognised method
to assist decision making regarding the safety, risk, restrictions, consequences of failure along gas

pipelines.

144
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30.4 Explanation: LUP versus BPD and Easements terms.
The following sets out how these terms are used within the Gas Industry.

30.4.1 Land Use Planning (LUP) Criteria

A land use planning advice system operates in the UK whereby a Planning Authority (PA) is
obliged to refer to HSE UK for advice when applications for development in the vicinity of gas
pipelines are made to the PA. The HSE use a model which calculates the inner zone, middle zone,
outer zone lines giving the distance from the pipeline at which risk levels of 1 x 10°,1x 10°,03 x
10 per km of pipeline per year exist. [HSE UK Risk Levels] The identification of such zones for
the Corrib pipeline would be useful in determining the impact of the pipeline on the development
potential of adjoining lands. It is my understanding that such contours could be provided by SEPIL
using the same model. ABP would then have an objective method of reviewing the impact of the
proposed pipeline on adjoining lands and whether or not the pipeline represented a potential
sterilization of any lands or a status where planning considerations would advise against or would
not advise against granting any planning permission for development in proximity to the pipeline.
At the moment the situation is that SEPIL advise that there is no difficulty in development in
proximity to the pipelines. SEPIL propose to acquire rights over land for a permanent way leave
within which the landowner is restricted and cannot develop (14m wide in agricultural land and
20m wide in peat lands). At the moment Mayo Co Co does not have a policy for such development
in proximity to gas pipelines.
&

Inspectors Conclusion §é

In my view in the absence of a risk based methodologydndyeland ABP should adopt an objective
standard itself for risk levels in proximity to gas pigelihes. I believe the UK HSE standard is
acceptable and suitable and accordingly | recommegd (s to ABP that it be adopted for assessment

of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline NI
S
\O
30.4.2 Routing Criteria & A\\O’

This uses the building proximity dlstagc% (BPD). In the case of downstream processed gas these
can be derived simply from Figure Q(,gﬁ code IS 328:

“Minimum distance from normalbaooccupled buildings of pipelines generally designed to operate at
a design factor not exceeding 0.3 or steel sleeved”

This routing criterion has proved satisfactory when applied to pipelines below 100 bar pressure and
pipelines carrying dry processed gas. While a footnote to figure 2 indicates that extrapolation of the
figure can be used for higher pressures there is no clarity provided on how to factor in upstream gas
which is wet and untreated. There is also the question of uncertainty using extrapolation to 144 bar
and 345 bar from a figure prepared for maximum pressure of 100 bar. Advantica in their report and
Mr. Wright in his report draw attention to this uncertainty. The building proximity distance
requires a complex calculation that includes an element related to the frequency of failure risk.

It is worth noting that the use of BPD is long standing in the UK. A considerable degree of
experience of many kilometers of treated gas pipelines, some in service over 30 years, has been
built up. That database is not being questioned in this report. The issue for the Corrib Pipeline is
that very few pipes carry wet gas onshore — in evidence it was accepted that there are no other such
pipes in Ireland or the UK. As a result there is very little data to provide confidence that use of the
codes, which were developed for treated dry downstream gas, is acceptable for decision making for
the Corrib pipeline. The second issue of course is the very high pressure at which SEPIL wish to
operate the Corrib pipeline.
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Inspectors Conclusion

In my view there is a clear difference in opinion between SEPIL and Mr. Wright on what the
proximity distance is for Corrib Onshore Pipeline. The issue of differences are three (1) The
suitability of the Code IS 328 which seems to allow extrapolation of the Figure 2 from 100 bar up to
345 bar and indicates 3 m as the minimum distance from normally occupied buildings. (2) The fact
that a thick pipe is being used seems to imply that certain failure modes can now be ignored in the
analysis. (3) The untreated gas has more risks associated with failure than downstream treated and
dry gas.

30.4.3 Hazard Zones

These are derived from the modelling carried out on the pipeline and on the failure conditions. Mr.
Wright requested and received hazard zone contours for the pipeline.'*> Four hazard consequence
maps are attached showing the worst case hazard lines for Glengad and for the Rossport houses.

Building Burn Distance can be calculated as a distance from the pipeline within which timber will
absorb sufficient thermal radiation to spontaneously combust [25 kW/m?] assuming a long exposure
(of the order of one hour)

Escape Distance can be calculated as a distance from the pipeline where thermal radiation is at a
level of 6 kW/m” and a person can move away from an event.

SEPIL was asked at the OH to supply these hazard lines for th%opipeline. These were supplied146
and they provide very useful information. These consequelg(& maps, as SEPIL refer to them;
provide clear pictures of the consequence of failure of the pip¢line. It has to be noted however that a
person is not necessarily safe at the escape distance. % scape distance represents a distance at
which 6kW/m? thermal radiation is absorbed. oégi&

S&

One further hazard line is required as outlin O(ihi)\ve, that is the outer boundary hazard line. This
line would indicate the distance from the p@,@\{\@% at which a person would be considered safe.

E°

Inspectors Conclusion KQOQ

O

1. The hazard zones provided@% very clear and useful in understanding the consequences of a
failure in the pipeline.

2. The hazard contour maps do not show the distance from the pipeline at which a person
would be safe. That can also be calculated. In my view SEPIL should be asked to supply
this.

3. There is a strong argument from observers that the pipeline route is such that it introduces a

risk to their safety and the safety of their homes from the proposed development.

4. The codes recognise different areas Type R (Rural < 2.5 per Ha) DF 0.72, Type S (Urban >
2.5 per Ha) DF 0.3, Type T (Central Towns and Cities) generally pressure limited to 16 bar.
The codes then use the design factor to provide a greater margin of safety in more densely
populated areas. SEPIL have a strong argument that the 0.3 design factor proposed for the
pipeline in what is essentially a rural area (population < 2.5 per Ha) actually provides a high
margin of safety in the pipeline design.

14 [DRN OH 77, OH 108]
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5. Advantica in their report indicated that the most conservative approach to design would be
to establish the maximum hazard distances and then route the pipeline accordingly so that it
did not pose a risk to the dwellings. They did accept that such an approach was only
possible in remote areas.

6. In my view that is the standard that should be adopted for the Corrib Onshore Pipeline. 1
believe ABP should adopt that standard for this upstream onshore pipeline. Once that
standard is clearly agreed then in my view routing and design (configuration controls and
MAOP as well as design pressure) become very clear.

7. In the event that ABP accept point 6 I believe there is a reasonable possibility for SEPIL to
reconfigure the pipeline at Glengad on the existing route to reduce the level of risk there to
that acceptable standard. I also believe it will be possible to re-route the pipeline out of
Rossport village to an alternative route that can meet the acceptable standard. I believe the
route as proposed on the South of Sruwaddacon Bay will prove acceptable to that standard.
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30.5 Inspectors Recommendations

30.5.1 Further Information Required
Prior to making a decision on this application it is recommended that ABP should seek further
information from SEPIL as follows:

a) Clarify the code requirements and pressure test requirements for the pipeline
chainage 83 + 390 (HWM) approx to 83 + 470 (downstream weld at LVI)

b) Provide confirmation that the design of this section of pipeline meets the
requirements set down by TAG

c) Provide an integrated set of design documentation in the form of a revised Appendix
Q. The documentation to integrate the analysis provided in incidental and individual
documents at the OH. The whole set to provide a transparency of the design for the
complete pipeline from the HWM to terminal. This transparency to relate to the
different site and design conditions along the pipeline and to relate to the codes. The
design to include the analysis related to ground stability.

d) A new QRA should be submitted which will present the analysis of risk at the
different operating conditions and different locg\&b}ns along the pipeline route. The
QRA should be site specific. The QR\Q ould include ground movement and
incorporate a database that matches th ‘é\@ itions of the proposed development. A
sensitivity of the QRA is requireg&v‘ h will demonstrate the range of risk that
relates to any uncertainty in t]%eQ abase of failure frequencies for the various
potential failure modes of thggéy'(\\géﬁne [for an upstream wet gas].

O

: o S O : , :
e) Provide a qualitative as§é§§[\nent of risk, to be prepared for the different operating

conditions and differe{ﬁ*ciocations along the pipeline route. This will provide a
comprehensive asseoé(%ent to include those events that cannot be easily defined
mathematically. ©

f) SEPIL need to submit analysis of the condition where the umbilical becomes severed
and the control of the valves at the well is lost. SEPIL need to identify what
conditions apply to the onshore pipeline and the risks involved in that circumstance.

g) SEPIL should examine the concept of a vent at Glengad as a measure to protect
against upstream pressure at landfall rising above a preset value. SEPIL should
provide information on the reliability of the shut down subsea valve system proposed
for the wellhead and manifold offshore.

h) SEPIL should examine the potential increase in safety for the population at Glengad
by the use of a straight pipe at the landfall and should provide full justification for
the proposed design as submitted.

1) SEPIL should provide the hazard distances, BBD and escape distance in contours for
the entire pipeline and the outer hazard line which should show the distance at which
a person would be safe. A number of these have already been provided, the set of
hazard maps should be completed as far as the terminal.

j)  SEPIL should provide a summary of the societal risk for Glengad.
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30.5.2 Recommendations to the Board
I make the following recommendations to the Board for consideration and decision.

1. Irecommend that ABP adopt the UK HSE risk thresholds for assessment of the risks
associated with Corrib Onshore Pipeline
Individual Risk Level above 1x107 intolerable
Individual Risk Level between 1x10” and 1x10° tolerable if ALARP is demonstrated.
Individual Risk Level below 1x10° broadly acceptable.

Justification

It is necessary to have a standard against which the risk levels of the proposed
development can be assessed.

2. Irecommend that ABP adopt a standard whereby no dwellings will fall within the hazard
lines for the proposed development.

Justification
This is a high standard. This standard is justified in this instance. I am aware that the
industry itself is conscious of the corporate responsibility to increase standards
related to societal risk. Evidence (1) TD/2 (2009) and PD 8010 (Dec 2008) Recent
standards. (2) UK HSE and UK pipeline modelling of land use planning zones. (3)
Buncefield Incident Report (4) Dutch Standards aéqgfﬁ process of being updated.
<

This standard will remove a threat thatyt Oproposed development poses to the
dwellings of the local population. I dc%%%dept that the threat may be very low and
unlikely to rise. \\}QO §®6

<
This is a remote area with loﬁo&zéﬁsity population. The routing in proximity to a
rural linear residential areagf%sﬁi respect that area and should respect the reasonable
expectations of that rura opilation that members of their families (or others) can in
the future locate and lchQ(’%l’l that rural linear development on lands owned by the
families involved subject to proper planning and sustainable development. The
routing of this progé%ed development within the distance of hazard from dwellings
when there are alternative routes available is not acceptable.

Implications
The implications of setting these standards will be as follows:

The UK HSE risk thresholds for gas pipelines appears to be the obvious standard to
adopt, that standard will be recognised as an objective standard.

In the case of upstream pipeline if this standard applies in future it will become a
design parameter for the Gas Field developer. Once a parameter like this provides
some certainty I believe a developer of a gas field will be able to proceed to select
the better option to bring the gas field into production that takes this parameter as
well as others into account. In that way a final plan for development and the
configuration will be put forward which the operator will know at least meets the
routing criterion.

In the case of downstream pipelines in my view there are no implications. The
experience of downstream pipelines operating for 30 years and longer is well
established. Codes and tests of ruptures and test failures have been developed which
provide confidence in the analysis and safety design used for these pipelines.
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Chapter 31 Waste Generated

31.1 SEPIL Proposals for Waste Management

The E.LS. contains information about wastes generated during construction of the proposed
development. A description of the waste management proposed for the development is given in
Section 11.7.4.2 of the E.L.S.

A licensed waste haulage company will be engaged and all wastes will be disposed of to an
appropriately licensed facility. A project specific Waste Management Plan will form part of the
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the construction of the proposed development. The
following waste streams will arise from construction:

31.1.3 Non-hazardous solid wastes

Non-hazardous solid waste streams include surplus quantities of excavated peat (see Chapter 5
E.I.S. EMP 5.13.2 Section 5.5.1.1. and Volume 3 Peat Deposition at Srahmore Site and Appendix
R), quantities of used stone and geo-textiles, green waste (from shrub clearance etc.), used welding
rod ends, used grinder discs, waste packaging, pipe ends (short pieces remaining after tie- ns) and
also ‘food and domestic waste’ from construction personnel. These wastes can be managed with
minimum difficulty and potential for environmental impact. Paper/packaging from the x-ray films
generated from radiographic examinations of pipe welds will be managed similarly to other non-
hazardous solid wastes. Appendix R indicates there will be 6%23 m’ of peat for disposal and
62200 m’ of stone for disposal.

Y

31.1.4 Non-hazardous liquid wastes SO

Non-hazardous liquid wastes include sanitary w§§? ‘@rom portable lavatories/welfare facilities),
water from washing/cleaning facilities, water ém% f from the construction site, and water used
during hydrostatic testing. Sanitary waste Qiig@omanaged using contracted services to take this

material away for disposal at a licensed (a%\ . The quantities of sanitary wastes arising from the
construction compounds will be dlrectl}*rgzsﬁted to the number of people on site.

