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1.0

1.1.

1.2.

2.0

2.1.

2.1.1.

Introduction and Background

ABP312146 relates to a planning application made under the provisions of Section
37(E) of the Planning and Development Act 2000, (as amended) for an extension to
the existing Bauxite Residual Disposal Area (BRDA), Salt Cake Deposition Cell
(SCDC) and an extension the existing borrow pit on site in order to supply aggregate
to the proposed extensions to the BRDA and SCDC, at the existing Aughinish
Alumina facility at Aughinish Island on the southern banks of the Shannon Eg @
west Limerick.

In its decision dated 1st April 2021, the Board determined that the
development constitutes development which falls within the def]

infrastructure in the Seventh Schedule, and it is considered t
strategic importance by reference to the requirements of io
of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amerfied. @n this basis it was

determined that the application be made directly n Bgrd Pleanala under the

provisions of Section 37(E) of the Act. The awas made by Tom Phillips
-»

and Associates on behalf of the applicagts, AUgS Alumina Ltd (AAL) which
operates an Alumina Refinery whic nced operations in 1983. The Refinery

and associated BRDA is located/o Ha site in the townlands of Aughinish
East, Aughinish West, Islan @ , Glenbane West and Fawnmore ¢.6 km west

of Askeaton and ¢.30k t imerick City. The Application was accompanied by

and EIAR and an NI ral Hearing was held in relation to the application as per
the Boards Dire d 6/05/2022.The site currently operates in accordance
with the condit of the Industrial Emissions Licence issued by the EPA Ref No.
P0035-07

Site ion and Description.

Location

Aughinish Island, on which the AAL is situated, is located on the southern side of the
Shannon Estuary approximately 8 kilometres north-west of Askeaton and ¢.30
kilometres west of Limerick City. The northern portion of the island accommodates

the Aughinish Aluminium Processing Plant. The island is separated from the
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2.1.2.

2.2,

22.1.

2.3.

2.31.

mainland by the Poulaweala Creek, which separates the south-eastern coast of the
island from the mainland. The Robertstown Creek separates the south-western
coastline of the island from the mainland. The village of Foynes and Foynes Port
facility is located approximately 2 kilometres further west of the site. The Limerick
Foynes railway line, which ceased operation in 2002, runs to the south of the island,
as does the N69 National Secondary Route between Limerick and Foynes. This road

comprises of a two-way single lane carriageway.

landfili area and the access road. A municipal waste water tre
to the south east of the BRDA Phase 2. The Robertstown RiVe

south-western boundary of the existing landfill area.
The Site E

Lands to the south-west of the processing mmodate Phase 1 and Phase 2
of the bauxite residual disposal area DA): . ocal roads off the N69 provide
access to the site. One directly to -east of the site and one further east
beyond the outskirts of Askea t ads are referred to as the ‘L.1234"). The site

is approximately 222 hectafesWe . It comprises of 3 main elements. (a) the BRDA
area (phases 1 & 2) (i in SCD Celi which is located on the eastern side of
the BRDA Phase 4re ch amounts to 184 Ha. (b) the existing borrow pit which

Is to be exten nd cated to the northeast of the site, it is currently 4.5 ha in
size and rrent application it is to extend to 8.4 ha in size (and increase in
size of 3. . J&) separately a stockpile area of ¢12.5 ha in size is located to the

S§ of'the site adjacent to the municipal WWTP,

The Bauxite Residual Deposit Area

The BRDA landfill area accommodates residual or leftover bauxite residue
associated with the processing plant in the production of alumina. It comprises of two
phases. Phase 1 to the north of the site is ¢104 Ha in size. Phase 2 in the southern
part of the site amounts to ¢.80 Ha. It principally comprises of perimeter walls or
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2.3.2.

raises each ¢.2 meters in height which enclose a basin of bauxite residue which is
pumped from the refinery. Each raise or terrace is building on the foundation of the
previous stage raise, known as the ‘up-stream method’ which has according to the
information submitted, has been identified as the Best Available Technique. Thus,
the footprint of enclosed area becomes progressively smaller with each stage raise.
The structure comprises of 10 successive stage raises in the case of phase 1,
whereas the newer phase 2 has been raised to stage 4 at present. The elevatigg of

the BRDA varies from approximately 32m OD at the centre to between 22 3
OD at the perimeter. Bauxite residue resulting from the process is dewatered |
tn

plant using vacuum plant filters and a deep thickener, which is aim ng the

caustic content. Water is then added is pumped via two pipelin i
content to two discharge platforms (one in Phase 1 and one %
at an average pressure of 6,500 kPa. These discharge p

fixed spigot points (referred to as mud points) for la d%tion within the cells.

solid
) in the BRDA
ed a network of

The distribution network for the discharge piatfo and}he mud points are raised
vertically in 1 to 2 m high intervals corresponft Aith the increase in height of the

BRDA. The residues is ‘mud-farmed’ (sijgce 2058 4 g amphirol to enhance drying
and to increase density.
e

The perimeter stage raises, or nstructed of rock fill. Currently the fill is
not derived from the borrowdit B Sourced from a quarry outside the site. As the
bauxite or red mud is ¢ V‘Xdeposited on site, these stack walls are raised
systematically in 2 r%r s and are stepped inward from the outer perimeter
with each additi@:i ’ (See Figure 5.2 in the Planning Report). The current
layout of th position cells for phase 1 (Cells 1 -24) and Phase 2 (Cells 26-
48) are é@nﬁ—clockwise and clockwise form respectively. Residue farming

. @ |

density 3pd strength parameters of the deposited bauxite layer. Areas for deposition

wit " allows for the reduction on pH to <11.5 and to allow an increase in
are partitioned by bauxite residue berms up to 3m in height using a bull-dozer. The
majority of bauxite residue is being place within phase 2. The current average rate of
production of bauxite residue is ¢. 1.57 million tonnes per annum which has on

average a dry density of 1.60 tonnes / md.
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24,

24.1.

2.5.

2.51.

2.6.

2.6.1.

Salt Cake Disposal Area

Within the centre of the BRDA, a salt cake disposal area is also located. This is
located within the higher elevations of the BRDA, as the salt cake residue from the
production process is classed as a hazardous waste, because of the caustic nature
of the substance and is located centrally within the BRDA, in order reduce potential
for contamination. The Salt Cake is located within a lined cell to confine the
substance. Salt cake is transport from the AAL facility by truck as is tipped into the

SCDC.

Drainage @

The existing BRDA is surrounded by a perimeter intercepto% | (PIC) which

allows surface water flow outwards from the deposition are cdllection drain has
been formed in the bench of the uppermost stage rajse t seepage and runoff

and divert the waters towards a piped drainage syste (3®0mm and 450mm OD
twin-walled HDPE pipes at 100 m cenires) lpad irgCtly to the PIC. This system
allows for the progressive restoration of Io@es as the BRDA increases in
height by eliminating the trickle down/falkaline water over vegetation. This water is
transferred for to a Storm Water Vcﬁﬁ% northeast of the BRDA. Water from this
pond is treated at the facility r d to the Liquid Water Pond located adjacent
to the immediate east. WN od for the sprinkler systems located throughout the
BRDA in order to danpi fugitive dust from the deposition area during

periods of dry w M ed water from the storm water pond, is discharged to
the River Sharfnon W

der licence.

The Borr

The pit is essentially an area of quarried stone which is exclusively used to
source aggregate to construct the stage raises. It is 4.5 Ha in size and is located to
the northeast of the BRDA, near the surface water storage pond. While historically
the borrow pit has served the aggregate needs of the BRDA. Until very recently the
pit was not operational and aggregate to supply the construction of the stage raises
was sourced from a nearby quarry outside the site. However, on foot of a grant of
planning permission in 2018 for the recommencement of excavation of aggregate
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2.6.2.

2.6.3.

3.0

3.1.

