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OFFICE OF 
CLIMATE,LICENSING 
& RESOURCE USE 

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON 
OBJECTIONS TO LICENCE CONDITIONS 

TO: Directors 

FROM: Technical Committee  LICENSING UNIT  

DATE: 24 September 2015 

RE: Objection to Proposed Determination for Shell  E& P 
Ireland Limited,   IE Reg: P0738-03  

 

 Application Details  

Classes of activity: Class 9.3.1: The operation of mineral oil and 
gas refineries  

Class 2.1: Combustion of fuels in installations 
with a rated thermal input of 50 MW or more 

Location of activity: Bellanaboy Bridge Gas Terminal, Bellanaboy 
Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo 

Licence application received: 05 February 2014 

Proposed Determination issued: 13 April 2015 

First Party Objection received: 08 May 2015 

Third Party Objections received 08 May 2015 (six objections) and 10 May 2015  

Submission on Objections received: 22 June 2015 

Additional Information received: Not applicable 

Company 

Shell E&P Ireland Limited (SEPIL) was first granted an IPPC licence Reg. No.P0738-
01 on 12 November 2007 for the operation of a natural gas refinery and large 
combustion plant at Bellanaboy Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo (grid reference: 
086425E, 333125N). The construction of the gas refinery is completed with minor 
modifications on-going. The Office of Environmental Enforcement (within the EPA) 
received a correspondence, dated 11 November 2014, to notify the EPA that the 
activity had commenced. 

A revised licence (P0738-02) was granted on 05 June 2013 which facilitated:  

(i) A change of the discharge point for treated produced water (SW3) from the 
licensed outfall located just outside Broadhaven Bay to the subsea manifold 
located on the seabed (~350 m depth) in the Corrib Gas Field (65 km 
offshore);  
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(ii) Inclusion of Selective Catalytic Reduction abatement on the power generators 
to meet the NOx limits specified in the current licence (Reg. No.P0738-01);  

(iii) A new arrangement for surface water and groundwater drainage systems, 
which affects sampling and monitoring locations;  

(iv) An increase in the emission limit value for suspended solids in storm water 
run-off (emission point SW2) from 5 mg/l to 30 mg/l.  

The revised licence (P0738-02) was quashed by Order of the High Court on 15 
October 2013, and the Court subsequently held that the original licence P0738-01, 
granted on 12 November 2007 continues in force. 

The licence (P0738-01) was technically amended (IED Technical Amendment) on 06 
January 2014 under Section 82A(11) of the EPA Act 1992 as amended, to bring it 
into conformity with the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) (2010/75/EC).  

Reason for Licence Review 
 
The licensee requested a review of the licence to accommodate a number of 
proposed changes at the installation. The main changes proposed to the installation, 
and requested in the licence application, are as follows: 

1. A change in location of the discharge point for treated produced water (SW3) 
from the licensed outfall just outside Broadhaven Bay to the subsea manifold 
located on the seabed (~350 m depth) in the Corrib Gas Field (65 km 
offshore).  This change followed discussions with the Erris Inshore 
Fisherman’s Association in 2008, during which SEPIL agreed to change the 
location of the discharge of treated produced water (SW3).  Planning 
permission for this change was granted on 07 October 2010 (P10/633). 

2. The removal of ambient monitoring requirements at the Erris Head outfall as 
the treated produced water discharge (SW3) will no longer take place at this 
location. 

3. The inclusion of Selective Catalytic Reduction abatement on the power 
generators to meet the NOx limits specified in the current licence (Reg. No. 
P0738-01). 

4. A new arrangement for surface water and groundwater drainage systems, 
which affects sampling and monitoring locations.  

5. An increase in the emission limit value for suspended solids in storm water 
run-off (emission point SW2) from 5 mg/l to 30 mg/l. 

6. A proposal to change monitoring exhaust velocity from turbines using an air 
flow meter to a calculation method. 

7. Transitional surface water arrangements during ‘backfeed gas’ commissioning 
until the outfall pipe is available. The licensee proposes to discharge the 
‘treated drainage water from areas at risk of contamination’ (SW1) from the 
surface water treatment plant via emission point SW2 (storm water 
settlement ponds). 

Proposed Determination 

A Proposed determination (PD) was granted by the EPA on the 13th April 2015. 

A first party objection was received on the 8th May 2015 

Seven third party objections were also received on the 8th & 10th May 2015 
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A submission on the objections was received from a third party on the 22nd June 
2015. 

Consideration of the Objections & the Submission on Objections 

The Technical Committee (TC), comprising of Mr. Leo Sweeney (Chair) and Ms. 
Pamela McDonnell, has considered all of the issues raised in the objections and 
submissions on objection. This report details the Committee’s comments and 
recommendations following the examination of the objections and submission on 
objections together with discussions with the inspector, Ms. Jennifer Cope, who also 
provided comments on the points raised.  The TC consulted Mr.  Kealan Reynolds, 
EPA Inspector in the Office of Environmental Enforcement (OEE), in relation to the 
compliance and enforcement history associated with the SEPIL licence Reg No: 

P0738-01.  The TC consulted with and sought advice from an independent ecological 
consulting service (Scott Cawley) in relation to Appropriate Assessment.  
 
Two of the third party objections submitted (from Ms. Betty Schult & Others 
(Objection 2) and Mr. Eoin O’Leidhin and Mr. Paul Lynch (Objection 8)), formally 
requested that the EPA conduct an oral hearing. A memo was prepared for the Board 
of the Agency (dated 3 June 2015) which examined the objections against the 
criteria outlined in the Agency publication on objections and oral hearings Waste 
Management and IPPC Licensing – Aspects of Licensing Procedures: Objections and 
Oral Hearings (2010). The matters to be considered in deciding on whether an oral 
hearing of objections should be held include the following: 

1. New issues not previously raised that are specific to the location or the 
development. 

2. The sensitivity of the location/local environment.   

3. Whether it is a matter of national or regional importance.   

4. The scale or complexity of the development.  

5. Significant new information. 

The memo recommended that an oral hearing of the objections was not required in 
this case for the following reasons: 

(i) New issues not previously raised that are specific to the location or the 
development.  

Comment: There are no new issues raised or data provided in the 
objections, relating to the location or the development, which could not be 
dealt with by a Technical Committee as effectively as if an oral hearing of 
objections was held. 

(ii) The sensitivity of the location /local environment. 

Comment: No new issues or concerns in relation to the sensitivity of the 
location or of the local environment have been raised in the objections.  All 
pertinent matters in relation to environmental sensitivity were dealt with in 
the oral hearing report dated 27th August 2007 for the current licence P0738-
01. The main changes proposed to the installation in the review application of 
the licence are outlined above. Such matters as have been raised can be 
effectively addressed by a Technical Committee. 

(iii) Whether it is a matter of national or regional importance. 
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Comment: The installation is of national and regional importance, but the 
matters at issue are not complex and all pertinent matters were dealt with in 
the oral hearing report dated 27th August 2007 for the current licence P0738-
01. Such matters as have been raised can be effectively addressed by a 
Technical Committee. 

(iv) The scale or complexity of the development. 

Comment: The scale of the development is large scale, but it is not complex. 
An oral hearing was acceded to and carried out for the current licence P0738-
01, which dealt with the scale of the development. The main changes 
proposed to the installation in the current licence review application are 
outlined above and are not complex and the scale of the development has 
not changed since the current licence was granted (P0738-01). Such matters 
as have been raised can be effectively addressed by a Technical Committee. 

(v) Significant new information. 

Comment: No significant new information relevant to the licensing process 
has been raised by Ms Schult, which would merit an oral hearing.  

 

The request for an oral hearing from Mr. Eoin O’Leidhin and Mr. Paul Lynch referred 
to the provisions of the Aarhus Convention.  The memo to the Board stated the 
following in this regard: 

“I note that the provisions of the Aarhus Convention are broken down into 
three pillars:  

 access to information  
 public participation and  
 access to justice. 

As part of the licensing process all submissions and objections are taken into 
consideration in the decision-making process, all objections are available on 
the EPA website and circulated to other objectors to allow that submissions 
on objections can be made. There is nothing new or significant referred to in 
this objection to merit an oral hearing. I consider that the objections can be 
fully and adequately assessed by a Technical Committee of the Agency and 
that the principles and objectives of the Aarhus Convention will be fully 
conformed with. Therefore, I do not consider that an oral hearing is required 
to deal with the matters raised in this objection.” 

At a Board meeting on the 16th June 2015, the Board of the Agency considered and 
discussed the contents of the memo dated 3 June 2015, and approved the 
recommendation that an oral hearing is not required and should not be held.  All 
objectors to the PD were notified of this decision on the 1st July 2015 and were 
provided with a copy of the memo dated 3 June 2015. 

 
The TC has attempted to synopsise each of the objections below for convenience. 
However this is not intended to replace the full text of the objection which should be 
referred to, as appropriate.  

The Technical Committee wishes to clarify that any objection or submission on 
objection made to the Agency in relation to a licence application can only be made to 
the PD, as approved by the Board of the Agency.  Therefore, points raised that fall 
outside of this remit have been noted, but are not discussed in detail in this report.    
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First Party Objection 

The Licensee requests a number of changes to conditions in the PD.  For 
convenience and clarity, these proposed changes are summarised in Table 1 below 
as follows: column one sets out the relevant current or existing licence condition or 
schedule in PD P0738-03, the second column includes SEPIL’s stated reason for the 
objection and the final column sets out the TC’s recommendations.  Changes 
proposed to conditions/schedules are highlighted in bold. Each of the items listed in 
the objection, and the reasons for the TC’s recommendations are discussed in further 
detail under “Technical Committee’s Evaluation” below. 

Table 1: Proposed changes to PD conditions and TC recommendations 

1. Current 
Condition/Schedule 

2. Reason for 
Objection 

3. Technical 
Committee 

Recommendation 
1.3 For the purposes of this licence, 
the installation authorised by this 
licence is the area of land outlined in 
red on Drawing No. IPPC-003, 
entitled ‘Ownership & Site Boundary 
Plan’  of the licence review 
application and the discharge 
pipelines as shown on the revised 
map labelled WGS84, Revision D 
(08.04.2014), Article10(2)(b)(ii) 
response (received 17 April 2014) of 
the licence review application.  Any 
reference in this licence to 
“installation” shall mean the area 
thus outlined in red.  The licensed 
activities shall be carried on only 
within the area outlined.   

WGS84 is a reference to the World 
Geodesic System 1984. This is the 
geodetic datum of the map. The 
proposed wording is the correct title 
for the drawing. 

Amend the existing condition to read 
as follows: 
1.3 For the purposes of this licence, 
the installation authorised by this 
licence is the area of land outlined in 
red on Drawing No. IPPC-003, 
entitled ‘Ownership & Site Boundary 
Plan’  of the licence review 
application and the discharge 
pipelines as shown on the revised 
map labelled Corrib Bellanaboy 
Bridge Gas Terminal Treated 
Water Discharge Locations MXD: 
EP20080322 4000004, revision D 
(08.04.2014), Article 10(2)(b)(ii) 
response (received 17 April 2014) of 
the licence review application.  Any 
reference in this licence to 
“installation” shall mean the area 
thus outlined in red.  The licensed 
activities shall be carried on only 
within the area outlined.   
 

3.1 The licensee shall establish and 
maintain, for each component of the 
installation, all infrastructure referred 
to in this licence, or as required by 
the conditions of this licence. 
Infrastructure specified in the 
application that relates to the 
environmental performance of the 
installation and is not specified in the 
licence, shall be installed in 
accordance with the schedule 
submitted in the application. In 
accordance with the Commission 
Implementing Decision of 9th 
October 2014 establishing best 
available techniques (BAT) 
conclusions, under Directive 
2010/75/EU of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on 
industrial emissions, for the refining 

The proposed new wording is in line 
with the EU Directive which requires 
implementation of the BAT 
Conclusions1 by the date as set out 
in the Directive. 

Amend the existing wording and 
numbering of the condition to read 
as follows: 
3.1 Installation 
3.1.1 The licensee shall establish 
and maintain, for each component of 
the installation, all infrastructure 
referred to in this licence, or as 
required by the conditions of this 
licence. Infrastructure specified in 
the application that relates to the 
environmental performance of the 
installation and is not specified in the 
licence, shall be installed in 
accordance with the schedule 
submitted in the application.  
 
3.1.2 In accordance with the 
Commission Implementing Decision 
of 9th  October 2014 establishing best 

                                                 
1
 Commission Implementing Decision of 9 October 2014 establishing best available techniques (BAT) conclusions, 

under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the refining of 
mineral oil and gas 
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of mineral oil and gas 
(2014/738/EU), the licences shall 
ensure that the following is in place: 

available techniques (BAT) 
conclusions, under Directive 
2010/75/EU of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on 
industrial emissions, for the refining 
of mineral oil and gas 
(2014/738/EU), the licences shall 
ensure that the following, or other 
techniques which ensure at least 
an equivalent level of 
environmental protection, are in 
place from 01st October 2018: 
 
 
Insert the following after 3.1.3(viii): 
3.1.3 Prior to the installation of 
any alternative technique to that 
listed in Condition 3.1.2(i) to 
(viii), the licensee shall submit 
to the Agency a proposal which 
demonstrates that the 
alternative technique proposed 
ensures at least an equivalent 
level of environmental 
protection. The use of any 
alternative technique shall be as 
agreed by the Agency. 
 
 

3.1 (vi) Closed-loop system for VOC 
storage tanks; 

The objective of BAT 50 is “to 
reduce VOC emissions from the 
storage of volatile liquid 
hydrocarbon compounds”. Bat 50 
technique (ii) - use of a closed loop 
system - is specific to tank 
inspections. The proposed wording 
is more specific and implements the 
requirements of BAT 50 technique 
(ii). 

Amend the existing condition (now in 
Condition 3.1.2)  to read as follows: 
(vi) Use equipment with a closed 
loop system when undertaking 
internal inspection, cleaning and 
or maintenance on tanks used 
for storage of volatile liquid 
hydrocarbon; 
  
 
 
 

3.1 (vii) Double bottomed tanks A double bottomed tank is a 
technique listed in BAT 51. The 
purpose of BAT 51 is to prevent or 
reduce emissions to soil and 
groundwater. The requirement of 
BAT 51 is that one or a combination 
of the techniques (i) to (iv) which 
are listed in the BAT should be 
used. The techniques listed are: (i) 
Maintenance programme including 
corrosion monitoring, prevention 
and control (ii) Double bottomed 
tanks (iii) Impervious membrane 
liners (iv) sufficient tank farm bund 
containment BBGT complies with 
BAT 51 as currently techniques (i), 
(iii) and (iv) are in place. Therefore 
there should not be a requirement 
to retro-fit double bottomed tanks. 
 

Amend the existing condition (now in 
Condition 3.1.2) to read as follows: 
 (vii) Sufficient tank farm bund 
containment to prevent 
emissions to soil and 
groundwater;  

3.10 The licensee shall establish and 
maintain, within six months of date 
of grant of this licence a leak 
detection and repair programme in 
accordance with BAT. This 
programme shall identify the leak 
detection measurement methods, 
frequency of measurements and 
repair/replacement priorities for 
identified leaking components. As 
part of this leak detection and repair 

The BAT conclusions have no 
requirements with regard to fuel 
gas leak detection and alarm 
systems. Such systems are 
identified as BAT in the BREF 
document for Large Combustion 
Plants. However singling out the 
fuel gas leak detection system is 
inappropriate for a major Gas 
Installation as the fuel gas is a very 
small proportion of the total gas 

Amend the existing condition to read 
as follows: 
3.10 The licensee shall establish and 
maintain, within six months of date 
of grant of this licence, a leak 
detection and repair programme in 
accordance with BAT. This 
programme shall identify the leak 
detection measurement methods, 
frequency of measurements and 
repair/replacement priorities for 
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programme fuel gas leak detection 
systems and alarms shall be 
installed. 

inventory/system. It is 
disproportionate to single out the 
fuel gas system in the overall 
context of leak detection. At BBGT 
there is a comprehensive leak 
detection system in operation which 
encompasses the fuel gas system. 
 

identified leaking components. The 
licensee shall ensure that the 
gas leak detection and alarm 
system fully incorporates the 
fuel gas system.  
 

3.13 Silt Traps and Oil Separators  
The licensee shall, within six months 
of date of grant of this licence, install 
and maintain silt traps and oil 
separators at the installation: 
 
 
 
 
 
3.13 (i) Silt traps to ensure that all 
storm water discharges, other than 
from roofs, from the installation pass 
through a silt trap in advance of 
discharge; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.13 (ii) An oil separator on the 
storm water discharge from yard 
areas. The separator shall be a Class 
1 by-pass separator. 
The silt traps and separator shall be 
in accordance with I.S. EN-858-2 
2003 (separator systems for light 
liquids). 
 
 
 
 
 

In the BAT conclusion under the 
heading “general considerations” 
the BAT conclusions states that 
other techniques may be used that 
ensure at least equivalent level of 
environmental protection. 
 
 
 
 
Surface water run-off from the 
areas of the terminal footprint, 
which are not at risk of 
contamination, is collected in a 
drainage system, referred to as the 
uncontaminated surface water 
treatment system. The collection 
system is described in Attachment 
F1.4.1 of the licence review 
application. The run-off passes 
through two large settlement ponds 
prior to discharge. The settlement 
ponds were specifically designed to 
control the silt in the run-off from 
the construction earthworks over 
the entire footprint. The settlement 
ponds provide at least an equivalent 
level of control of silt as silt traps 
but are not in accordance with I.S. 
EN-858-232003. The surface water 
run-off from the landscaped green 
areas, which are located outside the 
terminal footprint but within the 
licensed boundary, does not pass 
through the settlement ponds. No 
licensed activities will occur in these 
areas. 
 
 
 
 
Surface water run-off from the yard 
areas of the terminal footprint is 
collected in the potentially 
contaminated drain system (oily 
water system) and treated on site 
in the surface water treatment 
system prior to discharge off shore 
via SW1. The surface water 
treatment system, which is 
described in attachment F.1.3.1 of 
the licence review application, 
provides at least an equivalent level 
of control as an oil separator. The 
requirement for silt traps and oil 
separators is unnecessary given the 
existing systems installed at the 
BBGT for environmental protection. 
 

Amend the existing wording and 
numbering of the condition to read 
as follows: 
 
 
3.13 Silt Traps and Oil Separators  

3.13.1 The licensee shall, within six 
months of date of grant of this 
licence, install and maintain silt traps 
and oil separators or other 
techniques which ensure at least 
an equivalent level of 
environmental protection, to 
control silt and oil in surface 
water run-off from the 
installation:  

(i) Silt traps or an equivalent silt 
collection system to ensure that all 
storm water discharges, other than 
from roofs and landscaped green 
areas outside of the terminal 
footprint, pass through a silt control 
system in advance of discharge; 
 
(ii) An oil separator or an 
equivalent oil collection system 
on the storm water discharge from 
yard areas. The separator shall be a 
Class 1 by-pass separator. 
The silt traps and separator shall be 
in accordance with I.S. EN-858-2 
2003 (separator systems for light 
liquids). 
 
3.13.2 Prior to the installation of 
any alternative technique to that 
listed in Condition 3.13.1 (i) to 
ii) the licensee shall submit to 
the Agency a proposal which 
demonstrates that the 
alternative technique proposed 
ensures at least an equivalent 
level of environmental 
protection. The use of any 
alternative technique shall be as 
agreed by the Agency. 
 
 

4.3.2 Composite Sampling: (iii) No 
mass emission limit value specified in 
this licence shall be exceeded. (iv) 
The yearly average concentration for 
suspended solids discharged from 

SW2 is the storm water emission 
point. The only reasonable 
requirement is that the discharge 
complies with a concentration limit. 
The yearly mass emission limit 

Delete existing clauses (iii). 
Amend existing numbering from (iv) 
to (iii). 
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SW2 shall not exceed the specified 
yearly average concentration 
emission limit value. 

value is arbitrary. If the emission 
complies with the concentration 
limit, the yearly mass emission will 
be directly related to the amount of 
rainfall which falls on the terminal, 
which is outside the control of the 
licensee. Refer to objection to B2 
detailed below. 
 

4.5 Noise from the installation, 
including noise associated with non-
emergency use of the High Pressure 
flare, the Low Pressure flare and 
associated flare tips, shall not give 
rise to sound pressure levels 
(LAeq,T) measured at any noise 
sensitive locations which exceed the 
limit value(s).   
 

In accordance with the application 
and the safety system design at the 
BBGT, flare events will be required 
as a safety control for emergency 
and certain non-routine events. 
Noise levels during these events will 
be higher than routine operations 

Amend the existing condition to read 
as follows: 
4.5 Noise from the installation, 
(excluding noise associated with 
emergency use of the High 
Pressure flare, the Low Pressure flare 
and associated flare tips), shall not 
give rise to sound pressure levels 
(LAeq,T) measured at any noise 
sensitive locations which exceed the 
limit value(s).     

 
6.9 The integrity and water tightness 
of all underground pipes, tanks, 
bunding structures and containers 
and their resistance to penetration 
by water or other materials carried or 
stored therein shall be tested and 
demonstrated by the licensee prior to 
use. This testing shall be carried out 
by the licensee at least once every 
three years thereafter and reported 
to the Agency on each occasion. This 
testing shall be carried out in 
accordance with any guidance 
published by the Agency. A written 
record of all integrity tests and any 
maintenance or remedial work 
arising from them shall be 
maintained by the licensee. 

It is necessary to shut down the 
plant operations in order to 
undertake integrity and water 
tightness testing of underground 
pipes, tanks, bunding structures 
and containers. It is planned that 
the BBGT will be shut down every 
four years in line with industry best 
practice for major integrity 
maintenance and it improves 
efficiency, plant availability and 
resource consumption to undertake 
integrity testing during this period. 

Amend the existing condition to read 
as follows: 
6.9 The integrity and water tightness 
of all underground pipes, tanks, 
bunding structures and containers 
and their resistance to penetration 
by water or other materials carried or 
stored therein shall be tested and 
demonstrated by the licensee prior to 
use. This testing shall be carried out 
by the licensee at least once every 
four years thereafter and reported 
to the Agency on each occasion. This 
testing shall be carried out in 
accordance with any guidance 
published by the Agency. A written 
record of all integrity tests and any 
maintenance or remedial work 
arising from them shall be 
maintained by the licensee. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule B2. (SW2): Emission limits 
for SW2 Suspended Solids - annual 
mass emission 3,555 kg/annum 

There is no requirement in the BAT 
conclusions for a total suspended 
solids limit on a storm water 
discharge. BAT12 Table 3 specifies 
emission limits for direct waste 
water discharges and is not relevant 
to storm water. The yearly mass 
emission limit value is arbitrary. If 
the emission complies with the 
concentration limit, the yearly mass 
emission will be directly related to 
amount of rainfall which falls on the 
BBGT, which is outside the control 
of the licensee. In a high rainfall 
year, the entire catchment of 
Carrowmore Lake will contribute to 
the suspended solids load in the 
Lake. The relative contribution from 
the site, and the impact of this, will 
not change. Refer also to 
attachment 1 for further 

In Schedule B2. (SW2): Delete 
Suspended Solids – annual mass 
emission and associated Emission 
Limit Value 3,555 kg/annum. 
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information supporting this 
objection. 
 

Schedule B2. (SW2): Suspended 
solids -yearly average limit. 

There is no requirement in the BAT 
conclusions for a total suspended 
solids limit on a storm water 
discharge. BAT12 Table 3 specifies 
emission limits for direct waste 
water discharges and is not relevant 
to storm water. The yearly emission 
limit value is arbitrary and is not 
required for the protection of the 
water quality in the Bellanaboy 
River and Carrowmore Lake. Refer 
also to attachment 1 for further 
information supporting this 
objection. 
 
 

No change. 

Schedule B2. (SW2): Total aluminium 
emission limit value 0.2 mg/l 

Attachment to the objection 
provides support for this contention 
and in that attachment SEPIL 
concludes that the ELV at SW2 for 
TSS and aluminium should be no 
more onerous than naturally 
occurring background levels and 
dissolved aluminium is the 
appropriate parameter for 
aluminium limit.  
 

No change. 

Schedule C.5 Noise Monitoring: AN 1 
to AN 7 and other locations as may 
be required 

Attachment to the objection 
provides support for this contention 
and explans why locations of the 
ambient noise monitoinrg points 
AN1 – AN7 should be changed.. 

Schedule C.5 Noise Monitoring: 
Amend text under “Location” to read 
as follows: 
AN 5, AN 6, AN 8, AN 9, AN 10 
and other locations as may be 
required. 
  

 
 
Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 
The submission vehemently opposes the objection made by SEPIL. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation: 
The TC notes Ms Mullers opposition to SEPIL’s objection. 

The following section provides the rationale for the TCs recommendations as outlined 
in “Column 3. Technical Committee Recommendation” of the table above. It should 
be noted that the TCs evaluation of this objection was carried out in light of all 
objections and submissions on objections received.   
 