S\

O

Water run-off from the constructlono@read will be managed using basic settlement and filtration in
drains and lagoons before d1scha,9ge Surface water management details were given at the Oral
Hearing. 147 This water will be collected in a V-ditch system and taken through attenuation silt trap
measures and silt control mechanism before final discharge.

Hydrostatic test water will be treated if necessary and disposed at a location to be agreed with the
relevant authorities. The procedures for hydrostatic testing will be described in a method statement
prior to it being undertaken. Hydrostatic tests on the pipeline will be carried out in one single test
for the onshore pipeline involving approximately 1500 m® of water sourced from the terminal. On
completion of the test it is expected subject to agreement with the relevant agencies that the test
water will be discharged through the outfall pipe 12.7 km offshore.'*®

31.1.5 Hazardous wastes.

Hazardous waste streams include possible spillages of diesel (or other oil) and any associated
contaminated ground. Wastes such as used absorbent granules, which will be carried with all
construction plant, may only occur in the event of a spillage. This would typically involve the
absorption of diesel or hydraulic fluids used in construction vehicles. There will be permanent and
mobile bunded facilities for storage of materials such as diesel. Spent radio isotopes generated from

7 IDRN OH116]

148 [Evidence at the OH 16/6,11.49]
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radiographic examinations of pipe welds will be retained by the specialist contractor and disposed
of in accordance with the terms of their license from the Radiological Protection Institute.

1450 m’ of bentonite will be used and will be treated as a hazardous material. All hazardous waste
will be handled by licensed contractors and ultimate disposal will be to a licensed facility as
required. A Hazardous Substance Management Plan will be implemented as part of the EMP to
prevent any spillages, as outlined in Sections 5.13.2 and 5.14 of the E.I.S. A Waste Management
Plan will be incorporated into the Environment Management Plan for the Construction.

31.2 Mayo County Councils Recommendations on Waste

Mayo Co Co in their written submission to ABP'¥

respect of waste generated:

recommended the following conditions in

Condition No. 19 - All tank and drum storage areas on the sites shall, as a minimum, be
bunded to a volume not less than the greater of the following —
(d) 110% of the capacity of the largest tank or drum within the bunded area, or
(e) 25% of the total volume of substance which could be stored within the bunded
area.
Reason: To prevent surface and ground water pollution.

Condition No. 20 - All fuel storage areas and cleaning areas, particularly for trucks, shall
be rendered impervious to the stored or cleaned matertgtls and shall be constructed to
ensure no discharges from the areas. é
Reason: To prevent surface and ground water po&u%@ﬁ

S, &
Condition No. 21 - The developer shall &?g\@mm on the sites for the duration of the
construction period, oil abatement kits s@’r@)‘%smg of booms and absorbent materials. The
precise nature and extent of the kits e agreed in writing with the planning authority
prior to commencement of developrg&e@o
Reason: To prevent water pollqu}zﬁx\o’
6\
Waste Disposal
Condition No. 24 - No w gg\ material, other than material being transferred to a licenced
waste facility, generated on the sites during the construction phase shall be removed off the
sites without the prior agreement of the planning authority.
Reason: To provide for the appropriate management of waste and in the interest of
protecting the environment.

Condition No. 25 - Prior to commencement of development, the developer shall submit, and
obtain the agreement of the planning authority to a plan containing details for the
management of waste (and, in particular, recyclable materials) within the development,
including the provision of facilities for the storage, separation and collection of waste and,
in particular, recyclable materials, and for the ongoing operation of these facilities

Reason: To provide for the appropriate management of waste and, in particular, recyclable
materials, in the interest of protecting the environment.

Condition No. 26 - Sanitary facilities shall be installed on the sites for the duration of the
peat haulage and pipeline construction periods. All wastes generated from such facilities
shall be disposed of off the sites. The facilities and method of disposal shall be to the
requirements of the planning authority.
Reason: In the interest of public health.

149 [IDRN WS1]
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Condition No. 31 - Before development commences on the sites, the developer shall obtain
the agreement of the planning authority for a monitoring plan in relation to surface water,
groundwater, dust and continuous noise. Such monitoring shall be carried out by the
developer throughout the construction of the pipeline and LVI (to the date of
commissioning of the pipeline and LVI). The monitoring plan shall, as a minimum, include-
(a) A list of all monitoring locations,

(b) Description and specification of equipment to be used,

(c) The identity and qualifications of persons responsible for monitoring,

(d) Parameters to be used,

(e) Monitoring intervals,

f) Averaging times,

(g) Proposal for the presentation of data,

(h) Codes of practice to be used, and

(i) Details of right of access to Mayo County Council appointed staff to carry out
environmental monitoring checks as required, or as requested by the Project
Monitoring Committee. Costs incurred by the planning authority in carrying out any
necessary monitoring, monitoring checks, inspections and environmental audits, shall be
reimbursed by the developer.

Reason: In the interest of clarity, and the protection of the environment during the earth
works and construction phase.

Mayo Co Co in their written submission to ABP' recommenged the following conditions in

respect of surface water discharges: @x

&

Condition No. 17 - All surface water dischar, Wm the disturbed area of sites shall be
channeled through settlement ponds. Prior t, @%mencement of development, the developer
shall agree with the planning authority pd&%@& details of a monitoring programme for the
settlement ponds and their dischar, @nd a maintenance programme for the ponds.
Parameters to be monitored shall i ing c@—

(b) Temperature, Qd \\0)

(c) Turbidity, O

(d) Dissolved oxygen, \K

(e) Electrical condu ity,

(f) Orthophosphafé

(g) Total phosphorus,

(h) Nitrate

(i) Ammonia (as N),

(j) Suspended solids
And any other parameter required by the planning authority. The frequency and methods of
monitoring shall be agreed in advance of the operation of the settlement ponds with the
planning authority. Any alterations to the agreed monitoring regime or maintenance
programme shall be subject to agreement with the planning authority, following
consultation with the Project Monitoring Committee.
Reason: In the interest of environmental protection and the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area.

Condition No. 18 - Results shall be submitted to the planning authority on a fortnightly
basis or at other such intervals specified by the planning authority (following consultation
with the Project Monitoring Committee). All results shall be made available for public
inspection within seven days of receipt.

Reason: To prevent water pollution.
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31.3 Issues Raised by Observers

The following issues have been raised by observers;

contamination of drinking water supply (Chapter 24 Protection of Drinking Water)
contamination of surface waters (Chapter 43 Hydrology and Eco Hydrology)
contamination of Estuary (Chapter 43)

contamination of Marine waters (Chapter 43)

environmental damage to flora and fauna from methanol spillages (Chapter 33 Umbilical)

These issues have been dealt with in the respective chapters. The peat deposition at Srahmore has
been dealt with in Chapter 40 Peat Deposition Srahmore.

31.4 Inspectors Assessment

1. The E.LS. is less than clear regarding the disposal of 62700 m® of stone “...all wastes
will be disposed of to an appropriately licensed facility...” (Section 11.7.4.4, of
E.L'S. 2009). Appendix R also refers to “...stone will be left in place at the request
of the landowner” (See Notes 7 attached to the table in Appendix R).

2. In evidence it was indicated that a balance of materials that could be re-used would
be sought within the construction programme.
3. I believe it should be a requirement of any permission being considered for the

project that the E.M.P. contain a method statement whereby the waste for disposal be
minimized as part of the Waste Management Plan.

4. I also believe that stone for disposal should be g;‘é’ subject of a separate agreement
with Mayo County Council and rather th Sbe disposed, the stone should be
reprocessed for re-use as part of that agr@éﬁol\@ , the location and function of re-use to
be part of that agreement also. & .

5. I do not agree that stone be left in@%@\% at the request of the landowner. This would
have the affect of patchwork rgﬁ atement and would have a significant and long
term impact on the visual enggf%méﬁnent I therefore recommend that reinstatement of
lands be fully carried ou Cja\s @rt of the proposed works in accordance with details
contained in the E.I.S. 20

6. I am satisfied with theﬁoposals as outlined in the E.LS. for management of waste
generated during the €Onstruction project.
7. I am satisfied that&the proposal to use the Environment Management Plan to detail

the ongoing management of wastes is the appropriate way for this to be achieved.

31.5 Recommendations

In the event that the Board decide to grant a permission for the proposed development I
recommend the following conditions

1. The surface water system for the construction site shall be redesigned to cater for a storm
event of 1/100 year return frequency.
Reason: To prevent flooding the excavation works and to protect the water quality in
Sruwaddacon Bay.

2. Conditions as proposed by the Mayo County Council submission:
Before development commences on the sites, the developer shall obtain  the agreement of
the planning authority for a monitoring plan in relation to surface water, groundwater,
dust and continuous noise. Such monitoring shall be carried out by the  developer
throughout the construction of the pipeline and LVI (to the date of commissioning of the
pipeline and LVI). The monitoring plan shall, as a minimum, include-

(a) A list of all monitoring locations,
(b) Description and specification of equipment to be used,
(c) The identity and qualifications of persons responsible for monitoring,
Chapter 31 Waste Generated 31-207

EPA Export 11-08-2012:00:06:45



(d) Parameters to be used,

(e) Monitoring intervals,

(f) Averaging times,

(g) Proposal for the presentation of data,

(h) Codes of practice to be used, and

(i) Details of right of access to Mayo County Council appointed staff to carry out
environmental monitoring checks as required, or as requested by the Project
Monitoring Commiittee. Costs incurred by the planning authority in carrying out any
necessary monitoring, monitoring checks, inspections and environmental audits, shall be
reimbursed by the developer.

Reason: In the interest of clarity, and the protection of the environment during the earth
works and construction phase.

3. All surface waters to be discharged from the site shall be monitored for suspended solids
and any other parameter at the required frequency as determined by Mayo Co Co the
planning authority before discharge from the site.

4. Monitoring results shall be submitted on a weekly basis to the planning authority initially
and this may be varied by agreement with the planning authority. The results shall be
placed on public display by SEPIL within seven days of receipt of the results.

5. Prior to discharge all surface waters shall receive appropriate sedimentation and filtration.
The details of sedimentation, filtration and attenuation proposals shall be agreed with the
planning authority prior to commencement of the excavation. These details shall include
maintenance routines for the sedimentation and filtration fagijlities.

6. The surface water from the construction site that 1i¢S within the Carrowmore Lake
catchment shall be collected, attenuated and taken thrgﬁ%h silt settlement ponds before being
discharged into the Leenamore River Catchmengﬁ@é’é\

7. The detailed arrangements for management ﬁ@lonitoring the surface water referred to in
Condition 6 shall be documented separate Wl agreed to in writing with Mayo Co Co.

8. The existing surface water system that,géf&@*s the applicant’s site and that discharges into the
Carrowmore Lake Catchment shal g@ﬁionitored initially on a daily basis and then at a
frequency to be agreed with M(@y‘g\\@ounty Council for a full range of parameters to be
agreed with Mayo County Coq}ﬁ@il before commencement of construction works and
continuing during the construc@)n works. The results of the monitoring to be dealt with as
at Condition 4 above &

. o . o
Reason: it is necessary toput in place a full monitoring programme and control system for
the surface water discharge to prevent water pollution and to protect the drinking water
supply source at Carrowmore Lake.

Liquid Wastes
All tank and drum storage areas on the sites shall, as a minimum, be bunded to a volume
not less than the greater of the following —
(a) 110% of the capacity of the largest tank or drum within the bunded area, or
(b) 25% of the total volume of substance which could be stored within the bunded
area.
Reason: To prevent surface and ground water pollution.

All fuel storage areas and cleaning areas, particularly for trucks, shall be rendered
impervious to the stored or cleaned materials and shall be constructed to ensure no
discharges will cause pollution to ground waters.

Reason: To prevent surface and ground water pollution.

The developer shall maintain on the sites for the duration of the construction period, oil
abatement kits comprising of booms and absorbent materials. The precise nature and extent
of the kits shall be agreed in writing with the planning authority prior to commencement of
development.

Reason: To prevent water pollution.
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Waste Disposal

1) The Applicant shall include a waste minimisation plan in the EMP for the solid waste
emanating from the construction works site.

2) The Applicant shall enter into an agreement with Mayo Co Co regarding the disposal of the
estimated 62,200m3 of stone from the site. The agreement shall provide for the storage
and/or reprocessing if necessary of the stone for appropriate reuse.

Reason: To minimise waste arising from the proposed development.

No waste material, other than material being transferred to a licenced waste facility,
generated on the sites during the construction phase shall be removed off the sites without
the prior agreement of the planning authority.

Reason: To provide for the appropriate management of waste and in the interest of
protecting the environment.