3.1.1.

3.1.2.

from the borrow pit, it is intended to recommence excavations at the borrow pit at the
time of writing the report. Blasting takes place at the pit in order to extricate the

aggregate from the rock face, it occurs on average approximately @ times per year.

The permitted borrow pit has a depth of ¢.8.5 m OD. The permitted borrow pit is
expected to provide 375,000 m3 of rock fill material which is considered to be

sufficient to construct the BRDA to stage 10 and to implement the closure design.

The area into which it is proposed to extend the borrow pit area in an eastly dj
comprises of low scrubland with some semi-mature vegetation. It also
accommodates some semi-improved grassland. The total extraction

planned expansion is 3.9 ha.

The Stockpile Area

An aggregate stockpile area is located at the southeast e cation site. It
occupies an area of approximately 12.5 ha. ltis loc toheimmediate south of
Limerick City and County Council's WWTP. It a modates rock and topsoil which

have been imported into the site from a nea o construct the BRDA stage
raises and to progressively restore the BRDAY (/
Proposed Developme@

Proposed Works tx
The proposed dgvelo nt is to increase the volumetric size of the existing bauxite

result in &n increase in the height of the disposal facility by 12 meters raising the
existing height from 32m AOD to 44m AOD (from stage 10 to stage 16). It will involve
6 x 2m high stages. The bench at each stage will be 4.5m with the exception of the

first stage (stage 10) which will incorporate a bench of 12.5m.

It will involve the construction of rockfill embankments in 2-meter-high vertical lifts.
The overall BRDA Will be raised systematically as the stages are filled with bauxite
residue. That permitted BRDA has capacity to provide for bauxite residue until
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3.1.3.

3.1.4.

3.1.5.

3.1.6.

¢.2030 at the current rate of alumina production. It is anticipated that if the current
application is granted, it will extend the lifetime of the BRDA up to 2039 based on
current disposal rates. The proposed development will provide for the deposition of
¢.900,000 — 1 million m3¥per annum, which will allow for a projected deposition of

c.8.million m3 of bauxite in total.

In terms of construction methodology, the stage raises will be constructed of hard
durable, graded limestone rock fill with a maximum gravel size of 300mm. The rock
will be sourced from the permitted borrow pit and the proposed extension g Q
borrow pit. it is estimated that approximately 380,000 m? of aggregate e

quired

required to construct the BRDA to stage 16. Additional volumes wilkal
to implement the closure design.
In addition to the deposition of the bauxite residue in the B ess sand which

is also a byproduct of the alumina production process e to construct
additional ramps and access roads within the expaffded A. This process sand
will be transported from the refinery plant by trifcRwsing the existing road network.

The BRDA is surrounded by a perimeter in@channel which collects water
emerging from seepage sprinkler watef and stface water runoff and conveys this

water via pumps to the effluent cl ystem or the stormwater pond or liquid
waste pond. A number of impn to the water management system will be
implemented to allow for eXgling water management system to accommodate
inflow design flood of turn, in accordance with Canadian Dam

Association Guid s. {pese will include alterations to the perimeter interceptor
channels, alteg@ations tg¥ulverts and changes to the design of the perimeter

intercept a

t the side slopes and terraces of the BRDA will be progressively
is will consist of the installation of a permeable rock filter layer and the

deposition of subsoil and topsoil to provide cover. The final restoration will include
the completion of the proposed side slope restoration planting scheme on the

implementation of grassland and planting on the BRDA dome.
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3.2.

3.21.

3.2.2.

3.3.

Proposed Works to the Salt Cake Disposal Cell (SCDC)

The salt cake consists of the organic degradation products from naturally occurring
humates in the bauxite. These include sodium hydroxide, aluminium oxide, sodium
carbonate, sodium sulphate and sodium oxalate. Salt cake is classified as a
hazardous material according to the European Waste Catalogue. As such it is
deposited within a specially engineered composite lined cell. Since 2013 AAL have
stored the salt cake in an independent composite lined, c. 1 ha in size. The

In the interim and during periods of maintenance of the new qextension to

the salt cake disposal cell will be required and is proposed as Part gf this application.

/ m? at crest level

(29m OD). The proposed development seeks a ical exténsion to the existing
overall height of 35.50m

SCDC to a Crest height of 31.25m OD And t i

OD when capped at cell closure. The in eas&ﬂt will allow for a disposal of an
additional 22,500 m? of salt cake. T C extension will take place over one
phase. Approximately 27,000 m3.efgrosessed rock fill material will be required to
construct the perimeter wall_t ned with ¢ 4,500 m?2 of geosynthetic materials.
Other ancillary develop ts Wgsociated with the construction of the SCDC raise will
include gabion rock fj apttower consisting of a high density polyethylene
structured wall pjp®,a barrier, concrete posts, plinths and path and a conveyor
belt. Salt ca conjinue to be transported from the refinery to the SCDC by truck.

Leachat within that salt cake deposition area is collected in a decant

transferred by an enclosed pipeline to a holding tank. From there

is pumped back to the plant an via enclosed pipe to the caustic

recovery stream.

Proposed Borrow Pit Extension

Existing borrow pit is located to the northeast of the BRDA. It currently occupies an
area of approximately 4.5ha in size. This facility exclusively serves the BDRA by

providing processed rock which is required to cover and build up the stage raises
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4.0

around the BRDA perimeter as residue is deposited. The current borrow pit has a
permitted depth of 8.5 m and has enough rock, estimated to allow the development
to be completed up to stage 10. Under the current application it is proposed to
extend the borrow pit eastwards to increase the area by 3.9 ha which will result in a
total area of 8.4 ha. The Borrow pit will be extended and extracted from over a

number of phases during the lifetime of the development. The pit would be extracted

firstly in an northerly direction from the existing borrow pit area, and then in an

easterly direction. The extraction will coincide with the phase developme

lifetime of the BRDA extension. An extraction rate of 50,000m? per an

anticipated. The quarrying activities at the borrow pit will invol
existing activities including the blasting of rock faces, crushing

stock piling of material. Operations will take place 08.00 to

Existing access arrangements will continue serve the borro

Planning History

The planning history associated with the s @_\
@,

the Table below:

v

e thé

IS

n of
g and the
ay to Friday.

it and the BRDA

te is extensive and is set out in

File No. Application ion Decision Decision
Date Date
74/8580 | 15/02/74 eans ion of a plant for the Grant 30/09/74
proges of bauxite to alumina including
rthing pier, bulk storage, handling
ary plant and buildings
79/15737 | 21/12/78 artial change of location of bauxite Grant 09/02/79
oy, impoundment area
78 Erection of Aughinish Alumina Plant Grant 09/02/79
Signage
14/06/84 Erection of sport complex and associated | Grant 03/08/84
site works
88/29312 | 11/10/88 Erection of three bay portal framed Grant 02/12/88
sheeted shed over retained in-site cast
concrete for slab for filter sand drainage
89/511 04/04/89 Erection of 3 heater towers adjacent to Grant 26/05/89
existing bauxite
90/242 31/01/90 Erection of single storey metal corrosion Grant
testing shed at plant
ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 13 of 159




90/811

01/06/90

Construction of second storey office
extension over existing single storey
service building

Grant

20/07/90

90/871

14/05/90

Construction and operation of an auxiliary
liquor quality control facility within
existing Extraction Plant

Grant

03/08/90

90/966

05/07/90

Erection of 1 storey office and control
room building

Grant

31/08/90

91/154

21/12/90

Erection of single storey
instrument/electrical maintenance
workshop

Grant

15/0

93/465

23/04/93

Construction and operation of a clarifier
feedwater surge pond as part of the
effluent treatment plant

Grant

93/1133

17/09/93

Extension of existing bauxite residue
storage area

95/737

06/06/95

Construction of alumina hydrate seed

filtration plant

95/839

19/06/95

loading machine on mari

12/11/93

21/07/95

Grant

11/08/95

95/1021

08/08/95

Extension to sports com

96/1781

07/06/96

Grant

29/09/95

existing mari
building

Grant

26/07/96

96/1946

10/07/96

Grant

30/08/96

96/2165

29/08/96

Grant

04/10/96

97/672

06/05/97

Grant

27/06/97

97/961

20/06,

rond floor & first floor extension to
sting local amenity building

Grant

10/10/97

00/800

Construction of a 300 MW CHP Plant &
conversion later to a 390 MW gas turbine
station to include a gas turhine generator,
stacks contro! building, gas and
switchgear compounds, oil tanks etc.