Condition 1.3 
The objection proposes to provide further clarity related to the wording used in this 
condition to describe the map reference, which indicates the location of the 
discharge pipeline.  The TC agreed, having reviewed the documentation, that the 
proposed wording provides greater clarity related to the map to be referenced for 
the purpose of describing the discharge pipeline location.   
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Condition 3.1, 3.1(vi) and 3.1(vii) 
The text of the best available techniques (BAT) conclusions2 was examined.  It 
explicitly provides that other techniques may be used which ensure at least an 
equivalent level of environmental protection. The PD requires that: “…within 4 years 
of publication of decisions on BAT conclusions, the competent authority is to 
…ensure that the installation complies with those permit conditions.”  The TC 
concluded that for these reasons, it was appropriate to amend the wording to 
provide for the use of alternative techniques to comply with the timeline 
requirements set out in the PD. For clarity, the TC proposes that the text of 
Condition 3.1 should be subdivided into Conditions 3.1.1 and 3.1.2, as drafted in 
Table 1 above. 
 
The TC considers that where any alternative techniques are proposed, the licensee 
should submit a proposal to the Agency for agreement which demonstrates that the 
alternative technique proposed ensures at least an equivalent level of environmental 
protection. The TC proposes that this requirement be added as Condition 3.1.3. 
 
 
Condition 3.10 
The TC notes that there is a comprehensive gas leak detection and alarm system in 
place which incorporates the fuel gas system.  To require a separate or additional 
gas leak detection and alarm system is superfluous.   The TC proposes for this 
reason to amend the last sentence of this condition as set out in the table above. 
 
 
Condition 3.13, 3.13(i) and 3.13(ii) 
The text of the best available techniques (BAT) conclusions3 was examined.  It 
explicitly provides that other techniques may be used which ensure at least an 
equivalent level of environmental protection. The proposal to clarify the condition 
further by excluding surface water run-off from the landscaped green areas, which 
are located outside the terminal footprint but within the licensed boundary, is 
considered appropriate.  For the reasons stated the TC proposed to amend the 
wording and numbering of the condition as set out in the table above in respect of 
this condition. 
 
The TC considers that where any alternative techniques are proposed, the licensee 
should submit a proposal to the Agency for agreement which demonstrates that the 
alternative technique proposed ensures at least an equivalent level of environmental 
protection. The TC proposes that this requirement be added as Condition 3.13.2. 
 
 
Condition 4.3.2 (iii) and (iv) & Schedule B2 
Surface water from the non-process areas of the site which include the peatlands, 
forestry areas, roofs of buildings, perimeter surface water system and the 
groundwater discharge via Emission Point Reference Number: SW2.  The suspended 
solids annual mass emission is directly related to the amount of rainfall on the site 

                                                 
2
 Commission Implementing Decision of 9 October 2014 establishing best available techniques (BAT) conclusions, 

under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the refining of 
mineral oil and gas 
3
 Commission Implementing Decision of 9 October 2014 establishing best available techniques (BAT) conclusions, 

under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the refining of 
mineral oil and gas 
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which is subsequently discharged through emission point SW2.  Rainfall events 
including frequency and duration are outside the control of SEPIL and consequently 
there is no benefit in attempting to regulate it by way of licence condition.  
Furthermore, and for the same reason the limit does not provided any greater 
degree of protection of the environment as a whole.   
 
The receiving environment is adequately protected by a suspended solids 
concentration limit and suspended solids yearly average limit for this emission point.  
The TC proposes to delete the annual mass emission limit for suspended solids at 
SW2, as set out in Schedule B.2 for the reasons set out. As there are no other annual 
mass emission limits set for the water emissions at SW1, SW2 and SW3, the TC 
proposes that the requirement set out under sub-condition 4.3.2 (iii) from the licence 
can also be removed.    
 
The TC concluded that the yearly average concentration for suspended solids 
discharged from the emission point, SW2 was appropriate.  For the reasons set out 
there shall be no change to the existing wording under condition 4.3.2 (iv). Upon 
deletion of 4.3.2 (iii), 4.3.2(iv) will be renumbered accordingly.  The yearly average 
limit for suspended solids at SW2, as specified in Schedule B2, will remain in place.  
 
Condition 4.5 
The objection highlights that flare events will be required as a safety control for 
emergency and certain non-routine events resulting in higher noise levels than 
during routine operations. An amendment to the wording of the condition is 
proposed to exclude the use of the flare for safety reasons from the noise limit 
values specified, during emergency and non-routine events.   
 
In the IR, the Inspector deals with the use of flares, emergency and non-routine 
events related to noise as follows: “A small isolated ground flare has been installed 
to avoid non-emergency use of the high level flares. This flare will be used for the 
combustion of non-recoverable gas prior to maintenance activity. This is configured 
to minimise noise impact, as part of the normal operational noise strategy for the gas 
refinery.” 
 
“Noise levels generated by the emergency flares are likely to be higher than any item 
of general plant within the installation, and are not readily attenuated by any form of 
industrial noise control. Noise levels generated during planned maintenance 
activities, including compressor change-overs and other cases in which hydrocarbons 
are discharged without a lit flare are modest. Relatively high noise levels can be 
expected in many of the lit flare scenarios, however, and could be described as 
potentially startling at the noise sensitive locations nearer to the gas refinery. Since 
the flares are not lit under normal operating conditions, it is not relevant to apply 
noise control restrictions as for everyday plant and machinery. The flares will need to 
be tested on commissioning of the gas refinery to ensure correct operation, and this 
would be a planned event, with public notification. Operation thereafter would be a 
highly unusual occurrence, which could be described as a once in a lifetime event.” 

“In emergency situations, such as a gas leak or a fire, safety considerations would 
require the removal of gas inventory from certain sections of the plant or from the 
inlet of the export pipeline by the combustion of vented gas from the emergency 
flare. Emergency flaring could occur at any time of day or night, whereas 
maintenance operations are normally carried out during the day.” 



  
Page 12 

 

  

“It is acknowledged that there will be noise nuisance in the event of an emergency, 
however the operation of the flares is a safety requirement and will help prevent a 
major accident.”  

The TC notes that noise associated with non-emergency use of flares in accordance 
with the condition included P0738-03 is required to meet the standards specified at 
noise sensitive locations.  The construction of text in the condition excludes noise 
associated with emergency situations from having to comply with the noise limits set 
out therein.  

The TC decided that in order to improve clarity related to the use of flares during 
emergency events the text of the condition should be amended.  The TC concluded 
having regard to the reasons stated to add additional text to the condition as 
provided in the table above.  
 
Condition 6.9 
The TC notes that it is necessary to shut down plant operations in order to undertake 
integrity and water tightness testing of underground pipes, tanks, bunding, 
structures and containers.  SEPIL plans to undertake major integrity testing and 
maintenance every four years.  Shutdowns are sizable projects executed under strict 
time constraints with severe financial impacts for time delays. The TC concluded that 
it was acceptable to amend the frequency of integrity testing in line with planned 
plant shut down every four years and that this frequency of testing would not 
compromise safety or increase the risk of environmental pollution. For the reasons 
set out, the TC propose to amend the text in the condition to provide for testing 
once every “four” years.   
 
Schedule B (Emission Point Reference No: SW2) “Total Aluminium” 
The objection includes an Attachment in which the SEPIL provides a review of 
available data collected between 2007 and 2015 which attributes the source of the 
aluminium (naturally occurring) in the surface water discharged, to the underlying 
subsoils and bedrock.  The report continues: “For this reason, an emission limit for 
aluminium was appropriate during the construction phase, when there were 
extensive earthworks. Once the remaining landscaping activities at the BBGT have 
been completed, there will be very little, if any disturbance, of the underlying 
subsoils and bedrock. The levels of total and dissolved aluminium and total 
suspended solids in the surface water run-off will then be at background levels. 
Consequently, SEPIL considers that the limit imposed in the proposed determination 
should be no more onerous than naturally occurring background levels.” 
 
The TC acknowledges that aluminium is the most abundant metal in the earth’s crust 
and is naturally present in soil, water and air. There are no activities on site which 
release aluminium in any form to the water environment.  The underlying reason for 
the presence of aluminium in surface waters discharged via emission point SW2 is 
due to natural sources present in local subsoil’s and bedrock.  It is evident from the 
historical monitoring data provided that on occasions, which appear to be related to 
heavy rainfall events, the level of total aluminium exceeds the proposed emission 
limit value (ELV).  
 
In accordance with the requirements of Schedule C.2.3 of the licence review, total 
aluminium is to be monitored weekly with samples collected on a 24 hour flow 
proportional composite sampling basis.  Sub-condition 4.3.2 related to composite 
sampling, states: “For parameters other than pH and flow, eight out of ten 
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consecutive composite results based on flow proportional composite sampling, shall 
not exceed the emission limit value.  No individual result similarly calculated shall 
exceed 1.2 times the emission limit value.”  
 
Having regard to the assertion that the completion of groundwork should lead to a 
reduction of aluminium to background levels, the 24 hour composite regime for the 
collection of this sample and the level of tolerance provided by sub condition 4.3.2, it 
is considered that the ELV specified can be achieved.  For the reasons stated the TC 
concluded that there should be no change to the existing ELV specified for total 
aluminium.     
 
Schedule C.5 Noise Monitoring   
The objection states that the licence review application requested amendments to 
the location of noise monitoring locations currently labelled AN 1 to AN 7.   “The 
revised monitoring points were indicated in drawing NSK0003 (issue C) and included 
in application February 2014.”  It further goes on to say that this was agreed with 
the EPA’s Office of Environmental Enforcement and provides a table with reasons 
why it was necessary to change each of the existing locations.  The reasons given 
include improved receptor location, better and safer accessibility and inaccessible 
monitoring point.   
 
The TC confirmed with the Inspector that the licence review application submitted an 
updated map indicating revised noise monitoring locations.   The revised monitoring 
points were included in Attachment F.2.4, Drawing No. 233447-00_IPPCL-023, 
Revision B and titled “Location of Ambient Noise Monitoring Points and Weather 
Station”  of the licence application (dated 5th February 2014) but were not 
transcribed into the licence review. 
 
This TC discussed this matter with Mr. Kealan Reynolds, Inspector in the Office of 
Environmental Enforcement (OEE). Condition 6.7 of Licence Register Number P0738-
01 provides that: “The frequency, methods and scope of monitoring, sampling and 
analysis, as set out in this licence, may be amended with the agreement of the 
Agency following evaluation of test results”.  In correspondence to the EPA dated 
18/12/2014, SEPIL requested an amendment to the existing ambient noise 
monitoring locations for the reasons already outlined.  Following further 
correspondence, relating to clarifications required, the OEE agreed to revised noise 
monitoring locations as indicated in Drawing No: NSK0003 (issue C) Location of 
Ambient Monitoring Points, on 06 March 2015. 
 
The TC concluded having regard to the reasons stated to amend the text in the 
schedule as set out in the table above.  
 

Recommendation:  Amend specified conditions as outlined in Table 1 above. 
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Third Party Objections 

 

Seven Third Party Objections were received from the following: 

Obj 1. Ms. Frances Micklem & Others, Harmony Hall, Baurnafea, Castlewarren, Co. 
Kilkenny. 

Obj 2.  Ms. Betty Schult & Others, Kilcommon Lodge, Pullathomas, Ballina , Co Mayo. 

Obj 3. Mr. Ian Lumley, An Taisce, The Taylors’ Hall, Back Lane, Dublin 8. 

Obj 4.  Mr. Peter Sweetman, Rossport South, Ballina, Co. Mayo. 

Obj 5. Mr. Martin Harrington, Tallaghan, Geesala, Ballina, Co. Mayo. 

Obj 6.  Ms. Monica Muller, Rossport, Ballina, Co. Mayo and on behalf of Ms. Maura 
Harrington. 

Obj 8. Mr. Eoin O’Leidhin, Pollathomais, Ballina, Co. Mayo and Mr. Paul Lynch, The 
White House, Ballinacurra, Kinsale, Cork & Others 

These objections are summarised and considered below under the name of the 
principal author for each objection.  

Note that the following submission on objection was also received: 

Sub on Obj 1: Ms. Monica Muller Rossport, Ballina, Co. Mayo and on behalf of Ms. 
Maura Harrington. 

For clarity, any submission on objections, where relevant, are dealt with in 
association with the issue to which they relate. 

 

Obj 1.   Ms Frances Micklem and Others 

The objection is signed by Frances Micklem and four other persons. The objection 
among other matters makes a number of unsubstantiated statements and allegations 
relating to Shell, fracking and other matters. The TC has considered these allegations 
and considers they generally are not relevant to the licensing issues the Agency has 
to determine, save insofar as they are addressed below.  

In particular the following statements are noted:  

“Contamination is definite, earthquakes are possible.” 

“They are not accountable, not taking responsibility for and the EPA know it.  I hold 
the EPA responsible if they don’t stop this license as they know that Shell will destroy 
the land and sea.  The drilling will upset sea life, thousands of sea mammals and 
birds are disoriented and/or dying already.”   
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Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 

The submission states its supports for the objection of Frances Micklem and others.  
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 

The TC notes Ms Muller’s support of this objection.  There is no evidence presented 
as part of the objection or elsewhere to support claims relating to the alleged 
destruction of land, sea or sea life.  The licence review undertaken has involved an 
extensive and comprehensive evaluation by the Inspector which identified, described 
and assessed the likely significant direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
activities on the environment, as respects the matters which come within the 
functions of the Agency, for each of the following factors: human beings, flora, 
fauna, soil, water, air, climate, the landscape, material assets and cultural heritage. 
This is dealt with in considerable detail in the IR (Section “16. Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) Directive (85/337/EEC, as amended”).  The Inspector concludes 
that:  “Having regards to the impacts (and interactions) identifies, described and 
assessed above, I consider that the preventative and mitigation measures proposed 
will enable the activities to operate without causing environmental pollution.” 
 
Section 10.5 of the IR describes how screening for AA was undertaken to assess, in 
view of best scientific knowledge and the conservation objectives of the site, if the 
proposed activities, individually or in combination with other plans or projects is likely 
to have a significant effect on specified European Site(s).  The Inspector determined 
that the proposed development met the threshold of being considered likely to have 
significant effects on a European site(s) and accordingly determined that an 
Appropriate Assessment (AA) of the proposed activities on those sites was required 
in accordance with the Habitats Directive (92/43/EC) & Birds Directive (79/409/EEC).   
 
The Inspector concluded that: “…pursuant to Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, 
that the proposed activities, individually or in combination with other plans or 
projects, will not affect the integrity of any European Site(s) specified…”. 

In the interest of certainty, the TC commissioned an expert report to revisit the 
Appropriate Assessment.  The independent report agrees with the Agency’s 
conclusions (see Objection 4.10).  

The conditions and schedules of the PD as issued will ensure that SEPIL are strictly 
regulated and controlled by the EPA. As such SEPIL has responsibility for and is held 
fully accountable for all the activities authorised by the IE licence granted by the 
Agency and must comply in full with the conditions and schedules of that licence.     

For the reasons outlined the TC is satisfied that the activities at this installation will 
be appropriately regulated by the EPA in order to protect human health and the 
environment.       

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

Obj 2.   Ms. Betty Schult and Others  

The objection states that a list of 64 signatures have been provided supporting the 
objection. However, only 48 signatures were provided. The objection states that the 
signatures are those of residents in the immediate area affected by the proposed gas 
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refinery.  The grounds cited for the objection include:  “On several occasions during 
the construction phase already, spills, sinkholes, light and noise pollution, changes to 
the land and the waters, breaches of regulations, even a large piece of pipeline 
floating in the protected waters of Broadhaven Bay, have been noticed and reported 
by local residents, been denied or played down by the operators, covered up by MCC 
[Mayo Co. Co.] and ignored by the EPA both of whom are part of the Monitoring 
Committee for the project.” 

In addition the following matters are raised:  
 their reports and observations have been blocked out consistently; 
 there is no reliable system in place to react when things go wrong; 
 how can they have confidence that what they observe and report will be 

followed up by the EPA; 
 the project is outdated in its design and technology, it has been changed and 

patched up repeatedly; 
 no one person has been identified as having overall responsibility; 
 the project cannot be operated in a safe and environmentally appropriate 

manner and the EPA is neither equipped or willing to take on the 
responsibility;  

 the EPA has failed in its role in monitoring the construction phase of the 
Corrib project and has failed in its statutory role as environmental watchdog 
and in its roles as a member of the Project Monitoring Committee (PMC) and 
the Environmental Monitoring Group (EMG); 

 several incidents occurred during the phase of the project, 7 listed as 
examples; 

 a map was provided depicting light pollution in Ireland. 
 
The objection refers to 5 DVDs “containing footage of pollution” submitted as part of 
the objection. These DVDs depict various interactions between protestors, Gardaí 
and Shell personnel, information in relation to aluminium levels in Carrowmore Lake, 
sink holes in Sruwaddacon Estuary, an eroding landbank on Glengad Beach (photos 
of this landbank were also provided with the objection) and footage of a 
contaminated surface water drain near the installation in 2007. 
 
The objection requests an oral hearing for the reasons outlined. 
 
Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 
The submission affirms support for the objection of Ms. Betty Schult and others. The 
submission refers to the 2002 ABP Oral Hearing and alleges discrepancies between 
what was said and the existing “light pollution” associated with the activities. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation  
The TC notes Ms Muller’s support for this objection.   

An Bord Pleanála (ABP) appeal, planning reference number 16.GA0004, dealt with 
the “Construction of the Corrib Onshore Pipeline comprising strategic upstream gas 
pipeline infrastructure”.  Condition No. 14 of this permit provided for the 
establishment of a Project Monitoring Committee.  The Committee had 
representation drawn from Mayo Co. Co. and invitations extended to Inland Fisheries 
Ireland, DECLG, DCENR, EPA and Bord na Móna to provide one representative to the 
Committee.  In addition four representatives of the local community from Kilcommon 
Parish were invited to join the Committee. The Committee was established to ensure 
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effective monitoring during construction in the interest of the proper planning and 
sustainable development of the area.  
 
A number of other conditions were specified in the final permission in the interests of 
proper environmental control, environmental protection, proper planning and 
sustainable development, in the interests of clarity and transparency to facilitate 
ease of interpretation of all monitoring data collected and recorded and in the 
interests of proper monitoring of the development.  The conditions dealt with: 

 appointment of a suitably qualified and experienced Environmental Officer; 
 establishing an Environmental Management Plan: 
 monitoring of surface water, dust, noise and vibration; 
 monitoring results to be made available to the public by electronic means and 
 establish a complaints register. 

 
The Environmental Monitoring Group (EMG) was established under condition 13 of 
the 2002 consent for the offshore pipeline under Section 40 of the Gas Act 1976.  
The group includes representatives from Mayo County Council, a number of public 
bodies, local fishing representatives, community representatives and representatives 
of the developer. The purpose of the group was “..to ensure "inter alia" active 
adherence to the agreed Environmental Management Plan (EMP) and overview of 
subsequent monitoring protocols including the power to make and agree changes to 
EMP and in respect of other ongoing environmental issues”. 
 
The EPA received a correspondence from SEPIL dated 11 November 2014 to notify 
the Agency that the activities had commenced in accordance with EPA Licence Reg. 
No. P0738-01.  Essentially this is the date from which the Agency assumes 
responsibility for enforcing all of the activities authorised under the licence. 

The TC notes that the subject matter of the objection principally relates to 
complaints arising during the construction phase prior to November 2014, the date of 
commencement of activities under IE Licence Reg. No. P0738-01.  Similarly it is 
considered that the content of each of the 5 DVDs submitted predate the date of 
activation of the licence. The TC concluded that the matters arising in the objection, 
with a number of specific exceptions, comes within the regulatory remit of the 
Project Monitoring Committee, established under ABP appeal planning reference 
number 16.GA0004.  Consequently, any complaint relating to this period of the 
construction phase prior to 11 November 2014 should be addressed to the 
appropriate authority; ABP, in this instance.  The TC concluded that it would be 
inappropriate to consider planning and construction related matters as part of this 
objection as these matters are outside the statutory remit and the regulatory 
function of the Agency.   
 
Similarly, in relation to the points raised in the objection and submission on objection 
pertaining to light pollution, the TC notes that the issue of light pollution is under the 
remit of the planning authority and is dealt with in the planning process.  The EPA 
has no remit in relation to light pollution and consequently it is not regulated under 
the IE licence. The TC therefore consider this issue to be outside the remit of its 
consideration.   
 
The TC however, decided that a number of matters raised in the objection were 
within the statutory remit of the EPA and should be considered as part of this 
objection, as follows: 
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(i) no reliable system in place to react immediately and adequately when things 
go wrong; 

(ii) project cannot be operated in a safe and environmentally appropriate 
manner;  

(iii) no one person identifiable to have overall responsibility; 
(iv) project is outdated in it design and technology; 
(v) previous allegedly poor environmental record; 
(vi) EPA is neither equipped nor willing to take on the responsibility for regulating 

the activities; 
(vii) confidence in the EPA’s investigation and follow up related to public 

complaints; 
(viii) pipeline floating in the Broadhaven Bay; 
(ix) test flaring at the refinery in December 2014. 

 
In relation to points (i) and (ii) the TC had regard in particular to the requirements of 
conditions 2, 3, 9 and 11 of the PD. Condition 2 requires the licensee to implement 
sound environmental management systems. Condition 3 requires that the site 
infrastructure be adequate. Conditions 9.1 to 9.5 of the PD set out clearly the 
licensee’s obligations and requirements to prevent and respond to emergencies and 
to provide for the protection of the environment.  Condition 11 lists the licensee’s 
notification, recording and reporting requirements in the event of an accident or 
incident.    

Subject to compliance with the above conditions, which the Agency will monitor, the 
TC is satisfied that there will be adequate systems and infrastructure in place to 
prevent emissions and to respond to an incident or emergency, should it arise.  
Consequently, for this reason it is the view of the TC that the project can be 
operated in a safe and environmentally appropriate manner.   

In relation to point (iii), condition 2.1 of the PD requires that: “The licensee shall 
employ a suitably qualified and experienced installation manager who shall be 
designated as the person in charge.  The installation manager or a nominated, 
suitably qualified and experienced deputy shall be present on the installation at all 
times during its operation or as otherwise required by the Agency.”  

Based on the requirements of the above conditions the TC is satisfied that a 
designated person in charge will have overall responsibility for ensuring compliance 
with the requirements of the licence.    

In relation to point (iv) the Inspector has considered the appropriateness of the 
technologies having specific regard to the protection of the environment and human 
health in the IR as follows:  

“Consideration of Best Available Techniques (BAT) and BAT conclusions 

BAT for the installation was assessed against the BAT conclusions in the following 
documents: 

 Commission Implementing Decision (2014/738/EU) of 9 October 2014 
establishing best available (BAT) conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU of 
the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the 
refining of mineral oil and gas   

 BREF document on Best Available Techniques for Large Combustion Plants, 
July 2006  
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 BREF document on Best Available Techniques for Energy Efficiency, February 
2009 

 BREF document on Best Available Techniques on Emissions from Storage, 
July 2006 

The licensee submitted a review of the installation activities against the relevant BAT 
conclusion requirements contained in the above BREF documents. There are 58 BATs 
in the CID 2014/738/EU. The licensee has demonstrated that the installation will 
comply with the BAT conclusion requirements specified in the Commission 
Implementing Decision (CID) (2014/738/EU) of 9 October 2014 establishing best 
available techniques (BAT) conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the refining of mineral oil 
and gas and will comply with all of the applicable BAT conclusion requirements 
contained in the additional BREF Documents. BAT associated emission levels (AELs) 
as specified in the BAT conclusions for the refining of mineral oil and gas  published 
on 9 October 2014 have been included in the RD. The activities that are in the scope 
of the CID (2014/738/EU) are the natural gas plant, waste water treatment and 
waste management. The combustion units for energy production (gas turbines and 
power generators) are not within the scope of the CID (2014/738/EU).” 

The objection does not undermine the TC’s confidence in this assessment. 
Consequently, the TC is satisfied that SEPIL has demonstrated that the installation 
will comply with the BAT conclusion requirements which are regarded as best 
practice.  For the reasons stated the TC does not agree that the project is outdated 
in its design and technology, having specific regard to the protection of the 
environment and human health.  

In relation to points (v), (vi) and (vii), the Office of Environmental Enforcement 
(OEE) has responsibility for monitoring and enforcement to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of the IE licence from the 11th November 2014.  Based on the 
experience, knowledge and expertise of the OEE, the TC is satisfied that they are 
adequately equipped to regulate these activities and are confident in their 
investigative capabilities and follow up enforcement activities and actions related to 
incidents and complaints. The TC also notes Condition 12 of the PD which requires 
the licensee to pay the cost of monitoring by the OEE, to put in place measures to 
monitor and address environmental liabilities, and to make financial provision for 
remediation of any damage. In those circumstances the TC is satisfied that the 
licensee shall comply with the licence and that the Agency will be able to police 
compliance with the licence. Having regard to the extensive conditions referred to 
and the OEE’s track record of enforcement, as well as the fact that many of the 
allegations in the objection relate to public order matters rather than environmental 
emissions, the TC is satisfied that no grounds are raised to merit refusal of a licence.  

With regard to point (viii), SEPIL notified the EPA of an incident on 13th March 2015 
involving the pipeline which carries “treated drainage water from areas at risk of 
contamination”, which discharges via Emission Point Ref. No. SW1(b), as per IE 
Licence P0738-01.  A Method Statement provided by SEPIL to the EPA on foot of this 
incident, details the remedial actions necessary to ensure the long term stability and 
protection of the pipeline which include: “Survey Operations (Visual and Acoustic 
surveys using Remote Operated Vehicles (ROV) and Multibeam echo sounder 
respectively); Placement of concrete mattresses on the water outfall line: localised 
repair of the outfall line with integrity testing; Permanent protection of the outfall 
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line.”  The works are significantly well advanced with SEPIL providing regular 
updates to the Agency.   