Prior to commencement of development, the developer shall submit, and obtain the
agreement of the planning authority to a plan containing details for the management of
waste (and, in particular, recyclable materials) within the development, including the
provision of facilities for the storage, separation and collection of waste and, in particular,
recyclable materials, and for the ongoing operation of these facilities

Reason: To provide for the appropriate management o @Ji\iste and, in particular, recyclable
materials, in the interest of protecting the environm.ergé‘

Ss?

&
Sanitary Waste Facilities and Management SO

1) Sanitary facilities shall be installed 111@‘11@\%0mp0unds and on the site of the construction
works and on the site of the peat dis tﬁ‘on area for the duration of the construction project.
All waste generated from such f; @s shall be disposed of by a licenced waste contractor
to an appropriate approved treatq;t@lt works. The facilities provided, the transportation of
the sanitary waste and the di\s@osal, shall be agreed with the planning authority, Mayo
County Council. IS
Reason: In the interest of ﬁ’ubhc health.

2) All sanitary facilities on site shall be managed effectively to ensure that no nuisance and no
discharge or pollution arises from the use, operation transport and movement of these
facilities to and from the site and what in operation on the site.

Reason: In the interest of public health
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Chapter 32 Outfall Pipe

32.1 Overview

The composition and purpose of the outfall pipe is described in Section 4.3.3. of the E.L.S. as
follows...

“A 254mm (10 inch) diameter water outfall pipeline made of High Density Polyethylene (HDPE)
will be installed in the same trench as the onshore gas pipeline and services umbilical (see Figure
4.1 and Figure 4.3). The purpose of this pipeline is to transport treated surface water run-off from
the process area of the Gas Terminal to a discharge location approximately 12.7km from the
landfall in accordance with the terms of the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Licence
for the Gas Terminal.”

Section 4.3.2. of the E.I.S. 2009 outlines that a services umbilical link between the Gas Terminal
and the offshore subsea facilities will be installed with the onshore pipeline. The umbilical will
contain water discharge lines to transport the treated water produced from the Gas Terminal for
discharge at the subsea manifold. Figures 5.4, 4.1 and 4.3 in the E.I.S. 2009 show the relative
position of the outfall pipe and umbilicals within the overall gas pipeline trench configuration. In
the event that the water outfall pipe leaks, water will be released into the pipeline backfill material.
Due to the limited flow within the outfall pipe the E.L.S. states that this effect will be very local and
will have no adverse effect on the stability of any part of the pipeligfé system.
éQé
S
32.2 Issue of Contention o??’:p@
It is contended that SEPIL in making an applicgﬁo i to ABP for the proposed development are
manipulating the planning system in a mannegﬁ‘t will deprive the members of the public from
their right to participate in the process. a%%épgﬁﬁt relates to the discharge through the 10*’ outfall
pipe from the terminal. The point being m: @ that changes to a configuration involving the outfall
pipe should not take place except in acc%%ténce with procedures i.e. planning application process or
IPPC application process and which pr@esses would allow full public participation.
&
I cannot vouch for the following 'ﬁn‘ﬁ)rmation but I present this historical information as background
to the issue that now arises; Originally as I understand the situation this pipe was to take process
water from the terminal and rainwater/surface water from the terminal and discharge these offshore.
The foreshore license [2002 consent] specified that the discharge pipeline terminate not less than
12km from the landfall and outside any European Site. As I understand it, that configuration was
the basis of the IPPC license granted for the Terminal. Circumstances have changed now and as I
understand it, an agreement has been reached with Erris fishermen and accordingly an alteration to
the original discharge configuration is now proposed to be adopted.
The facts now are;

1. 16.GA.0004 Application proposes the construction of that section of the 10” outfall
discharge pipe that lies onshore which will discharge rainwater and surface water from the
terminal site 12.7km offshore i.e. only the onshore part of that pipeline is relevant here.

2. 16.GA.0004 separately proposes that an umbilical core or cores will be used to discharge
process water from the terminal site out to the wellhead. Only the onshore part of the
umbilical is relevant here.

3. Any matters relating to the equipment at the terminal, and related to discharges from the
terminal are matters that relate to the permission for the terminal and which relate to the
IPPC license for the terminal. Such matters are not relevant here.

4. Where SEPIL want to make changes from the approved designs or licensed facilities it is a
matter in the first instance for SEPIL to comply with legislative requirements and have such
changes considered for approval or license accordingly.
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5. Where an observer is of the opinion that SEPIL are not taking the correct course of action
then the appropriate action for the observer is to approach the planning authority or the EPA
and set out the position.

6. It is not a relevant matter for consideration here that a new IPPC license may be required
before the proposed configuration of the outfall pipe and proposed discharge of process
water through an umbilical core or cores as set out in 16.GA.0004 can be implemented.'”!

7. The facts of the proposed outfall pipe configuration are before ABP for decision. I am
satisfied that the development proposed is clearly set out in Section 4.3.2. and Section 4.3.3.
of the E.L.S. 2009.

8. As part of the proposed development there will be a surface water pipe collecting rainwater
at the LVI and discharging out through the cliff face of the site through the High Water
Mark and discharging in the foreshore.(Section 4.3.4 EIS 2009)

9. It is proposed to carry out a hydrostatic pressure test on the completed pipeline. It is
proposed to source the water from the water supply at the Terminal. The evidence presented
at the OH indicated that subject to agreement with the appropriate authorities it is likely that
the outfall pipe will be used to discharge the test water at the discharge 12.7km offshore.

32.3 Inspectors Assessment

1. T have examined the proposals contained in E.I.S. and the supplementary information
provided at OH. I am satisfied that there are likely to be minimal if any impacts on the
environment that will arise as a result of the proposed outfgyfpipe. I am also satisfied that
there will be no impact on the environment arising frongsﬁle proposed surface water drainage
pipe from the LVI. & Ao

2. Thave no objection to the use of the outfall pigg%g@@e discharge of the water from the

$

hydrotest on the onshore pipeline. §
S

32.4 Inspectors Recommendatiqgﬁg;
<<0\ A'\\Q
In the event that the Board decide to gr%{ﬁO%ermission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition S
2
Outfall discharge
1. Any discharges through the outfall type shall be in accordance with the IPPC licence
(P0738-01) granted by the EPA or any revision that may be granted to such licence.
Reason: To ensure that an adequate system of control will apply to any such discharges.

2. The surface water discharge pipe at the LVI shall not be used for any other purpose than the
discharge of surface water from the LVI site.
Reason: To Protect the environment and to prevent any contamination from being
discharged.

151 [DRN OH40 Page 5-6 as marked]
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Chapter 33 Umbilical

33.1 Introduction

1. The umbilical runs from the Terminal to the wells offshore. There are three umbilical’s
onshore as far as the LVI where these are connected to one combined offshore umbilical.

2. Figure 4.3 in E.L.S. shows the details. Umbilical number 1 and umbilical number 2 are
similar 81mm diameter, each contains 6 separate conduits, 2 methanol lines, 2 hydraulic
lines and electrical cables. The third umbilical is smaller 62mm diameter and contains an
electrical cable and two conduits. These conduits were apparently spare conduits originally,
and now it is proposed that they will be used to bring produced water from the Terminal out
to the wells offshore where the process water from the Terminal will be discharged.

3. The tubing carrying methanol, hydraulic fluid and produced water are super duplex stainless
steel. The hydraulic fluid is water/mono ethylene mixture Castrol Transagua HT2 which
will operate at pressures of 210 Bar and 610 Bar. The chemical supply line contains both
corrosion inhibitor and methanol.

4. The umbilical is factory tested to one and a half times its design pressure. Samples have
been burst tested, and a minimum of two times design pressure has been achieved.

5. A fibre optic control cable and an electrical control cable will also be laid between the

Terminal and the LVI. §é

S
6. The offshore umbilical will be laid in 2010. o%’%art of the 2009 offshore pipe pull in

construction, a sleeve pipe for the umbilical Wi@;\e laid onshore in 2009.
S
£
09 O
33.2 Issues Raised by Observers' S

e Concern regarding the laying of e&%tncal cables alongside the gas pipeline.
e Concern regarding the high ssures in the umbilical conduits.
@)

e Concerns regarding the change whereby it is now proposed to use the umbilical to discharge
process water offshore at the subsea manifold.

¢ Concern regarding the environmental effects and hazard to the community from a methanol
or ethylene glycol spillage.

¢ Concern regarding storage/corrosion of the umbilical cable itself to date.
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33.3 SEPIL’s Response

SEPIL in response to concerns raised made the following points:
¢ On the Galway - Dublin BGE pipeline one of the factors involved in Route Selection was
the power lines with HT voltage at 110 KV. Such power lines parallel to gas pipelines could
cause electromagnetic interference to Cathodic Protection [CP] protection system on the
pipeline.

e SEPIL do not expect any effect on the CP system at Corrib because of the electrical cable
being laid within the umbilical parallel to the gas main. This is because the voltage will be
low 1 KV and the cables will be screened with metallic foil. The CP system will be checked
regularly to ensure the protection is provided and working effectively.

e High pressure tests will be carried out on the umbilical cores. SEPIL indicated that a leak
detection system will operate on the methanol lines. SEPIL indicated that in the unlikely
event that all three umbilicals became severed and then a maximum 18.2 m3 spillage would
occur. This is based on detection and shut down response of 1 hour. In such an event, the
spillage would be mopped up once located, and would be biodegraded if the leak occurred
on land or dispersed and diluted in water. SEPIL indicated that there would be some risk to
ground water source in the vicinity of such leakage. It was indicated that methanol posed
little or no risk in the marine environment.

e SEPIL indicated that the change in discharge method propgsed for the process water from

the Terminal came about as a result of an agreement wi%g\ﬁshermen representatives.
&

e SEPIL indicated that a maximum spillage of 805811@% of methanol could occur based on 1
hour detection and shut down. It was furthegA dicated that each umbilical conduit can be
shut down separately. That in the event ¢ & methanol fire following a spill that at 35m
distance a heat radiation level of 6kw/\®& %bflld be experienced. That is considered a safe
radiation level for escape purposes. \%s(i\n such an event the distance would reduce to 14m

as the flow decays. This is expected \@\happen within a couple of minutes as the methanol is

an incompressible liquid. [DRNZ@ﬁ49 Umbilical Leak was provided to OH by SEPIL as

additional information]. &é\

e Concern regarding umbiligﬁ storage and corrosion. SEPIL provided DRN OH110 which
summarised a technical paper on corrosion inhibition in gas pipelines. SEPIL have
developed a technique and accuracy in injection technique which provides for inhibitor
availability 99% of the time rather than the previously used method based on inhibitor
efficiency. The summary paper indicated examples of low corrosion rates achieved using
the inhibitor available methodology.

DRN OH114 submitted by SEPIL indicates that the maximum length of umbilical relates to
the capacity of the laying vessel for size and weight. In the case of weight, the number of
conduits within the umbilical determines the weight. It is considered that for Corrib type
umbilical specification, 150km is the potential limit of length of umbilical possible. SEPIL
indicated that the umbilical is stored in Norway for the Corrib project and SEPIL do not
have concerns regarding corrosion of the cores during storage.
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33.4 Inspectors Assessment

1. I am satisfied sufficient information is available in E.I.S. and in the additional information
provided at the OH for the assessment.

2. 1 am satisfied that the tie back technology whereby umbilical control is provided for the
operation of the wells and the injection of corrosion inhibitor and methanol into the gas
stream at the wells has been used widely by Shell in tie backs to production platforms, and
tie backs to land based Terminals. This is not a new or untested technology.

3. The umbilical itself is an integral part of the technology chosen for development of the
Corrib Gas Field and in effect is an integral part of the operation of the onshore gas pipeline.

4. T am satisfied that in the answers provided, that SEPIL were able to address the concerns
raised by the observers regarding the umbilical’s.

5. Advantica is their report recommended “that a full technically thorough reliability analysis
be carried out on the subsea pressure control and isolation systems specified in the field
design” [Advantica Section 5.5.2]. SEPIL have indicated in the E.I.S. Appendix Q8 that
this has been done.

6. Advantica also considered the umbilical in Section 4.8.3. and indicated that working
procedures for the maintenance or repair of the umbilical are required. SEPIL have set out
the response to Advantica’s requirement in Appendix Q8;~SEPIL also indicate that the exact
location of the umbilicals will be recorded as constructéd and that procedures for repair and
maintenance of the umbilical will be described lg\\%égﬁ 1 in the PIMS.

5\

7. Mr. Wright in his reports has considered t%@?cgébs and potential of umbilical failure. He has
concluded that in the event that failure 8ﬁ umbilicals occur the subsequent methanol fire
potential does not pose a threat to th éﬁotg{%rity of the pipeline. In the event of the severance
of all three umbilicals then the va \ﬁé@t the well head will close and production will cease.

The risk therefore is one of losé{oc@*f)roduction rather than a risk that will compromise the

integrity of the pipeline. é\c’o

»
8. I am satisfied that failureoé‘?é\the umbilical and the potential resultant fire would disrupt
production but not compromise the safety of the pipeline.