Grant

09/06/00

04/262

30/01/04

Construction of a} extensions to north and
south ends of existing bauxite storage
shed no.2; b) covered and elevated
conveyor; ¢) bauxite storage silo; d)
grinding mill building; e} slurry storage
tank.

Grant

26/03/04

05/1836

28/06/05

Extension to Bauxite Residual Disposal
Area and increase in production of
Alumina production to 1.95 million tonnes

per annum ({including retention of

Grant

15/05/06

ABP-312146-21
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planning permission for increase in
production from 1 million tonnes per
annum to 1.6 million tonnes per annum).

Decision
upheld on
appeal

PL13.217976

10/548

03/06/10

Construction of a scdium hydroxide
cleaning process steel tank24.4 m high
and associated foundation slab

Withdrawn

12/343

02/05/12

Instaliation of a 150 tonne per hour gas-
fired steam boiler with a maximum length
of 31.32m, max width of 24.15m and max
height above ground of 18m inc. 32m
exhaust stack with a diameter of 3m and
all associated work above and below
ground level.

Grant

12/992

17/12/12

Installation of a 150 tonne per hour gas-
fired steam boiler with a maximum length
of 31.32m, max width of 24.15m and ma
height above ground of 18m inc. 32m
exhaust stack with a diameter of 3m

25/06/12

13/161

22/03/13

all associated work above and w
ground level.
Demolition of all farm stz r ithin a

disused farm complex dwelling
and 7 sheds/barns and
Restoration of t
All mature t
retained tgeet

access

edgerows will be
r with houndary wall and

ite to greenfield state. |

Grant

15/05/13

13/164

22/03/2013

Apfbod
AR/3

planning reference no.
oy the provision of 2 no. 150

r hour gas-fired steam boiler
ithA maximum length of 31.32m, max
idth of 24.15m and max height above
ground of 18m inc. 32m exhaust stack
with a diameter of 3m and all associated
work above and below ground level.

Grant

15/05/13

0/14

Installation of a second gantry crane ship
unloader on the northern side of the
marine terminal. The gantry crane ship
unloader comprise a prefabricated steel
structure with a liftable boom, control
cabin, mechanical and electrical
equipment and other elements. It will
have a maximum height of ¢57.2m with a
boom in the horizontal position and74.2m
with the boom lifted. The unloader will be
positioned on the existing crane rails to

the east of the existing gantry crane ship

Grant

09/12/14

ABP-312146-21
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unioader, which is ¢ 47.7 meters high and
63.6 meters high with the boom lifted to
enable both unloaders to move along the
marine terminal. An existing non-utilized
alumina loader is located on the same
crane rails but will be removed as part of
the proposed development. The proposed
development includes all other ancillary
site development works

16/418

18/05/2016

10 year permission for a development
which will consist of the installation of 2
no. deep thickeners (steel vessels with a
diameter of ¢.22m and a maximum overall
height of c. 21.9 m} and ancillary
elements, including stairs, access
platforms and walkways linking to
adjacent vessels, pumps, cabling and
pipework. The development will also
consist of: the provision of a
hardstanding, and internal road (c.

other site works above and b groubd
level

Grant

08/16

17/714

26/07/17

Ten year permission for tion
of a barrow pit witian ext n area of
4.5 Ha to extract ¢.37%,000 m? of rock
extraction area
um depth of c.8.5

m OD i raction to occur
bet d September each year.
ro | included the demolition of a
shed and all ancillary site
d

ment including landscaping and
dary treatment and eventual
storation of the extracted area.

Grant

22/02/18
Decision
unhelp on
appeal
under ABP
301011

20/1325

the provision of a nature trail and
upgraded the existing nature trail, the
construction of 29 no. car parking spaces,
new vehicle access and associated
landscaping and boundary treatment
works. It is also sought to demolish
existing derelict structures and a bird hide
and to construct a new bird hide in its
place. A Natura Impact Statement was
submitted with the application.

Grant

18/05/21

ABP-312146-21
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5.0’ Submissions

5.1.

5.1.1.

5.1.2.

9.2,

5.3.

Submission from Prescribed Bodies

Submission from Transport Infrastructure lreland

National Strategic Outcome 2 of the National Planning Framework includes the
objective to maintain the strategic capacity and safety of the national roads network.
References to maintaining the national road network is set out in other nati

planning documents also. The TH! notes the subject development site agce e
local road network prior to accessing the N69 National Secondary otes
the traffic analysis set out in Chapter 14 of the EIAR. Noting the,coMentsyst the
chapter, the Authority have no specific comments o make h pacts of the
proposal in relation to the safe and efficient operation of th ional network in the

area, or any other comments for that matter. v

Submission from the Development Applications Mnit

it is noted that no underwater archaeologi ssessment was submitted.
The Department recommends that the mit&asures in section 5.5 of the
EIAR be mitigated in fuli.

In terms of nature conservatiop=igi d that the site adjoins the Lower River
Shannon SAC and SPA. ere is to be no increase in the footprint of the
BRDA facility. The borzéw pMis also located outside any designated area. Any
further communfcg& rgspect of the application should be forwarded to the

Department.

Submi om Third-Party Observers

y Mary Kate Bolger — Dolphin Watch

observer has a qualification in zoology and marine biology specialising in
bottlenose dolphins. The estuary is the home of a resident group of bottlenose
dolphins (130-150 in number) which are protected under Annex |l of the EU Habitats
Directive. They play a vital role in the eco-system by balancing populations of
predatory fish and squid thereby protecting the entire eco-system of the estuary.
They have been present in the estuary for a long time.
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5.4.

e Long-term exposure to bauxite residue is well known to have toxic impacts on the
internal organs of humans and animals. The dolphins in the Shannon Estuary are
exposed to this residue from the insufficient lining in the BRDA and from fugitive dust
blown from the red mud pond. The residue could also impact on fish populations in

the Estuary on which the dolphins predate.

« Skin lesions in dolphins occur in response to environmental stressors. Skin
lesions are occurring on the dolphins in the Shannon Estuary. While the exact e
of this is not known, it is apparent that the overali health is declining.

e On October 4t 2010, a BRDA dam at the Ajka alumina plant in H
releasing approximately 1,000,000 tonnes of bauxite residue res
Mepulation. Such

of 10 people and leading to severe chemical burns among thg-f0tal

fstog

an event at Aughinish would severely affect the birth-rat of li and could

cause the collapse of an entire ecosystem.

« Noise pollution from rock blasting could also an Wnacceptable impact on

dolphins as these creatures rely heavily on en to navigate and
o>

communicate. The dolphins are already 2xpoSes: bise from shipping and other
marine traffic within the estuary and jid d that noise propagates faster through

water. The bathymetry of the Sharig uary will result in sound being
reverberated off the seabed ;h- amplified, causing extreme stress and further
physiological damage t Mns which could be detrimental to their survival.

+ Nature tourism % e fastest growing industries in the world and dolphin

watch Carrigholfhas ke operating since 1992 and has attracted many

internation ish/Atourists.

e Aughinish Alumina plant there are likely significant health and

ms for dolphins in the Shannon Estuary. Losing the Dolphin population

could cadse a great environmental and economic toll.