The TC is satisfied that the EPA is closely monitoring the situation to confirm that the 
incident is closed out to ensure compliance with the requirements of IE Licence 
P0738-01 and to prevent any recurrence. 

In response to point (ix) above the TC notes that SEPIL notified the EPA that the 
activity had commenced on 11th November 2014.  Consequently, the testing of flares 
for the purposes of commissioning in December 2014 was carried out in accordance 
with IE Licence P0738-01.  The TC is satisfied that SEPIL did carry out flaring for the 
purposes of commissioning in accordance with IE Licence P0738-01. 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

Obj 3.   Mr Ian Lumley (An Taisce) 

3.1 Climate and EIA 

The objection states that the EPA has not complied with the requirement of the EIA 
Directive and has not addressed the ECJ Case C-50/09 in the determination of the 
application.  The objection focuses on the EPA’s alleged failure to address direct and 
indirect climate change aspects, i.e. downstream greenhouse gas emissions 
generated by the combustion of gas other than at the site of the activities, and no 
particular point is made in relation to Case C-50/09.  

Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 
This submission voices support for Point No 1. of the objection from An Taisce (Mr. 
Ian Lumley) related to greenhouse gas emissions. Ms. Muller refers to a document 
referenced as “IMF Working Paper Fossil Fuels.”  The paper was not appended (as 
stated) in the submission and was not subsequently provided following a request (by 
email dated 22nd June 2015) to do so by the EPA.   
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
Ms Muller’s support for this objection has been noted. 

Section 8 of the IR deals with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impact, 
as follows:  

“The main compounds that contribute to global warming are carbon dioxide from the 
combustion processes and fugitive emissions of methane. Other compounds have the 
potential to contribute to global warming but are generally released in much smaller 
quantities. 

The major sources of greenhouse gas emissions are combustion in the compressor 
turbines (pressurised sales gas for the distribution network) and power generation 
engines (to provide electricity to the site). Less significant sources are the 
maintenance flare, the high pressure flare (through which natural gas will also be 
vented, uncombusted, under certain scenarios), minor combustion sources 
(emergency generator, firewater pumps) and fugitive emissions (leaks from joints, 
valves and components). 
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Significant hydrocarbon emissions are not anticipated as a result of routine 
operation. In the event of emergencies or abnormal operating conditions natural gas 
and hydrocarbon releases will be efficiently burnt at height. The design incorporates 
numerous safety features to prevent the loss of natural gas. They include relief 
valves, flare systems and emergency shutdown (ESD) valves to prevent the 
generation of potentially flammable leaks and hence loss to air in the unlikely event 
of an overpressure in the system or equipment failure. 

Natural gas releases lower emissions of carbon dioxide than alternative fossil fuels 
per unit of useful energy contained within the fuel. Natural gas use is additionally 
more efficient at its point of use, thereby requiring less fuel to be consumed and 
hence producing lower emissions. This applies to the use of gas for most applications 
including space heating and electricity generation. The use of natural gas to displace 
other fossil fuels will assist in minimising and potentially reducing global warming 
emissions at a national level in combination with other initiatives.   

Other considerations with the potential to influence climate include the generation of 
ozone at lower levels of the atmosphere (tropospheric or low-level ozone formation) 
and the depletion of ozone at higher levels in the atmosphere (stratospheric ozone 
depletion). The use of ozone depleting substances during the operation of the gas 
refinery is not anticipated. Refrigerants used may have global warming potential, 
however such systems are sealed and loss of material would not normally occur. 
Leaks are not considered to be significant in the context of site operations. Impacts 
on ozone depletion associated with the proposed development are not considered to 
be significant.  

The installation has acquired a Green House Gas (GHG) Permit (No. IE-GHG161-01) 
from the Agency in accordance with the European Communities (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Trading) Regulations 2004, as amended (S.I. No. 437 of 2004 and 
amendments). The category of activity under the GHG Regulations is ‘combustion 
installations with a rated thermal input exceeding 20 MW (except hazardous or 
municipal waste installations).’ The permit does not control emissions of gases other 
than carbon dioxide. Regulation 23 requires that the Agency shall not have regard to 
emission limit values, BAT, or require a licence review, with respect to greenhouse 
gases unless it is necessary to ensure no significant local pollution.   

As an installation which will be operating within the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, 
the gas refinery will be subject to statutory monitoring and reporting of carbon 
dioxide emissions from combustion and flaring sources according to a monitoring and 
reporting plan under the gas refinery’s greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) permit. 
Combustion and flaring emissions make up the majority of the gas refinery’s GHG 
emissions. 

As outlined in Section 9 of this report preventative measures are incorporated into 
the design to prevent accidents which may have the potential to affect or contribute 
to global warming. 

With regard to reducing the climate impact of the installation under the IED, the RD 
requires energy management to be addressed as part of the Environmental 
Management System and an energy efficiency audit and an assessment of resource 
use efficiency to be carried out.  The Environmental Management Programme 
objectives and targets include use of cleaner production.”   

Article 3.(b) of the EIA Directive requires that an EIA shall identify describe and 
assess in an appropriate manner the direct and indirect effects inter alia on climate 
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and the inter-relationship between all of the factors mentioned therein. In the IR the 
Inspector’s primary focus relates to the assessment of climate change arising directly 
from the activities authorised.  The assessment of the indirect effect of greenhouse 
gas emissions and climate change in the wider national/global context is dealt with 
to a lesser extent.  This approach is understandable in so far as the Agency is 
concerned with the impacts and mitigation measures associated with the activities.  
Inevitably, some of these impacts relate to broader environmental issues of national 
and international importance.  The measures necessary to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change are the subject of international and EU legislation, 
policies and strategies, including national binding targets.  A range of national policy 
measures in this regard are outlined in Irelands National Climate Change Strategy, 
2007-2012.   

Having specific regard to the indirect effect of greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change in the wider national/global context, the TC are satisfied that : 

 climate change issues, including mitigation measures, are the subject of 
specific policies and strategies as set out in relevant Government 
documentation, including the National Climate Change Strategy, 2007-2012;   

 the measures to be taken at activity level are cognisant of and complimentary 
to the measures outlined in national policy aimed at reducing emissions as 
part of a comprehensive strategy to tackle emissions from all sources.   

Accordingly, the TC notes that climate change is a global issue that is dealt with 
under specific legislation at EU and national level. The ultimate burning of the gas by 
consumers will be regulated in accordance with this legislation. Consequently, the TC 
considers that the activity will be carried on within the appropriate legislative 
framework. It is noted that the legislative regime for achieving carbon emission 
reductions requires production of gas for the time being, and the proposed activity is 
in accordance with legislation and government policy. 

The TC also notes that the installation has acquired a Green House Gas (GHG) Permit 
(No. IE-GHG161-01) from the Agency in accordance with the European Communities 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading) Regulations 2004 (S.I. No. 437 of 2004 and 
amendments). 
 
Consequently, whilst the TC is not clear what precise point is being made in relation 
to Case C-50/09, it is satisfied that the direct and indirect effects of the activity on 
the environment have now been assessed in accordance with the requirements of 
the EIA Directive. 

With regard to the submission on the objection from Ms Muller, the TC were unable 
to identify the particular document referred to despite a request for the submitter to 
provide it and/or otherwise through internet searches. Consequently, the TC did not 
have regard to this document in considering this submission.   

Recommendation:  No change. 
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3.2 Fit and Proper Person  

The objector states that the status of the Licensee as a “fit and proper person” has 
not been properly assessed and determined.  In support of these assertions there is 
extensive reference to global climate change. With regard to financial standing, the 
objection asserts that the conditions in the PD requiring a financial provision to cover 
any liabilities associated with the activity does not address the financial capacity of 
Shell and the adequacy of the contingency which it has put in place. 

Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 
This submission offers support to the above objection point. The following issues are 
also raised under each of the criteria as follows.  

(i) Technical ability – the submission refers to the Accufacts Report (2005) 
(which was not appended to the submission as stated) and quotes from 
it.  The submission then goes on to refer to the pipeline which floated to 
the surface of Broadhaven Bay and questions the integrity of the 
production pipeline.  It proposes that the use of a remote operated 
vehicle is necessary to survey the pipeline;  

(ii) Legal standing – the submission refers to an ongoing High Court case 
involving Health & Safety matters, an inquest into the death of a person 
during construction of the installation and an inquest into the death of a 
person following a road traffic accident;  

(iii) Financial standing – the submission alleges that the financial standing of 
SEPIL is not what it once was and states the need for the EPA to protect 
the integrity of the environment.   

 

Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes Ms Muller’s support for this objection point. 

The Agency must be satisfied that the licensee is a fit and proper person before 
granting the licence.  Section 84(4) of the EPA Act 1992 as amended  sets out the 
three elements of the test to be satisfied which may be summarised as follows (a) 
the person shall not have been convicted under the EPA Acts, the Waste 
Management Act 1996, as amended, the Local Government (Water Pollution) Acts 
1977 and 1990 or the Air Pollution Act 1987, (b) the person shall have the technical 
knowledge & qualifications to carry on the activity (c) the person is likely to be in a 
position to meet any financial commitments or liabilities that may be incurred when 
carrying on the activity.  A person must satisfy all three conditions before meeting 
the requirements to be a fit and proper person.   

 
Section 14 of the IR deals with the Fit & Proper Person Assessment.  Having 
subjected the assessment to each of three tests the Inspector concluded: “It is my 
view that the licensee can be deemed a Fit & Proper Person for the purpose of this 
licence review.” 

It is noted that the objection is not contesting the fit and proper test from a criminal 
conviction (legal standing) perspective.  With regard to Ms Muller’s submission on 
objection relating to legal standing, the matters referred to in the submission are 
outside the scope of consideration of the TC and are not relevant in the 
consideration of a “fit and proper person” for the purposes of Section 84(4).    

In relation to technical knowledge & qualifications, it is noted that the Inspector in 
the IR concluded: “SEPIL has significant experience and technical capability and 
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employ people with the necessary technical competence, qualifications and 
experience. The application includes information on the on-site management 
structure and responsibility for environmental management.”   

The TC considered the Accufacts Report (2005), which was available online.  It finds 
that there are many areas of the report which are questionable with regards to 
accuracy and veracity.  It is also noted that the document is now ten years old and 
does not accurately reflect BAT conclusions at this time.  Having regard to these 
facts the TC considered that there is nothing in the Accufacts Report (2005), which 
undermines SEPIL’s technical ability having regard to consideration as a “fit and 
proper person”.   

In relation to queries on the integrity of the incoming production pipeline the 
following text is taken from Section 16 of the IR: “Two systems of leak detection will 
be operated for the incoming gas pipeline. The first system will be computerised and 
covers the offshore incoming gas pipeline as well as the onshore incoming gas 
pipeline. It will measure flow, pressure and temperature data. Its essential objective 
will be to provide an early warning if a pipeline leak should occur, so that appropriate 
remedial action can be undertaken. A second and independent, system will be 
installed, which is based on monitoring along the onshore incoming gas pipeline 
route by means of very sensitive vibration detection using a fibre optic cable.  

The main functions of the leak detection systems are: 

 To provide the operator with alarm signal levels on occurrence of a 
detectable leak anywhere within the system; 

 To identify the area where the leak is situated (second system only); and 
 To evaluate the leak rate, and the total gas lost, due to the leak.”. 

 
The TC considers that there are sophisticated on-line systems in place to monitor any 
leaks from the production pipeline and to take remedial action, as appropriate.  
While it is noted that SEPIL is employing Visual and Acoustic surveys using Remote 
Operated Vehicles (ROV) and Multibeam echo sounder respectively to address the  
incident of the floating pipeline and to ensure the long term stability and protection 
of the pipeline (see Objection No. 2 above), the TC conclude that a condition 
requiring an ongoing remote vehicle survey of the pipeline and umbilical is 
unnecessary as the online systems in place are more than adequate to detect any 
breach in the integrity of these pipelines. 

On the final test relating to financial capacity, the Inspector states: “SEPIL has public 
liability insurance which will cover property damage by sudden and accidental 
pollution events up to USD$500 million.  Condition 12.2.3 requires the licensee to 
make financial provisions to cover any liabilities associated with the operation by 1 
May 2015.  Condition 12.2.5 requires the licensee to have regard to the EPA (2014) 
Environmental Protection Agency Guidance on assessing and costing environmental 
liabilities and, as appropriate, Guidance on Environmental Liability Risk Assessment, 
Residuals Management Plans, and Financial Provision (2006) when implementing 
Conditions 12.2.2 and 12.2.3.” 

It is noted that SEPIL submitted an environmental liabilities risk assessment (ELRA) 
report to the Agency in accordance with EPA guidance, under Condition 12.2 of IE 
Licence P0738-01.  The ELRA estimates a liability that may be incurred in a worst 
case scenario and sets out financial proposals to cover the liability.  The ELRA is 
presently being assessed by the Office of Environmental Enforcement. 
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The TC is satisfied that the Inspector set out clearly in the IR under each of the three 
criteria how the test was satisfied in respect of the assessment for fit and proper 
person, and it agrees with her analysis. 

In addition, as noted above, the TC is satisfied that the environmental management 
programme and site infrastructure referred to in Conditions 2 and 3, the control and 
monitoring provisions in Condition 6, the accident prevention and emergency 
response measures in Condition 9, the notification, recording and reporting 
obligations in Condition 11, and the environmental liability and financial provision 
requirements in Condition 12 will provide a robust system for ensuring that the 
applicant continues to meet the requirements for qualification as a fit and proper 
person throughout the lifetime of the activity. 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

Obj 4.   Mr Peter Sweetman  

Mr. Sweetman states at the end of his objection that given the size of the file and 
the fact the EPA refused a time extension that there may be lacunae and 
inaccuracies in his objection.  

For convenience, the points of his objection are grouped as summarised below. 

It is noted that the submission on objection from Ms Monica Muller states its 
supports for this objection.  
 

4.1 Compliance with CJEU Judgement C-50/09 and scope of EIA 

The objection argues that the Agency does not understand the EIA process, and also 
suggests that an EIA cannot be carried out due to failures of assessment in other 
parts of the overall scheme. This is based on an argument relating to the definition 
of the term “project” in the EIA Directive and the nature of an assessment. The 
objection is essentially legalistic in nature and relates solely to the assessment 
process. It contains no scientific material. 

The objection claims that the entire Corrib gas extraction scheme is a single project 
for which there must be a fully integrated EIA.  

It first purports to show that other authorities have not carried out a proper EIA. 
(These arguments are addressed at 4.2 to 4.7 below) 

It then argues that the situation cannot be regularised due to the operation of Case 
C-215/06 which prohibits conduct of an EIA after development has taken place. 

It quotes in some detail from the judgment in Case C-50/09, highlighting paragraphs 
which it appears to consider to be important, though it does not explain what 
argument it is making based on these. 

It cites briefly Case C-392/96 which provides that splitting of projects must not lead 
to avoidance of EIA. 

It also refers to Case C-279/11 and extracts a statement from it to the effect that, 
where failure to comply with a European Court judgment results in damage to the 
environment, this is a particularly serious matter. 
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It argues that the inspector has failed to understand the judgment in Case C-50/09 
in holding that the State has complied with that judgment by inserting S83(2A) into 
the EPA Act.  

Overall, the argument is that the project has not been properly assessed by other 
authorities, and so the EPA cannot complete a valid EIA. 

 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
It is acknowledged that the assessments carried out by the DCENR, ABP, the EPA (in 
the case of P0738-01) and the Department of Environment Community and Local 
Government (DECLG) predate ECJ Judgement Case C50-09 dated the 03 March 
2011. It is noted that the Inspector states the following in the IR: “Following on from 
Case C50/09, national legislation has been amended to take account of the 
judgement.  These changes included the insertion of Section 83(2A) and Section 
87(1A) to (1I) into the EPA Act 1992, as amended.”  The TC notes that this 
statement is correct. It also notes the reasoning underlying the judgment and the 
paragraphs quoted in the objection. It does not agree that the inspector’s 
understanding was limited to S83(2A), but agrees that S83(2A) is now the statutory 
provision under which EIA must be carried out in accordance with the Directive. 

The TC notes that Irish legislation entrusts the EIA process to a number of 
competent authorities, as provided for by the EIA Directive.  Section 83(2A)(b) of the 
EPA Acts stipulates that where an activity  is likely to have significant effects on the 
environment by virtue, inter alia, of its nature, size or location, that the EPA must 
ensure a licence application is made subject to an EIA as respects the matters that 
come within the functions of the Agency.” 

The ECJ in Case C-50/09 held that it was acceptable in principle to divide 
competence for carrying out EIA between different consent authorities.  Insofar as 
the ECJ held that Irish law at the time of those decisions failed to correctly 
implement the EIA Directive, it is noted that the Court also held that it was 
nonetheless possible for competent authorities to carry out an EIA which would 
overall comply with the Directive. The Court referred with approval to the decisions 
in Martin v. Bord Pleanala and O’Connell v. EPA as providing an interpretation of the 
law compatible with the EIA Directive, in spite of inadequacies in the implementing 
legislation. The Agency has always taken it that it can carry out a valid EIA of 
projects for matters within its jurisdiction, because the licensing procedures 
themselves are sufficient to provide a basis for EIA in accordance with the EIA 
Directive. This power has recently been reinforced by S83(2A). Thus, the mere 
division of authority does not prevent the EPA carrying out an EIA, nor does the 
judgment mean that prior decisions are invalid. 

The objection argues that the project means the entire scheme from wellhead 
through terminal to its connection with the Dublin – Galway gas pipeline and seeks 
to establish inadequacies in the assessment of those other parts of the overall 
scheme. Whilst there are arguments for and against this interpretation, the TC notes 
that it is not necessary to determine the point here. The “project” or part of the 
project to which the licence application relates is the “activity” (or activities) carried 
out at the terminal and the emissions from the activity, including the emissions 
through pipes that run alongside the incoming gas pipeline. The Agency’s jurisdiction 
goes no further than this and it is limited to considering the activity, its emissions, 
and the potential direct and indirect effects of the activity and its emissions, 
particularly in relation to the rest of the overall scheme, but also in relation to the 
environment as a whole. It extends also to the potential direct and indirect effects of 
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other parts of the overall scheme on the activity, and of the activity on the overall 
scheme. The TC is satisfied that the IR does this, and notes that the objection does 
not dispute this. 

On foot of the changes to the EPA Act mentioned above, the TC notes that the 
Agency, as part of the assessment of licence application P0738-03, engaged in 
consultation with other EIA consent authorities involved in this project and had full 
regard to their assessments and their observations, and where necessary the 
material before them. These are recorded and assessed in the Inspector’s Report. 
The documents and submissions relied upon for the EPA’s assessment are identified 
in full in the IR. 

The TC notes that the ECJ accepted that the consent process could be divided 
between a number of different authorities, provided there is a full EIA of all effects 
and all interactions between effects before a definitive consent to operate has been 
granted. The TC notes that the EPA has already licensed the activity, and that this is 
merely a review of the licence to take account of modification to the activity, 
principally to alter the emission points. The Agency has deemed it appropriate to 
conduct an EIA of the entire activity to satisfy itself in relation to the statutory 
criteria for grant of a licence, and has assessed the interaction of effects insofar as 
they bear on the activity. 

The TC understands that any deficiency in the EIA processes carried out by other 
consent authorities is not a matter that can affect the validity of its own 
considerations when those other authorities’ decisions have not been challenged. 
Subject to the comments in the following sections, the TC is satisfied that the IR has 
properly understood the effects of those parts of the Corrib gas scheme that were 
the subject of other authorisations, and their interaction with the activity which is the 
subject of the licence review. 

The TC concludes that it is satisfied that the assessment undertaken by the Inspector 
for the purposes of EIA included an examination, analysis and identification which 
identified, described and assessed the likely significant direct and indirect effects of 
the proposed activities on the environment, as respects the matters which come 
within the functions of the Agency, and in compliance with statutory obligations.  
The assessment reached clear, precise and unambiguous conclusions and set out a 
reason in each instance.  The TC has considered these conclusions and has 
determined that it has nothing further to add to them, and that nothing further 
arises from the objection. In the circumstances, the TC concludes that the EPA’s 
assessment was clear, precise and had no gaps or lacunae.    

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

 

4.2 Planning Refusal PL 16.126073 

The objection refers to the following documents: 

-  ABP Inspectors Report PL 16.126073 Permission refused by the Board on 
appeal for proposed gas terminal at Bellagelly South, Bellanaboy Bridge, 
Belmullet, Co. Mayo. 
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-  ABP Inspectors Report PL 16.207212 Construct gas terminal for the reception 
and separation of gas from the Corrib Gas Field, and for a peat deposition site. 

It is the objector’s contention that neither the Inspectors Report nor EIA of ABP in 
case PL 16.126073 were submitted to the EPA and were therefore not considered by 
the Inspector.  The objection states that there was a serious lacuna related to the 
information submitted in respect of PL 16.207212 & PL 16.126073 and that the PD is 
fundamentally flawed as it does not assess the interaction between the parts of PL 
16.126073 which were not considered in PL 16.207212. 

In a later part of the objection, it is stated that ABP failed to submit details of 
16.126073, “..in particular the reports on this file which could be considered an 
Environmental Impact Assessment.” 

 

Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The ABP Inspectors Report PL 16.126073, Permission refused by the Board on 
appeal for proposed gas terminal at Bellagelly South, Bellanaboy Bridge, Belmullet, 
Co. Mayo, was not formally submitted to the EPA by ABP.  It is however freely 
available for access and download from ABP’s website.  The TC has downloaded and 
considered it, along with the ABP decision and direction. Having done so, the TC 
agrees with the assessment and conclusions of the inspector and does not consider 
that any adjustment needs to be made to the EIA.  

The TC noted that the Bord Pleanala Inspector’s Report dated 14 October 2004 
(ref.no. PL16.207212) that recommended grant of permission for the gas terminal 
and peat deposition site is described to have been contained in two volumes. The 
second volume is described within the first volume as containing summaries of 
various reports, submissions and other documents relevant to that planning process. 
It has not been possible to obtain a copy of the second volume. The TC is satisfied 
from the description within the first volume that the second volume could not contain 
any new significant material or information relevant to the issues arising for 
assessment by the Agency. 
 

Recommendation:  No change 

4.3 Assessments of other Authorities for the purposes of EIA 

The objection refers to a comment in the IR referencing the consultation carried out 
with Mayo Co. Co., ABP and DCENR for the purposes of EIA.  It states that “..as no 
Environmental Impact Assessments were submitted therefore could not have been 
had regard to.”   

The objection later refers to a letter from the EPA (dated 19 February 2014) to 
DECLG, DCENR, and ABP.  The letter requested: “Furnish hardcopy of all documents 
related to any environmental impact assessment carried out by your Department in 
respect of any development or proposed development comprising part of the activity 
to which a grant of any authorisation refer.”  It is contended that none of the above 
submitted an Environmental Impact Assessment which complies with the Directive 
and Regulations.   

Further to this it is claimed that it is not possible for an EIA to have been carried out 
on the project having specific regard to the following wording taken from Page 9 of 
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the IR: “Having specific regard to EIA, this report is intended to identify, describe 
and assess for the Agency the direct and indirect effects of the proposed activities on 
the environment, as regards the matters that come within the functions of the 
Agency, including any interaction between those effects and to propose conclusions 
to the Agency in relation to such effects. 
The EISs submitted, the licence application, the submissions and observations 
received from third parties; the assessments carried out by the planning authority, 
An Bord Pleanála, DCENR and DECLG; “.  The objector asserts that it has been 
shown that no EIAs were carried out by ABP, DCENR and DECLG.  The objection 
states that the fact the inspector refers to the planning authority’s assessments 
“..shows a complete lack of understanding of the Environmental Impact Assessment 
process...”  as the “…assessment of 03/3343 was appealed and an incomplete 
assessment was purported to have been carried out by An Bord Pleanála.”  

 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
Section 4.3, of the IR provides a list of the EIS’s submitted and considered as part of 
the review application.  As quoted in the objection above, the IR identifies all of the 
material considered for the Inspector’s assessment, and the TC notes from the IR 
that the following was also considered as part of the assessment undertaken: 

“…consultations with the planning authority, An Bord Pleanála, DCENR, DECLG and 
DAHG; the consents and decisions and any additional information submitted by the 
licensee; have been examined, considered and assessed below.”   

Having reviewed the documentation submitted by the Licensee and other parties, 
and the consultations undertaken, the TC is satisfied that the Inspector received the 
assessments conducted by DCENR, ABP and Mayo County Council, and the relevant 
consent decisions.  The TC has clarified, with the Inspector, that the assessments of 
Mayo County Council for planning application 03/3343 were considered in light of the 
subsequent appeal which was considered by ABP (ref PL 16.207212).      

The argument advanced appears to be that there were deficiencies in the 
assessments carried on by other authorities and that these prevent the EPA carrying 
out an assessment of the proposed activities to which the licence application relates. 
The TC understands that the EPA is not entitled to question the validity of those 
authorisation procedures or of any assessment carried on within them. 