9. Mr. O’Donnell in his report recommends that the ability of the umbilicals to withstand
settlement of the stone road needs to be verified. Mr. O’Donnell had obtained an analysis
for the gas pipeline itself but the umbilical had not been covered by that analysis.

33.5 Inspectors Recommendations

In the event that the board decides to seek further information from the applicant I recommend the
following:
1. SEPIL should be requested to submit design analysis for the umbilicals similar to that
analysis carried out for the gas pipeline.
2. The analysis should consider the sensitivity of the stress in the umbilicals to different
degrees of settlement of the stone road and to differential settlement along the stone road.
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Chapter 34 Landslides at Dooncarton

34.1 Background

The landfall site at Glengad is north of the Barnacuille and Dooncarton mountains. On September
19" 2003 multiple landslides occurred following intense localised rainfall. The issue arises: What if
any bearing has this recent event on the proposed development?

34.2 Observers Position

The 2003 landslides were a very real experience. Pictures of damage to houses, culverts and the
washing out of deep ravines through a road and field, and extensive damage at graveyard on
Pollatomais side of Dooncarton were presented at OH. A video of the aftermath taken following
the landslides was presented.'>
Observers expressed concerns:

1. That the proposed development would cause further disturbance and lead to landslides at

Dooncarton.
2. That the rock excavation would cause vibrations and cause further landslides.

3. Faults in the geological rock formation could be affected and cause transmission of
vibrations from excavation works / tunnelling works up to Dooncarton Mountain, this
giving rise to further landslides. &

4. In the event of a landslide, the debris could flow dowé onto the LVI and damage the pipe
there, and thereby constitute a very real risk cﬁ%\lﬁ the consequences of a rupture to the

pipeline and for the local community. &Oé? >
N\
. 3
34.3 SEPILs Position: o

AGEC (Applied Ground Engineering Conggf' sts) and RPS Consultants both contributed opinions
on the likely impact of landslides on %ehne [DRN OH 11] provides a commentary on the
landslides at Dooncarton 2003. In th <E§$J S. Appendix M1 Section 4.2.3. RPS summarise their
conclusion following assessment by m of 1m, 2m, 3m heights of debris failure on the mountain

“the analysis demonstrates that th¢"movement determined at the locations of the buried pipelines
will not jeopardise the integrity 0/9 the pipeline.”

SEPIL in evidence [4™ June, 11.45] indicated that the risk of further landslides affecting the LVI
were negligible because (1) the landslide had occurred (2) the direction of flow was known (3) the
Tobin Report on the landslides had analysed the landslides and the risks of further landslides and
(4) remedial works had been carried out to mitigate the effects of any future landslides.

34.3.6 Tobin’s Report 2003153

This report into the landslide event was carried out for Mayo Co Co. The report identified the cause
as very intense rainfall — 80mm in less than 2 hours in a localised area which provided buoyancy
and uplift to peat on steeply sloped mountain sides which then collapsed under the forces of the
water and gravity. The rainfall event was estimated as having a return frequency of at least one in
100 years.

As well as the analysis of the landslide event of 2003 and the likely cause of that event, the Tobin
Report assessed the risks of further landslides and the likely consequences of these. It determined

132 [DRN OH 81]

153 Report on the landslides at Dooncarton, Glengad, Barnachuille and Pollatomais County Mayo, Tobin 2003
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protection and mitigation works and prioritised the works and made recommendations on long term
protection works and precautionary measures.

The Tobin Report identified “that extensive areas of blanket peat have been confirmed to have
moved over the four week period following the initial event”. On the basis of that statement, there
is clearly potential for further landslides in the future. Mr. Conor O’Donnell Geotechnical
Consultant to the Board has examined this issue. Mr. O’Donnell’s Report is attached in Appendix
2.

34.4 Mr. O’'Donnells Conclusions

34.4.1 On Potential damage to LVI and pipeline from landslide

Mr. O’Donnell agrees with the conclusions of RPS and AGEC:
1. That the LVI and the section of pipeline at Glengad is in a low risk zone with regard to
potential impact of any further landslides on Dooncarton Mountain.

2. It is unlikely that a debris flow from a landslide would reach LVI or pipeline due to the
topography of the area and due to the protection offered by the berms and drainage system at
the base of the steep slopes on Dooncarton Mountain.

3. The main risk with regard to the LVI pipeline is limited to the potential for erosion and
scour in the watercourses along the route of the pipeline and Mr. O’Donnell states that there
are established design measures that can be implemented to protect the pipeline from this
risk. i.e. the depth of the pipeline and protection by concr@g@e slab over the pipeline.

&
34.4.2 On Potential impact of rock excavation \gmgﬁs on the stability of slopes on
Dooncarton oog? 66‘\0

There is concern about the potential impact of r ‘%@kcavatlon works on the stability of slopes on
Dooncarton Mountain. Mr. O’Donnell agrees\é@&l RPS that vibrations from rock excavation and
tunnelling are unlikely to have any 31gn1flc aﬁfect on the destabilised material on the upper slopes
of Dooncarton Mountain. Mr. O’Donpelt @ﬁlSlders that the destabilised material is on the upper
slopes of Dooncarton Mountain at a dist ¢ of 850m — 1000m approx from the LVI site and launch
pit. At this distance he believes that ,@bra‘[ions generated by rock breaking would be nominal and
below any significant threshold thatgiight cause movement of the slopes. Mr. O’Donnell points out
that this is consistent with the as§éssment of Tobin Consulting Engineers who ruled out vibrations
from traffic and rock breaking as a contributory factor for the landslides on Dooncarton Mountain
in 2003.

34.5 Inspectors Assessment

1. “The landslides (more than 40 occurred on Dooncarton) resulted in such flows of
floodwater and overburden that it was fortunate that lives were not lost in the event” —
Tobin Report.

2. “The exceptional conditions induced by the September 1 9" rainfall have lowered the
threshold of weather conditions now likely to remobilise disturbed material on the mountain
slopes” — Tobin Report.

3. “There remains therefore elevated residual risks of further landslides” — Tobin Report.
4. T accept fully the degree of concern of the local residents that further landslides may occur.

5. I note that the Tobin Report has identified Low Risk Areas, Medium Risk Areas and High
Risk Areas indicating the degree of risk to persons of injury or property damage from
further landslides.

6. Inote that the LVI site and pipeline route at Glengad are located in Low Risk zones.
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7. Inote that the reports indicate the 2003 event brought liquefied debris down onto the beach.

8. I note that Mr. O’Donnell agrees with the opinions of RPS and AGEC, and based on the
detail analysis carried out by Tobins. That conclusion is that it is unlikely that debris flow
from a landslide would reach the LVI or pipeline.

9. In particular I note agreement that the topography and drainage channels took debris down
along streams away from the LVI site and pipeline route in the 2003 event.

10. I note that remedial works and berms have been carried out or installed by Mayo Co Co and
OPW to mitigate the impacts of any future landslides.

11. T am satisfied with the expert evidence that the LVI and the pipeline are located in such
topography and at such distance from the Dooncarton Mountains that the proposed
development (the LVI and pipeline) is not at risk from further landslides on Dooncarton
Mountain.

12. SEPIL confirmed in E.I.S. and in evidence in response to Mr. O’Donnell that no blasting of
rock will take place in excavations at Glengad.

13. T accept Mr. O’Donnell’s conclusion that there will be no impact from the rock excavation
and tunnelling across Sruwaddacon Bay on the stability of the slopes on Dooncarton
Mountain.

14. Mr. O’Donnell has recommended that vibration monito@’ﬁ?g at 25m and 50m from the rock
excavation and tunnelling works be carried out. I beléve this should be carried out. This
will provide information that will allay the con $of local residents but more importantly
it will provide control information for the ex@?z@ﬁon activity.

ST

15. I also note evidence given by Mr. Tim Jagittis Tunnel Specialist Consultant that the tunnel
boring machine vibrations will dissi \eoa@ithin a short distance from the construction of the
tunnel itself. Mr. O’Donnell’s g@é\q@\inendations regarding monitoring of vibrations will
provide confirmatory informati&%o@\hich should be made available to the local monitoring

group. <

16. 1 also note the topograpl@o{broposed for the LVI itself. The pipeline and valves will be
underground. Only the valve actuators will be above ground. The LVI compound is set
down within a perimeter fence. SEPIL in evidence indicated that in the extreme situation
where a debris flow did reach the LVI, that the actuators on the surface could be damaged.
In such event, the valves would close and the integrity of the pipeline and valves would not
be affected. Alternative actuators could be sourced and re-fitted.

17. My overall conclusion on this issue of Dooncarton Mountain and the landslide potential, is
that the proposed development is satisfactory and that the proposed development does not
pose a risk or exacerbate the risk of further landslides on the mountain.

18. However because of the very real consequences for Local Residents should there be further
landslides I believe it must be clearly demonstrated by the applicant to the local residents
that the control and monitoring of the construction works and the construction works
themselves will be controlled so that there will be no vibrations or vibration effect at
Dooncarton Mountains from the excavation or tunnelling works.

34.6 Inspectors Recommendation

In the event that ABP decide to grant permission for this development then I recommend that the
following condition should be attached:
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SEPIL should establish vibration monitoring at a distance of 25m and 50m from the rock
excavation on the pipeline and at an appropriate location relative to the tunnels to monitor vibration
emanating from the works. The results of the monitoring shall be made available to Mayo Co Co
and should be available for the public at the Applicants offices at Belmullet on a weekly basis.

Reason: This is necessary to provide control information on the dissipation of vibration and to
ensure there is no impact arising from such excavation works.
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Chapter 35 Sruwaddacon Bay Crossings

35.1 SEPIL proposals for the trenchless crossings

35.1.3 Lower crossing chainage 83+914 to 84+507

This crossing will likely be tunnelled from Glengad launch pit across under the Bay and under the
mouth of Sruwaddacon channel at a varying depth of 3m min, as it comes onto land at Rossport 4m
as it leaves land at Glengad and at greater depth in between. The actual final sleeve size is yet to be
determined, but E.LS. indicates 1.4m to 1.8m to facilitate “manned entry” and up to 2m diameter
was discussed at OH. The tunnel is approximately 600m long.

A tunnel boring machine (TBM) is to be used to bore out in a directional shape, a tunnel through
which concrete sleeve pipe is pushed using Bentonite mixture as lubricant. The pipe and umbilical
assembly is then pulled through the sleeve and the void space is filled with grout. The section of
pipe within the tunnel receives a pressure test on completion as well as a pressure test with the
completed onshore pipeline.

A final decision on the type of sleeve pipe has yet to be taken.

In Appendix 5 of the E.LS. details of the tunnelling methods are gi¥en. It is expected that based on
the geophysical and the geotechnical data obtained in the area@f the crossings and based upon the
development of micro tunnelling techniques, that 1&&@;§®ntlon pits from the surface within
Sruwaddacon Bay will not be required. Neverthelg$s.@letails of an intervention pit have been
provided and in additional mformatlon provided at @%%\etaﬂs of the potential scour around such an
intervention pit were prov1ded N \@‘

\30 (\é
Tunnelling will be continuous over the fq&%&f hour period. The lower tunnel will be constructed

initially, followed by the upper tunnel. Qol@@’

O
Mr. Wilson, a marine biologist and Oanographer, in his submissions indicated potential scour of
7.5m on the lower crossing. He @ff??eil mitigation measures that could be adopted to prevent scour
developing around the intervention pits and to provide for filling of any scour out after completion
of the pits if such was required.

35.1.4 Upper crossing Chainage 88+517 to chainage 89+555

This tunnel is 1038 m long and initially in E.L.S. it was unclear if the tunnel techniques being
considered by SEPIL would work at that distance. Evidence was provided by SEPIL at OH of
reference projects where such lengths have been achieved in tunnels. Information regarding tunnel
diameters of 2m and lengths from 855m to 2,535m was provided.155 The type of sleeve has not yet
been decided, but it is considered that a single tunnel bored from south of the bay is the likely
option. An intervention pit is considered unlikely. Mr. Wilson in his evidence indicated that a
scour maximum depth of Sm was modelled as the worst case scenario should an intervention pit be
required on the upper crossing and that mitigation measures could be adopted to prevent or mitigate
the scour.

1% [DRN OH 67 and DRN OH 22]
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35.2 Observers Concerns

Observers raised issues related to 24 hour operation of the tunnelling process and noise disturbance
levels arising from that, issues regarding influence of the tunnel boring machine and pipe thrusters
for the sleeve pipe on ground stability at Dooncarton were raised, issues of potential scour from any
Dooncarton landslide that might impact on the launch pit area or affect the pipe itself on the lower
crossing were raised. An issue regarding how leaks in the tunnel would be detected and how the
tunnel sleeve and pipeline assembly would be finished was raised. The issue regarding noise and
disturbance is considered in Chapter 46.4 Noise. The landslide issues are dealt with in Mr.
O’Donnell’s report and in Chapter 34 of this report.