Submission by Pat Geoghegan — Cappagh Farmers Support Group

« The observation objects to the increase in height of the BRDA as it will
exacerbate the potential for an environmental disaster and it would put huge
pressure on the existing embankment walls, which merely comprise of crushed rock.
This is argued that to increase the height of this structure further contravenes
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condition no.38 of the original grant of planning permission which requires the mud
pond to be ‘effectively sealed to prevent leakage of its contents’. It further states that
‘the embankments are fo be of adequate strength to resist mud pressure and storm
condition in the estuary’. The BRDA is unlined. To place more bauxite residue on top
of the existing BRDA would place untold pressure on the existing substrata already
within the BRDA, resuiting in it seeping into the Shannon Estuary.

e Water from the estuary will continue to undermine the foundations and perimeter

of the BRDA leading to a massive environmental disaster. To allow blasti h
0

close proximity to the wall of the BRDA would also be considered to b ki
certificates that can ensure and vouch for the structural integrity of:e have

been submitted.

+ The increased elevated nature of the BRDA will enable &i ds to blow the
toxic mud and cancerous Salt Cake greater distances h DA. Humans and
animals will be exposed to these toxic chemicals. p d mud typically

exceeds 13 and contains toxic elements such dsWsenje, zinc and lead. It is also

argued that the red mud is radioactive. Q

+ Concerns are expressed that the ansion of the SCDC which contains a very
dangerous and hazardous waste “it is contended that sait cake is
carcinogenic. It is suggested a e, mixed with red mud represents a lethal

cocktail which when airb i
problems.

* Reference igmgad@to®n article contained in a local newspaper where is it stated

0ds of strong winds can lead to human health

that propertiesgarounyl the Aughinish area were coated in red dust. Residents have

in regard to the health implications of this airborne dust.

close to the Shannon Estuary could have untold damage on the environment and

ecosystem of the area.

* The existing facility also results in excessive concentrations of heavy metals on
surrounding farming lands. The proposal represents a risk to the farming sector
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541.

including infertility in livestock. It is firmly believed that these issues are derived from

red dust blowing from the BRDA and the emissions from the Aughinish stack.

» Concerns are expressed that the location of the storm water ponds are in an area
that was once tidal. The outer walls of the BRDA and the Storm Ponds are being
eroded by tidal activity and these walls are not being kept in appropriated upkeep

and repair.

« A rise in sea water levels over the next ten years due to climate change c
inundate the BRDA Area and would erode the outer walls of the BRDA w,

lead to failure and a release of millions of tonnes of red mud.

e The Aughinish Alumina Plant has failed to evaluate the use nayres to
stockpiling red mud waste in the BRDA.

e Concerns are expressed that blasting in the borrow pi ndermine the
structural stability of the walls containing the BRDA, 1t Woul§,be An Bord Pleanala’s

responsibility if the containment walls were breg and a catastrophic mudslide

%

cheaper and safer option than blasting p@ck at existing borrow pit. No scientific

occurred. It is suggested that continuing to i ck aggregate would represent a

evidence has been put forward to s t rock blasting is safe at this location.

As an alternative source of agg ﬁ )
this location.
nmental disaster occurs at this location as a result

s ltis concluded tha i%\f
of a grant of permigSiOy, t ord will have nowhere to hide.

mafuela Ferrari for Futureproof Clare

s, there is no need to initiate blasting at

Submission fi

e Concer ikewise expressed that rock blasting so close to the BRDA

strug Q Idresult in a possible breakout of bauxite residue which would have
disastro¥g/Consequences on the ecosystem in the area. Work undertaken by an
American NGO notes that the rate of serious dam failures is increasing primarily due
to lack of investment because they are not creating economic value. There is a high
correlation between dam failure and dam height, particularly when dam walls are

built on existing tailing deposits.

« ltis suggested that the vibration readings used for calculating seismic activity are

based on a study carried out at Galmoy Mine and do not directly relate to or are

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 20 of 159



applicabie the application before the Board. There is a need for parameters in this
instance to be accurate and site specific. The setback distances to ensure that
vibration limits are kept below 25 PPV are also questioned. The recommendations
for explosive use are erring on the side of major risk taking. Again, it is suggested
that rather than rock blasting, rock can be sourced from other local quarries.

» Reference is made to climate change and the risks resulting from increases in
sea level rises, which is occurring at a faster rate than anticipated. Furthermore, the
submission states that the most common cause of dam failure is the due t
excessive rainfall event. Tidal surges, flooding and storms can ali und

integrity of the containment barrier around the BRDA. The precaut]
should be applied in this instance.

¢ Reference is made to various industrial disasters concekni ihg dams which
have occurred in Europe and the Americas. The asses t major disaster at
the BRDA is based on the Canadian Dam Associatfn Gi{idelines and it is
considered that the criteria used in these guidefifgs ard skewed in favour profit

making rather than environmental. it is sugt the Global Industry Standards
on Tailings Management 2020 may bgra mo | able guidance to use in this

nstance. The latter gives a much istic outlook as to what ‘high risk’

implies. It is not sufficient or appT8Rridteto merely state that any protected species of
wildlife or plants that couldde % by an environmental disaster at the plant
would be replaceable. /Any ftude of risk should not be considered to be ‘high’ in

this instance but rx oyld be classed as ‘unacceptable’.

e The condit@ reference to a leaked EPA memo which states that there
has bee ' sive contamination of groundwater” and “air emissions that are

doublg standards” in the area. Concerns were also expressed in relation to

loxide emissions from the plant.

Non-hazardous classification on the red-mud deposits are also questioned in
the submission. It contains caustic soda Iron, alumina, silicium, sodium, calcium,
titanium, manganese, lead and cadmium. Thus, it can be very toxic to aquatic life
and farm animals. At present there is no alternative use for this by-product.

» |t presents a significant threat to groundwater as iron, silica, titanium, gallium and
uranium are all present in the residue. Rock blasting also presents a threat to
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groundwater. The conclusion that the impact of water seepage through historic
layers of bauxite residue would have a negligible impact on groundwater
contamination is questioned, particularly as red water seepage has been witnessed

by various groups leaking into the estuary.

« Notwithstanding the sprinkler system, airborne red mud has been observed in the
wider area. Specific reference is made to the aftermath of a storm in February 2014.

There have been many complaints to the EPA on this issue.

« The presence of Natura 2000 sites in the vicinity is a concern. It is no

potential impact on sites beyond the 15km radius were not considerega
concern. It is considered that impacts on Natura 2000 sites in the Jicin/pw,
grave and significant. EU assessments of biodiversity across oripent are a

cause of concern and the Board are urged not to sacrificg anyThorg/conservation

areas to industry.

o Community groups in the area have outlined ernd with regard to alleged
weaknesses in the BRDA wall and other con@/ e have been ignored by

Aughinish Alumina Ltd. There has a track rec ironmental mishaps at the
facility, and these have been downp he alleged mishaps are set out in the

submission.
¢ Concerns about how the@w Industry globally is run is set out in the
it 1

submission. It is argued% n as a monopoly or cartel. The industry results in
extremely levels of ol and destruction of the environment. The industry is
reliant on the eu@;}b processing of minerals which is unsustainable. It is
suggested t uction of aluminium is not crucial to human life or comfort.

o Baysiig p tion at the facility relies on the Bayer process which is energy-
% i uses large amounts of fuel /oil. There is no clear intention to tackle the

imbalanc® of energy consumption afforded to iarge scale polluters such an
Aughinish Alumina Ltd.

Submission from Environmental Trust Ireland

 The proposal is an environmental catastrophe waiting to happen. It produces
1.95m tonnes of alumina per year which is 30% of the alumina produced in Europe.
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It is a mere 100m form the Lower River Shannon SAC. Reference is made to the
environmental mud spill at Ajka in Hungary in 2010.

» There has been no radiological assessment of the site since 2010
notwithstanding the fact that the BRDA has expanded considerable since.