The TC would note that the Agency is considering the application for a licence for the 
activities referred to, and is not authorising the broader scheme of related 
developments. The TC is satisfied that the assessment undertaken by the Inspector 
for the purposes of EIA included an examination, analysis and identification which 
identified, described and assessed the likely significant direct and indirect effects of 
the proposed activities on the environment, as respects the matters which come 
within the functions of the Agency and in full consideration of the assessments 
carried out by other relevant competent authorities and of all documents submitted 
as part of the licence application.  The EPA’s assessment reached clear, precise and 
unambiguous conclusions and set out a reason in each instance.  The EPA’s 
assessment was clear, precise and had no gaps or lacunae.    

Recommendation:  No change 
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4.4 Changes to SW3 

The objection refers to a statement in the IR related to a decision by Mayo Co. Co. 
not to require an EIA in respect of the proposed change to the discharge point 
location for treated water (SW3).  It asserts that the EPA Inspector made a 
fundamental error in considering that this decision exempted the development from 
EIA.  It also states that the whole project to which the PD relates requires EIA.  

Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
Section 6.3.1 of the IR deals with the discharge of treated produced water at 
emission point (SW3).  The Inspector, in the IR, simply notes the decision of Mayo 
Co. Co. to exempt the proposed changes from EIA for planning purposes.   

As part of the Inspector’s evaluation of the proposed activities, Section 16(d)(i) of 
the IR identifies, describes and assesses the likely significant direct and indirect 
effects of the proposed activities on the environment, having regard to the 
requirements of the EIA Directive.  It concludes: “The treated waste water 
discharges will introduce such low levels of contaminants that the impacts are 
predicted as negligible. I am satisfied that based on the above assessment and the 
mitigation measures in place there will be no significant effect on aquatic ecology, 
water quality and human beings.” 

Having regard to the above the TC is satisfied that the impact arising from the 
discharge point location for treated water (SW3) has been fully incorporated into the 
Agency’s assessment of the activity for the purposes of EIA.  As is asserted, the 
Inspector did not exempt from consideration this emission point and consequently 
there is no error, omission or lacunae in this regard.  

As outlined in Objection 4.1 above, EIA for the Corrib project is entrusted to a 
number of authorities. The TC is satisfied that the EPA engaged in consultation with 
the relevant EIA consent authorities involved in this project and had full regard to 
their assessments and their observations and that the assessment undertaken by the 
Inspector for the purposes of EIA included an examination, analysis and identification 
which identified, described and assessed the likely significant direct and indirect 
effects of the proposed activities on the environment, as respects the matters which 
come within the functions of the Agency, and in compliance with statutory 
obligations.   

As noted above, the EPA has no power to question the validity of the decisions of 
Mayo County Council, but even if there was some error as alleged, the TC is satisfied 
that the EPA has fully understood the likely impact of the proposed activity including 
the discharge to point SW3. No addition to the IR is required in this respect. 

 

Recommendation:  No change 

 
 
4.5 EIS submitted to MLVC in 2001 

The objection states that the 2001 Marine Licence Vetting Committee (MLVC) 
assessment was for a different terminal and a different pipeline to what the EPA is 
purporting to assess. The objection claims that DECNR did not submit an EIA and 
failed to submit “Volume 1-Main text” of the related EIS and so these documents 
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could not have been considered by the EPA.  A copy of the entire EIS and Addendum 
to the EIS which relates to that 2001 assessment was attached to the objection. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The complaint appears to relate to a number of issues here. First, there is a 
complaint that the 2001 MLVC assessment was for a different terminal and a 
different pipeline to those now under consideration. The TC notes that the 
authorisation process carried out by the MLVC was for the upstream pipeline, and it 
appears to have had adequate information to carry out an EIA in light of the 
proposed terminal at that time. The terminal design was subsequently modified and 
approved by An Bord Pleanála which considered the interaction of effects with 
relation to the revised terminal design. This did not alter the upstream pipeline. An 
Bord Pleanála subsequently authorised a revised upstream pipeline from the landfall 
at Glengad to the terminal, and carried out EIA of that segment of the pipe. The 
Agency is determining the application for a licence for the activities to be carried on 
at the terminal, together with the discharge outflows through the upstream pipeline 
and the offshore pipeline. In that context the TC is satisfied that the IR has 
adequately understood and set out the issues posed by its connections to the 
upstream and offshore pipeline, in particular the routeing of discharges along the 
route of those pipelines. Modifications to the overall scheme have been taken into 
account in the 2010 review of the upstream pipeline, and are outlined below. The TC 
is satisfied that all issues relating to the activity and its discharges have been 
assessed. 

The second point here seems to be that the EPA did not have the main text of the 
EIS for the downstream pipeline. This is incorrect. The IR under Section 4.3 sets out 
the EISs which were submitted as part of the review application.  It is noted that 
DCENR provided to the EPA the 2001 EIS (and associated additional information and 
addendum) that was submitted to them by the Licensee, as part of the 2001 consent 
application.   The TC can confirm that contrary to the objector’s assertion, the 
“Volume I – Main text” was submitted in its entirety by DCENR.  It is also noted that 
the Licensee submitted to the EPA the EIS which was submitted by them to DCENR 
for the 2010 consent.  In Section 4.4 of the IR the Inspector confirms: 

“I have considered and examined the documents furnished by DCENR and DECLG in 
relation to the impacts assessed by them individually, in particular their consents 
granted for construction of the onshore and offshore incoming gas pipeline and for 
the revision of the addendum to the Plan of Development and for the foreshore 
licence.” 

“I have considered and examined the documents furnished by DCENR in relation to 
the impacts assessed by it, in particular the consents granted for construction and 
operation of the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline.” 

Section 4.5.2 of the IR deals with consultation carried out between the EPA and 
DCENR and the following text is provided in the IR: “… in July 2001, the then 
Minister for the Marine and Natural Resources requested the (MLVC) to examine all 
environmental aspects of the project. The MLVC considered the environmental 
implications of the proposed development in the light of the applications for statutory 
permissions relevant to the then Department of Marine and Natural Resources (i.e., 
applications for Foreshore licence, approval of the plan of development and pipeline 
[incoming gas pipeline] consent) all of which entailed publication, for public 
consultation, of a two part EIS covering both the marine and land based elements of 
the project including potential impacts under the Habitats Directive.” 
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The MLVC considered the EIS, the submissions received on foot of its publication, 
the responses by the developer to the submissions, the developer’s responses to 
queries raised by the Committee and reports by both the DCENR’s consultants and 
the MLVC’s own consultants on all environmental impacts. On the basis of all the 
above, the MLVC recommended that the project be given the relevant statutory 
permissions subject to a number of conditions. DCENR refers to the report of the 
MLVC which was published in 2002 and is available on the DCENR website.” 

In addition, Section 4.5.2 of the IR also deals with consultation carried out between 
the EPA and DECLG from which the following text is taken: “As part of their 
consultation response, the DECLG submitted a copy of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment carried out for the part of the construction of the Corrib Gas Pipeline 
[incoming gas pipeline] for which a Foreshore Licence was granted on 22 July 2011 
and a copy of the Foreshore Licence. The DECLG notes that the Environmental 
Impact Assessment was carried out, on behalf of the Minister, by the Marine Licence 
Vetting Committee. 

The DECLG notes that the revised discharge point is located in the Corrib Field and is 
well outside the foreshore, as defined in Section 1 of the Foreshore Act 1933. This 
discharge point is unchanged from the details contained in the Foreshore licence 
application approved by the Minister in 2011. The DECLG states that as no changes 
are proposed to the discharge pipe already in situ and no further construction on the 
foreshore is proposed, it has no observations to offer on the Industrial Emissions 
licence application.” 

The Inspector concluded that: “This consultation response has been taken into 
consideration in the licence application assessment.” 

The TC is satisfied that the Inspector has considered the documentation relating to 
each consent granted by the EIA competent authorities associated with this project, 
and has set out all issues that are relevant to the conclusion of the EIA of the 
proposed activities.  

Recommendation:  No change 

 
    
4.6   Consultation with An Bord Pleanála 

Referring to an ABP consultation response in the IR, the objection states that this 
shows a complete EIA by the EPA was not possible.  The text referred to reads as 
follows: “ABP acknowledges the extent of available information on the licence review 
application on the Agency's website, together with volumes of information associated 
with the previous licence and planning applications applying to the gas refinery. ABP 
notes there is some lack of clarity that does not enable ABP to fully assess the 
material changes resulting such as to allow a comprehensive assessment of the 
physical planning implications arising that may require further planning permissions.”  
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes that the following text which is included in the IR follows on directly 
after the above: “However having carried out an initial inspection of documents on 
the Agency's website, ABP considers that the activity, subject of the current licence 
review application P0738-03, would appear to be substantially that for which 
planning permission was granted, subject to conditions, by ABP under ABP reference 
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PL16.207212 and by subsequent amendments made thereto by further planning 
permissions. …”  

“Accepting this, ABP requests the Agency to satisfy itself that the following specific 
changes arising for the activity under the licence review are compliant with 
permissions granted for the site, as any material change to that which has been 
previously permitted would likely require a further planning permission:” 

In response to the request from ABP the Inspector commented in the IR as follows: 
“It is noted that while ABP acknowledges a lack of clarity in relation to the material 
changes on site for the purposes of assessing the physical planning implications 
arising on site, they are satisfied that the activities proposed in licence review 
application P0738-03 is as authorised by the planning permissions granted for it. The 
licensee confirmed in correspondence received by the Agency on 02 September 2014 
that the development at the gas refinery is in compliance with the extant permissions 
outlined above. It is therefore considered that no further information is required in 
this regard.”  

The TC has reexamined this issue and is satisfied that any alterations to the terminal 
to accommodate changes to the routeing of discharges (which is the whole purpose 
of the application for a revised licence) would be unlikely to result in any material 
changes to the terminal development. Were any such changes to occur, their 
materiality would, however, fall to be decided under the Planning and Development 
Acts. The TC is nonetheless satisfied that any changes would be internal to the 
terminal and would not lead to any additional environmental impact. The TC is 
satisfied that the Inspector confirmed that the activities to be licensed appeared to 
be in compliance with planning requirements and did not in any respect prevent the 
EPA from undertaking an EIA to ensure compliance with national legislation and the 
Directive.    It is noted that the enforcement of planning requirements is the planning 
authority’s responsibility. 

Recommendation:  No change 

 
 

4.7   Subsea Facilities 

The objector states that he is unable to find any assessment or detail of the subsea 
facilities which the inspector agrees is part of the project. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The Inspector notes that details of safety measures for the upstream pipeline are 
included in Appendix Q6.3 and Q6.4 of the EIS. The Inspector refers to her 
assessment of subsea facilities in the IR under Section 16. Environmental Impact 
Assessment as follows: “As outlined in Section 9 of this report the licensee has 
carried out extensive quantitative and qualitative risk assessments on the major risks 
identified in the operation of the installation (gas refinery, onshore pipeline, subsea 
facilities, landfall valve installation and the services umbilical) which have concluded 
that codes and standards have been met and, in the unlikely event that one of the 
major risks identified occur, that there are sufficient effective controls to prevent or 
mitigate such an accident/emergency and its environmental consequences.  …” 

“As outlined in Section 9 of this report the licensee has carried out extensive 
quantitative and qualitative risk assessments on the major risks identified for the 
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operation of the installation (gas refinery, subsea facilities, onshore incoming gas 
pipeline, LVI and services umbilical) which concluded that the code and standards 
have been met and, in the unlikely event that one of the major risks identified occur, 
that there are sufficient effective controls to prevent or mitigate such an 
accident/emergency. …” 

The TC is satisfied that the offshore pipeline has been assessed and authorised in 
accordance with relevant safety standards and will operate in a safe manner. The 
proposed discharges have been assessed by the Inspector and are not likely to have 
any impact on the safety of that pipeline. Nor will the discharge have any impact on 
the safety of the discharge pipes. Even if an accident were to occur, the automatic 
closing of the wellhead valves and of the discharge valves would reduce the 
timescale over which any discharge would occur so that, having regard to the low 
polluting potential of the discharge, any accident would have a negligible 
environmental effect. Having regard to the above the TC is satisfied that the 
Inspector has had due regard to the assessment of subsea facilities in undertaking 
the assessment for the purposes of EIA in respect of the proposed activities. 
 

Recommendation:  No change 

 

4.8    ‘Guidelines on the information to be contained in EIS’ 

The objection states that the EPA has not amended its publication ‘Guidelines on the 
information to be contained in EIS (2002)’ which raises the question whether the 
EPA has any understanding of the Case C50-09. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes that the EPA is currently reviewing and updating the following EIA 
documents, Guidelines on the Information to be contained in Environmental Impact 
Statements and Advice Notes on Current Practice (in the preparation of 
Environmental Impact Statements).  The review commenced in September 2014 and 
is anticipated that it will be completed and the revised documents published before 
the end of 2015.  Regardless, the DOECLG publication on Guidelines for Planning 
Authorities and An Bord Pleanála on carrying out Environmental Impact Assessment 
at 2.5 (Page 6) March 2013 states: “The guidance and advice contained in the 
publications referred to in 2.4 (i.e. EPA guidelines and associated advice notes) are 
still generally relevant. Planning authorities and the Board should therefore continue 
to have regard to these publications.” 

The TC notes that the EPA EIS Guidelines state that the EIS is prepared after the EIA 
has been carried out. This does not accurately reflect the Agency’s understanding 
and has not done so since prior to the O’Connell v. EPA case. The TC notes that the 
Guidelines are not, therefore, a correct statement of the EPA’s understanding, and 
this error should have been corrected prior to publication of the Guidelines; but it 
has not had any bearing on the Agency’s assessment of this application.  

Recommendation:  No change 
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4.9 Fee Refund 

The objector considers that the objection fee of €126 euro is excessive and should 
be returned.   
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC considered the request for a refund of fees in this instance.  Article 9(1) of 
the EPA (Licensing Fees) Regulations 1994 as amended, notwithstanding any other 
provision of these Regulations, provides for the Agency to refund or waive the fee 
payable in accordance with these Regulations where it is satisfied that payment in 
full of the fee would not be just and reasonable.  Having due regard to the 
significant EPA resource requirement necessary to address the extensive nature of 
this objection, the TC recommends that the fee should not be refunded. 
 

Recommendation:  No change 

 

4.10 Appropriate Assessment 

The objection states that the Galway to Mayo gas pipeline had a significant negative 
effect on SACs and no Appropriate Assessment was submitted or considered by the 
Inspector.  
 
Later the objection quotes a paragraph from the IR related to screening for 
Appropriate Assessment which the objector claims is fundamentally flawed and 
states the following as the reasons: 
“The development is in the following sites; 
004037 Blacksod Bay/Broadhaven SPA 
000500 Glenmoy Bog Complex SAC 
00472 Broadhaven Bay SAC 
2.  There is an [sic] discharge into; 
000476 Carrowmore Lake Complex SAC  
 
The report uses the following as a test for screening “will have a significant effect on 
the European.  The actual test is described in Finlay Geoghegan J in Kelly V An Board 
Pleanála 2013 802 JR…”. 
 
“As relevant SACs and SPAs were screened out it was not possible for the 
Environmental Protection Agency to make a decision which complies with the 
requirement set out in CJEU Case C-258/11…”. 
 
The objection claims that the Appropriate Assessment carried out for this 
development failed to assess the entirety of the project.  The failure of the EPA to 
assess in an appropriate manner the increase in the discharge from 5 mg/l to 30 
mg/l proves, it is said, a lacuna, making the AA illegal in law.   
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 

It is noted that, in the High Court Judgement in Kelly V An Bord Pleanála [2014] 
IEHC 400, Finlay Geoghegan J stated:“40. It must be recalled that the appropriate 
assessment, or a stage two assessment, will only arise where, in the stage one 
screening process, it has been determined (or it has been implicitly accepted) that 
the proposed development meets the threshold of being considered likely to have 
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significant effects on a European site. Where that is the position, then, in accordance 
with the preceding case law, the appropriate assessment to be lawfully conducted in 
summary: (i) Must identify, in the light of the best scientific knowledge in the field, 
all aspects of the development project which can, by itself or in combination with 
other plans or projects, affect the European site in the light of its conservation 
objectives. This clearly requires both examination and analysis. (ii) Must contain 
complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions and may not have lacunae 
or gaps. The requirement for precise and definitive findings and conclusions appears 
to require analysis, evaluation and decisions. Further, the reference to findings and 
conclusions in a scientific context requires both findings following analysis and 
conclusions following an evaluation each in the light of the best scientific knowledge 
in the field. (iii) May only include a determination that the proposed development will 
not adversely affect the integrity of any relevant European site where upon the basis 
of complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions made the Board decides 
that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of the identified 
potential effects.” 
 
The TC regard the above provisions, taken from the judgement, to provide the most 
appropriate basis on which to conduct Appropriate Assessment in accordance with 
the requirements of the legislation. 
 
In examining how AA has been dealt with in the IR the following is noted:  Section 
10.5 of the IR describes how screening for AA was undertaken to assess, in view of 
best scientific knowledge and the conservation objectives of the site, if the proposed 
activities, individually or in combination with other plans or projects is likely to have a 
significant effect on specified European Site(s).  The Inspector determined that the 
proposed activities met the threshold of being considered likely to have significant 
effects on a European site(s) and accordingly determined that an AA of the proposed 
activities on those sites was required. 
 
In carrying out the AA on each of the designated European sites the Inspector took 
into account each of the following: “1) The Natura Impact Statements submitted by 
the licensee as part of their licence review application: 

 The revised Natura Impact Statement (dated January 2014), as 
defined in Regulation 2(1) of the European Communities (Birds and 
Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (S.I. No. 477 of 2011); 

 The Corrib Onshore Pipeline Natura Impact Statement (May 2010), 
which considered the ecological impacts of the onshore incoming gas 
pipeline and its cumulative impacts and  

 The Corrib Ocean Bottom Cable Seismic Survey Natura Impact 
Statement (to support the Appropriate Assessment Process for the 
proposed West Connacht Coast SAC) (February 2013), which was 
prepared in relation to seismic surveys in the vicinity of the Corrib 
Offshore Gas Field. 

2) Any other plans or projects that may, in combination with the licence review 
application, adversely affect the integrity of a European Site including: 
 The Bord Gáis Éireann (presently GNI) EIS and addendum report which 

was prepared as part of the application to DCENR for consents to 
construct and operate the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline (4 March 2004 
and 24 August 2007 respectively), which the DCENR provided the 
Agency.  
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 Applications for the consents for the construction of the gas refinery, 
onshore incoming gas pipeline, offshore incoming gas pipeline and GNI 
(formerly BGE) Mayo to Galway gas pipeline, including all mitigation 
measures that were proposed as part of the planning process and 
associated environmental impact statements and NISs. 

1) All supplemental information furnished in relation to the licence review 
application, 

2) All additional information sought by the Agency and furnished by the licensee. 
3) All information or advice obtained by the Agency during this licence review 

application, 
4) All written submissions and observations made to the Agency in relation to 

this licence review application , 
5) Any other relevant information.” 

The Inspector concluded the AA as follows: “An Appropriate Assessment has been 
completed and has determined, based on best scientific knowledge in the field and in 
accordance with the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 
2011 and 2013, pursuant to Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, that the proposed 
activities, individually or in combination with other plans or projects, will not 
adversely affect the integrity of any of the European Site(s) specified in Table 4 
above, having regard to their conservation objectives and will not affect the 
preservation of these sites at favourable conservation status if carried out in 
accordance with this Licence and the conditions attached hereto for the following 
reasons:…” 

“In light of the foregoing reasons, no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the 
absence of adverse effects on the integrity of those European sites specified in Table 
4 above.” 

It is noted that Table 4 includes the SACs and SPAs referred to in the objection and 
that the objector is incorrect in his assertion that all relevant SACs and SPAs were 
screened out.   

The AA carried out by the Inspector assessed the entirety of the proposed activities 
individually and in combination with other plans and projects.  It is noted from 
Section 1 of the IR that the assessment of the proposed activities included 
consideration of the interaction between the Corrib Gas Field project and the Mayo to 
Galway gas pipeline and vice versa. It is also noted from Section 1 of the IR that 
“During normal operations, there are no impacts resulting from the interaction of the 
Corrib Gas Field project on the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline and vice versa.”  The TC 
also notes that the increase in Suspended Solids from 5 mg/l to 30 mg/l was also 
considered when assessing the proposed activities and the assessment of this 
discharge is documented in Section 6.3.2 of the IR.  Consequently, there is no lacuna 
in undertaking the AA as alleged.  

It is further noted that the objection includes no evidence to support the claims that 
the Galway to Mayo gas pipeline had a significant negative effect on SACs, and 
therefore the TC agrees with the Agency’s conclusions on the AA in the PD.   

The TC considers that complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions on 
the AA are provided in Section 10.5 of the IR, which concludes that the proposed 
activities will not adversely affect the integrity of any relevant European site.  On the 
basis of those findings and conclusions of the inspector, the Agency decided in the 
PD that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of adverse effects 
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on the integrity of the European sites identified.  The Agency’s assessment and 
conclusion were clear, precise and had no gaps or lacunae. 

As the matter was raised again in objection, the Agency decided that it should 
commission an expert report to revisit the appropriate assessment in order to satisfy 
itself that the conclusions reached by the inspector in the IR were correct. This 
assessment is appended to this report and should be considered in full as part of the 
Agency’s deliberations. The TC has considered and agrees with the independent 
assessment conducted by the ecologist, Aebhin Cawley, on the Agency’s behalf, and 
her report’s conclusions.  The TC considers that, in progressing to full Appropriate 
Assessment the Inspector adopted a conservative approach and applied the 
precautionary and prevention principles.  It is noted that the conclusions of the 
report agree with the Agency’s conclusions in the PD that the proposed activities will 
not adversely affect the integrity of the European sites.  The TC is of the opinion that 
the conditions of the proposed licence can be complied with and will be effective. 

The TC is satisfied that the Agency should adopt the report of the Inspector, this 
report, and the expert report attached hereto as its Appropriate Assessment, and 
that the Assessment has been conducted in a manner which meets fully with the 
standard laid down by the Court in Kelly v. An Bord Pleanála, of establishing beyond 
reasonable scientific doubt that the activities will not adversely affect the integrity of 
the site.   
 

Recommendation:  No change 

 

Obj 5.   Mr. Martin Harrington  

The objection refers to the length of time which has elapsed between the application 
to the Agency for the first licence P0738-01 and the issue of the PD Register 
Number: P0738-03. He questions the “..convoluted myriad applications for changes 
to the proposed plan or project since then – and in fact since the original planning 
application in November 2000…” and how the EPA can assert that “no reasonable 
scientific doubt remains as to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity of these 
EU sites”   

It goes on to criticise the use of the Inspector’s language in the IR and in particular 
the use of the terms “not likely” and “unlikely” in the context of significant effect or 
damage to the environment.   The objector would like to have clarified in relation to 
Section 16. of the IR, that any accidental emission is “not likely” to have a 
significant impact on the environment.  Similarly, in relation to Section 17 of the IR, 
clarity is sought that the potential impacts on the environment are “unlikely” to 
damage the environment as a whole.  

The objector states that he concurs with and adopts the “submissions” [objections] 
made by Mr. Peter Sweetman & Ms. Monica Muller and Maura Harington.  

Sub on Obj 1: Monica Muller 
The submission states its supports for the objection of Mr. Harrington. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
Ms Muller’s support for this objection is noted.   
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The following text is taken from the third Addendum Inspector’s report (dated 08 
April 2015): “In reaching this decision the Agency has considered the documentation 
relating to the existing licence, Register Number: P0738-01, the review application 
Register Number: P0738-03 and the supporting documentation received from the 
applicant, all submissions received, the Licensing Inspector’s report, Inspector 
Addendum reports, and has carried out an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
and an Appropriate Assessment of the likely significant effects of the licensed 
activities on European sites.   

The Agency has applied the Commission Implementing Decision of 9 October 2014 
establishing best available techniques (BAT) conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU 
of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions, for the 
refining of mineral oil and gas (2014/738/EU) as a reference when setting licence 
conditions.” 

The PD as issued necessitated a comprehensive and thorough assessment and 
evaluation of the likely significant direct and indirect effects of the proposed activities 
on the environment by the Inspector.  The Inspector subsequently concluded in this 
report that: “…the Agency is satisfied that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as 
to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity of these EU sites”.  Having 
reviewed the documents submitted as part of the licence application and the 
Inspector’s report, the TC agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion.  

On foot of the requirements of the EIA Directive, the EPA is statutorily required to 
identify, describe and assess the “likely” significant direct and indirect effects of the 
proposed activities on the environment.  In the interest of ensuring compliance with 
statutory requirements and consistency it is considered appropriate to use the 
terminology taken directly from the relevant legislation. Consequently, the use of the 
terms “not likely” and/or “unlikely” interchangeably are considered to be appropriate, 
in this context. 

In response to the queries raised in relation to Sections 16 and 17 of the IR, the TC 
confirms and clarifies the use of the terms and language.  The following text is taken 
from the second Addendum Inspector’s report (dated 27 March 2015): “With regard 
to the conclusions in Section 16 of the Inspector’s report and specifically the impact 
of any accidental emission, I would like to clarify that any accidental emission is not 
likely to have a significant effect on the environment.  With regard to section 17 of 
the Inspector’s report and specifically the potential impacts on the environment, I 
would like to clarify that they are unlikely to damage the environment as a whole.”   
 