As regards leak detection, if a leak occurred in the tunnel SEPIL outlined that surface disturbance
would reveal the leak. Details were provided at OH of the type of material that would be used to
fill the sleeve pipe as a grout.156 The sleeve pipe will be water proof, but will not contain gas under
pressure.

35.3 Inspectors Assessment

1. The micro tunnel technique is an impressive technology. I am satisfied that the method has
been reasonably well set out in the E.I.S. and in the additional information provided at the
OH.

2. A model of the hydraulics of Sruwaddacon Bay has been déveloped and calibrated and this
has been used to predict scour potential should interve%@%n pits become necessary.

3. The impacts on Sruwaddacon Bay will, 1 bezbi\(‘%«'é’%\A be minimal. I am satisfied that an
intervention pit is unlikely, and that in the eyg @t‘}lat both tunnels can be completed without
intervention pits, that will be a very satis@%@}\y result from an environmental impact point
of view. ;\\Oooé\

&

4. The majority of the tunnels are ig\’\ﬁ\l\éﬁforeshore area and will be the subject of a foreshore
licence. However, the impacts éﬁgﬁ\e environment of that part of the development are issues
for consideration in 16.GA.OOQ\4>\3({nd 16.DA.0004.

5. The major issues relate toQQ{Zl hour working and controls on the disturbances caused by that
and the possible breakthrough of the tunnel into the bay, either by intervention pit or
collapse of the material above the tunnel and the resultant Bentonite spillage.

6. I expect that the 24 hour working will only be an issue for the lower crossing, as the upper
crossing is a distance from residential receptors. The duration of the lower crossing is
programmed at 8 weeks.

7. The use of the micro tunneling method of construction to cross Sruwaddacon Bay is itself
the mitigation measure to reduce the impact of the proposed development on the
Environment.

8. It is important that the E.M.P. includes a process whereby any issues that arise from
disturbance caused at the tunnel operations can be reviewed and mitigated further as
required.

9. Bentonite breakout has been dealt with separately.

10. I am satisfied with the proposals as set out in the E.I.S. Chapter 5 and in the Appendix 5 and
in the additional information provided at the OH.

156 [DRN OH 121]
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11. I consider that the impact on the environment from the tunnels will be temporary during
construction and will not be significant.

Mr. O’Donnell has considered the proposed tunneling methods and he has clarified the issue of
potential scour particularly in the lower crossing. Mr. O’Donnell has accepted the mitigation
measures for scour (at intervention pits) as set out by Mr. Wilson.

Mr. O’Sullivan has considered the impacts of the proposed tunnels on the Blacksod Broadhaven
Bay SPA. He concludes that “the works envisaged would not have a significant impact upon
birds, fish, marine mammals or other flora or fauna or habitats in the Bay”.

35.4 Inspectors Recommendations
In the event that ABP decide to grant a permission I recommend the following conditions:

1. The Applicant shall include in the Environment Management Plan details of noise and
vibration monitoring proposed to control noise and vibration and the impact of rock
excavation and tunnelling on the area.

Reason: To protect the amenity of the area. &

§é

2. The Applicant shall as part of the EMP set out ﬁé‘rélée\: agreement of the Planning Authority
details of how issues arising from any distur & or complaints related to 24 hour
tunnelling operation are to be mitigated a@@b‘&naged.

S
Reason: To protect against nulsancgﬁ(i e area.
§ \\Q
< )
&
&

&
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Chapter 36 Peat Stability

This chapter deals with the issue of peat stability in Rossport Commonage along the South of
Sruwaddacon Bay at Aghoos and through the forestry to the Terminal at Bellagelly South.

36.1 Introduction
This is a key area for assessment.

1. The proposed development will be located in peat lands from chainage 86+400 to chainage
88+542 in Rossport Commonage North of Sruwaddacon Bay.

2. The proposed development will be located in peat lands and peat lands with forestry
plantation from chainage 89+4520 to chainage 92+456 South of Sruwaddacon Bay with the
exception of a few fields of agricultural land at Leenamore River.

3. The peat depths vary along the route reaching 4.5 m to 5.44 m in Rossport Common [Refer
DRG No 864-02-06 to 864-01-008] and 4.5m to 5.4m in Bellagelly South [Refer DRG No
864-01 — 008 to 864-01-010].

4. Mr. Conor O’Donnell geotechnical consultant with specialist experience of construction
work on peat lands has been appointed by ABP and he has prepared his report on the
proposed development related to ground movement and peat stability Appendix 2.

5. Before considering M. O’Donnell’s report, it is wor%{é‘l%wewmg briefly the information
provided by SEPIL in E.I.S. and in additional mfggr%anon provided at OH.
)

36.2 SEPIL proposals submitted og?@s\

1. SEPIL provide details of the construc& \‘%foposed within the peat lands in Chapter 5.
SEPIL provided details of the geotec \10 investigation, the stone road method assessment,
and Risk Register in Appendices h{l{%\ﬁ‘NM

<<

2. The temporary working area w1LL<@e 40m wide in peatlands with the stone road 9m wide. At
the OH, clarification of the il was provided — no side casting of peat is now proposed
contrary to the original p sals contained in the E.LI.S. and shown on the drawings. The
turves will be cut from that part of the route in the cSAC and where the Blanket Bog is
intact in the non designated peat lands. These turves will be stored on bog mats one layer
only beside the stone road, and within the working area.

3. Additional details of the reinstatement of the turves was provided at OH. These details
showed proposals for fitting together of turves and a detail to protect the edge and to
reproduce hydrological surface condition similar to that in the undisturbed peat lands.

4. Details of the basis for the Surface Water Design and the outlet discharge points proposed
were provided as additional information at the OH."’

5. At Mr. O’Donnell's request, considerable additional analysis of peat stability under different
load and failure mode scenarios were provided by SEPIL. Additional analysis was provided
of the stress condition that would result within the pipeline itself should the stone road
settle.

6. A qualitative analysis was also provided at Mr. O’Donnell’s request of the sensitivity of
different sections of the peat lands to failure under loading conditions and related to various
parameters.

17 [DRN OH97]
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36.3 NPWS Submissions

1. NPWS raised a number of concerns related to the flush system near the working area in the
c¢SAC. They also raised concerns regarding the stone road method itself and the detailing
proposed for reinstatement of the turves. They raised concerns about the experience which
SEPIL had referenced at the BGE pipeline Galway —Mayo at Glencullin where a stone road
had been used in the construction of that pipeline and through Carrowmore Lake cSAC.
NPWS are concerned at the slow recovery of peat lands at Glencullin.

2. Mr. O’Sullivan in his report Appendix 1, deals with the NPWS submission in detail, and
with those issues. However, it is worth noting that both NPWS and Mr. O’Sullivan were
concerned that Mr. O’Donnell in his report would verify the stability of the peat from the
proposed development in the peat lands, otherwise a significant environmental impact would
follow any bog movement, bog slide, bog burst or other form of peat failure that resulted
from the construction of the proposed development.

36.4 Observers Submissions

1. Observers expressed concern in general that the proposed construction would lead to bog
slide. In particular observers argued that sufficient information had not been obtained in the
site investigations to enable a proper design to be prepared.

2. It was argued that the nature of the material beneath the bog was not clearly identified by the
applicant, SEPIL. &

&
3. Tt was argued that there may be a layer of déib (peatdvith high clay content) or a hardpan
underneath the peat, either of which posed a par&&\\t{ risk of bog movement,

4. The Dooncarton landslides in 2003 and th cﬁggé}allure in 2008 at Aghoos road works were
identified by observers as local experlegc%\@ the hazards and potential risk of bog slide in
the area. & @0

KO

5. The areas of deep peat were dl@ Qc‘l and the issue of whether SEPIL had information on
the topography underneath the e&t as well as the topography of the surface of the peat was
also raised. There was conggr% that the deep peat was underlain with a slope that could
potentially direct bog slidgdown the drainage channels towards Sruwaddacon Bay and

inundate the house(s) there, and the Bay itself.

6. Evidence was given from experience of working machinery in the bog that the proposed
method of making the stone road would not be successful in deep peat.

7. There was concern at potential pollution from surface water discharging from the
construction site.

8. There was concern that the reinstatement would not regenerate, and that the hydrology of
the area would be changed to the detriment of the high quality environment that now
existed.

36.5 Mr. O’'Donnell’s Report

1. Mr. O’Donnell’s report deals with the issues involved. As outlined above, Mr. O’Donnell
questioned SEPIL, and the experts AGEC, and he requested that additional analysis be
submitted to clarify the details of the geotechnical proposals of the development.

2. Itis not intended to go over the same ground as discussed in Mr. O’Donnell’s report, but to
highlight his method which looked at the risks involved, then he looked at the potential
modes of failure that could occur, and then he analysed the material and design information
submitted by SEPIL before drawing his conclusions.
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3. Mr. O’Donnell recites and draws together a long summary which he has extracted from the
many SEPIL submissions and from the E.L.S. on how SEPIL and AGEC, their geotechnical
advisers assess each different potential failure mode or condition.

36.5.5 Mr O’Donnell’s Review and Comment

This is presented in Section 4.4 of his report and deals in turn with each potential mode of
failure in the peat.

36.5.6 On planar sliding - undrained condition

This is perceived as the main risk of peat instability during construction.

1. Mr. O’Donnell concludes that notwithstanding the limited ground investigation in Blanket
Bog in Rossport Commonage, that AGEC on behalf of SEPIL have carried out a
comprehensive analysis of the peat slopes and blanket bogs along the alignment of the
pipeline in the natural condition and under the surcharge of the turves stores beside the
construction.

2. The level of analysis is commensurate with the geotechnical risks involved, and is consistent
with the guideline recommended by the Scottish Forestry Commission for Risk
Management of peat slips on the construction of low volume low cost roads over peat,

consistent with more advanced geotechnical risk assessment for managing the risk of peat

3. The particular approach used to assess interaction between :gifferent environmental factors is
stability that has been used in the construction of winddarms.

Y
4. Mr. O’Donnell draws attention to the use of %Qéél\ 1981 design approach by AGEC on
behalf of SEPIL and he points out that E\}@%@e 7 for Geotechnical Design uses a more
conservative approach by applying a fa 6t°1.3 to live load. Mr. O’Donnell believes that
given the uncertainties in the undraingd shear strength determined by Shear Vane tests, that

the more conservative approach SQ e used for design.
OIS

Mr. O’Donnell notes that while a@?ors of safety over much of the pipeline (as analysed with
the 10kPa surcharge) are gre ? than 1.5 that there are local areas with factors of safety of
1.3 and FOS of 1.0, the 1 f@ a section of the route where a peat stone road has already
been constructed [2002 consent chalnage 914400 to chainage 92+500 approx.].

Mr. O’Donnell has concern that AGEC / SEPIL do not include an area between chainage
90+900 and chainage 91+550 as an area of greater risk due to deep highly amorphous peat at
that location. Mr. O’Donnell believes that the AGEC qualitative analysis has identified
areas of greater risk. He believes that the analysis has not identified Section 15 chainage
90+870 — chainage 91+210 and Section 15 chainage 91+210 to chainage 91+470 where
there are deep deposits of wet highly amorphous peat directly upstream of or adjacent to a
defined watercourse. He considers these areas are higher risk areas of potential peat failure.
Mr. O’Donnell believes there is a deficiency in the use of the risk mitigation measures as set
out in the Risk Register. He feels that the risk register has the mitigation measures identified
but he found that the measures seem not to have been applied to the known conditions
existing along the route. He feels such risk mitigation has not been defined in respect of
higher risk areas as could have been done by, for instance a decision could have been taken
not to store turves along the sides in the high risk areas.

[I do note here however, that one change from proposals contained in E.L.S. has been made
in the proposal as covered in the additional information submitted to the OH i.e. not to
broadcast peat anywhere along the trench].
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Mr. O’Donnell’s overall conclusion is that with an experienced contractor, and with full
supervision of an experienced geotechnical engineer, that the stone road can be safely
constructed.

36.5.7 Planar siding drained conditions

Mr. O’Donnell outlines that this failure mode will generally be limited to areas where there is
potential for a buildup of pore water pressures below the peat due to restricted drainage along
preferential drainage paths in underlying granular soil and weathered rock during periods of heavy
rainfall. The results of the analysis indicate that the long term stability of the peat should be
adequate for 0 kpa and 10 kpa surcharge under hydrostatic groundwater conditions. The results
indicate that the stability of the slopes will be governed by the undrained shear strength of the peat
as considered by Mr. O’Donnell in the previous section.

Mr. O’Donnell considers that the risk of planar sliding in the drained condition would be relatively
low and limited to the unconfined steeper slopes in relatively shallow peat at the boundary of the
Blanket Bog near the valley for the Leenamore River. The risk of planar sliding down slope from
the stone road can be significantly reduced if the temporary drainage system is designed to
adequately handle the volume of surface run off anticipated during construction. Mr. O’Donnell
states that given the potential risk of peat instability in some areas, it would be more conservative to
design (the surface water handling) for a storm with a greater return period such as 50 or 100 year
storm.