« Groundwater monitoring has revealed excessive amounts of arsenic and

mercury.

e Many Natura 2000 sites were ruled out on an arbitrary basis. Cumulativ in-
combination effects were not properly considered at all. No proper assessm
been undertaken as to the impact of water and air emissions on ec

species or European sites. Reasonable scientific doubt remains.as hegther the
proposed development will have an impact on European Si

» The applicant applied for planning permission immediate r obtaining a

licence this is disjointed and constitutes project spljiiing.

e In-combination effects have not been adeqfa assessed, the cumulative

impacts arising from the power generation £ ypoint, Tarbart and the large

cement factory at Mungret should all he asse® N terms of possible in-

combination effects.

e The EIAR is inadequate ay ccordance with the 2014 EIA Directive.

d By the applicant is not conducive to meaningful

¢ The documentation %'
public participation n%f e contravenes the requirements of the Aarhus
Convention. x

o TheH e@s}ed concerns to the EPA during the licence application regarding
inity of the quarrying to the BRDA which could have an impact on the

rity of the BRDA.

» Thelpplicant has failed to properly address the impact of climate change on the
proposal. Storm surges on the Shannon Estuary is a major factor on flooding which
has been ignored. A storm surge would have a devastating impact on the BRDA.
Likewise extreme weather events factor not been factored into the assessment.
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5.4.2.

5.4.3.

5.4.4.

e Leachate runoff from the hazardous salt cake disposal cell and the bauxite
residue disposal area into the estuary and the subjacent groundwater have not been
properly considered.

Limerick County Council Planning Report

A briefing workshop was held on January 11t at 11.30am to brief the Members of
the Adare Rathkeale Electoral Area on the contents of the proposed development.
Details of the existing and the proposed development are set out. It is noted
purpose of the proposed development is to facilitate an expansion of cap

the existing disposal area. Details of the planning policy context is se

specific reference made to the following documents

Project Ireland 2040 - National Planning Framework

- Regional and Economic Spatial Strategy for the Sw egion
- Midwestern Area Strategic Plan 2012 -203Q

- Strategic Integrated Framework Plan f non Estuary.
- Limerick County Development Plgn 20 as extended.
- Draft Limerick Development -2028

Section 7 of the report sets out @ of the key planning issues and the
ti S

assessment. This section ummarises the details of the proposed
development and notgs pplication site is zoned for ‘Marine Related

Development’in t n Integrated Framework Plan and in the County

Development Pign 20 016. Details of the AA Screening, the Natura Impact

Statementgu and the Environmental Impact Assessment Report are

1

summ assessment section.

In rela the NIS, it is noted that the information submitted was assessed by the
LCCC Heéritage Officer who recommends that conditions be attached regarding the
proposed upgrades of the proposed water management system and the operation
and management of the borrow pit. A sampling regime should be put in place to
monitor the levels of metals to inform any mitigation measures that will be required.
Overall, it is considered that the proposed development individually or in combination
with other plans at projects would not adversely affect the integrity of the Lower
Shannon SAC (002165) and the River Shannon on the River Fergus Estuaries SPA
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(004077) or the Barrigone SAC (00432) or any other European Site in view of the

sites conservation objectives.

In relation to the EIAR the report details the contents of the EIAR chapter by chapter.
For many of chapters, the report merely states that ‘the information has been
considered and the planning authority have no further comment. Any comments
specific to chapters are summarised below:

In relation to archaeology and cuttural heritage, the chapter was assessed by
the LCCC archaeologist, and the proposal as deemed to be accep

- The planning authority note the assessment in relation to flor and

the Heritage Officer seeks further clarity in relation to the afeof dow
S

Barely in the Area of the proposed borrow pit extensi appendix 1 of

i ?ered reasonable that
the operator of the facility should contribye toward¥’the cost of

environmental, recreational or com agiities which would be of benefit
to the community. A condition requir tablishment of a community

y approval issued.

report).

- In relation to Population and Human Health,

gain fund should be attached t6

- In relation to hydrology drogeology, further information is required to

clarify the status of the dwater vulnerability of the extension to the
proposed borrowgit. Wge applicant is to take into consideration the impact of
water strike D and 8.03m OD with the proposed 2.5m buffer zone
betwee@ water table and the base of the proposed borrow pit

(

(8.5ORY (se¢ appendix 1 of the submission).

- lity and noise and vibration chapters have been assessed by

t sections of Limerick Co. Council and conditions are recommended

Aere appropriate. It is considered that blasting should only be carried out a
maximum of 6 to 7 times per year in line with the provisions of planning

permission 17/714.

- Any issues in relation to traffic and transportation can be deait with by way of

condition.
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In respect of a community gain fund, the planning authority acknowledge the
contribution that the developer has already made to the wider community in terms of
the recreation and community facilities including the upgrade of the existing nature
trail as permitted. As the proposal would extend the life of the plant to 2039, the
planning authority consider that a formal community gain scheme be put in place to

provide additional community support to the local community.

In terms of the overall conclusion, the council consider that a) the application

submitted is well prepared with a comprehensive list of supporting docum
ensure that any environmental impact would be minimised. Further clas
required in respect of the status of the meadow barley at the borro

and the buffer zone between the base of the proposed borrow i the”underlying

aquifer.

In terms of financial contributions, Limerick Co Counci re?hat the use of land
for the deposit of refuse or waste is charged at €100 pgr #ctare. The use of land
for quarrying of rock, sand and gravel at €6,0 re.

The Council recommend that a total of 8 con attached in the event that

planning permission is granted. Thegg cohditions include:

- A financial contribution cmn.
- All mitigation measw& ed in both the EIAR and the NIS be

implemented in @l

- The establj &

condlition is respect of archaeological monitoring.

a community gain fund.

- Blasting shall be restricted to a maximum of 7 occurrences and shall be

between the months of April and September only.
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8.0 Applicants Response to the Submissions

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

A response was received on behalf of the applicant by Tom Phillips and Associates
on the 6™ July, 2022. The contents of the response is summarised below.

In relation to the submission from the Environmental Protection Agency for the
purposes of clarity it is stated that the licence review application (Ref. No. P0035-08)
is currently with the EPA and incorporates the proposed development. It is not

required or intended to update the licence application further.

The DAU submission notes that there are no works proposed in anyd a
areas and recommends that the mitigation measures set out in Seatio the
EIAR should be implemented in full.

It is noted that the Tl had no specific comment to make in the subject

development.
In relation to the submission by Mary Kate Bolger ths, fo ing is stated:

e The NIS submitted notes that boﬂlenosm re largely concentrated near

the mouth of the Shannon Estuary and are tly present upstream of Glin

which is 15 kilometres from the subject site.

¢ Any claims that exposure t sidue may be harmful to dolphins are
strongly disputed. It is notegd t observation primarily attributes any impact on

dolphin health not diregt®sto perations of AAL but rather to the general
|

operation of indust nefal. A recent publication from Rogan et al (2018) has
found that the in lation of the Shannon Estuary which has been studied
intensively for §fmosf 30 years has remained relatively stable with a marginal

increas Il abundance.

1S accompanied by a conceptual site model prepared by RSK

Envirorgriental Limited. It considered the available scientific evidence to evaluate
potential pathways that could connect the subject site with the immediate marine and
terrestrial environments. Sampling data indicated that there are no pathways being
realised that may impact on metal concentrations within the sediment in the
immediate marine environment. Sediment concentrations are in line with typical
background concentrations for the marine environment. Hence, it is concluded that

there is no pathway for heavy metals and no evidence that heavy metal
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6.6.

concentrations are elevated. The data also indicates that there is no pathway

between the subject site and designated areas of intertidal estuary for feeding birds.