The TC notes Mr Harrington’s support to the objections received from Mr. Peter 
Sweetman & Ms. Monica Muller and Maura Harington which are responded to in 
detail in this report. The TC also notes the support of Ms Monica Muller to this 
objection. 
 

Recommendation:  No change. 
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Obj 6.   Ms. Monica Muller, Rossport, Ballina, Co. Mayo (and on behalf of 
Ms. Maura Harrington) 

The objection is divided into a number of different sections including a ‘Summary’, 
followed by “Detailing reasons’ and contains an Appendix.  The ‘Summary’ attempts 
to synopsise the principal points of the objection, while the ‘Detailing reasons’ appear 
to provide the grounds or support for the summary.   The Appendix is divided into 
two parts as follows: 
“1. Comments on EPA Inspector Jenny Cope, Report on Licence application.   
 2. ABP Report, Kevin Moore, extract; sale of gas, security of energy supply.”  
 
For convenience, the points of objection have been summarised as set out below. 
 
6.1 Assessment under Article 3 and timing of consents 
The objection contends that there is no evidence that EIA has been carried out 
within the meaning of Article 3 of the EIA Directive. The main points made in this 
regard are as follows: 
 

 The objection states that the EPA has failed to ensure that the assessment 
required by Article 3 is fully carried out for IE licence application P0738-03 by 
ensuring that all the assessments carried out by separate authorities between 
2002 and 2013 under separate legislation of parts of the Corrib Gas Project, 
‘when taken together, the authorities have ensured that the assessment 
required by Article 3 has been fully carried out for the Corrib Gas Project prior 
to the granting of development consent”.  

 

 It asks “..who or which authority in Ireland is the ONE responsible agency the 
EPA can refer to and request to carry out the EIA for the Corrib Gas Project 
bringing together the interactions and cumulative effects and assessment 
thereof, of the development, construction and operational aspects of the 
Corrib Gas Project prior to granting an IPPC licence?”.   

 

 It asserts that the assessment process has not reconciled all the intervening 
changes of the Corrib gas project between 2002 and 2013.   
 

 The objection notes that the Inspector proposes to carry out EIA on an 
“activity” that is already taking place while the assessments are being 
conducted. It submits that the development has been substantially carried 
out without EIA of the plan/project and there is no evidence before the 
Agency that EIA has been carried out by any of the other relevant consent 
authorities. In addition the objection states out that there is an outstanding 
consent due, that being a consent from DCENR to “install and 
commission/operate the Corrib gas pipeline and associated parts”.  The 
objection states that the EIA for the plan or project cannot be split and 
spliced as the EIA has to be carried out prior to consent to proceed with the 
project. 

 
 The objection contends that the EPA acted prematurely and wrongly to grant 

the Proposed Determination as the applicant had not yet made the legally 
required application for the pipeline. With that application outstanding, the 
objector believes that the EPA did not have the information before it, 
therefore was not in a position to assess IE licence application P0738-03 or in 
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a position to conduct EIA and AA for the “activity”.    Therefore the objection 
concludes that the PD is “premature, deficient and should be withdrawn”. 

 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 

Article 3 
The TC considered it useful to refer to the decision of the Supreme Court in Martin v. 
An Bord Pleanála ([2007] IESC 23: [2008] 1 I.R. 336) where the Supreme Court 
upheld the compatibility of the dual consent process with the EIA Directive. The 
following passage from the judgment summarises the basis of many of the 
challenges to the dual consent process and the grounds for the Courts dismissal of 
that challenge:  
 

“The appellant contends that by virtue of the statutory division of 
responsibilities between the Board and the EPA it is not possible for an 
‘integrated assessment’ of the effects of the project on the environment to 
take place as required by the Directive. There is a deficiency in the process, 
he submits, because no one body carries out a global assessment. 

As previously mentioned Article 3 of the Directive requires the EIA to be 
carried out so as to take into account the direct and indirect effects of a 
project on specified environmental factors which are: 
- human beings, fauna and flora; 
- soil, water, air, climate and the landscape; 
- material assets and cultural heritage; 
- the interaction between the factors mentioned in the first, second and 

third indents. 
 

The first matter to note is that the term ‘integrated assessment’ does not 
appear at all in the Directive. The term has been used to refer to the fourth 
indent above, namely, an examination of the interaction between the other 
factors mentioned. It has not been claimed, and on the contrary it has been 
established, that the Board carried out a comprehensive EIA, including the 
interaction between the factors referred to as far as the construction of the 
plant part of the project is concerned, to the exclusion only of the risk of 
environmental pollution, as defined in the statutory provision cited earlier in 
this judgment, related to the activity of the proposed installation. 

 
It is also clear from the statutory functions of the EPA, when considering 
whether to grant a waste licence, and from its statutory procedures, that the 
EPA is required, at the very least, to carry out an EIA which includes taking 
account of all the relevant factors and the interaction between them, for the 
purpose of assessing the risk of environmental pollution arising from the 
activity of the proposed plant. 

 
In short, all of the factors referred to in Article 3 of the Directive, and the 
interaction between them, are examined as required by the Directive and the 
interaction between them at each stage of the consent process by the 
relevant competent authority namely the Board and the EPA respectively. The 
Board carries out an ‘integrated assessment’ insofar as the construction of the 
project is concerned and the EPA carries out an ‘integrated assessment’ 
insofar as the activity stemming from the operation of the plant is concerned. 
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It is also relevant to note that nowhere in the Directive is it in any sense 
suggested that one competent body must carry out a ‘global assessment’ nor 
a ‘single assessment’ of the relevant environmental factors and the 
interaction between them. Those terms simply do not appear in it.” 

The TC notes that the ECJ concluded in Case C-50/09 that this approach was capable 
of constituting a proper and complete EIA where the competent authorities ensure 
that they comply with the requirements of the Directive. This was achieved in that 
case by ABP ensuring that it looked at interaction of effects insofar as they bore on 
matters within its jurisdiction. The Agency has consistently adopted the same 
approach over a long period. 
 
The TC notes that in the case of the “Corrib Gas Field Project” there are a number of 
bodies with responsibility for undertaking EIA by virtue of the statutory division of 
responsibilities, as respects the matters which come within their functions. This 
includes Department of Environment Community & Local Government, Department 
of Communications Energy & Natural Resources, Mayo Co. Co., An Bord Pleanála and 
the EPA. The Inspector in the IR considered:”…The EISs submitted, the licence 
application, the submissions and observations received from third parties; the 
assessments carried out by the planning authority, An Bord Pleanála, DCENR and 
DECLG; consultations with the planning authority, An Bord Pleanála, DCENR and 
DECLG; the consents and decisions and any additional information submitted by the 
licensee; …”, and proceeded to set out the likely significant effects of the activities 
on the environment in Section 16. of the report.” 
 
In considering all of the assessments carried out by other competent authorities for 
the purposes of EIA, the Inspector fundamentally was assessing the risk of 
environmental pollution arising in order to identify, describe and assess likely 
significant direct and indirect impacts of other aspects of the overall scheme on the 
activities.  The Inspector confirmed that this included taking account of all of the 
relevant factors and the cumulative or interactive impacts, as appropriate.   In 
particular she confirmed that she had regard to any concerns raised, related to the 
risk of environmental pollution, expressed by any of the previous competent 
authorities, in so far as there were any.    

The TC is satisfied that the EIA undertaken by the Inspector included an 
examination, analysis and identification which identified, described and assessed the 
likely significant direct and indirect effects of the proposed activities on the 
environment, as respects the matters which come within the functions of the 
Agency.  The assessment reached clear, precise and unambiguous conclusions and 
set out a reason in each instance.  The EIA was clear, precise and had no gaps or 
lacunae.    

With regard to the consideration of changes which have occurred to the project 
between 2002 and 2013, the TC is also satisfied that the Agency’s assessment 
considered the activity in its entirety including the changes which have occurred 
since the last licence was issued (P0738-01). Having specific regard to the 
requirements of the EIA Directive and national legislation, point 13 of Annex II 
requires that any change or extension of projects listed in Annex 1 or Annex 11: 
“already authorised, executed or in the process of being executed, which may have a 
significant adverse effect on the environment…”, must be regarded as a project 
within the scope of Article 4(2) of Directive 85/337. Therefore the EPA is not 
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contravening the Directive by carrying out an assessment for EIA of changes to an 
activity which is “already authorised, executed or in the process of being executed”.  

 
Multiple consents and EIA 

With regard to the issue of the granting of multiple consents,  ECJ Judgement in 
Case C215/06 (Paragraph 50.) states: “Further, development consent, under Article 1 
(2) of Directive 85/337 as amended, is the decision of the competent authority or 
authorities which entitles the developer to proceed with the project.” 
 
ECJ Judgement in Case C50/09 (Paragraph 51.) states:”…The Commission accepts 
that planning permission and an Agency licence may be regarded, as has been held 
in Irish case-law (Martin v An Bord Pleanála), as together constituting ‘development 
consent’ within the meaning of Article 1(2) of Directive 85/337 and it does not object 
to such consent being given in two successive stages. …”. 
 
Having regard to the points clarified in the Judgement above, the TC considered that 
the IE licence P0738-01 represents one decision or “consent” in a multiple consent 
process.  The granting of consents is administered by a number of competent 
authorities with differing statutory remits, the combination of which entitles the 
developer to proceed with the project.   
 
Each authority has statutory obligations in relation to EIA as part of their consent 
processes. The assessments carried out by each authority under the various consent 
systems were considered fully by the EPA as documented in the IR.   The EPA has 
fulfilled its statutory functions in relation to the assessments carried out by it for the 
purposes of the proposed determination.  
 
The TC would comment that the objection seems to be based on a misunderstanding 
of the EIS and EIA. The Agency could not provide a copy of the EIA as sought, since 
the EIA is not a document. However, it could provide, and always makes available, 
all of the documentation, including its analysis and evaluation of the information 
which are contained in the IR, the TC report, the PD and the Final Determination. 
When the Agency requested the EIA from other authorities, it was seeking the 
evaluation plus the basic documentation on which it was based. 
 
The objection also argues that the EPA could not grant a licence until all aspects of 
EIA by all consent authorities were complete. Again, the TC believes this is based on 
a misunderstanding of what the Directive requires. The system of consecutive 
consents by different authorities is recognised as valid in Case C-50/09. 
 
Further, the objection claims that the licensee could not begin to operate until all 
consents were in place. The TC’s understanding is that if any operation begins which 
is not authorised, that that is a matter for enforcement by the relevant consent 
authority. In the present case, no activity has been carried on other than under and 
in accordance with a licence, so this is not a matter for resolution by the EPA. 
 
The objection claims that all prior authorisations are invalid because they were 
reached under legislation that did not comply with the EIA Directive. However, as the 
judgment in Case C-50/09 made clear, this is not the case. 
 



  
Page 44 

 

  

Finally, when the objection claims that the sequential process of EIA did not capture 
all changes to the project as it proceeded, this is not true in the case of the activity. 
The present application relates to the activity as it is now designed to operate. Were 
it to be modified by any subsequent consent, the question of a licence review would 
arise. Were it to result in the need to change some aspect that is subject to another 
consent procedure, the question of a modification to that other consent would be a 
matter for the relevant authorising authority. 

 
Consent for Pipeline 

The objector points to an outstanding consent application to DCENR for the pipeline 
associated with the Corrib Gas project.   
 
The TC notes that an application under section 40 of the Gas Act as amended for 
consent to operate an upstream gas pipeline has recently been made to the Minister 
for Communications, Energy and Natural Resources.  The assessment and 
determination of that application is a matter for the Minister for Communications, 
Energy and Natural Resources, as the relevant competent authority.  All issues 
pertaining to the documents relating to that application, and the public consultation 
required as part of that process, will be dealt with by the Minister for 
Communications, Energy and Natural Resources. The Agency has been invited to 
make a submission on that application and has done so.  A decision on the 
application has not yet been made. 
 
That application was accompanied by an EIS and other documents, including: 

- the Natura Impact Statement dated 18 August 2015; 

- several monitoring reports for wildbirds, non avian fauna and sea mammals; 

and, 

- the Cumulative Impact Update Report dated July 2015. 

Having viewed the information made available to the Minister for Communications, 
Energy and Natural Resources, the TC is satisfied that the application does not 
contain any new significant or material information relevant to the issues arising for 
assessment by the Agency.  The TC is satisfied that the assessment of the activity 
carried out by the Agency for the purposes of EIA and AA, as documented in the IR 
and in this TC report, is complete, with no lacunae, and no further update is required 
to that assessment.   
 
Premature granting of the PD 

Having considered all of the above, and the EPA’s statutory functions, the TC finds 
that the EPA’s Proposed Determination P0738-03 was neither incorrectly granted, 
deficient nor premature.  

 
Recommendation:  No change. 
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6.2 Public notice of commencement of activities 

The objection claims that the EPA did not see fit to advise the public of the 
commencement of the activities in November 2014. 
 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes that there is no statutory requirement to notify the public that activities 
have commenced in accordance with the IE licence.  However, copies of all 
correspondence (with certain limited exceptions in the case of information deemed 
confidential by the EPA), which pass between the EPA and licensee are available for 
viewing by members of the public.  This openness and transparency ensures that 
third parties are made aware and kept up to date with developments and events.  
 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 
 
6.3 Definition of EIA  

The objection points out that the EIS and NIS presented by the applicants/developer 
are not the outcome of the EIA and AA processes, contrary to the definition of EIA 
on the EPA website.  It states that the EIS and NIS are only the information provided 
by the applicants to enable the authorities to carry out the EIA and AA for the 
plan/project before consent is given.  The objector presumes that this 
misunderstanding of the terms may explain why DCENR and the EPA have 
persistently refused to provide a copy of the EIA and AA carried out. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC agrees with the objector that the EIS and NIS are documents provided by 
the applicant/developer to the competent authority to inform the competent 
authority’s assessments. The TC notes that the Agency has understood this since 
before the O’Connell v. EPA case. The TC acknowledges that the definition of EIS 
which is currently available on the EPA’s website is misleading in this regard.  The TC 
has been advised that the webpage relating to EIA on the EPA’s website is currently 
under review and the terms will be clarified accordingly.  
 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

6.4 Costs  
 
The objection requests “our costs to be carried by the EPA”. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes that there is no power in the EPA Act to award costs to a person who 
has made a submission. It considered the request as a request for a refund of fees in 
this instance.  Article 9(1) of the EPA (Licensing Fees) Regulations 1994 as amended, 
notwithstanding any other provision of these Regulations, provides for the Agency to 
refund or waive the fee payable in accordance with these Regulations where it is 
satisfied that payment in full of the fee would not be just and reasonable.  Having 
due regard to the significant EPA resource requirement necessary to address the 
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extensive nature of this objection, the TC recommends that the fee should not be 
refunded. 
 
 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 
 
6.5 Market issues and gas demand 

The following matter which is considered to be outside the scope of the TC was 
raised in the Appendix to the objection and will be dealt with here in the interest of 
completeness.  The objection quoting from the IR highlights the following sentence 
taken from a DCENR correspondence to the EPA, dated 9th April 2014 which states 
that: “… the Corrib field will provide over 40% of gas demands for the whole island 
of Ireland.”   This particular statement is referenced to a footnote, in the 
correspondence, from which the statement was presumably taken, i.e., Commission 
for Energy Regulation publication “Joint Gas Statement 2012”.  Page 47 of this report 
states: “Corrib will on average provide 42% of all island gas demand over the first 2 

years of operation.”  The information provided in the Appendix to the objection 

argues that this gas cannot be ring fenced for sale in the Irish market.   
 
Technical Committee Evaluation 
The TC notes the grounding of the statement was taken from the CER publication 
referred to above.  The statement quoted was a single line taken from a 
correspondence received by the Agency from DCENR as part of the licence 
application consultation process.  The statement quoted was neither critical to any 
considerations, nor otherwise relied upon by the Inspector, to any extent in the 
licence review process. The TC concluded that it was unnecessary to consider this 
matter further for the purposes of its deliberations. 
 
 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 
 
6.6 Judgements and public participation 

In the Appendix to the objection, the objection criticises the Inspector’s paraphrasing 
of judgement C50-09.   
 
It also states that: “…The habit of Irish authorities including the EPA to consistently 
misread submissions fly in the face of civic duty  i.e. rather than encouraging 
participation the authorities are dismissive if not downright hostile to the public 
participation process.” 
 
Technical Committee Evaluation 
The issue of how the judgement was addressed in the IR is dealt with in Objection 
point no. 4.1 above (CJEU Judgements). 
 
The TC notes that at no point was public participation discouraged during the 
assessment of licence application P0738-03.  Any person had over 14 months in 
which to make submissions to the process. The TC considers that the Inspector 
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appropriately represented the submissions received in relation to licence application 
P0738-03 and considered them in full as part of her assessments. The TC has done 
its best to understand and summarise the objections made.  

 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

Obj 8.     Mr. Eoin O’Leidhin, Pollathomais, Ballina, Co. Mayo & Mr. Paul 
Lynch, The White House, Ballinacurra, Kinsale, Co.  Cork & Others (1100 
signatures attached) 

This objection demands on oral hearing into SEPIL’s application for an Industrial 
Emission licence in order to comply with the principles of the Aarhus Convention.   

Sub on obj Ms Monica Muller 
The submission states its supports for this objection. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC notes Ms Muller’s support for this objection.  The Board of the Agency 
considered the request for an oral hearing on the PD (P0738-03) the 16th June 2015. 
The Board of the Agency determined that an Oral Hearing should not be held having 
adapted and approved the recommendations detailed in the Inspector’s Report dated 
3 June 2015 on the matter.  

Recommendation:  No change. 
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Submissions on Objections 

Submission on Objection No. 1 – Ms. Monica Muller (and on behalf of 
Ms. Maura Harrington) 
 
Ms Monica Muller makes the following additional points in her submission on 
objection: 

1.1 Climate Change 
The submission refers to the Papal Encyclical Laudato Si and teachings on climate 
change. (This document was not attached to the submission as stated but a weblink 
was provided). The submission suggests that the encyclical is invoked by the 
preamble to the Irish Constitution and therefore applicable directly in Irish legislation. 
 
Technical Committee’s Evaluation 
The TC do not agree with the assertion that the above Papal Encyclical is invoked or 
otherwise given effect to, by the wording in the preamble of the Irish Constitution.  
For the reason stated the TC did not consider this submission any further. 
 

Recommendation:  No change. 

 

Environmental Impact Assessment Directive – Reasoned Conclusion 
Update  
 
The TC have reviewed the assessment in the Inspector’s Report and, taking into 
account all objections and submissions on objections received, and the contents of 
this TC report, the TC considers that the likely significant direct and indirect effects 
of the activity have been identified, described and assessed in an appropriate 
manner as respects the matters that come within the functions of the Agency, and as 
required by Section 83(2A) and Section 87(1G)(a) of the EPA Act 1992 as amended. 
It is considered that the mitigation measures as proposed in the Inspector’s Report 
will adequately control any likely significant environmental effects from the activity. 

It is also considered that the proposed activity, if managed, operated and controlled 
in accordance with the licence conditions included in the PD, with the inclusion of the 
amendments proposed in this report, is unlikely to damage the environment as a 
whole and the risk of potential impacts occurring is not unacceptable. 
 
It is also considered that the proposed activity, if managed, operated and controlled 
in accordance with the licence conditions included in the PD will not cause 
environmental pollution or the breach of any environmental quality or emission 
standard, and can be authorised by the Agency in accordance with Section 83(5) of 
the EPA Act as amended. 

 

Overall Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Board of the Agency grant a revised licence to the 
licensee  

(i) for the reasons outlined in the proposed determination and  
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(ii) subject to the conditions and reasons for same in the Proposed 
Determination, and 

(iii) subject to the amendments proposed in this report. 
 

 

Signed 

 
     
Mr. Leo Sweeney 

for and on behalf of the Technical Committee 
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1 Introduction 

Scott Cawley Ltd. was requested by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to undertake a review at the 
objection phase of its application phase Appropriate Assessment (AA) of an application for a review of an Industrial 
Emissions licence (P0738-03) which the EPA received from Shell E&P Ireland Ltd. (SEPIL).  This report presents the 
findings of that independent review for consideration by the EPA’s Technical Committee and incorporation into its 
report prior to final determination of the licence application. 

Article 6(3) of Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild 
Fauna and Flora (as amended) (hereafter ‘the Habitats Directive’) requires that, any plan or project not directly 
connected with or necessary to the management of a European site1, but likely to have a significant effect thereon, 
either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to AA of its implications for the 
site in view of the site's conservation objectives.   

The possibility of there being a significant effect on a European site will generate the need for an AA to be carried 
out by the competent authority (in this case the EPA).  Accordingly, it was necessary that the EPA carry out a 
screening for AA in respect of the application for a review of an Industrial Emissions licence (Licence Register 
P0738-03), in order to assess, in view of best scientific knowledge, if the proposed project, individually or in 
combination with other plans or projects, would be likely to have a significant effect on any European site.  A full 
AA is required if it cannot be excluded, on the basis of objective information, that the proposed project, individually 
or in combination with other plans or projects, will have a significant effect on a European site.  The AA screening 
operates merely to determine whether an AA must be undertaken on the implications of the proposed project for 
the conservation objectives of relevant European sites. 

This review examined the AA screening determination undertaken by the EPA as to whether or not AA is required 
in the case of the application for a review of the Industrial Emissions licence (Licence Register P0738-03).  Upon 
finding that a full AA is indeed required, this review furthermore examined the AA undertaken by the EPA inspector 
and approved by the Agency when issuing its proposed determination in order to form a view whether the 
proposed project would individually or in combination with other plans or projects, adversely affect the integrity of  
any European sites. 

This review has focused on an examination of how the proposed project and its identified impacts may relate to 
ecological issues, as relevant to Appropriate Assessment.  This review has accepted that the various detailed 
assessments in relation to air, noise and water quality and other impacts are correct as reported in the Inspector’s 
Report, given that these areas of expertise are outside of the author’s areas of experience and qualifications (which 
are ecological). 

2 Methodology and Guidance 

This review examined the following documents, which are the primary documents informing the AA process: 

 The EPA’s Inspector’s Report (IR) on the application dated 23rd March 2015; and 

 The Natura Impact Statement: An Ecological Impact Assessment to Support the Appropriate Assessment 
Process (Ecological Advisory and Consultancy Services, Rev 02, January 2014). 

The conclusions of this independent review have considered whether relevant guidance on Appropriate 
Assessment as set out below, as well as current best practice in Appropriate Assessment, have been adhered to by 
the EPA in undertaking the AA: 

 Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland - Guidance for Planning Authorities. 
(Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, 2010 revision); 

                                                           
1
 Natura 2000 sites are defined under the Habitats Directive (Article 3) as a European ecological network of special areas of 

conservation composed of sites hosting the natural habitat types listed in Annex I and habitats of the species listed in Annex II.  The 
aim of the network is to aid the long-term survival of Europe's most valuable and threatened species and habitats.  In Ireland these 
sites are designated as European sites - defined under the Planning Acts and/or Birds and Habitats Regulations as (a) a candidate site 
of Community importance, (b) a site of Community importance, (c) a candidate special area of conservation, (d) a special area of 
conservation, (e) a candidate special protection area, or (f) a special protection area.  They are commonly referred to in Ireland as 
candidate Special Areas of Conservation (cSACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs). 
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 Assessment of Plans and Projects Significantly Affecting Natura 2000 sites:  Methodological Guidance 
on the Provisions of Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC (European Commission 
Environment Directorate-General, 2001); hereafter referred to as the EC Article 6 Guidance 
Document.  The guidance within this document provides a non-mandatory methodology for carrying 
out assessments required under Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive; 

 Managing Natura 2000 Sites: The Provisions of Article 6 of the Habitat’s Directive 92/43/EEC (EC 
Environment Directorate-General, 2000 and updated draft April 2015);  

 Guidelines for Good Practice Appropriate Assessment of Plans under Article 6(3) Habitats Directive.  
Findings of an international workshop on Appropriate Assessment in Oxford, December 2009. 
http://www.levett-therivel.co.uk/AAguidelines.htm; 

 Communication from the Commission on the precautionary principle.  European Commission (2000); 
and  

 Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the United Kingdom (Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Assessment, 2006). 

This report has been prepared by Aebhín Cawley.  Aebhín Cawley is Director with Scott Cawley Ltd.  Aebhín 
holds an honours degree in Zoology from Trinity College, Dublin and a postgraduate diploma in Physical 
Planning at Trinity.  She is a Chartered Environmentalist (CEnv) with the Society for the Environment (Soc Env) 
and a Full Member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM).  She is 
currently the vice-convenor of the Irish Section of CIEEM.  Aebhín Cawley is an experienced ecological 
consultant with extensive experience in public and private sector projects including renewable energy, ports, 
road, rail and other major infrastructural developments. Aebhín has been undertaking AA work in Ireland 
since 2002.  She has delivered lectures and training on AA to a range of local authorities and other public 
sector organisations, as well as professional institutes.  She is an experienced ecologist with skills covering 
habitat and botanic assessments, specialist mammal (including all bat species) and general bird surveying 
(including overwintering waterfowl). Aebhín is experienced in carrying out on-site ecological monitoring for 
compliance during construction works and has in-depth understanding of the relationship between 
development and nature conservation. 