&
36.5.8 Bog Burst @
Mr. O’Donnell identifies the areas where a risk of bog blggs';&explsts:
chainage 86+190 to ¢ hages6 +550
chainage 87+010 to, gjﬁage 83+380
chainage 87+940{\i$ inage 88+240

chainage 90+%58$t@ chainage 92+050
These are areas where there is deep amo\ﬁﬁ]{@ﬁs peat with very high moisture content. The risk
would be more apparent in the followi@%@%tions when excavation occurs where the peat is 4m —
5m deep, where machine cutting of peégt: as taken place, where there is a high water table, poor
drainage, surface water, bog pools ox’where there is a water course down slope of the excavation.
Mr. O’Donnell highlights the ris&)o n those areas where the peat has been disturbed by machine

cutting as requiring particular care.

Mr. O’Donnell’s conclusions are that the accepted method of constructing stone roads — controlled
development of peat below the depth of stable excavation in the peat - has been used extensively
and successfully across blanket bogs in Ireland, and provided an experienced contractor is working
under supervision of a geotechnical engineer with experience, then it should be possible to construct
the road through the areas of deep peat without causing a bog burst.

36.5.9 Local shear failure

This risk is seen by Mr. O’Donnell as highest where the risk of bog burst is highest and with the
experienced contractor and geotechnical supervision, this risk would be mitigated.

36.5.10 Planar sliding at base of stone road

This mode of failure relates to a condition where the stone road was constructed on a weak layer of
very soft peat or sensitive clay. The risk would be highest immediately after constructing the road
and possibly for 24 hours. After this time the material would consolidate and increase in shear
strength under the weight of fill.

Mr. O’Donnell considers the risk of this mode of failure to be very low.

Mr. O’Donnell considers the highest loading on the stone road will be when the pipes are being
laid. He considers that the risk of planar sliding after the pipes are laid is negligible.
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36.5.11 Settlement of the Stone Road

Mr. O’Donnell requested additional analysis on settlement of the stone road and on resultant
stress’s on the pipeline following such settlement. A sensitivity analysis was also requested to show
the impact of different settlements along the pipeline on the stress in the pipe. These were supplied.
The submission showed that the resultant stress levels in the pipe were within the permissible stress
allowable for the pipe.
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36.6 Inspectors Assessment
1. The proposed development in peat lands involves risks of peat instability.

2. Thave examined the E.I.S. and the additional information provided at the OH. I am satisfied
that sufficient information has been provided for assessment of peat stability.

3. The information provided in E.L.S. and in the additional information provided has been
reviewed in depth by Mr. O’Donnell, an experienced geotechnical consultant who is familiar
with the issues related to construction in peat lands.

4. Overall Mr. O’Donnell has established that analysis and risk assessment methods used in the
application meet with the industry standards and are commensurate with the risk levels
involved.

5. The greatest risk to peat instability is considered to be the planar sliding in undrained
condition (short term/total stress).

6. The use of an experienced contractor under the supervision of a geotechnical engineer
experienced in construction in peat lands, and the use of the methods proposed should
ensure that the stone road can be constructed without causing peat instability.

7. Additional pre construction detail site investigations are required to verify design parameters
and to underpin the preparation of detail method statemegt:@& as proposed in the Risk Register
for the proposed development. &

. . . A . .
8. It is considered that the greater risks of ign},ﬁlqbl ity are in the early construction and
installation stages of the stone road. &
Q\\} X
9. Itis considered that the risks of peat ins{ﬁﬁb\d' }ty after the pipe is laid are low.
&N

10. The mitigation measures and the&&g\@‘ol and monitoring outlined in the E.L.S. and in the
Risk Register should be carried Sg(@
5\
S
11. A more conservative appro to surface water design and handling should be taken to
ensure that water does nqp%uild up and cause increased pore pressure in the peat which
could then cause peat failure.

12. Mr. O’Donnell has concluded that SEPIL have now supplied a comprehensive body of
information and analysis to assess the risk of ground movement along the route of the
onshore gas pipeline.

However he has recommended that in the event that additional information is being
sought from the applicant to enable the Board to reach a decision that the following
information be requested to clarify the risks that have been identified in Mr.
O’Donnells report:

‘e Precise section by section details of the proposals for temporary peat storage
and reinstatement outside the areas of intact bog, which take into account the
condition of the surface layer of the peat and specifically identify where peat
turves or remoulded peat will be stored on bog mats adjacent to the road.

* Details of the specific risk mitigation measures that would be proposed for
each of Sections 1 to 18 in the qualitative assessment of relative peat failure
potential, in particular noting where there would be limits on the storage of peat
on bog mats adjacent to the stone road excavation and adopting a conservative
approach to the assessment of peat stability.
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* An assessment of the potential impact of the estimated stone road settlements
on the umbilical pipeline and service ducts that will also be constructed within
the stone road, including an assessment of the risks associated with failure due
to rupture of the pipes.”

13. Mr. O’Donnell also identifies the deficiency he perceives in the QRA where ground
movement was not included in the initial analysis. It was then supplied to the OH. Mr.
O’Donnell recommends that this analysis be carried through into QRA in tandem with the
requirements Mr. Wright may have for additional analysis

36.7 Inspectors Conclusions

1. T accept Mr. O’Donnells report and I am satisfied that he has carried out a detailed
examination of Peat Stability in this proposal to develop this pipeline through peatlands.

2. T accept that the proposed development which includes extensive works in peat lands can be
constructed successfully without generating peat instability.

3. The greatest risk of peat instability will occur in the construction of the stone road itself.
Once the stone road is fully constructed the risk of peat instability is reduced.

4. The surface water handling along the route of the proposed development should be designed

with conservative values for flood return period.

The risk of damage to the pipeline once laid from peat instability is low.

6. The risk register should be updated following the preconstruction site investigation and the
risk mitigation measures should be applied conservativgkyégto the detail method statements

e

for construction. &
E
36.8 Inspectors Recommendations S @6‘\0
1. T recommend that ABP should accept Q&Q@?\éxpert advice provided by Mr. O’Donnell
Geotechnical consultant. ;\\Oooé\\
2. In the event that the Board decide tg a permission for the proposed development I

recommend the following conditi '\\69

a) The pre-construction site @%stigations shall be carried out as provided in the EIS

b) Method statements for &\nstruction works in the peat lands shall be developed using
conservative designo&%\ues and applying conservatively the risk mitigation measures
set out in the EIS risk register.

c) The work shall be supervised by an experienced Geotechnical Engineer with specific
experience in peat lands construction. An experienced contractor with specific
experience of construction in peat shall be used for the construction.

Reason: to protect against peat instability.
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Chapter 37 Stone Road Method

37.1 Introduction

The basis of the construction method in peat lands is the proposed construction of a stone road. In
this technique the peat will be excavated and replaced with stone. In areas of deep peat, a stone
peat matrix will be formed below by pushing stone to refusal into the peat, approximately 2.5m to
3m deep. In all peat areas approx 0.5m of peat will be left in situ under the stone to act as an
impervious layer and reduce the permeability of the stone road. Peat plugs are proposed at approx
50m centres (E.I.S.). In evidence at OH it was indicated that these plugs may be at varying centres
depending on the conditions encountered during construction.

SEPIL have set out the details of the proposed stone road in the E.L.S. Section 5.5.1.1. and have
shown detail cross sections on Figure 5.5 & DG 601. In evidence and in the addendum to the
E.IS."® further details were provided of turve reinstatement over the stone road on completion of
the pipe laying operation. The E.L.S. Section 5.5.1.1. states that the stone road will not differ
substantially from that method used on the Mayo — Galway BGE pipeline except that the pipeline
will be laid within the stone road on the onshore pipeline where it was laid beside the road on the
BGE pipeline. However in evidence given at OH and in details provided, there will be a number of
differences with that BGE pipeline.
- Peat plugs at 50m.
&
- No side casting of peat now proposed on the onshore plgéhne
- Turves will be stored at the side of the intact an@@\;ﬁgnated blanket bog section on mats one
turve high only (3 high in Glencullin on BGggﬁi@é ne).
K
- The full width of temporary working ar@a%\éﬂ“ﬁbe maintained through the sections of blanket
bog and cSAC (a narrower width wa&«ﬁ%&@ on the BGE line).

- More refined method of turve cutti \Qe’md replacement is planned to give a better pattern and
fit of turves when reinstated. 0% different edge detail is also proposed to provide a
hydrological surface more h@ e original surface'”’.
&
37.2 Observers Issues

1. The Acquisition Rights being sought were for a right of way whereas in effect, peat is being
extracted and a road is proposed to be constructed. This is dealt with under Acquisition
Order Issues Chapter 49 below.

2. The stone road will change the hydraulics of the area and drain the bog.

3. Insufficient information has been obtained in site investigations to underpin the proposed
design of the stone road. Issues relating to stability of the stone road and issues relating to
nature of subsoil under the peat were raised.

4. An issue that the stone road within the peat lands may not be stable and that movement
would cause hazard to the pipeline, and hence risk to local community.

5. Concerns that the stone road would damage the natural environment [this has been dealt
with in Mr. O’Sullivan’s report at Appendix 1, and in Chapter 38 Natural Environment
below].

158 [DRN OH 7]
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37.3 Discussion

Mr. O’Donnell has considered the stone road method of construction in his report. (Appendix 2)
Mr. O’Donnell’s conclusions are:

-  The compound construction will mirror the stone road construction with peat being
excavated and stone being placed under the compounds. In the compounds the peat
imperious 0.5m layer is proposed under the stone and peat plugs will be considered around
the perimeter of the compound to prevent drainage of the adjoining peat.

- The stability of the peat has been considered in detail and Mr. O’Donnell accepts that the
stone road method is a proven technique for providing access and for construction within
peat lands.

- The additional analysis carried out by AGEC/SEPIL/J P Kenny has satisfied Mr.
O’Donnell’s requirements for analysis of various potential scenarios of settlement and
planar failure of the stone road and pipeline. Mr. O’Donnell considers that based on the
analysis carried out the risk of a pipeline rupture due to the settlement of the stone road
should be very low to negligible.

- Mr. O’Donnell considers that the stone road can be safely constructed in peat lands without
causing a peat failure with a number of provisos:

e Additional ground investigations are required before construction to confirm design
parameters and to enable detail construction method stafements to be prepared.

&
e Specifically additional site investigations in Q@%g\ﬁ\reas identified as higher risk for peat
failure is required. 0(\5\0‘\
I

O
. NG . . .
® Proof load testing on the stone roasl l()\@&?@?plpe laying is required.

. : S .
e Full time experienced Geotechn&é@(r\lglneer to supervise the works.
S
e An experienced contractor %9&@\ specific experience of similar construction in blanket
bog. &°

X

e Appropriate controls @:é\ placed on deposition of peat adjacent to areas with a relatively
high risk of peat failure.

e Peat turves are stored upslope from the completed stone road.

e Additional provisos which basically set out that construction shall follow conservative
design and that settlement analysis should be carried out for tolerance in umbilicals and
related services.

e That settlement of the rockfill should be monitored before installation of the pipeline.

37.4 NPWS Submissions refer to the stone road

While the NPWS submissions refer to the stone road, the substance of the submissions deals with
the natural environment. Mr. O’Sullivan in his report considers the NPWS submission. Mr.
O’Sullivans recommendations on the natural environment are considered in the next chapter 38.

37.5 Inspectors Assessment

1. There was a point of confusion in the E.I.S. as initially submitted regarding whether side
casting of peat was or was not proposed along the route. This has now been clarified; no
side casting will be carried out.

2. I am satisfied that the stone road will provide a very solid road for access and as the ground
structure to the pipeline. I believe that the technique is satisfactory for the purpose, and I
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accept Mr. O’Donnell’s opinion that it should be possible to construct the stone road safely
without causing peat instability.

3. I am satisfied at the stone road proposals south of the bay while also recognising that deep
peat and sloping ground together with water course locations in that section make the
construction there somewhat of higher risk. I am satisfied that an appropriate condition
regarding control of these works can be included in any permission being considered for this
section of the pipeline.

4. The existing 1km of stone road that has been constructed already [2002 consent] poses
particular problems, these are dealt with in Chapter 23 Boundaries of the permission sought.
I do not propose to repeat the issues here except to note that ABP need to be satisfied that
the Application for the proposed development has been properly set out in the E.L.S. and in
the additional information provided at the OH. I am reasonably satisfied in that regard.
However, as this 1km of the site is in fact different from that shown in the E.I.S. and the
documents that were subject of the public notice of the scheme, I believe it best that SEPIL
be requested to restate the application accordingly and give public notice of this restated
scheme.