¢ In relation to skin lesions on the dorsal fins of the bottlenose dolphins, it is stated
that these have been observed in populations of dolphins from all over the world. A
number of theories have been put forward as to why this is happening. However,

there is nothing unique in the Shannon population showing skin lesions.

e Concerns are also raised in relation to noise pollution from rock blasting.
noted that a marine mammal risk assessment on potential impacts of bl
been carried out (Appendix 8.4 of the EIAR) and it concluded that th
of likely significant effects on the dolphin species arising from noj

S Quic

)

impacts. Noise and vibration levels from the blast will attenu

nearest potential bottlenose dolphin habitat is located over 1. etres from the

borrow pit.

« The applicants fully concur with the observer’ iments on the benefits of
social, economic and educational nature-ba :

The response goes on to address conge{ns ra in the observation submitted the
Cappagh Farmers Support Group?

o Itis noted that the submissia dly refers to bauxite residue as being
Y

“hazardous waste”. Bauxi in fact categorised as a non-hazardous waste
under the European W

o ltis also stat a eight of the BRDA is below 32 metres AOD and has
been carried oulin acdordance with the permission granted under ABP Ref.
PL13.21 nted by the Board in 2006).

Qard to the stability and safety of the proposed stage raises, a Stability

ofit is provided in Appendix D of the Engineering Design Report.

» Reference to Condition No. 38 of the original grant of planning permission in
1974 as referred to in the observation is incorrect. The original BRDA was
constructed between 1980 and 1982 under a grant of planning permission dating
from 1979.

 With regard to the potential undermining of the embankments reference is made
to Appendix H of the Engineering Design Report which concluded that there is

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 28 of 159



negligible seepage through the base of the facility, either in the unlined or lined areas
due to the underlying depth of bauxite residue. No evidence has been provided by
the observers in relation to any seepage issues with the BRDA.

» With regard to the impact of blasting, two production biasts have been conducted
to date at the permitted borrow pit and the monitoring data for both blasts (carried
out in June, 2022) have returned values in compliance with licence requirements
under [ELP-0035-07. No adverse effects have been identified for the BRDA for either

Licence issued. C E
e The air quality chapter of the EIAR has evaluated fulgigive emission
scenarios as a result of the increase in height of t R he human health
assessment also considered these scenarios a dvejse impacts were not
predicted as a result of the proposed devel

()
o Contrary to what is stated in the rvation, there is a detailed breakdown of the
composition of both the bauxite r salt cake in the EIAR. These were
evaluated in the human healts ent. It is noted that all chemical and natural
occurring radioactive matefiglsgue been addressed in detail in the human health
chapter of the EIAR.
* The observali o Wicludes an entirely inaccurate statement that red mud was
deposited 40 fRet belpW the land surface. Bauxite residue has never been deposited
below tﬂ@ ace.
. ntended that the article provided in the observation related to an

incide a farm in County Mayo and clearly states that following an investigation
by the EPA and the comparison of samples taken at the farm and the AAL facility
that there was no link between the two. The claim in relation to the ceasing of milk
production on the farm due to heavy metals is not supported by any evidence.
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e ltis not accepted that the subject site is located in a tidal area. The ordnance
survey map of 1840 details that the site was a network of irregular fields at the time

with a number of structures throughout.

» The suggestion that the outer walls are being eroded and that sections are
coming away is incorrect. The applicant carries out routine maintenance works to the
embankments on an on-going basis. It should also be noted that this embankment
does not form part of the containment infrastructure for the BRDA. Notwithsta

this, the applicant monitors the structures and maintains it on an on-goin

« |tis acknowledged that climate change has the potential to alter
patterns. Appendix G of the Engineering Design Report assesse,

due to the impact of climate change. It concluded that the ris d with a
containment breach or bauxite residue release was eitheg ‘hig robable’ or ‘very
unlikely'.

¢ Likewise, Chapter 10 of the EIAR has investi d thg issue of flooding and

found that there is currently no flood risk eithor coastal for the site. If
additional storage for bauxite residue capnot B hs8WMied on site, there is a

significant risk for the future viability cility post 2030 which would have
adverse consequential economi or the local area and the region.

» Itis rejected that the appiiga not provided any scientific evidence in relation
to the blasting of rock on. All extraction from the borrow pit will be
located above the d r table.

o ltis confirmed by ogy Ireland Limited that meadow barley is not present
within the iC ootprint and that the borrow pit extension is dominated by

in the EIAR and the Engineering Design Report. The borrow pit will incorporate
planted landscape pockets created in localised areas.

In relation to the submission by Environmental Trust Ireland the following is stated.

¢ This observation makes specific reference to the catastrophic breakout of bauxite
residue which occurred at a storage facility in Ajka, Hungary, suggesting that the

same thing could occur at the BRDA at Aughinish. The response argues that the
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method of bauxite residue storage is entirely different to that which operated in
Hungary. It is stated that the facility in Hungary used an older technology referred to
as “wet ponding”. The AAL facility incorporates a “dry stacking system”. This method
ensures that there is a negligible amount of fluid in the bauxite residue and therefore
it will not flow. Any suggestion that the existing facility at Aughinish will exacerbate

threats to the environment and to human and animal health is not supported by

evidence.

e Contrary to what is stated in the observation, AAL have undertaken add

radioactive assessments of the bauxite residue subsequent to 2008.
tests carried out in 2021 showed values slightly lower across the spec than the

previous 2008 assessment referred to in the observation.

¢ Claims that groundwater monitoring revealed excess a arsenic and
mercury are not accepted. With the implementation of ritigat easures set out in
the EIAR and the CEMP, the predicted residuals infipacts{on ‘groundwater were
assessed as being ‘negligible’, ‘non-significant’ ‘slight in nature’. The conceptual

site model undertaken as part of the NIS iat there were no pathways
®
na

identified which could potentially impagt o dWater or benthic sedimentation in

the estuary. Data showed that m ntrations in the estuarine sediment were
typical background concentraB marine environment.

¢ With regard to the 15 one of influence which was used for the
purposes of determini b@dndary of the zone of influences for the purposes of

i§ stated that this is a standard approach and follows

national and infternatjoal guidelines. The NIS clearly identifies potential for impacts
upon mo signated sites in the event that any significant likely effects are

ident] opd this zone. Furthermore, contrary to what is stated in the

he potential for cumulative and in combination effects were considered

in deta@’in the NIS.

+ The suggestion that no adequate or proper assessment has been carried out
under the Habitats Directive and under the Environmental Impact Assessment

Directive is completely unfounded.

o Any reference to project splitting is not applicable in this instance as project

splitting refers to dividing up projects in order to avoid carrying out EIAR.
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6.7.

Furthermore, it is entirely appropriate that the applicant would seek planning
permission and a licence separately.

* Public consultation has been carried out in accordance with the Aarhus
Convention and the applicant has gone further in engaging in community

consultation.

» Arguments set out in the observation stating that the applicant has failed to

properly address the impact of the proposal on climate change is incorrect. f

and other climate change related impacts are considered in the EIAR.

e itis incorrect to suggest that leachate and run-off from the haza
disposal cell and bauxite residue disposal area has not been p
the EIAR. The BRDA is surrounded by a perimeter intercept which is
compositely lined. Water is then transferred to the efflue lon system or to
the stormwater pond which is compositely lined. Wa in the SCDC comprise
of dissolved salt cake which are diluted by the ra | catthment of the cells.
Drainage of the internal catchment within th@ naturally conveyed to a
decant power where waters flow by grayty to e tank located to the north and

at a lower elevation than the SCDC then pumped to the AAL plant for

caustic recovery.
» Finally, it is stated that Lh@ions submitted does not acknowledge the
hre

detailed analysis and ds @] n to the environment, health and protected areas
IAR, and the NIS submitted.

that are contained ing 0
The response fially g on to address the issues raised in the observation by

Future Prg6f.Cl

o Wi rgpto blasting, it is reiterated that competent authorities have already
grante ning permission and an EPA licence with respect to the operation of a
borrow pit which is closer to the BRDA than the proposed expansion under the
application.