3 Description of the Proposed Project as Relevant to AA Screening and AA  

3.1 Background and Overview of the Proposed Project 

SEPIL was granted a licence (P0738-01) by the EPA on 12th November 2007 for the operation of a natural gas 
refinery and large combustion plant at Bellanaboy Bridge, Bellagelly South, Co. Mayo (Grid Reference:  086425E, 
333125N).  The construction of the gas refinery is completed with minor modifications on-going.  The operation of 
the installation had commenced by November 2014.  A revised licence (PO738-02) was granted by the EPA on 5th 
June 2013, however this was quashed by Order of the High Court on 15th October 2013.  The originally granted 
licence (Reg. No. P0738-01) was technically amended by the EPA 6th January 2014 to bring it into conformity with 
the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) (2010/75/EC). 

The licensee (SEPIL) proposes to process up to 9.9 million m3 of natural gas per day from the Corrib Field ( 65 km off 
the Mayo coastline) for export to the Gas Networks Ireland (GNI) (formerly Bord Gais Eireann (BGE)) distribution 
network. This will be the first onshore gas refinery in Ireland. The gas refinery is one component of the Corrib 
project.  The main elements of the Corrib proposal is the extraction of gas from the Corrib Field, piping of the 
Corrib production fluids to shore and overland to the gas refinery installation where it will undergo processing and 
treatment and finally exporting gas to the GNI network at a defined pressure. 

3.2 Description of the Proposed Project  

The Corrib Gas Field project is divided into a number of distinct but inter-related and inter-dependent elements as 
follows: the subsea facilities (wells, flowlines, manifold and offshore incoming gas pipeline), the onshore incoming 
gas pipeline, services umbilical and outfall pipeline, the gas refinery and the export gas pipeline up to the Block 
Valve 1 at Bellacorick (approximately 18.5 km from the gas refinery) which continues as the Mayo to Galway gas 
pipeline. 

Gas Refinery 

http://www.levett-therivel.co.uk/AAguidelines.htm
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The gas refinery monitors and controls the operation of the entire Corrib Field facilities (onshore gas refinery, 
onshore incoming gas pipeline and offshore sub-sea facilities).   The gas refinery will operate on a 24-hour, 365-day 
per year basis and will be manned utilising a five-shift system.  The gas refinery occupies a footprint of 13 hectares 
on a total site area of 160 hectares, located inland in a rural area.  The surrounding landscape is undulating, with a 
mix of blanket bog, forestry and farmland.  The gas refinery is located between Sruwaddacon Bay and Carrowmore 
Lake.      

Incominq Gas Pipeline, Services Umbilical and Outfall Pipeline 

The production fluids which comprises of gas, condensate, water and methanol containing a small quantity of 
corrosion inhibitor, will be transported from the subsea facilities to the gas refinery in a 20 inch (nominal) diameter 
pipeline constructed of high grade heavy wall carbon steel.  The incoming gas pipeline lies on the seabed for most 
of the offshore route but is buried in a trench as it reaches the landfall location and will remain buried for most of 
the onshore route to the gas refinery.  The onshore incoming gas pipeline route to the gas refinery has been 
modified since the original licence (PO738-01) was granted. The modified 8.3 km long onshore pipeline goes from 
landfall at Glengad, through a tunnel underneath Sruwaddacon Bay to Aghoos and passes into the gas refinery at 
Bellanaboy.   

A 6 inch diameter services umbilical cable is buried in the sea bed along most of the offshore route but lies adjacent 
to the incoming gas pipeline for the onshore route to the gas refinery.  The services umbilical cable comprises of a 
number of electrical cables, super-duplex steel hydraulic tubing and super duplex steel tubing for chemicals 
(methanol, corrosion inhibitor).  The services umbilical will provide an electrical power supply, data transmission, 
hydraulic fluid and chemical injection to the subsea facilities and will allow the gas refinery to control and monitor 
the sub-sea facilities. 

The majority of the treated produced water will be discharged through the umbilical to the subsea manifold, at the 
Corrib Field 65 km offshore and in 350 m depth of water (SW3). 

The outfall pipeline (10 inches in diameter and constructed of high density polyethylene) will transport treated 
drainage water from areas at risk of contamination to a diffuser approximately 12.7 km offshore just outside 
Broadhaven Bay (SW1).  

Subsea Facilities 

The subsea facilities are designed to accommodate up to eight gas producing wells in the Corrib Field.  Each 
wellhead will have a valve assembly or “Christmas tree” which is a collection of valves mounted on a common 
structure.  The “Christmas tree” controls gas flow from each well and in turn each tree is controlled via the 
umbilical from the gas refinery.  The valves on the “Christmas tree” are actuated by hydraulic fluid pumped in the 
umbilical from the gas refinery. 

Mayo to Galway Gas Pipeline 

The Mayo to Galway gas pipeline, which is owned and operated by GNI comprises of an approximately 150 km, 660 
mm diameter, high pressure gas transmission pipeline which will convey gas from the gas refinery in Bellanaboy, 
Co. Mayo to the gas grid connection near Craughwell, Co. Galway. The pipeline is constructed of high strength 
carbon steel. The pipeline wall thickness is 9.52 mm thick, increasing to 19.1 mm along sections that are required to 
be heavily walled (for example road and rail crossings). It is buried in the ground, to a minimum depth of 1.2 m 
below top of subsoil. The depth of cover is increased where the pipeline will require additional protection such as 
at road and river crossings. There are six above ground installations (AGIs) along the Mayo to Galway pipeline 
route. The block valve stations along the route ensure that sections of the pipeline can be isolated for emergency 
containment or periodic maintenance. The Mayo to Galway pipeline in the vicinity of the gas refinery is buried with 
the exception of the connection into the gas export facilities and pig launching facilities (for the purposes of passing 
inspection gauges/spheres through the pipeline). 

The licensee requested a review of the licence to accommodate a number of proposed changes as follows: 

1. A change in location of the discharge point for treated produced water (emission point SW3) from the 
licensed outfall just outside Broadhaven Bay to the subsea manifold located on the seabed (c. 350 m 
depth) in the Corrib Gas Field (65 km offshore).  This change followed discussions with the Erris Inshore 
Fisherman’s Association in 2008, during which SEPIL agreed to change the location of the discharge of 
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treated produced water (SW3).  Planning permission for this change was granted on 07 October 2010 
(P10/633).  

2. The removal of ambient monitoring requirements at the Erris Head outfall as the treated produced water 
discharge (SW3) will no longer take place at this location. 

3. The inclusion of Selective Catalytic Reduction abatement on the power generators to meet the NOx limits 
specified in the current licence (P0738-01). 

4. A new arrangement for surface water and groundwater drainage systems, which affects sampling and 
monitoring locations.  

5. An increase in the emission limit value for suspended solids in storm water runoff (emission point SW2) 
from 5 mg/l to 30 mg/l. 

6. A proposal to change monitoring exhaust velocity from turbines from using an air flow meter to a 
calculation method. 

7. Transitional surface water arrangements during ‘backfeed gas‘ commissioning until the outfall pipe is 
available. The licensee proposes to discharge the ‘treated drainage water from areas at risk of 
contamination’ (emission point SW1) from the surface water treatment plant via emission point SW2 
(storm water settlement ponds). 

3.3 Description of the Impact Sources of the Proposed Project  

Only those types and sources of impacts considered to be relevant for the purposes of AA are described here.  For 
example impacts which relate solely to human health are not relevant.  

The impact sources associated with the proposed project may arise at four main locations: 

 At the gas refinery facility at Bellanaboy (air emissions and one emission to ground); 

 At emission point SW1 (approx. 12.7km offshore just outside Broadhaven Bay at a depth of 68.5 m);  

 At emission point SW2 (outfall from settlement ponds to a drainage ditch on the R314 south west of 
the gas refinery site, which feeds the Bellanaboy River and ultimately discharges into Carrowmore 
Lake approx. 2km from the site); and 

 At emission point SW3 (at the Corrib gas field, approx. 65 km offshore at a depth of 350 m). 

All of these locations, shown in the context of surrounding European sites in the region, are indicated on Figures 1 
to 3 below. 

In addition there is an unlikely potential for impacts to arise along the route of the offshore and onshore pipelines 
e.g. in the event of a pipe failure or other type of accident. 

Emissions to Air 

The only emissions to air will arise at the gas refinery facility where there will be emissions from gas turbines, 
power generating engines and in the event of emergency or certain maintenance activities, the flare systems.   Gas 
turbines will be fitted with dry low NOx burners and power generators will be fitted with Selective Catalytic 
Reduction (SCR) abatement for the reduction of NOx emissions.  The gas refinery is designed so that there will be 
no flaring (burning of gas) during normal operation.  The maintenance ground flare will be used for approximately 
18 hours a year, primarily to safely depressurise sections of the gas refinery’s gas system for maintenance.  During 
emergency situations, gas from high pressure (HP) and low pressure (LP) sections of the plant can be flared through 
the HP and LP flares respectively.  Cold venting of gas (release of unburnt methane) during start-up and changeover 
of compression trains will be through the HP and LP flare stacks in a controlled manner.  In addition seal gas on 
each sales gas compressor will be vented continuously (80% nitrogen and 20% methane). It is estimated that 29.65 
tonnes/year of natural gas will be lost by direct releases to air (cold venting) which is a reduction from 95 
tonnes/year previously estimated in the licence application for PO738-01.  

The main air pollutants of concern in terms of ecological impacts are ammonia, oxides of nitrogen and particulate 
matter.  The licensee completed an updated air dispersion modelling study of the emissions from the installation.  
Six scenarios were considered by the air dispersion model, which include a combination of scenarios to consider 
the various potential release events for the gas refinery.  These include operation with all emission sources that can 
operated together occurring at the same time (worst case scenario).  A typical operational scenario was included to 
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reflect normal operating conditions (one gas turbine with waste heat recovery system and two of the three gas 
engines for power generation with SCR in operation) along with an evaluation of potential releases during 
emergency scenarios should flaring or venting be required.  No exceedance of any of the air quantity standards 
designated to protect ecosystems was predicted under any of the operationaI scenarios.   

The air dispersion model assessment showed that the critical levels for the protection of vegetation are well below 
the air quality standard for NOx (annual average 30 µg/m3) in S.I. No. 180 of 2011.  Air dispersion modelling of the 
'ammonia slip' from the SCR indicates that the process contribution (0.2 µg/m3 annual average) and predicted 
environmental concentration (0.5 µg/m3 annual average) will observe the WHO (2000) Air Quality Guidelines for 
Europe critical level for protection of vegetation and ecosystems (8 µg/m3 as an annual average).   

The gas refinery may also emit particulate matter (PM/PM10) but in such small quantities that the impact on 
ambient concentrations will be negligible. 

Exploratory well tests have indicated that there are no sulphur compounds present in either the gas or the 
condensate; thus emissions of sulphur dioxide are not anticipated as a result of burning gas at the gas refinery. 

There may be other minor emissions from activities such as testing of firewater pumps (one hour/pump/week) and 
the emergency generator as well as fugitive losses of natural gas and other volatile organic compounds from minor 
leaks and working losses from tanks (breathing, filling).  The gas refinery has been designed to minimise the 
number of potential sources of fugitive emissions by minimising the numbers of components from which minor 
leakages occur, such as: 

 Low-leak equipment (valves, pumps). 

 Good housekeeping practices. 

 All of the liquid storage tanks in the bulk storage area will be fitted with internal floating roofs. 

 The offspec condensate tank will not be used as a storage tank during normal operations. 

 The liquid level will normally be maintained at a minimum level to maintain the functionality of the 
internal floating roof. 

 The offspec tank will always be kept under a nitrogen blanket. 

 Standard operating procedures will be followed during road tanker loading. 

 The gas odourisation package is completely sealed and is specified as ‘zero discharge’ during operation 
and loading. 

 Any fugitive emissions of odorant generated during maintenance will be neutralised by a hand held spray 
deodorizer. 

The bulk storage area contains eight fixed roof storage tanks each with nitrogen blanketing, internal floating roofs 
and “minimum emission fittings”.  Each nitrogen fill/vent valve is designed such that the internal vapour space 
pressure of the tanks can be controlled during tank emptying/filling by permitting either inward flow of nitrogen 
into the tank (gas blanket) or venting to atmosphere of tank vapour space. According to the licensee “equivalent 
reduction of emissions to the environment of greater than 97% can be achieved using internal floating roofs with 
“minimum emissions fittings”. 

Emissions to Water 

The three emissions to water include: 

 SW1 (approx. 12.7km offshore just outside Broadhaven Bay at a depth of 68.5 m) - treated drainage 
water from “areas at risk of contamination” 

 SW2 (outfall from settlement ponds to a drainage ditch on the R314 south west of the gas refinery 
site, which feeds the Bellanaboy River and ultimately discharges into Carrowmore Lake approx. 2km 
from the site) - uncontaminated surface water runoff from the gas refinery. 

 SW3 (at the Corrib gas field, approx. 65 km offshore at a depth of 350 m) - treated produced water. 

The drainage systems installed onsite comprise of: 

 Closed drains for process effluents which are treated and discharged to the sea outfall (SW3). 
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 Open drains which are designed to ensure that rainwater, which could become contaminated by process 
activities, is segregated, treated and discharged to the sea outfall (SW1). 

 Only clean rainwater and groundwater is discharged via the settlement ponds to the surrounding 
watercourses (SW2). 

Treated Drainage from Areas at Risk of Contamination (SW1)  

Drainage water from areas at risk of contamination (i.e. treated surface water run-off from process areas) will be 
routed to an open drain system and collected prior to treatment in the Surface Water Treatment System.  The first 
stage of treatment will remove floating oil in a sump.  Subsequent treatment in the Surface Water Treatment 
System involves multistage treatment including a corrugated plate interceptor (removes the bulk of separable oil 
and suspended solids), a multimedia filter (removes particulate suspended solids) and an ultrafiltration package 
(removes residual free and emulsified oil). 

Following treatment, the treated drainage water from areas at risk of contamination will discharge to sea via SW1 
(12.7 km offshore at a depth of 68.5m).  This arrangement was envisaged in the current licence (Reg. No. PO738-
O1) and there is no change to this arrangement proposed.  At the time of consideration of the current licence (Reg. 
No. PO738-O1), the EPA was satisfied that the discharge would not cause significant environmental pollution at 
SW1.  There has been no change in the status of the transitional water (unpolluted) and the emission limit values 
for SW1 remain unchanged from the original licence. 

An interim arrangement for SW1 is now proposed as there will be an interim period during which ‘back-feed gas’ 
commissioning will take place but the construction of the onshore incoming gas pipeline will not be fully 
completed.  During this interim period the licensee has proposed transitional surface water arrangements for the 
‘treated drainage water from areas at risk of contamination’ during ‘back-feed gas’ commissioning.  This interim 
arrangement will discharge the ‘treated drainage water from areas at risk of contamination’ via emission point SW2 
(storm water settlement ponds) during “back-feed gas‘’ commissioning until the outfall pipe is available.  This 
interim arrangement has been in place since November 2014. 

Storm Water and Groundwater (SW2) 

Storm water in non-process areas and from building roofs (uncontaminated surface water run-off) from the gas 
refinery is collected via the perimeter drain system and an Emergency Holding Tank prior to discharge via 
settlement ponds to a drainage ditch, which feeds the Bellanaboy River and ultimately discharges into Carrowmore 
Lake (2 km from the site).  Emission limit values are specified in the existing licence for suspended solids, 
aluminium, phosphorus and hydrocarbons in relation to storm water run-off and ground water upwelling (SW2).  

There are a number of minor changes to the drainage systems for the installation, namely the segregation of 
groundwater and surface water so as to minimise the quantity required to be managed in the event of an incident.  
The surface water drainage system (non-process areas) includes an emergency holding tank upstream of the 
settlement ponds which can be isolated in the event of hydrocarbon contamination as detected by on-line TOC 
(total organic carbon) and TC (total carbon) monitors fitted at the emergency holding tank. A ground water 
drainage system which keeps the water table below the site will now converge at manhole 26 and then discharge 
to the settlement ponds.  The ground water drainage system will be fitted with its own on-line TOC and TC 
analysers and can also be isolated in the event of contamination being detected.  In the event of contamination in 
the groundwater drains, the groundwater valve in manhole 26 will be manually closed.  On confirmation of 
contamination in the groundwater drains, the groundwater will be pumped to the firewater retention facility for 
appropriate treatment and disposal. The rip rap discharge arrangement (rock used to stabilise flow) is proposed to 
be replaced by an open ditch arrangement. Groundwater and surface water converge in manhole 27 and the 
combined flow is conveyed to the settlement ponds. The existing licence conditions have been re-worded in the RD 
to take account of this arrangement. 

The licensee seeks to increase the suspended solids limit on these uncontaminated discharges from 5 mg/L to 30 
mg/L as the suspended solid arising during heavy to moderate rainfall will be fines from crushed or graded rock 
underlying the refinery largely comprising of mica schist.  This mineral is characterised as being difficult to settle 
out.  The current emission limit value is 5mg/L suspended solids (SS) and is more typically associated with filtration 
rather than sedimentation. The storm water is treated by sedimentation and was originally designed to treat to 30 
mg/L suspended solids.   
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The latest EPA river quality biological monitoring survey of the Bellanaboy (waterbody code IE-WE-33-1897) (2012), 
records the water quality (approximately 1.9 km) upstream of Carrowmore Lake (station 0200: upstream of 
Carrowmore Lake) as unpolluted (Q4 in 2012).  The 2012 EPA monitoring report concludes that ’this important 
Carrowmore Lake tributary continued to be in a satisfactory condition with no signficant change since the last 
survey (2008)’.  The Bellanaboy river is classed as good status for the purpose of the Water Framework Directive.  

The licensee carried out an “Assessment of impact of sediments in the discharge on the shallow Carrowmore Lake”, 
which states that “based on a suspended solids removal rate in the settlement ponds of 50% and the calculated 
flow of 1,730,272m3 per year [from rainfall], the expected average suspended solids concentration in the outflow 
from the settlement ponds will be circa 2.05mg/L.  The assessment concludes that the total sediment runoff from 
the gas refinery footprint will be 3,555 kg/year”.  Mayo County Council monitoring data for Carrowmore Lake 
shows that the average for January to October 2014 (9 samples) for suspended solids is 7.6 mg/L. 

Mayo County Council monitoring data for emission point SW2 shows compliance with the construction limit of 
35mg/L and the results are well below the licensee‘s action limit of 25mg/L suspended solids from January to 
November 2014 (average for suspended solids is 2.76mg/L (21samples)).  The contribution from SW2 is not 
considered significant and the monitoring data submitted as part of the application indicates that the yearly 
average limit (10 mg/L) is achievable. 

Produced Water (SW3) 

Produced water will be composed of condensed water (water existing in vapour form in reservoir in the gas field), 
which may contain traces of organic compounds and some metals, and in later years, small amounts of formation 
water (reservoir water below gas/water contact level), which will contain natural salts and minerals.  Produced 
water will be treated prior to discharge. Discharge will be to sea via SW3 other than approximately 15-20 m3/day of 
treated produce water for the first four years of production which will be transferred off-site as waste by a licensed 
contractor (see below Off-site Emissions – Waste). 

The licensee proposes to amend the discharge arrangements for produced water following discussions with the 
Erris Inshore Fishermen’s Association in 2008.  The only change is the location of the discharge of treated produced 
water from SW1 (12.7 km offshore at a depth of 68.5m) to SW3 (65 km offshore at a depth of 350 m) and the 
addition of a biocide to the discharge line which is necessary to prevent discharge pipe corrosion and capacity 
restriction by biological growth.   

The initial treatment of the aqueous liquids will occur at the methanol regeneration plant. The liquids will be fed to 
a distillation column where the methanol is evaporated, condensed and reused in off-shore facilities. The still 
bottoms (produced water) will be forwarded to the produced water treatment plant. The Produced Water 
Treatment System is a series of process units; corrugated plate interceptor (removes suspended solids and oil), 
ultrafiltration (removes emulsified oil and certain organics), nanofiltration (remove the majority of heavy metals), 
activated carbon filter (remove soluble organics) and ion exchange (removal of residual metals), followed by pH 
adjustment. 

Modelling of the dispersion of treated produced water (SW3) at the proposed outfall point was undertaken. The 
results of the mixing zone modelling indicate that, for many of the discharge constituents, predicted concentrations 
are reduced to within 10% of background values up to 50m downstream, to within 5% of background values up to 
100m downstream and to within 1% of background values up to 300m downstream.  For constituents that have 

relatively low background levels (hydrocarbons, nickel and zinc), the predicted mixing zones required are larger, 
with concentrations reduced to within 10% of background up to 300m downstream. The emission will observe the 
environmental quality standards specified for metals (cadmium, copper, mercury, nickel and zinc) in the European 
Communities Environmental Objectives (Surface Water) Regulations 2009 in less than 2m distance downstream of 
the outfall, which is 65 km off-shore and in 350 m depth of water. 

The biocide proposed is 2,2-Dibromo-3-nitrilopropionamide (DBNPA) (Dow antimicrobial 7287) which carries the 
risk phrase R50 (very toxic to aquatic organisms).  It is proposed to dose at a concentration of 234 mg/L as a batch 
treatment (5.42m3 in 2 hours) on a daily basis into the umbilical core.  The fate of the biocide upon discharge will 
be influenced by dilution and expected hydrolysis (degradation). According to the licensee by the time the 
produced water (SW3) is discharged at the subsea location at the Corrib Field, the active concentration of the 
biocide will have reduced to approximately 100 to 200 ppm, and rapid dilution will reduce the concentration down 
to around 1-2 ppm, within 5 m of the discharge location.  Based on the combination of the processes of hydrolysis, 
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biodegradation and dilution, overall breakdown and dispersal will be relatively rapid and complete, and as such the 
overall environmental impacts associated with the addition of biocide to the produced water discharge stream are 
considered negligible.  For the discharge to reduce to the predicted no effect concentration (PNEC) of 0.0106 mg/L, 
22,075 dilutions are required. The licensee undertook a risk assessment which showed a 500m radius water column 
from the discharge point will be refreshed faster than the chemical can build-up. 

Hydraulic Fluid (SW3) 

The discharge of hydraulic fluids will occur at the offshore subsea facilities. The hydraulic fluid is a glycol/water 
(50:5O) based fluid known as Castrol Transaqua HT2 (Ingredients CAS# 107-21-1, 102-71-6).  It is anticipated that 
1.4 tonnes per annum of hydraulic fluid will be used in the umbilical cable for the offshore subsea facilities.  
According to the licensee in order to fully open or close all the valves on one "Christmas tree", approximately 14 
litres of hydraulic fluid will be discharged to sea. It is estimated that a maximum of 1,344 litres of hydraulic fluid will 
be discharged per year, equivalent to 672 litres of glycol.  

This fluid is readily biodegradable and the product is not expected to bioaccumulate through food chains in the 
environment.  Its eco-toxicity is not classified as dangerous.  According to the offshore Environmental Impact 
Statement, the glycol:water mix is a HOCNF category E chemical2 and therefore the potential to have a localised 
low toxicity effect on benthos, plankton and fish, will be negligible because of the low volumes intermittently 
discharged and the high dilution of the hydraulic fluid immediately upon release.  Also the OSPAR commission 
includes monoethylenglycol (CAS107-21-1) on its OSPAR list of substances used and discharged offshore which are 
considered to Pose Little or No Risk to the Environment (PLONOR). 

Emissions to Ground 

There is one emission point to ground from the gas refinery. It is proposed to treat sanitary effluent from the 
installation in a septic tank and Bord na Mona Puraflo peat filter system prior to discharge to a 300m2 percolation 
area on-site.  There is no significant change proposed from first licensing except a minor change in the location of 
the system.  

The discharge is estimated to be less than 5m3/day which is the threshold for exempted effluent under the Local 
Government (Water Pollution Act) Regulations, 1978 (S.I. No. 108 of 1978).  The underlying aquifer is poor with 
moderate vulnerability and is acceptable having regard to the Groundwater Protection Response Matrix. The 
proposed system provides tertiary treatment of the sanitary effluent.  An aquifer classification by the Geological 
Survey of Ireland (GSI) describes the Inver Schist Formation as poor aquifer, which is generally unproductive in 
terms of groundwater resources.  Most groundwater circulation in these schists is in the upper fractures zone, 
along more permeable beds of limited extent and along fracture or fault zones.  The aquifer at the gas refinery site 
is classed as being of moderate vulnerability, with the exception of a limited area in the north of the gas refinery 
footprint, which is designated high vulnerability due to overburden cover less than 3m in thickness. 

The underlying groundwater body is currently classified as at good status under the Water Framework Directive 
(2000/60/EC) and Groundwater Directive (2006/118/EC).  In order to protect this status, the licence conditions 
have been enhanced. In addition to the existing condition of providing and managing a treatment system in 
accordance with the EIS and EPA waste water manuals, the EPA proposes more explicit requirements regarding 
monitoring and record keeping.  In addition to the existing licence requirement to monitor ground water at the 
installation, the EPA proposes surface water monitoring of the adjacent drainage ditch.  The EPA further proposes 
an annual report on the effectiveness and efficiency of the waste water treatment system as part of the Annual 
Environmental Report. The EPA requires groundwater to be monitored on a biannual basis and soil monitoring to 
be carried out every five years in accordance with requirement of the IED. 