37.6 Inspectors Conclusions
1. I find the stone road method of construction proposed for peatlands is acceptable.

2. I am impressed by the improvements proposed in the me@gﬁ over and above the method
used on the BGE Mayo- Galway pipeline. &
e The pipeline will be laid within the road &@e&]@
The full working width will be used iggﬁ@‘\lontact blanket bog and in the cSAC area.
No sidecasting of peat will be carrjes .
Peat plugs will be used to reduc@‘ftﬁ@“}>ermeabﬂity of the stone road.
An improved method of stori tiirves in one layer and keeping these moist is
proposed. OK\Q'\\O)
¢ The turve reinstatement &@ﬁ\l\l is for a more tightly fitted surface and with an edge
detail to make the hyd N gical conditions on the surface near to the original
conditions. Oo(\

3. The same detail construction is required at the compound areas as that for the stone road
itself — the base layer of peat, the reinstatement, protection from ingress of excessive surface
water.

37.7 Inspectors Recommendations

In the event that the Board decide to grant a permission for the proposed development I recommend
the following condition be added to those in Chapter 36 above:

1. Prior to installation of the pipeline the settlement of the rockfill shall be
carried out to validate the design assumptions and to demonstrate that
settlement has largely been completed.

Reason: In the interest of protection for the environment.

2) Install stress gauges on the pipeline itself in critical areas of deep peat to monitor stress induced
by any differential settlement that occurs during the design life of the pipeline.
Reason: In the interest of protection of the Health and Safety of the public
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Chapter 38 Natural Environment cSACs
38.1 Natural Environment

38.1.12 Mr. O’Sullivan's report

Mr. Stephen O’Sullivan Senior Inspector was appointed by ABP to assist me in the assessment of
these files and in the preparation of my report. Mr. O’Sullivan has examined in Section 3 of his
report, the natural environment. In particular he has examined Chapters 12, 13, 14 and Appendices
P, J, K and L of the E.I.S. Mr. O’Sullivan has reported with recommendations and Appendix 2
contains a copy of the report. It is not proposed to repeat the analysis carried out by Mr. O’Sullivan
here.

38.1.13 SEPIL Documentation

The site has been outlined in Chapter 2. The route will potentially impact or intersect:
e The Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA No37
e The Broadhaven Bay cSAC No472
¢ The Glenamoy Boy Complex cSAC No500

As noted by Mr. O’Sullivan the E.I.S. has been prepared with d&@‘o%'égard to the requirements of the
Habitats Directive and the EC (Natural Habitat) Regulations A18’97 - 2005.

N

&
This section of SEPIL’s E.I.S. has been prep%@&‘\gy specialists Ms. Eileen McCarthy a
hydrogeologist and consultant, who is studyin Sa doctorate in wetland hydrology, Mr. Ian

Wilson a marine biologist and oceanographer;\\wﬁ ‘extensive experience on environmental surveys
for proposed marine infrastructure projects %gﬂcﬁ\s Jenny Neff an ecologist, botanist and vegetation
scientist with experience as a consultange%\@t&)gist. Ms. Neff has also conducted research projects
including work on the National Veget?ft@ Survey and work as ecologist on the Mayo National
Park Feasibility Study Team. eé,\\é\o

Mr. O'Sullivan has reviewed the Eﬁ(\S and the additional documentation submitted by SEPIL to the
OH and in his report he discusses this review.

38.1.14 Department of Environment Heritage and Local Government Submissions

The DEHLG made a number of submissions and the NPWS participated extensively in the
discussions on natural environment at the OH. Chapter 13 of this report contains my summary of
DEHLG and NPWS submissions. Mr. O'Sullivan in his report discusses in some detail the issues
raised.

I am satisfied that Mr. O'Sullivan has considered the issues involved. I wish to discuss further the
following point:
e NPWS have concerns that the stone road method may have adverse impacts on the peat
lands, intact blanket bog and cSAC designated blanket bog.

Experience from Glencullin
NPWS express particular concern arising out of the experience at Glencullin where the stone Road
method was used. In the company of Mr. O’Sullivan and Mr. Wright I inspected Glencullin. There
were four issues of note:
1. At Glencullin through the cSAC, the temporary working area was narrowed to limit the
extent of incursion there. That now appears to have not been the best way to deal with
minimising the impact because turves were stored on bog mats stacked 3 high. This has left
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the area of what was under those bog mats with bare peat where foliage has not yet
recovered.

2. The pipeline was not laid in the stone road, but in the peat beside the stone road.

3. The turve reinstatement is not a neat turve tiled area. Instead raveling of some turves has
left unevenness.

4. The issue of most concern as I perceived it in NPWS submission, and in their evidence, was
the surface cracking which has opened down slope and south of the stone road near where it
enters the cSAC. On the day we inspected the site, it had been two years since the
reinstatement of that part of the site. The cracks were there and are obviously being
monitored regularly. A number of flushes at some distance to the west and downslope of
that area are also being monitored regularly. It was reported to the OH that monitoring will
continue for 15 years in that area.

My own observations are that where the cracking was located down slope and south of the
stone road was also down slope of a considerable rise in ground level on the North side of
the stone road at that point, and on our inspection, conditions were very wet and a lot of
water was coming down from that high ground. The issue I take from that inspection is that
the identification of existing hydraulic pathways within the peat is a critical part of the pre
construction and during construction activity for the Geotechnical Supervisor and for the
eco-hydrogeologist. I understand that it requires consider@ble experience to identify these

and to manage and reinstate conditions post-constructioné\‘f
<

d
S
38.2 Proposals for Rossport cSAC oogi&‘\o
The proposals for the Glenamoy Bog Complex c@%@\(SOO) at Rossport are, as Mr. O’Sullivan has
identified in his report, soundly based improvesiiesits on the Glencullin specification.
1. The working area will not be reduced: g§ single layer of turves will only be stored alongside

the trench and reinstatement wilL(bé Ai;él\“ried out in the cSAC at as early a time as practicable.
N
2. The pipeline is to be laid withiQ&*}(fe stone road itself in Rossport.

3. A practice is proposed thﬁ? will involve more accurate turves being cut and placed to
achieve a full cover and using hand work and edge detail. The Rossport reinstatement plan
appears to address the issue that is apparent at Glencullin. In some of the reinstatement here
turves edges are not abutting the next turve, or are ragged. Details of this extra attention to
turve management are shown in the addendum to the E.ILS.'®

The topography of the route on the pipeline proposed is different to Glencullin. The
pipeline is running along the ridge of the watershed in Rossport Common. In Glencullin
part of the pipeline route lies across an area of rising ground and the cracks discussed above
have opened down stream of that area.

I agree with Mr. O’Sullivan’s conclusion that it is unlikely that the proposed development of the
stone road would have a significant adverse impact on the blanket bog habitats. I also accept Mr.
O’Sullivan's conclusion that it cannot be stated that it has been shown beyond a reasonable
scientific doubt that no adverse impact on the intact blanket bog habitats will result from the
proposed construction across that habitat. I can state however that the work carried out at Glencullin
does demonstrate a substantial degree of mitigation of the impacts and a sound method for the
construction of the stone road. The improvements proposed to that technique for the Corrib
pipeline will, in my view, further mitigate the adverse impact of the stone road.

10 [DRN OH7]
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38.3 Inspectors Conclusions

1. T am satisfied that the construction methodology proposed in tunnelling under Sruwaddacon
Bay and in using the stone road method into peatland represents substantial mitigation of the
impacts of the proposed development on the Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC and on the
Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA.

2. T accept Mr. O’Sullivan’s report. I am satisfied that he has examined the issues likely to
give rise to an adverse impact on the environment.

3. Taccept Mr. O’Sullivan's conclusions as follows:

e The proposed development will not have an adverse impact on the bog at significant
distances beyond the proposed working area.

e [t cannot be stated beyond any reasonable scientific doubt that the negative impact
which might arise from compaction and disturbance of the acrotelm in intact blanket
bog or from uncovering a peat pipe would be fully mitigated although they probably
would be.

e [If the proposed construction method can adequately maintain the hydrological
regime and the stability of the ground then it can be stated with a sufficient degree of
certainty that the development would not have an adverse impact at a significant
distance beyond the proposed working area. [Inspectors note: Mr. O’Donnell in his
report has concluded that it should be possible using comprehensive geotechnical
engineering to install the stone road on the proposed pipeline without causing
destabilization of the peat. This has been discussed in Chapter 36 and 37 above.

e The construction methods and mitigation measur escribed in Section 13.5 should
be adequate to avoid negative impacts on freshyfiter habitats in the area.

e The likely residual impact of the deve]gp'n@@\lt on freshwater ecology is minor to

. ) . O )
negligible with none on migratory salpgo ids or other Annex II species.

e [t is unlikely that the works at qu;ﬁ%@é? would have a significant adverse effect on
the sand martin colony there. ‘\00%\\

e The construction of the LV&@@%}M result in a permanent loss of a small area of
grassland habitat of low eg{fc\{@\cal value.

e The operational phase of%g@*development would be unlikely to affect the fauna.

e [t is concluded that the\&velopment would not have a significant adverse impact on
the animals and birds<of the area.

e The risk to naturalchoeritage from pipeline failure would be of lesser concern than that
for human health and safety. The restricted volumes and biodegradable nature of
fluids which could be released are not considered to give rise to significant threat to
flora or fauna along the route.

e The SEPIL documentation provided a reasonably accurate and comprehensive
description of the habitats along the pipeline route.

e [t is not considered that the works would have a significant impact on the ecological
value or natural heritage value of the habitat of the agricultural lands along the route.

e [t is not considered that the works would have a significant impact upon birds, fish,
marine mammals or other flora or fauna or habitats in the bay.

4. T am satisfied that subject to the mitigation measures proposed in the E.L.S. and in the
additional documentation provided at OH that the proposed development can be constructed
in a manner that will not impact significantly on the environment of the site.

5. There will be an impact at Glengad from the LVI compound that will be negative and slight
on the Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC.

6. There will be an impact at Rossport from the stone road construction and pipeline laying
there on the cSAC Glenamoy Bog Complex. The impact will be negative local and there is
more than a reasonable probability that the mitigation works and reinstatement there will
work. I base that conclusion on Mr. O’Sullivans analysis and report and on the example of
work carried out at Glencullin.
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38.4 Inspectors Recommendations

I recommend that Mr. O Sullivan's report be accepted. In the event that ABP decide to grant a
permission for this development the n I recommend the following conditions

1. Prior to commencement of construction the applicant shall carry out pre-construction site
examination and investigation and baseline ecological surveys of the site at that time as
proposed in the E.L.S.

Reason: To monitor faunal activity and to protect the natural heritage of the area.

2. On confirmation of the site conditions and following the completion of the detailed method
statements for the construction work these shall be submitted for the written agreement of
the National Parks and Wildlife Service.

Reason: To protect the natural heritage of the area.

All the construction work in the peatland and in the intact bog within the cSAC and in the section
of intact bog in the non-designated peatland shall be supervised by an experienced geotechnical
engineer who should liaise with the eco-hydro geologist to ensure that hydraulic paths in the peat
are identified, marked and reinstated satisfactorily.
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Chapter 39 Habitats Directive Assessment

39.1 Assessment under Article 6

Mr. O'Sullivan has considered assessment under Article 6 of the Habitats Directive in his report in
Sections 3.4.6, 3.4.7 and in Section 3.4 .8 his report considers the implications of the development
for European sites. The site for this development has been described in Chapter 1 and includes a
route which goes through:

The Glenamoy Boy Complex cSAC (No. 500)

The Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA (No. 4037)

The Broadhaven Bay cSAC (No. 472) lies adjacent to the site
The map and site synopsis for these sites are contained in Appendix 6.

The conclusions that have been arrived at by Mr. O'Sullivan are (a) That given the extent of the
potential impact and its location of the margin of the site in an area where the blanket bog habitat
has been substantially altered by turf cutting and livestock grazing, this impact would not have an
adverse impact on the integrity of Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC. (b) It is not considered that the
works would have a significant impact upon birds, fish, marine mammals, or other flora and fauna
or habitats in the Bay. (c) The construction of the LVI would result in a permanent loss of a small
area of grassland habitat of low ecological value. The DEHLG have submitted that because the
possibility of adverse impacts from this project on the integrity$6f the Glenamoy Bog Complex
c¢SAC it cannot be ruled out that Article 6(4) of the Habitats Dég&tive would need to be applied.
S

Mr. O’Sullivan has concluded: O
“after the appropriate assessment of the proposed g@elopment under Article 6 of the Habitats
Directive that it would not adversely affect the lé@l%@é{ﬁfy of the cSAC Glenamoy Bog Complex”

P &

Mr. O’Sullivan has also considered whetli «it would be more appropriate to use the procedure
contained in 6(4) of the habitats directiv€agrecommended by NPWS. He makes the point that it is
necessary to consider and assess the p Bt before deciding whether the proposed development is
likely or it is not likely to have ignificant adverse impact on the integrity of a European
designated site. Thatis a decisioQ}% be taken by the board on the basis of all the information before
1t.

In the event that the Board complete the assessment and decide that the proposed development is
likely to have an adverse affect on the integrity of Glenamoy Bog Complex cSAC (No. 500) then it
will be a consideration for the Board to decide whether Article 6(4) procedure is necessary and
applicable in this case. Mr. O’Sullivan points out that it has not been shown that there are no
alternatives to the proposed development. He also points out that the Active Blanket bog in cSAC
is a priority habitat under Annex 1 of the directive.