» Itis not accepted that subjacent levels of bauxite residue can liquify.

+ The monitoring data from two initial blasts from the permitted borrow pit has been
used to calibrate and model the peak particle velocity. This clearly indicates that any
blasting from the borrow pit does not pose a threat to the containment of the BRDA.
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It is reiterated that the borrow pit extension is at a greater distance from the BRDA
than that already permitted. Climate change factors have also been properly
assessed in the engineering design report.

» With regard to the reliance on this CDA Guidelines (Canada Dam Association
Guidelines). It is stated that these are internationally recognised best practice
standards for the design, operation and management of tailing facilities which
promotes a risk-informed approach to safety analysis. While the observation makes
reference to the Global industry Standards on Tailings Management 2020

stated that the CDA Guidelines have an advantage over the other gui s e
basis that they provide target level criteria thresholds for stability i m

‘factors of safety’ (FoS) for the various stages in the life of the he various
scenarios. The most extreme scenarios have been modelle ssed in the

engineering design report particularly in relation to maximum o
astronomical tide. %

s |tis reiterated that the bauxite residue does™n regent radiation hazard and is

eeipitation and high

not classed as a hazardous waste.

» Trails progressed with the Universfly of Limerick have indicated that the capping
containment to be used for the B rmit and facilitate the appropriate

remediation of the subject sit

e The observation appgarSgot 16 differentiate between the Stage 1 and Stage 2
Appropriate Assess aken. Any reference to potential harmful impacts
d

i%gation.

were acknowle irg the Stage 1 Screening Process which could occur in the

absence of owever, the 3 sites that were brought forward to NIS stage

jate Mitigation measures will be put in place will ensure that no adverse

iSe on the Natura 2000 sites in question.

5
=

o lti erated that there is no meadow barley on the application site.

e The applicants have an excellent record in maintaining and remaining in
compliance with the parameters established by the EPA licence in respect of the
facility.

* Any concerns in relation to the global alumina industry are not relevant to the

subject site.
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6.8.

7.0

7.1.

71.1.

« Al audits carried out at the facility are independent. Furthermore, it is stated that
aluminium which is ultimately produced from alumina is of increasing importance as
the global economy transition towards a low carbon future particularly due to the
aluminium metal's lightweight nature and corrosion resistant qualities as well as its
recyclability. The production of alumina is therefore critical to facilitate the production

of renewable technologies.

o With regard to energy consumption at the plant, it is stated that AAL gene

99.85% of their own electricity and export 97 megawatts of their electricit
National Grid. The response goes on to detail how energy exported t

the lowest carbon content of any fuel source outside renewables.

« Furthermore, AAL operates under an EU emissions tradi e hich is
licensed by the EPA. It is also stated that the aims and oRjectivgs the greenhouse
gas reduction at the AAL facility is fully in accordancegdwith\pfe Zims of the Climate
Action Plan 2021.

In conclusion, it is stated that the proposed dg ent is wholly compliant with

national, regional and local policy and that pr Tbodies have not raised any
concerns in relation to the proposed ment. It is stated that the EIA and NIS
fully explore and assess the potg eNyironmental impacts arising from the
proposed development and the % al will assist in the long-term economic
sustainability of the faciljty®an e region. On this basis it is argued that the
proposed developmx lyJin accordance with the proper planning and

sustainable dev e the area.
Planni igy Context

Natio nning Framework

The Shannon Estuary Integrated Framework Plan is identified as a case study in the
NPF. it notes that as a deep-water port, the Shannon Estuary routinely caters for
ships of up to 200,000 deadweight tonnes. It serves a number of largescale industrial
and bulk installations. Chapter 3 of the NPF relates to Effective Regional
Development. It identifies the Atlantic Economic Corridor as a separate case study,

the overarching objective of the AEC initiative is to ‘maximise the infrastructure,
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7.2.

7.21.

7.2.2.

7.3.

7.3.1.

talent and enterprise assets along the western seaboard and to combine the
economic hubs, clusters and catchments of the area to attract investment, improve
competitiveness, support job creation and contribute to an improved quality of life for
people who live there. The future growth of the Midwest area will be based on
leveraging national and international connectivity, higher education capacity and
quality of life to secure strategic investment. This must be underpinned by
sustainable employment and housing development focused on the broader Limerick-

Shannon metropolitan area and strengthening the urban cores of county to d
principal settlements as well as rural areas’.

Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy for the Southern Regi @
RPO 79 specifically relates to the Shannon Estuary and otifer plans. The

RSES recognizes the national and international importagge o Shannon estuary,
its potential to attract multinational development andithe igniticant work that has
been undertaken to progress its promotion andgyvelopment. It is an objective to
support and promote the delivery of strate ent locations as set out in the
Shannon [ntegrated Framework Plan for theWaf{aAM8n Estuary subject to the

lined in the Strategic Environmental

implementation of mitigation meas

Assessment and Appropriate Assggshent undertaken as part of the framework plan

and zoned in the local autheri @ lopment plans.

It is the objective to prgfiidte Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the

Shannon Estuary tive as a good practice mode| for the southern region
a

n of similar initiatives for Cork and Waterford harbours.

and to seek th(prip i
Itisthe g \Y; upport the promotion, marketing and seeking of financial and

r the SIFP on specific projects emerging within the plan area. Such

all be subject to the relevant environmental assessment requirements
including SEA, EIA, SFRA and AA as appropriate.

Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary

The Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary is an
interjurisdictional land a marine based framework plan to guide the future
development and management of the Estuary. The area encompasses the lands
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from Limerick westwards to Loop Head in County Clare to Kerry Head in Co. Kerry.
The plan recognises that Aughinish Alumina is a major employer in the area. itis an
objective of the development plan to ensure that Shannon, as a linked gateway with
Limerick, is a driver of county and regional prosperity by harnessing its strategic
location and access on the Atlantic corridor in addition to its employment base,
International Airport and other competitive advantages. Aughinish tsland is
designated as ‘Strategic Development Location F’. Section 5.4.4 sets out the

strategy for marine related industry and other industry. It notes that in the cadg
Aughinish, the site incorporates a well established strategic industrial ¢ e
further growth in the primary industry is anticipated. This is likely to i

potential extension of existing deepwater berthing facilities to t

potential for larger vessels and upgrading of loading machin mina facility

anticipates remaining as a significant working industrial fi foreseeable
future, generating considerable contributions and e ymgnto the local and

regional economy. The facility in recent years ha§¥gveloped a Combined Heat and
Power facility which provides steam energy strial process and feeds
electricity into the National Grid. (/

Specific policies set out in the SIFP e following:

SIFP MRI 1.2.9 — Aughinish Al @

- ‘To safeguard the %uncﬁon of Aughinish Alumina as a key driver of
economic gro ] gion, encouraging its sustainable growth, expansion
and diversifieatiOg tQ facilitate greater and more competitive trade potential.

SIFP MRI 1 ughinish Marine Related Industry

%

pential of the deep water, large hinterland and existing infrastructure. Other

and facilitate the sustainable development of marine related

online within this strategic development location, which hamesses the

sustainable land uses may be acceptable where they are considered
compatible or complementary with the level of flood risk, and where the ability
fo deliver the primary use (marine related industry) is not compromised.
Development will be subject to compliance with the criteria set out in
Objective SIFP MR/ 1.2.

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 36 of 159



7.4.

7.4.1.

7.4.2.

7.4.3.

Limerick Co Development Plan

The Limerick County Development Plan 2010-2016 will continue to have effect until
the Limerick city and county development plan 2022 to 2028 is adopted. According
to the Limerick County Council website, the Draft Plan has progressed to Stage 3
and the Chief Executive's report has been prepared and issued to elected members
of the City and County Council on the 10th of May 2022. A special meeting of
Limerick city and County Council has been scheduled for the 17th of June 20
which elected members will make the plan with or without proposed ame

The draft plan therefore it's likely to come into effect sometime after |

Thus, for the purposes of this assessment the operative plan is ime County
Development Plan 2010 to 2016 although this may conceiv nge at the time of
the Board'’s deliberations of the application. The subject sité d for ‘Marine

Related Industry’.