Off-site Emissions - Waste 

The main changes regarding waste in the review application relates to hydrocarbon condensate and surplus treated 
produced water.  Hydrocarbon condensate is a by-product of the gas treatment process. The hydrocarbon 
condensate will be stored in tanks located in the bulk tank storage area. It will be exported off-site by a licensed 
waste contractor. According to the licensee "it is envisaged that the appointed contractor will examine the 
feasibility of re-using the condensate as a waste fuel”.  As there is insufficient information available in relation to 

                                                           
2
 The Harmonised Offshore Chemical Notification Format (HOCNF) scheme is an OSPAR initiative; category E chemicals have the 

potential to cause the least damage to the environment. 
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the consideration of the hydrocarbon condensate as a by-product, it is considered a waste. It is estimated that 
3,604 tonnes per annum of hydrocarbon condensate will be exported off-site as a waste.  

As the umbilical spare cores are not likely to have capacity to dispose of all the treated produced waste water 
anticipated to be generated, it is proposed to dispose of the surplus treated waste water off-site by tankers in 
accordance with statutory waste requirements.  The waste is classified as non-hazardous (EWC 16 10 02) and the 
quantity for disposal is estimated as 15-20m3/day or 450-600m3/month for the first four years.  It is expected that 
produced water volumes will decline throughout the life of the field.  No contractor has been identified in the 
application but there are licensed contractors in Ireland for the disposal of non-hazardous waste. 

The EPA requires all wastes to be managed in accordance with national and international law. The EPA requires the 
licensee to implement a waste management plan to ensure that waste generated in the carrying on of the activities 
shall be prepared in order of priority for re-use, recycling or recovery or, where that is not technically or 
economically possible, disposed of in a manner which will prevent or minimise any impact on the environment. 

Noise 

The gas refinery is a significant industrial plant, comprising of hundreds of individual noise sources, many of which 
could give rise to significant noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors unless appropriate noise control measures 
are in place. The installation has been constructed with control measures in place, following extensive noise control 
input into the engineering design. Under normal operation the gas refinery will be controlled such that it has an 
acceptable impact on the local environment and sensitive receivers.  

A small isolated ground flare has been installed to avoid non-emergency use of the high level flares. This flare will 
be used for the combustion of non-recoverable gas prior to maintenance activity. This is configured to minimise 
noise impact, as part of the normal operational noise strategy for the gas refinery.  In emergency situations, such as 
a gas leak or a fire, safety considerations would require the removal of gas inventory from certain sections of the 
plant or from the inlet of the export pipeline by the combustion of vented gas from the emergency flare.  
Emergency flaring could occur at any time of day or night, whereas maintenance operations are normally carried 
out during the day.  Noise levels generated by the emergency flares are likely to be higher than any item of general 
plant within the installation, and are not readily attenuated by any form of industrial noise control. Noise levels 
generated during planned maintenance activities, including compressor change-overs and other cases in which 
hydrocarbons are discharged without a lit flare are modest. Relatively high noise levels can be expected in many of 
the lit flare scenarios, however, and could be described as potentially startling at the noise sensitive receptors 
nearer to the gas refinery.  The flares will need to be tested on commissioning of the gas refinery to ensure correct 
operation, and this would be a planned event, with public notification. Operation thereafter would be a highly 
unusual occurrence, which could be described as a once in a lifetime event. 

The licensee undertook noise modelling assessment of noise sources from the activities to take account of design 
changes since first licensing.  The predicted operational noise levels for daytime, evening time and night-time at 
noise sensitive locations were below 35 dB(A).  In the event of emergencies the gas refinery will give rise to higher 
noise levels. The EPA requires that noise from the installation, including noise associated with non-emergency use 
of the High Pressure flare, the Low Pressure flare and associated flare tips, shall not give rise to sound pressure 
levels measured at any noise sensitive locations which exceed the limit values. The EPA requires updated noise 
limits to include an evening noise limit and a noise monitoring programme. 

Potential for Accidents to Arise 

There is the potential for an accident/hazardous and emergency situations arising from the operation of the gas 
refinery, onshore incoming gas pipeline, subsea facilities (wells, flowlines manifold and offshore incoming gas 
pipeline) and landfall valve installation (LVI) in addition to the GNI (formerly BGE) export gas pipeline. Such 
emergency situations could lead to the release of hydrocarbons, hydraulic fluid, flammable liquid, condensate, 
methanol or a chemical/waste/fuel spill or discharge of unacceptable levels of waste and effluents to the 
environment, which would have the potential to impact on the environment.   

A major accident at the gas refinery would be unlikely, but if it were to occur, would most probably involve a gas 
leak or blockage, leading to an explosion and fire. A fire or explosion as a result of the release of hydrocarbons 
could cause a potential bog fire depending on the wind direction. It is unlikely that any such fire would burn for a 
long period or cause any appreciable impact on habitats or the environment, other than during a dry summer.  
Overall, any such fire is many times less likely than a bog fire from some other cause, and would have no greater 
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effect. A fire at the gas refinery itself which did not result in a bog fire would be unlikely to have effects beyond the 
confines of the site itself, or to burn for any great length of time. 

Hazard identification and prevention is the key component of the gas refinery, onshore incoming gas pipeline, LVI, 
subsea facilities and the GNI Mayo to Galway gas pipeline design which will minimise the risk of accidents and 
hazardous and emergency situations arising during operation.  In the unlikely event of accident or emergency 
situations arising, the detection and control/response systems to be employed will minimise the consequences on 
human health and the environment. The overall effects of the preventative measures (as outlined on pages 37-39 
of the Inspector’s Report) will minimise the likelihood of the occurrence of a fire or explosion or major accident and 
in the unlikely event of an accident the mitigation measures (as outlined on pages 39-41 of the Inspector’s Report) 
will minimise the consequences on the environment. 

Having regard for the requirements to prevent accidents and limit their consequences, the licensee has advised 
that the spare umbilical cores proposed for use in the discharge of treated produced water are not critical safety 
elements as there is already redundancy in the hydraulic service and the spare cores were originally designed for 
the supply of scale inhibitor which is no longer required and can in any event be supplied through the methanol 
lines. The use of spare cores for produced water discharge is also reversible. 

Risk Assessments undertaken on the gas refinery have determined that the risk levels on the gas refinery are at 
acceptable levels.  A Safety Report has been prepared and the conclusions of the Health and Safety Authority’s 
examination of the Safety Report were submitted to the EPA in which the HSA deemed the safety report as 
adequate in terms of the fourth schedule of the European Communities (Control of Major Accident Hazards 
involving Dangerous Substances) Regulations 2006 (S.I. No. 74 of 2006). 

4 Review of Appropriate Assessment Screening 

4.1 Zone of Influence of the Proposed Project 

There is no set recommended distance for which European sites are considered as being relevant for AA.  Available 
guidance (NPWS, 2010) recommends that ‘the distance should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis with reference 
to the nature, size and location of the project, and the sensitivities of the ecological receptors, and the potential for 
in combination effects’.  As a general rule of thumb, it is often considered appropriate to examine all European 
sites within 15km as a starting point.  In some instances where there are hydrological connections, a whole river 
catchment or a groundwater aquifer may need to be included. 

Taking this into account, as a starting point a search was carried out for all European sites within 40km of the 
proposed project.  This distance was considered to be sufficient for the purposes of AA screening in this case as any 
European sites outside of the 40km distance either do not have any hydrological or any other linkages to the 
proposed project (European sites are mainly located upstream and inland in different water catchments), or are 
located at such distance from the proposed project that no significant effects would occur (primarily due to the 
assimilative capacity and substantial marine water buffer from potential impact sources).  This initial 40km distance 
was reduced to 15km for more detailed analysis.  For all elements of the proposed project there were no effect 
pathways which could extend beyond 15km from the source of impacts or emissions. 

For significant effects to arise, there must be a risk enabled by having a 'source' (e.g. construction works at a 
proposed development site), a 'receptor' (e.g. a European site or its qualifying interests), and a pathway between 
the source and the receptor (e.g. a watercourse connecting a proposed development site to a European site). The 
identification of a pathway does not automatically mean that significant effects will arise. The likelihood for 
significant effects will depend upon the characteristics of the source (e.g. nature of the emission), the 
characteristics of the pathway (e.g. size and water quality status of a waterbody receiving the emission) and the 
characteristics of the receptor (e.g. the sensitivities of the European sites and their Qualifying Interests).   

4.2 Relevant European Sites  

European sites within 40km of the proposed project are shown in Figure 1 and those within 15km (i.e. the 
maximum potential zone of influence of the proposed project) are shown in Figures 2 and 3 and are listed in Tables 
1, 2 and 3 along with their Qualifying Interests and discussion regarding any relevant source-pathway-receptor links 
between the proposed project and these European sites.   Note that there are no European sites within 40km of 
SW3 and therefore a table similar to Tables 1 – 3 is not required for that discharge point.   
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Figure 1  Locations of the Gas Refinery, SW1, SW2 and SW3 in the context of surrounding European sites 
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Figure 2  Locations of the Gas Refinery SW2 in the context of surrounding European sites 
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Figure 3  Location of SW1 in the context of surrounding European sites 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

Site name and code Distance from 
Proposed 
Development 
(approximate) 

Reasons for designation
3
 (*= Priority Habitat) Relevant source-pathway-receptor links between proposed development 

and European site?  

(European sites are “relevant” where a source-pathway-receptor link
4
 exists.  

Items in red are those for which significant impacts on Qualifying Interests 
could not be ruled out). 

Special Areas of Conservation 

Glenamoy Bog 
Complex SAC 
(000500) 

Located c. 
1.7km north-
east of the gas 
terminal  

 

 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic 
coasts [1230] 

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or 
calcareous grasslands [5130] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

Annex II Species: 

Air Emissions  
Due to its distance from the gas refinery this European site is likely to be 
outside of the zone of influence of air emissions arising at the gas refinery gas 
refinery.   
Furthermore, there will be no exceedance of any of the air quantity standards 
designated to protect ecosystems under any (including worst case scenario) of 
the operational scenarios.   The air dispersion model assessment showed that 
the critical levels for the protection of vegetation are well below the air quality 
standard for NOx (annual average 30 µg/m

3
) in S.I. No. 180 of 2011.  Air 

dispersion modelling of the 'ammonia slip' from the SCR indicates that the 
process contribution (0.2 µg/m

3
 annual average) and predicted environmental 

concentration (0.5 µg/m
3
 annual average) will observe the WHO (2000) Air 

Quality Guidelines for Europe critical level for protection of vegetation and 
ecosystems (8 µg/m

3
 as an annual average).   The gas refinery may emit 

particulate matter (PM/PM10) but in such small quantities that the impact on 
ambient concentrations will be negligible.  Exploratory well tests have 
indicated that there are no sulphur compounds present in either the gas or 
the condensate; thus emissions of sulphur dioxide are not anticipated as a 
result of burning gas at the gas refinery. 

                                                           
3
 “Qualifying Interests” for SACs and “Special Conservation Interests” for SPAs based on relevant Statutory Instruments for each SPA, and NPWS Conservation Objectives for SACs downloaded from 

www.npws.ie in September 2015.  
4
 For significant effects to arise, there must be a risk enabled by having a 'source' (e.g. construction works at a proposed development site), a 'receptor' (e.g. a SAC), and a pathway between the source 

and the receptor (e.g. a watercourse connecting a proposed development site to a SAC). The identification of a pathway does not automatically mean significant effects will arise. The likelihood for 
significant effects will depend upon the characteristics of the source (e.g. duration of construction works), the characteristics of the pathway (e.g. water quality status of watercourse receiving run-off 
from construction) and the characteristics of the receptor (e.g. the ecology including conservation status of the SAC reason for designation). When expert judgment determines, that significant effects are 
likely to arise, both the pathway, and the European site are considered “Relevant”, and an Appropriate Assessment is triggered. 

http://www.npws.ie/
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

 Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

There may be other minor emissions from activities such as testing of 
firewater pumps and the emergency generator as well as fugitive losses of 
natural gas and other volatile organic compounds from minor leaks and 
working losses from tanks (breathing, filling).  However the gas refinery has 
been designed to minimise the number of potential sources of fugitive 
emissions by minimising the numbers of components from which minor 
leakages occur.  With respect to bulk storage areas, according to the licensee 
“equivalent reduction of emissions to the environment of greater than 97% 
can be achieved using internal floating roofs with “minimum emissions 
fittings”.   
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising 
from air emissions at the gas refinery site. 
Emissions to Ground 
Due to its distance from the gas refinery the European site is likely to be 
outside of the zone of influence of the single emission to ground arising from 
percolation to ground from a septic tank and Bord na Mona Puraflo peat filter 
system.  Furthermore the discharge quantities will be small (less than 
5m

3
/day), the proposed system provides tertiary treatment, the underlying 

aquifer has been deemed to be acceptable having regard to the Groundwater 
Protection Response Matrix and licence conditions have been enhanced to 
ensure protection of groundwater quality. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising 
from the single emission to ground at the gas refinery site. 
Noise 
There is one noise-sensitive Qualifying Interest (Salmon) in this European site.  
However due to its distance from the gas refinery and the fact that no water 
based noise source will arise at the gas refinery site, the European site is 
outside of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising 
from the noise emissions from the gas refinery site. 
Off-site Emissions - Waste 
A number of wastes will arise for off-site disposal and treatment.  All such 
wastes will be properly handled, treated and disposed of in accordance with 
national and international law and in a manner which will prevent or minimise 
impacts on the environment.  The correct handling, treatment and disposal of 



 

Independent Review of AA Process for EPA 18   Application for Review of Licence (Reg. No. P0738-03 )  

Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

waste going off-site will ensure no risks to any European sites. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising 
from the off-site disposal of wastes. 
Potential for Accidents to Arise 
There is the potential for accidents and emergency situations arising from the 
operation of the gas refinery.  Such emergency situations could lead to the 
release of hydrocarbons, hydraulic fluid, flammable liquid, condensate, 
methanol or a chemical/waste/fuel spill or discharge of unacceptable levels of 
waste and effluents to the environment, which would have the potential to 
impact on the environment.   
A major accident at the gas refinery would be unlikely, but if it were to occur, 
would most probably involve a gas leak or blockage, leading to an explosion 
and fire. A fire or explosion as a result of the release of hydrocarbons could 
cause a potential bog fire depending on the wind direction.  Overall, any such 
fire is many times less likely than  a bog fire from some other cause, and 
would have no greater effect.   A fire at the refinery itself would not cause any 
emission of pollutants to water because all fire water will be caught in the 
firewater retention ponds for proper treatment/disposal. 
Therefore there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Slieve Fyagh Bog 
SAC (000542) 

Located c. 
1.8km east of 
the gas terminal 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
There will be no significant effects on the European site arising from noise as 
there are no noise-sensitive Qualifying Interests. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Carrowmore Lake 
Complex SAC 
(000476) 

Located c. 1km 
south of the gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
There will be no significant effects on the European site arising from noise as 
there are no noise-sensitive Qualifying Interests. 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

Rhynchosporion [7150] 

Annex II Species: 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Bellacorick Bog 
Complex SAC 
(001922) 

Located c. 
10.5km south-
east of the gas 
terminal. 

Conservation Objectives Generic Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

 Alkaline fens [7230] 

Annex II Species: 

 Vertigo geyeri (Geyer's Whorl Snail) [1013] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
It is extremely unlikely that Vertigo geyeri would be sensitive to noise impacts.  
(All other Qualifying Interests are non-sensitive to noise.)  Even in the unlikely 
event that the species is noise-sensitive, there is no possibility of significant 
negative noise related impacts due to the significant distance from the 
European site.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European 
site arising from the noise emissions from the gas refinery site. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Owenduff/Nephin 
Complex SAC 
(000534) 

Located c. 
10.2km south of 
the gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Oligotrophic waters containing very few 
minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia 
uniflorae) [3110] 

 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters 
with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae 
and/or Isoeto-Nanojuncetea [3130] 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Water courses of plain to montane levels 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
Due to its distance from the gas refinery and the fact that there are only two 
noise-sensitive Qualifying Interests (Salmon and Otter) the European site is 
outside of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from 
the noise emissions from the gas refinery site. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

with the Ranunculion fluitantis and 
Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation [3260] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Alpine and Boreal heaths [4060] 

 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or 
calcareous grasslands [5130] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140] 

Annex II Species: 

 Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 

 Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

Mullet/Blacksod 
Bay Complex SAC 
(000470) 

Located c. 12km 
south-west of 
the gas 
terminal. 

 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (17/12/2014) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud 
and sand [1310] 

 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with 
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 

 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous 
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130] 

 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-
Ulicetea) [2150] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
There is one noise-sensitive Qualifying Interest (Otter) in this European site.  
However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European site is outside 
of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery.  
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from 
the noise emissions from the gas refinery site. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural eutrophic lakes with 
Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type 
vegetation [3150] 

 Alkaline fens [7230] 

Annex II Species: 

 Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

Broadhaven Bay 
SAC (000472) 

Located c. 
8.4km north-
west of the gas 
terminal. 

 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (11/02/14) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 

 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves 
[8330] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
There will be no significant effects on the European site arising from noise as 
there are no noise-sensitive Qualifying Interests. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Special Protection Areas (SPA) 

Blacksod 
Bay/Broadhaven 
SPA (004037) 

Located c. 2km 
north of the gas 
terminal. 

 

 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (16/12/14) 

 Great Northern Diver (Gavia immer) [A003] 

 Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla 
hrota) [A046] 

 Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 

 Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) 
[A069] 

 Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [A137] 

 Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
All of the bird species for which this European site is designated are noise-
sensitive.   However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European 
site is outside of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas 
refinery.  Many of the bird species may travel outside the SPA to use areas in 
proximity to the gas refinery and may therefore come within the range of 
where noise impacts would be felt.  However under normal operation the gas 
refinery will be controlled such that there will be no significant noise impacts 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149] 

 Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157] 

 Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160] 

 Sandwich Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) [A191] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina schinzii) [A466] 

 Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

on the local environment, including birds, due to the level of design of the 
facility which has included noise abatement, the method of operation of the 
facilities, and the conditions imposed by the EPA including noise limits.  There 
is potential for non-regular and exceptional high level noises (once in a 
lifetime events such as accidents or emergencies) when flares will be lit.  
However these irregular and once-off events will be temporary and will affect 
mobile species at distance from their core area (i.e. the SPA boundary) which 
will readily move away from the noise source and would readily return to the 
area once the noise ceases.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from noise.  

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Carrowmore Lake 
SPA (004052) 

Located c. 
2.7km south-
west of the gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Sandwich Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) [A191] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
The bird species for which this European site is designated is noise-sensitive.   
However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European site is outside 
of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery.  
Sandwich Tern may travel outside the SPA to use areas in proximity to the gas 
refinery and may therefore come within the range of where noise impacts 
would be felt.  However under normal operation the gas refinery will be 
controlled such that there will be no significant noise impacts on the local 
environment, including birds, due to the level of design of the facility which 
has included noise abatement, the method of operation of the facilities, and 
the conditions imposed by the EPA including noise limits.  There is potential 
for non-regular and exceptional high level noises (once in a lifetime events 
such as accidents or emergencies) when flares will be lit.  However these 
irregular and once-off events will be temporary and will affect a mobile 
species at distance from its core area (i.e. the SPA boundary) which will readily 
move away from the noise source and would readily return to the area once 
the noise ceases..  Therefore there will be no significant effects on the 
European site arising from noise.  
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Illanmaster SPA 
(004074) 

Located c. 
11.4km north-
east of the 
proposed gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus) [A014] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
The bird species for which this European site is designated is noise-sensitive.   
However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European site is outside 
of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery.  Storm 
Petrel may travel outside the SPA to use areas in proximity to the gas refinery 
(although this is unlikely given the species’ preference for the marine 
environment) and may therefore come within the range of where noise 
impacts would be felt.  However under normal operation the gas refinery will 
be controlled such that there will be no significant noise impacts on the local 
environment, including birds, due to the level of design of the facility which 
has included noise abatement, the method of operation of the facilities, and 
the conditions imposed by the EPA including noise limits.  There is potential 
for non-regular and exceptional high level noises (once in a lifetime events 
such as accidents or emergencies) when flares will be lit.  However these 
irregular and once-off events will be temporary and will affect a mobile 
species at distance from its core area (i.e. the SPA boundary) which will readily 
move away from the noise source and would readily return to the area once 
the noise ceases..  Therefore there will be no significant effects on the 
European site arising from noise.  

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Stags of Broad 
Haven SPA (004072) 

Located c. 
14.2km north of 
the gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4 (13/02/15) 

 Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus) [A014] 

 Leach's Storm-petrel (Oceanodroma 
leucorhoa) [A015] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
The bird species for which this European site is designated are noise-sensitive.   
However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European site is outside 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery.  Storm 
and Leach’s Storm-petrel may travel outside the SPA to use areas in proximity 
to the gas refinery (although this is unlikely given the species’ preference for 
the marine environment) and may therefore come within the range of where 
noise impacts would be felt.  However under normal operation the gas 
refinery will be controlled such that there will be no significant noise impacts 
on the local environment, including birds, due to the level of design of the 
facility which has included noise abatement, the method of operation of the 
facilities, and the conditions imposed by the EPA including noise limits.  There 
is potential for non-regular and exceptional high level noises (once in a 
lifetime events such as accidents or emergencies) when flares will be lit.  
However these irregular and once-off events will be temporary and will affect 
mobile species at distance from its core area (i.e. the SPA boundary) which will 
readily move away from the noise source and would readily return to the area 
once the noise ceases..  Therefore there will be no significant effects on the 
European site arising from noise.  

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Owenduff/Nephin 
Complex SPA 
(004098) 

Located c. 
10.2km north of 
the gas 
terminal. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Merlin (Falco columbarius) [A098] 

 Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from air 
emissions, the single emission to ground or from the off-site disposal of 
wastes, in connection with the gas refinery site. 
The bird species for which this European site is designated are noise-sensitive.   
However due to its distance from the gas refinery, the European site is outside 
of the zone of influence for noise emissions arising at the gas refinery.  Merlin 
and Golden Plover may travel outside the SPA to use areas in proximity to the 
gas refinery and may therefore come within the range of where noise impacts 
would be felt.  However under normal operation the gas refinery will be 
controlled such that there will be no significant noise impacts on the local 
environment, including birds, due to the level of design of the facility which 
has included noise abatement, the method of operation of the facilities, and 
the conditions imposed by the EPA including noise limits.  There is potential 
for non-regular and exceptional high level noises (once in a lifetime events 
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Table 1 Analysis of European sites within 15km of the Gas Refinery  

such as accidents or emergencies) when flares will be lit.  However these 
irregular and once-off events will be temporary and will affect mobile species 
at distance from their core area (i.e. the SPA boundary) which will readily 
move away from the noise source and would readily return to the area once 
the noise ceases..  Therefore there will be no significant effects on the 
European site arising from noise.  

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 2 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of SW1 

Site name and code Distance from 
Proposed 
Development 
(approximate) 

Reasons for designation
5
 (*= Priority Habitat) Relevant source-pathway-receptor links between proposed development 

and European site?  

(European sites are “relevant” where a source-pathway-receptor link
6
 exists, 

Items in red are those for which significant impacts on Qualifying Interests 
could not be ruled out). 