Therefore only consideration relating to Human health and safety or considerations relating to
beneficial consequences of primary importance to the environment would allow the project to be
authorised in those circumstances (priority habitat, adverse impact on integrity of site.) Mr.
O’Sullivan concludes that there is no evidence that the proposed pipeline is required for Human
Health and safety or to provide beneficial consequences to the environment.
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39.2 Inspectors Assessment

1. The DEHLG and the NPWS raised issues and participated extensively in the OH.

The major issues raised related to the stone road method and the impact it would have on
intact blanket bog, the issue regarding hydrology and eco-hydrology and the potential of the
stone road to drain or change the natural hydraulic cycle at the flushes in the cSAC north of
the construction works and the issue of the potential for a peat slide which could have a
significant environmental impact.

2. Mr. O’Sullivan in his report has discussed the appropriate assessment (Page 35). He has
distinguished between the adverse impact on the habitat and the adverse impact on the
integrity of the cSAC Glenamoy Bog Complex (No. 500). He accepts there will be localised
effects. He does not accept there will be an adverse impact on the integrity of the site.

3. SEPIL responded to DEHLG submissions. I am impressed with the stone road method for
construction in peat lands. I am also impressed with the modification proposed for Corrib to
the method used at Glencullin. I accept the position put forward by SEPIL that the location
of the stone road on the watershed divide of two catchments and mitigation measures
proposed, will reduce the risk and reduce the impact of the stone road on the peat lands near
the working area including any impact on the two flush systems as raised by NPWS in their
submission.

4. Mr. O’Donnell has examined the proposed development and has concluded that with
adequate geotechnical engineering expertise it is in his opinion possible to construct the
stone road without causing peat instability. The DEHISQ and NPWS have not had the
benefit of his Mr. O’Donnell’s opinion. %\é

5. Taccept Mr. O’Sullivan's analysis that approxim@e%%@wm x 40m at the edge of the cSAC
Glenamoy Bog Complex will be traversed b{io‘\ e pipeline construction but that the
Glenamoy Bog Complex itself contains oveg&ﬁ;@OOha.

6. I accept Mr. O’Sullivan's assessment th%@ﬁa@\\'integrity of the Glenamoy Bog Complex will
not be adversely impacted by the prop@@%@evelopment.

S

QN
SN
39.3 Inspectors Recommendaogians

1. Irecommend that ABP decidg'that the integrity of the cSAC Glenamoy Bog Complex will
not be adversely affectedcp? the proposed development under article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive.

2. Irecommend that ABP decide that the integrity of the Blacksod/Broadhaven Bay SPA will
not be adversely affected by the proposed development.
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Chapter 40 Peat Deposition Srahmore

40.1 Background

It is proposed that 75,000 m3 of peat be transported and deposited in the Bord na Mona site at
Srahmore. The peat will be taken from the Rossport Commonage site north of Sruwaddacon Bay
and from the peat lands south of the Bay along the route at Aghoos and from the forestry area from
Aghoos to Bellagelly South into the Terminal site. The peat will be deposited in existing bays
where Bord na Mona had previously removed peat on an industrial basis at Srahmore. Those Bays
had been prepared for use (and partly used) as part of the peat deposition works that took place as
part of the construction of the Terminal at Bellagelly South. In that work the peat was of less bulk
and drier than anticipated hence there is space in some Bays and full Bays available now capable of
holding the excess peat that will arise from the onshore pipeline.

40.2 Mr. O’Sullivans Assessment

Mr. O’Sullivan has examined the proposal for the peat deposition at Srahmore. Mr. O’Sullivan
highlights in his report:
e A previous permission granted by ABP PL 16.207212 Oct 2004 for deposition of 450,000
m3 of peat from the Terminal site.

e A previous waste licence granted by EPA W0199-01 for thg& deposition of 450,000 m?.

e The Oweninny peat land works rehabilitation plan for s@ﬁi\zh IPPC Licence was granted [No
505]. o(@o’.\ F)

e The submission from NPWS expressing .&}n regarding deviation from the original
intention to include that part of the site b@‘f}\@? used for deposition of peat in the peat lands
restoration works for Oweninny landséi\\loé

S

e Bord na Mona made the submi g}é\@éﬁ% the OH regarding the proposed peat deposition. In
that submission it was stated thats® review of the stability of the deposited peat will take
place after 5 years. At that tim@\and depending on the outcome of said review B na M may
decommission the drainage<and allow re-wetting of the deposition site as was originally
intended in the rehabilitatien plan for the Oweninny lands.

¢ That there were not a lot of comments from observers regarding this aspect of the proposed
development.

I note that there were some issues raised by observers regarding the deposition of the peat and
potential for pollution of the run-off into the Munhin and Owenmore Rivers, and regarding the fact
that rushes only, and not peatland species had regenerated on the previously deposited peat from the
Terminal site. Mr. O’Sullivan has dealt with both issues in his report.

Mr. O’Sullivan’s Report deals very fully with the assessment of the E.L.S. related to the peat
deposition as Srahmore. There is very little I can add to that. The previous deposition of 450,000
m3 was well planned and very well completed and accordingly a thorough system has been
developed for carrying out this deposition work. I am satisfied with the proposals for peat
deposition and I endorse Mr. O’Sullivan’s conclusions and recommendation as follows:

40.3 Inspectors Recommendations

In the event that ABP decide to grant a permission for this development I recommend the following
conditions.

1. “The deposition of peat at the site at Srahmore authorised by this permission shall be carried
out in accordance with the description of development provided in volume 3 of the
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Environmental Impact Statement submitted with the application and all the mitigation
measures described therein shall be carried out in full.

Reason: In order to clarify the scope of the authorised development and to protect the
environment and amenities of the area”.

2. Before peat haulage commences, the developer shall obtain the agreement of the planning
authority, with regard to the following —

(a) Regular survey of the road surface along the haul route during the haulage and
construction period. At minimum, a survey shall be carried out on a monthly basis
during peat haulage during the remainder of the construction period.

(b) Target tolerances for the road surfaces and response times for repairs.

(c) Liaison with the Project Monitoring Committee.

In the event of target tolerances being exceeded and in the absence of necessary maintenance

of the road surface, the planning authority (following consultation with the Project

Monitoring Committee) may require the cessation of all haulage activities or construction

traffic directly related to the development.

Reason: To ensure the proper maintenance of road surfaces during the construction and
haulage periods in the interest of traffic safety.

3. (a) All vehicles leaving the construction areas of the sites shall pass through an appropriate
wheel cleansing area. The details of wheel clean%ff’g which shall include full wheel
wash where appropriate shall be set out and agre With the roads authority in the EMP.

(b) The developer shall take all reasonable me@0§ to ensure that no material shall leak or
fall from vehicles transporting waste frﬁcgi‘he terminal site. Before haulage of waste
commences, the developer shall ob *ﬁp}ﬂle agreement of the planning authority in
relation to details of vehicles and @% dologies to be used to ensure the prevention of

&
such leakage. \009 ~<\\O
SN
Reason: In the interest of amenﬁg@tbe proper planning and sustainable development of the
area, and traffic safety. O

N
4. The haul route and schedéle of haulage for the construction phase of the development shall
be clearly documented and published in a manner to be agreed with the planning authority.
All HCV’s and other commercial vehicles visiting the sites on a regular basis (twice a week
or more), shall have a clear notice visible to the public identifying involvement with the
development and the vehicle reference number identifying each such HGV.

Reason: In the interest of traffic management and to make provision for control and review
of vehicles.

5. An independent safety audit on the upgraded haul route shall be carried out and agreed with
the planning authority prior to the commencement of haulage of peat. The audit shall have
regard to:

(a) The proposed 60 km/hr speed limit for HGV’s.

(b) The spacing of HGV’s in convoy.

(c) Pedestrian use of the haul route.

(d) School traffic at Pollatomais and the proposed stand down of haulage during pick-up and
drop-off times at the school.

(e) The operational aspects of the Traffic Management Operatives.

(f) Vehicle break-down incident management.

(g) Emergencies and full access for emergency vehicles to the route at all times.

Reason: In the interest of traffic safety.
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Chapter 41 Other Issues Raised at OH

41.1 Emergency Planning Arrangements

The question of dealing with the emergency situation that would arise from a failure in the pipeline
needs to be considered.

41.1.15 HSA Role in Emergency Planning

This matter was raised with the HSA in correspondence. What role will HSA have in relation to the
preparation and adoption of an emergency plan for use in the event of a failure of the pipeline while
in operation?

The HSA is their response of 19" June 2009 indicated that they have no role in the preparation
adoption for use of an emergency plan in the event of a failure of the pipeline in operation. They
further pointed out that as the COMAH Regulations do not apply to pipelines the emergency
planning aspects of those regulations do not apply either. However the HSA pointed out that
Section 11 of SHWW Act 2005 required all employers to prepare adequate plans and procedures to
be followed in an emergency, including arranging the necessary contacts with the appropriate
emergency services. No submission of these plans and procedurgs are required to be made to the
HSA. The plans and procedures however may come to the no '@e\}of HSA inspectors during routine
inspections and evidence would be required that the plan&hg&@ een tested and rehearsed.

N
N
S

RS
41.1.16 The issue was also raised with;\ q Co Co Fire Authority
In evidence the Chief Fire Officer (CFO) in‘gftt;'\ai%d Mayo Co Co have no role in the maintenance of

the safety features of the pipeline in oggfg@n. That safety in operation is a matter regulated by
DCENR. Regarding the preparation of it emergency plan, the CFO indicated that normally once
the project has obtained all its pergiissions and permits then the Fire Service and the other
emergency service agencies (HSE 4 Garda Siochdna) would engage with the operator of the site
and a site specific plan would b&’ developed.'®" That would cover all the areas- alert procedures,
mobilisation procedures, access routes, predetermined attendance. The CFO indicated that he would
envisage that a site specific emergency plan would be agreed with them and become part of the
Appendices to the Major Emergency Plan for County Mayo and that a similar arrangement would

be developed with the other emergency agencies (HSE, Garda Siochéna).

41.1.17 Observers raised the issue with SEPIL

In evidence the Deputy Manager of the Terminal indicated that SEPIL were in discussion with the
Fire Service and the HSE regarding the emergency plan for the Terminal. He indicated that the
pipeline would be dealt with as an offsite emergency. He further stated that outline discussions
have taken place with the Fire Service and HSE regarding the emergency plan for the pipeline.
However, he agreed with the Chief Fire Officer for Mayo Co Co that detailed work on the
emergency plan for the pipeline would only be carried out when the planning permission and other
permits were in place. SEPIL indicated that it is normal that the emergency planning is not
advanced until the project has been approved. Sepil indicated that they carry out exercises on
emergency plan responses.'
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Evidence was given by Comdt Boyle on behalf of observers about the Ghislenghien Disaster in
Belgium where 24 deaths occurred. The issue of speed of response and location of fire service and
medical aid response was raised. It was stated that the rural area was not suited to a rapid response,
specialist burn units would be required, etc.

Note From media information provided the Ghislenghien incident occurred on 30" July 2004. 24
People died, 120 people were injured after an extensive gas leak was ignited. This was a large
diameter pipeline operating at below 80 bar.

41.1.18 SEPIL Proposals

SEPIL stated'® that: “An Emergency Response Plan is being developed in co-operation with the
local and regional emergency services. The procedures will be in place before the commissioning of
the pipeline and the main objectives and elements of the plan will be discussed with the local
community.”

SEPIL provided a series of documents to the OH which among other matters dealt with aspects of
the approach that was being proposed by SEPIL to manage the risk and the emergency response to
any incident.
&

¢
&
Bow Tie Analysis o@;\@

<O
Typical examples of how this approach will be uséx @r the Corrib Gas pipeline were presented.
The Bow Tie analysis system provides a readily® ufiderstandable visualisation of the relationships
between the causes of accidents, the possi@l%O calation of such events to a range of possible

outcomes, the controls preventing the eventirom occurring and the preparedness measures in place
to limit the consequences. <<o®\\

&

S

It was stated that when the analysisg¥ carried through to an operating facility, the prevention and
mitigation measures are linked (tp(\tasks, procedures, responsible individuals and competencies
which ensure critical roles are identified, procedures are complete and safety critical equipment
items are identified as such with defined performance standards.'®*

Environmental Management Framework

SEPIL presented an example from the Casino Gas Field in Australia of how the operating
company, SANTOS, use an emergency management framework for operating the facility. That
document included a brief outline of emergency preparedness and incident and non conformance
investigation correction and preventive action.'®

SEPIL also presented details of this report a SANTOS Report as a second example from the Casino
Gas Field Development Environment Report. In Section 6.18 Hazard and Risk it states “Due to
statutory safety regulations and the petroleum pipeline industry’s diligences in Risk Assessment and
Management, pipelines are a significantly low risk means of gas transporting”.
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