Special Areas of Conservation 

Glenamoy Bog 
Complex SAC 
(000500) 

Located c. 8km 
east of SW1 – 
Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

 

 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic 
coasts [1230] 

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or 
calcareous grasslands [5130] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

Due to its significant distance from SW1 and the fact that there is no pathway 
to any of the Qualifying Interests (excepting Salmon) as they lie inland and/or 
above the high tide mark to which there is no pathway between the marine 
discharge location and the Qualifying Interests, this European site is likely to 
be outside of the zone of influence of the discharge at SW1. 
In the case of Salmon to which there could possibly be a pathway, , this 
discharge will not have a significant effect on water quality  or on Salmon due 
to the level of treatment proposed and assimilative capacity of the receiving 
marine environment.   
Following treatment, drainage water from areas at risk of contamination will 
discharge to sea via SW1 (12.7 km offshore at a depth of 68.5m).  This 
arrangement was envisaged in the current licence (Reg. No. PO738-O1) and 
there is no change to this arrangement proposed.  At the time of 
consideration of the original licence (Reg. No. PO738-O1), the EPA was 
satisfied that the discharge  of treated drainage water from areas at risk of 
contamination to sea via SW1 (12.7 km offshore at a depth of 68.5m) would 
not cause significant environmental pollution.  There has been no change in 
the status of the transitional water (unpolluted) and the emission limit values 

                                                           
5
 “Qualifying Interests” for SACs and “Special Conservation Interests” for SPAs based on relevant Statutory Instruments for each SPA, and NPWS Conservation Objectives for SACs downloaded from 

www.npws.ie in September 2015.  
6
 For significant effects to arise, there must be a risk enabled by having a 'source' (e.g. construction works at a proposed development site), a 'receptor' (e.g. a SAC), and a pathway between the source 

and the receptor (e.g. a watercourse connecting a proposed development site to a SAC). The identification of a pathway does not automatically mean significant effects will arise. The likelihood for 
significant effects will depend upon the characteristics of the source (e.g. duration of construction works), the characteristics of the pathway (e.g. water quality status of watercourse receiving run-off 
from construction) and the characteristics of the receptor (e.g. the ecology including conservation status of the SAC reason for designation). When expert judgment determines, that significant effects are 
likely to arise, both the pathway, and the European site are considered “Relevant”, and an Appropriate Assessment is triggered. 

http://www.npws.ie/
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Table 2 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of SW1 

Annex II Species: 

 Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

for SW1 remain unchanged from the original licence. This is adequate to 
ensure that there will be no significant effect on Salmon or this site. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising 
from water quality issues. 
Potential for Accidents to Arise 
There is the potential for accidents and emergency situations arising from the 
proosed project.  Such emergency situations could lead to the release of 
hydrocarbons, hydraulic fluid, flammable liquid, condensate, methanol or a 
chemical/waste/fuel spill or discharge of unacceptable levels of waste and 
effluents to the environment, which would have the potential to impact on 
the environment.   
A major accident would be unlikely, but if it were to occur, would most 
probably involve a gas leak or blockage, leading to an explosion and fire.  A fire 
or explosion as a result of the release of hydrocarbons could cause a potential 
bog fire depending on the wind direction.  Overall, any such fire is many times 
less likely than a bog fire from some other cause, and would have no greater 
effect. 
Therefore there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Mullet/Blacksod 
Bay Complex SAC 
(000470) 

Located c. 
9.5km south of 
SW1 – Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (17/12/2014) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud 
and sand [1310] 

 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with 
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 

 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous 
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130] 

 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-

While there is a potential pathway to several of the Qualifying Interests which 
are primarily marine, this discharge will not have a significant effect on the  
site or its Qualifying Interests due to the level of treatment proposed and 
assimilative capacity of the receiving marine environment.  At the time of 
consideration of the current licence (Reg. No. PO738-O1), the EPA was 
satisfied that the discharge  of treated drainage water from areas at risk of 
contamination to sea via SW1 (12.7 km offshore at a depth of 68.5m) would 
not cause significant environmental pollution.  There has been no change in 
the status of the transitional water (unpolluted) and the emission limit values 
for SW1 remain unchanged from the original licence. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects the European site arising from 
water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 2 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of SW1 

Ulicetea) [2150] 

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural eutrophic lakes with 
Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type 
vegetation [3150] 

 Alkaline fens [7230] 

Annex II Species: 

 Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

Broadhaven Bay 
SAC (000472) 

Located c. 600m 
south of SW1 – 
Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (11/02/14) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 

 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves 
[8330] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Mullet/Blacksod Bay Complex 
SAC, there will be no significant effects the European site arising from water 
quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

West Connaght 
Coast SAC (002998)  

Located c. 1km 
south-west of 
SW1 – Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/2015) 

Annex II Species: 

 Tursiops truncatus (Common Bottlenose 
Dolphin) [1349] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Mullet/Blacksod Bay Complex 
SAC, there will be no significant effects the European site arising from water 
quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Erris Head SAC 
(001501) 

Located c. 
2.3km south of 
SW1 – Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic 

Due to the fact that there is no pathway to any of the Qualifying Interests as 
they lie above the high tide mark to which there is no pathway between the 
marine discharge location and the Qualifying Interests, this European site is 
outside of the zone of influence of the discharge at SW1. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
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Table 2 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of SW1 

coasts [1230] 

 Alpine and Boreal heaths [4060] 

there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Special Protection Areas (SPA) 

Blacksod 
Bay/Broadhaven 
SPA (004037) 

Located c. 
8.1km south of 
SW1 – Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (16/12/14) 

 Great Northern Diver (Gavia immer) [A003] 

 Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla 
hrota) [A046] 

 Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 

 Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) 
[A069] 

 Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [A137] 

 Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149] 

 Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157] 

 Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160] 

 Sandwich Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) [A191] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina schinzii) [A466] 

 Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

While there is a potential pathway to the bird species for which this European 
Site is designated, , this discharge will not have a significant effect on the site 
or the species and habitat for which it is designated due to the level of 
treatment proposed and assimilative capacity of the receiving marine 
environment.  At the time of consideration of the current licence (Reg. No. 
PO738-O1), the EPA was satisfied that the discharge of treated drainage water 
from areas at risk of contamination to sea via SW1 (12.7 km offshore at a 
depth of 68.5m) would not cause significant environmental pollution.  There 
has been no change in the status of the transitional water (unpolluted) and 
the emission limit values for SW1 remain unchanged from the original licence. 
This is considered to be adequate to ensure that the proposed proeject  will 
not have a significant effect on the site or the species and habitat for which it 
is designated. 
Therefore there will be no significant effects the European site arising from 
water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Stags of Broad 
Haven SPA (004072) 

Located c. 
13.2km north-
east of SW1 – 
Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4 (13/02/15) 

 Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus) [A014] 

 Leach's Storm-petrel (Oceanodroma 
leucorhoa) [A015] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Blacksod Bay/Broadhaven SPA, 
there will be no significant effects the European site arising from water quality 
issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Mullet Peninsula 
SPA (004227) 

Located c. 
10.2km south of 
SW1 – Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Corncrake (Crex crex) [A122] 

Due to the fact that there is no pathway to the bird species for which this 
European Site is designated, this European site is outside of the zone of 
influence of the discharge at SW1. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
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Table 2 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of SW1 

site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Termoncarragh 
Lake and Annagh 
Machair SPA 
(004093) 

Located c. 
9.5km south-
west of SW1 – 
Treated 
Drainage 
Water. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Whooper Swan (Cygnus cygnus) [A038] 

 Barnacle Goose (Branta leucopsis) [A045] 

 Corncrake (Crex crex) [A122] 

 Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142] 

 Chough (Pyrrhocorax pyrrhocorax) [A346] 

 Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser 
albifrons flavirostris) [A395] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina schinzii) [A466] 

 Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Blacksod Bay/Broadhaven SPA, 
there will be no significant effects the European site arising from water quality 
issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

Site name and code Distance from 
Proposed 
Development 
(approximate) 

Reasons for designation
7
 (*= Priority Habitat) Relevant source-pathway-receptor links between proposed development 

and European site?  

(European sites are “relevant” where a source-pathway-receptor link
8
 exists.  

Items in red are those for which a significant impacts on Qualifying Interests 
could not be ruled out). 

Special Areas of Conservation 

Glenamoy Bog 
Complex SAC 
(000500) 

Located c. 
1.7km north-
east of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic 
coasts [1230] 

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or 
calcareous grasslands [5130] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 
Potential for Accidents to Arise 
There is the potential for accidents and emergency situations arising from the 
proposed project.  Such emergency situations could lead to the release of 
hydrocarbons, hydraulic fluid, flammable liquid, condensate, methanol or a 
chemical/waste/fuel spill or discharge of unacceptable levels of waste and 
effluents to the environment, which would have the potential to impact on 
the environment.   
A major accident would be unlikely, but if it were to occur, would most 
probably involve a gas leak or blockage, leading to an explosion and fire.  A fire 
or explosion as a result of the release of hydrocarbons could cause a potential 
bog fire depending on the wind direction.  Overall, any such fire is many times 
less likely than a bog fire from some other cause, and would have no greater 
effect.  
Therefore there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

                                                           
7
 “Qualifying Interests” for SACs and “Special Conservation Interests” for SPAs based on relevant Statutory Instruments for each SPA, and NPWS Conservation Objectives for SACs downloaded from 

www.npws.ie in September 2015.  
8
 For significant effects to arise, there must be a risk enabled by having a 'source' (e.g. construction works at a proposed development site), a 'receptor' (e.g. a SAC), and a pathway between the source 

and the receptor (e.g. a watercourse connecting a proposed development site to a SAC). The identification of a pathway does not automatically mean significant effects will arise. The likelihood for 
significant effects will depend upon the characteristics of the source (e.g. duration of construction works), the characteristics of the pathway (e.g. water quality status of watercourse receiving run-off 
from construction) and the characteristics of the receptor (e.g. the ecology including conservation status of the SAC reason for designation). When expert judgment determines, that significant effects are 
likely to arise, both the pathway, and the European site are considered “Relevant”, and an Appropriate Assessment is triggered. 

http://www.npws.ie/
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

Annex II Species: 

 Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

Slieve Fyagh Bog 
SAC (000542) 

Located c. 
1.8km east of  
SW2 - Storm 
Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Carrowmore Lake 
Complex SAC 
(000476) 

Located c. 1km 
south of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

Annex II Species: 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

While there is a surface water pathway to this European Site, no significant 
environmental pollution is envisaged as a result of this discharge.    
The latest EPA river quality biological monitoring survey of the Bellanaboy 
(waterbody code IE-WE-33-1897) (2012), records the water quality 
(approximately 1.9 km) upstream of Carrowmore Lake (station 0200: 
upstream of Carrowmore Lake) as unpolluted (Q4 in 2012).  The 2012 EPA 
monitoring report concludes that ’this important Carrowmore Lake tributary 
continued to be in a satisfactory condition with no signficant change since the 
last survey (2008)’.  The Bellanaboy river is classed as good status for the 
purpose of the Water Framework Directive.  
The licensee carried out an “Assessment of impact of sediments in the 
discharge on the shallow Carrowmore Lake”, which states that “based on a 
suspended solids removal rate in the settlement ponds of 50% and the 
calculated flow of 1,730,272m

3
 per year [from rainfall], the expected average 

suspended solids concentration in the outflow from the settlement ponds will 
be circa 2.05mg/L.  The assessment concludes that the total sediment runoff 
from the gas refinery footprint will be 3,555 kg/year”.  Mayo County Council 
monitoring data for Carrowmore Lake shows that the average for January to 
October 2014 (9 samples) for suspended solids is 7.6 mg/L. 

Mayo County Council monitoring data for emission point SW2 shows 
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

compliance with the construction limit of 35mg/L and the results are well 
below the licensee‘s action limit of 25mg/L suspended solids from January to 
November 2014 (average for suspended solids is 2.76mg/L (21samples)).  The 
contribution from SW2 is not considered significant and the monitoring data 
submitted as part of the application indicates that the yearly average limit (10 
mg/L) is achievable. 

Therefore there will be no significant effects on the European site arising from 
this discharge.  No significant environmental pollution is envisaged as a result 
of this discharge due to the level of treatment proposed and the assimilative 
capacity of the receiving surface water environment, as demonstrated by 
monitoring data and the “Assessment of impact of sediments in the discharge 
on the shallow Carrowmore Lake”.   
Therefore there will be no significant effects the European site arising from 
water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Bellacorick Bog 
Complex SAC 
(001922) 

Located c. 
10.5km south-
east of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Conservation Objectives Generic Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Depressions on peat substrates of the 
Rhynchosporion [7150] 

 Alkaline fens [7230] 

Annex II Species: 

 Vertigo geyeri (Geyer's Whorl Snail) [1013] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

Owenduff/Nephin 
Complex SAC 
(000534) 

Located c. 
10.2km south of 
SW2 - Storm 
Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Oligotrophic waters containing very few 
minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia 
uniflorae) [3110] 

 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters 
with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae 
and/or Isoeto-Nanojuncetea [3130] 

 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds [3160] 

 Water courses of plain to montane levels 
with the Ranunculion fluitantis and 
Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation [3260] 

 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica 
tetralix [4010] 

 Alpine and Boreal heaths [4060] 

 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or 
calcareous grasslands [5130] 

 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) [7130] 

 Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140] 

Annex II Species: 

 Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 

 Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 

 Drepanocladus vernicosus (Slender Green 
Feather-moss) [1393] 

 Saxifraga hirculus (Marsh Saxifrage) [1528] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Mullet/Blacksod 
Bay Complex SAC 
(000470) 

Located c. 12km 
south-west of 
SW2 - Storm 
Water 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (17/12/2014) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

Settlement 
Ponds. 

 

 

seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud 
and sand [1310] 

 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with 
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 

 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous 
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130] 

 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-
Ulicetea) [2150] 

 Machairs (* in Ireland) [21A0] 

 Natural eutrophic lakes with 
Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type 
vegetation [3150] 

 Alkaline fens [7230] 

Annex II Species: 

 Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 

 Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1395] 

there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the 
European site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Broadhaven Bay 
SAC (000472) 

Located c. 
8.4km north-
west of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (11/02/14) 

Annex I Habitats: 

 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 

 Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 

 Reefs [1170] 

 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 

 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves 
[8330] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 
For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Table 3 Analysis of European Sites within 15km of the SW2 

Special Protection Areas (SPA) 

Blacksod 
Bay/Broadhaven 
SPA (004037) 

Located c. 2km 
north SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

 

Conservation Objectives Version 1.0 (16/12/14) 

 Great Northern Diver (Gavia immer) [A003] 

 Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla 
hrota) [A046] 

 Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 

 Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) 
[A069] 

 Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [A137] 

 Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149] 

 Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157] 

 Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160] 

 Sandwich Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) [A191] 

 Dunlin (Calidris alpina schinzii) [A466] 

 Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Carrowmore Lake 
SPA (004052) 

Located c. 
2.7km south-
west of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Sandwich Tern (Sterna sandvicensis) [A191] 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Carrowmore Lake Complex SAC 
there will be no significant effects the European site arising from water quality 
issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Illanmaster SPA 
(004074) 

Located c. 
11.4km north-
east of SW2 - 
Storm Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus) [A014] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 
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Stags of Broad 
Haven SPA (004072) 

Located c. 
14.2km north of 
SW2 - Storm 
Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4 (13/02/15) 

 Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus) [A014] 

 Leach's Storm-petrel (Oceanodroma 
leucorhoa) [A015] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

Owenduff/Nephin 
Complex SPA 
(004098) 

Located c. 
10.2km north of 
SW2 - Storm 
Water 
Settlement 
Ponds. 

Generic Conservation Objectives Version 4.0 
(13/02/15) 

 Merlin (Falco columbarius) [A098] 

 Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140] 

There is no surface water pathway to this European site which is located in a 
separate water catchment.  Therefore there will be no significant effects on 
the European site arising from water quality issues. 

For the same reasons outlined above for the Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC, 
there is potential, albeit very unlikely, for significant effects on the European 
site arising from the potential for accidents to arise. 

 
 



 

Independent Review of AA Process for EPA 38   Application for Review of Licence (Reg. No. P0738-03 )  

5 Conclusions of Appropriate Assessment Screening Process 

As illustrated in Figures 1-3 and Tables 1 – 3, the potential for significant effects on European sites can be ruled out 
for all aspects of the proposed project except for the possibility of accidents and emergencies (e.g. a gas explosion).  
In reality any such event may have no significant effect on any European site, however due to uncertainty about 
the nature of any such event and in applying the precautionary principle9, it is deemed prudent to acknowledge 
this unlikely but potential significant effect to arise.   

Following an examination, analysis and evaluation of the relevant information including, in particular, the nature of 
the proposed project and the likelihood of significant effects on European sites,  and applying the precautionary 
principle, it is the professional opinion of the author of this report that it is not possible to exclude, on the basis of 
objective information, that the proposed development, individually or in combination with other plans or projects, 
will have a significant effect on the following European sites: 

 Glenamoy Bog Complex SAC (000500) 

 Slieve Fyagh Bog SAC (000542) 

 Carrowmore Lake Complex SAC (000476) 

 Bellacorick Bog Complex SAC (001922) 

 Owenduff/Nephin Complex SAC (000534) 

 Mullet/Blacksod Bay Complex SAC (000470) 

 Broadhaven Bay SAC (000472) 

 West Connaght Coast SAC (002998) 

 Erris Head SAC (001501) 

 Blacksod Bay/Broadhaven SPA (004037) 

 Carrowmore Lake SPA (004052) 

 Illanmaster SPA (004074) 

 Stags of Broad Haven SPA (004072) 

 Mullet Peninsula SPA (004227) 

 Owenduff/Nephin Complex SPA (004098) 

 Termoncarragh Lake and Annagh Machair SPA (004093) 

It is the professional opinion of the author of this report that, on the basis of objective information, the possibility 
may be excluded that the proposed project would have a significant effect on any other European sites. 

6 Review of Information for Appropriate Assessment 

The potential significant effects arising from the proposed project on the integrity of the above listed European 
sites are examined in this section.   

The only possible risk of significant effects to European sites, in the absence of mitigation measures, arises from the 
potential for accidents or emergencies (e.g. a gas explosion).  If impacts arising from such events were not 
mitigated then there would be potential to give rise to adverse impacts on the integrity of European sites, 
depending on the nature and severity of the incident. 

                                                           
9
 One of the primary foundations of the precautionary principle, and globally accepted definitions, results from the work of the Rio 

Declaration. Principle #15 declaration notes: 
"In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely applied by States according to their capabilities. 
Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing 
cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation." 
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There is the potential for accidents and emergency situations arising from the operation of the gas refinery, 
onshore incoming gas pipeline, subsea facilities (wells, flowlines manifold and offshore incoming gas pipeline) and 
landfall valve installation (LVI) in addition to the GNI (formerly BGE) export gas pipeline. Such emergency situations 
could lead to the release of hydrocarbons, hydraulic fluid, flammable liquid, condensate, methanol or a 
chemical/waste/fuel spill or discharge of unacceptable levels of waste and effluents to the environment, which 
would have the potential to impact on the environment.   

A major accident at the gas refinery would be unlikely, but if it were to occur, would most probably involve a gas 
leak or blockage, leading to an explosion and fire. A fire or explosion as a result of the release of hydrocarbons 
could cause a potential bog fire depending on the wind direction.  Overall, any such fire is many times less likely 
than a bog fire from some other cause, and would have no greater effect. However, as these effects cannot be 
excluded, they have been made subject to assessment, in order to determine if they would have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of the sites.  

Hazard identification and prevention is the key component of the gas refinery, onshore incoming gas pipeline, LVI, 
subsea facilities and the GNI Mayo to Galway gas pipeline design which will minimise the risk of accidents and 
hazardous and emergency situations arising during operation.   

In the unlikely event of accident or emergency situations arising, the detection and control/response systems to be 
employed will minimise the consequences on the environment. The overall effects of the preventative design 
measures (as outlined on pages 37-39 of the Inspector’s Report) will minimise the likelihood of the occurrence of a 
fire or explosion or major accident.  However in order to address the unlikely event of a fire, explosion or major 
accident occurring which could lead to significant impacts on European sites, a number of mitigation measures are 
proposed as set out below. 

6.1 Mitigation Measures to Ensure No Adverse Effects on the Integrity of European Sites.  

In the unlikely event of an accident the mitigation measures as outlined on pages 39-41 of the Inspector’s Report 
will minimise the consequences on the environment.  These are as follows: 

 Flammable gas detection and monitoring, will give early warning of potentially explosive atmospheres. 
Detection of flammable gas near an ignition source would immediately shut down that piece of equipment 
so as to eliminate the potential source of ignition; 

 High sensitivity smoke detectors will be used for early detection of electrical fires. These enable incipient 
electrical fires to be extinguished before they develop; 

 Fire detection systems - fire detectors are installed at strategic locations in the plant and buildings. Fire, 
gas and smoke detectors are all integrated into the fire and gas monitoring system, which provides 
executive shutdown action and warnings in the control room as appropriate; 

 Firefighting equipment and emergency response procedures; 

 The emergency shutdown system will ensure safe isolation and shutdown of equipment under fault or fire 
conditions and will provide a basis for the safe and efficient shutdown of process operations and the 
isolation of flammable/toxic materials within the facilities. This will ensure the protection of personnel, 
prevention and/or minimisation of pollution to the environment; 

 All storage tanks are in suitably bunded areas to contain spills and leaks; 

 Closed drains for vehicle refuelling/delivery area, with regular bund/drain inspection; 

 Ex/ATEX compliant equipment to minimise the potential for ignition; 

 Routine inspection and monitoring of equipment and discharge of effluents; 

 Waste management plan to be implemented for the gas refinery operations to ensure that waste is 
generated, stored, transported and disposed of with the minimum risk to the environment; 

 Depressurisation of an isolated section or sections of plant or if appropriate, the entire plant, during an 
emergency, by venting to flare;  

 Pressure relief valves to provide safe and automatic venting of pressure to the high level flare before 
equipment becomes over pressured; 
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 Flare designed and located in order to have minimal impact on the environment; 

 Training Strategy document to train employees in the safe and efficient operation of the plant; 

 Process monitoring and leak detection systems (including fibre optic) to detect leaks and enable shut-in 
and prevention of large releases;  

 Gas refinery control room staffed 24 hours per day, 7 days per week;  

 Isolation valves (three in series on each well head and at manifold, two in series at LVI) to enable 
shutdown of the incoming gas pipeline to prevent large releases and repair leak; 

 Emergency response plans and training, including liaison with emergency services; 

 Low environmental impact of liquids involved; 

 Safety Report which includes a Major Accident Prevention Policy to prevent a major accident occurring 
and limit the consequences to human health and the environment; 

 The external Emergency Response Plan to be prepared for the gas refinery will be regularly tested and 
reviewed and will detail the emergency response including the organisation and facilities in place and the 
measures to be taken to minimise the consequences of any accident/emergency situations on human 
health and the environment; 

 Gas composition entering the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline from the gas refinery is measured by gas 
chromatograph to determine the hydrocarbon dewpoint and energy content of the gas. There is a water 
analyser to determine the water dewpoint. 

 Signals from the various instruments and analysers are sent to the gas refinery control room and GNI 
control room in Cork, both of which will follow the local operating procedures. In the case of an 
emergency or gas is out of specification GNI may instruct the licensee to stop production and GNI can 
remotely close the boundary isolation valve (ESDV). 

 Mayo to Galway gas pipeline integrity monitoring system continuously monitors the pipeline and provides 
an indication of a gas release.  

 Block valves along the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline can be closed so that sections of the pipeline can be 
isolated for emergency containment or periodic maintenance. This would if appropriate include the inlet 
valve (ESDV 2015) to the Mayo to Galway gas pipeline within the gas refinery fence. 

In addition the EPA requires: 

 specific requirements for tank, container and drum storage areas; 

 that in the event that the contents of any bund cannot be effectively treated on-site to a standard that 
ensures compliance with the emission limit values for emissions to water in this licence, the bund contents 
shall be removed for safe disposal off-site; 

 specific accident prevention and emergency response requirements (Condition 9). 

7 Conclusions of Appropriate Assessment Process 

For the reasons set out in Tables 1 to 3 of this report, it was concluded that the proposed project would not have 
significant effects on any of the Qualifying Interest habitats or species of any European sites within the potential 
zone of influence of the proposed project, with the exception of the possibility of accidents and emergencies  (e.g. 
a gas explosion).  Furthermore, it is also concluded that with the implementation of design and mitigation 
measures to address the unlikely possibility of significant impacts arising from accidents or emergencies, the 
proposed project will not adversely affect the integrity of any European sites within the potential zone of influence 
of the proposed project. The EPA has sufficient evidence before it to enable it to reach that conclusion.  

It is noted that hazard identification and prevention is the key component of the gas refinery, onshore incoming gas 
pipeline, LVI, subsea facilities and the GNI Mayo to Galway gas pipeline design which will minimise the risk of 
accidents and hazardous and emergency situations arising during operation. In the unlikely event of accident or 
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emergency situations arising, the detection and control/response systems to be employed will minimise the 
consequences on the environment.  

The overall effects of the preventative design measures (as outlined on pages 37-39 of the Inspector’s Report) will 
minimise the likelihood of the occurrence of a fire or explosion or major accident and in the unlikely event of an 
accident the mitigation measures (as outlined on pages 39-41 of the Inspector’s Report) will minimise the 
consequences on the environment.   
The potentially significant impacts to European sites identified, relate only to the potential for accidents or 
emergencies (e.g. a gas explosion) and the potential effect this could have on the Qualifying Interests of European 
sites within 15km of the proposed project.  Design and mitigation measures have been proposed to ensure that 
these risks will be avoided or reduced, and these measures are sufficient to ensure that an accident or emergency 
would not significantly negatively impact upon the Qualifying Interests of any European sites, nor on  the 
achievement of their conservation objectives.  Accordingly this report concludes that there will be no adverse 
effect on the integrity of any European site arising from the proposed project for these or any other reasons. 

Following an examination, analysis and evaluation of the relevant information, in light of best scientific knowledge, 
including in particular the nature of the predicted impacts from the proposed project and with the implementation 
of the design and mitigation measures proposed, the proposed activity, if licensed, will not adversely affect the 
integrity of any European sites.  

It is the professional view of the author of this report that the EPA, in fulfilling its statutory function to make an 
Appropriate Assessment determination, has sufficient information before it to it to conclude beyond reasonable 
scientific doubt that the proposed project will not have any adverse effects on the integrity of any European sites. 

The author of this report is satisfied that this report and the information before the EPA is sufficient to establish 
this conclusion without gaps or lacunae, and to reach clear precise and unconditional findings on all matters and 
removes all reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the proposed activity.   

8 Comment on Conclusions Reached in the Inspector’s Report 

It is the professional view of the author of this report, that the following key conclusions reached in the Inspector’s 
Report are correct and may be relied upon by the EPA in undertaking its AA Screening determination and AA 
determination: 

 That an Appropriate Assessment of the proposed project is required as it cannot be excluded, on the basis 
of objective information, that the proposed project, will not have a significant effect on a European site; 
and furthermore that 

 Whilst it has been acknowledged that there is the potential (albeit a low likelihood) in the absence of 
mitigation for the proposed project to have significant effects on European sites, with the implementation 
of the detailed design and mitigation measures, the integrity of those European sites will not be adversely 
affected.     

It should be noted that while there may be subtle differences in the Inspector’s Report, when compared to this 
report, the overall conclusions of both reports are the same in the context of Appropriate Assessment screening 
and Appropriate Assessment.  This report therefore accepts and endorses the inspector’s conclusions. 
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