The importance of industry to Limerick is ackno@ iwS.5.4.1 where itis noted
that ‘Industry and enterprise together as se cial as drivers of economic
growth. These sectors play and a leading r&roving Ireland versatility and
technological advancement, giving it eater competitive edge in international

markets, thereby creating revenuée effiployment’. The following policies should

also be noted.

Objective ED 04: — Safg

%raregfc Development Locations along the Estuary

it is an objective ofdhe -@ il to safeguard the Strategic Development Locations at
S d and Aughinish Island for the sustainable growth and

Foynes Port,
arihe related industry and industrial development at Askeaton.

. - Promoting Development:

The il will seek to promote the economic and industrial development of the
Shannén estuary in order to capitalize on its location in the Midwest industrial and
business region. Sufficient land will be zoned or identified for industrial and business
use through local area plans or zoning within this plan’ including zoning in the
Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary.

Objective ED 026 — Mineral Extraction and Environmental Impacts

it is the objective of the Council to:
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(a) Minimise environmental and other impacts of mineral extraction through
rigorous application of development management and enforcement
requirements for quarry and other developments; and

(b) In particular, to have regard to visual impacts, methods of extraction, noise
levels, dust prevention, protection of rivers, lakes and other water sources,
impacts on residential and other amenities, impacts on the road network
(particularly with regard to making good any damage o roads), road sa

phasing, re-instatement and landscaping of worked sites.

Objective ED 04 — Safeguard Strategic Development Locations stuary

It is the objective of the Council to safeguard the Strategic D t Location at
Foynes port, Foynes Island and Aughinish Island for the % e growth and
v e

development of marine related industry and industrji nt at Askeaton.

All proposed developments shall be in accord. ) gional and national
priorities and the SEA Directive, Birds and H. irective, Water Framework

Directive, Shellfish Waters Directive, F s Directive and EIA Directive.

Buffer zones shall be incorporatedntOproposals for development where necessary

to preserve potentially valuable s for example areas of the estuary, shallow

bays and inlets, mudflats,da =51t marsh and woodfand habitat which occur at or
surrounding Strategic nt Locations. The extent of such buffer distances
shall be establishgg i tation with relevant statutory bodies. Detailed

i
botanical, faun an%n‘?wological surveys shall be undertaken in relation to

proposed | nt at these Strategic Development Locations to fully consider
the p 1 Cts of the development and inform how to best avoid significant
ecolo ects.

7.5. Draft Limerick and County Development Plan 2022-2028

7.5.1. There is no significant departure from the existing plan in the Draft Limerick and
County Development Plan 2022-2028 in respect of policies relating to Aughinish
Alumina Ltd. Chapter 4 of the Draft Plan is entitled ‘A Strong Economy’. Section
4.7.17 relates to Mineral Extraction.
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7.5.2.

It states that ‘it is recognised that the aggregates (stone, sand and gravel) and
concrete products industry contribute to economic development and are essential
building materials. However, they can give rise to fand use and environmental issues
which are required to be mitigated and controfled through the planning process.

Objective ECON O32 - Mineral Extraction and Environmental Impacts -It is an
objective of the Council to:
a) Minimise environmental and other impacts of mineral extraction through rigorous

application of development management and enforcement requirements fq

and other developments; and

b) In particular, to have regard to visual impacts, methods of extrac npise levels,

dust prevention, protection of rivers, lakes and other water acts on

residential and other amenities, impacts on the road netwo arlicufarly with regard
fo making good any damage to roads), road safety, ph
landscaping of worked sites’.

Objective ECON 043 - Safeguard Strategiment locations along the
{ /
ogu

Estuary - It is an objective of the Coungil to S& ard the Strategic Development
Locations at Foynes Port, Foyne d Aughinish Island for the sustainable

growth and development of mafiliyelgied industry and industrial development at
Askeaton. All proposed d el s shall be in accordance with regional and

national priorities and e irective, Birds and Habitats Directive, Water

Framework Directj h Waters Directive, Floods Directive and ElA Directive.

Buffer zones sffallve rporated into proposals for developments where necessary

fo preservi tiafly valuable habitats, for example, areas of estuary, shallow bays

and inletss fs, lagoon, salt marsh and woodland habitat, which occur at or

SU[@ ese Strategic Development Locations. The extent of such buffer |
distanogs shall be established in consultation with relevant statutory bodies. Detailed

botanical, faunal and omithological surveys should be undertaken in relation to

proposed developments at these Strategic Development Locations, to fully consider

the potential effects of the development and inform how to best avoid significant

ecological effects.

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’s Report Page 39 of 159




7.6.

8.0

8.1.

Natural Heritage Designations

The Lower River Shannon SAC (Site Code 002165) is located ¢.100m to the north
of the subject site. The River Shannon and River Fergus Estuary SPA (Site Code
004077) is also located ¢.100m to the north of the site. The Barrigone SAC is
located ¢ 500m to the south east of the southern boundary of the site.

Assessment Q);

Introduction

| have read the entire contents of the file including the El ning Report and
supporting documentation and the NIS all submitted Wit t pplication. 1 have
e Mad jn full the observations

Observations from prescribed

visited the subject site and its surroundings. |

submitted in respect of the application includ third-party observations, the
observations from the Planning Authoripfand

bodies. | consider the critical issue ining the current application and

appeal before the Board are as @:

e Structural Integri C Regarding the Proposed Raises of the BRDA
+ Concerns R di Hazardous Nature of the Bauxite Residue

o Surface Water an®Groundwater Contamination as a Result of the BRDA

e Gro onitoring
. o st Issues
%@ action Issues in the Case of a Catastrophic Breakout

e ThHe

Construction

Suitability of the Guidelines Used to Inform the Stability of Dam

¢ (Other Miscellaneous Issues
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8.2.

8.2.1.

8.2.2.

8.2.3.

Structural Integrity concerns regarding the proposed Raises of the BRDA

The existing grant of planning permission issued by the Board under Reg. Ref.
PL13.217976 provided an additional area for the disposal of bauxite residue to a final
perimeter elevation of 24 metres OD and a maximum dome crown elevation of 30
metres OD. The current application before the Board seeks to increase the area to
accommodate additional bauxite residue disposal capacity in order to extend the
permitted life of the disposal area for an additional 9 years; from circa 2030 to circa
2039. The lifetime of the future capacity of the BRDA is based on the currg

residue disposal and production rates (c.1.95 million tonnes per year)

Under the current application before the Board it is not propose ate any
amendments or expansion to the existing BRDA footprint. T osal seeks to
facilitate an increase in height from Stage 10 to Stage 16. d provide a

perimeter elevation of 36 metres OD and a maximum n elevation of 44

metres OD. The proposed development would provide fokihe deposition of ¢.1
million cubic metres per year of bauxite resi posed method of raising the
BRDA from Stage 10 to Stage 16 will be th eam method’'. This involves the
construction of rock fill embankments{§tage es) upon previously deposited and
farmed bauxite residue. Each rai miolve 2 metre high vertical lifts to be
contained within graded lime cR#ll with a maximum particle size of 300
millimetres (referred to a ;@terial). The material is to be sourced from the
borrow pit onsite and % iciently permeable to allow the draining of water
u

from the bauxite re€ e which will discharge into the perimeter interceptor
channel.

The vari y concerns raise a number of potential threats to the integrity of
the ¢ perimeters associated with the BRDA which include the following:
. tastrophic breakout of bauxite residue due to a breach in the perimeter
walls

» Undermining of the structural integrity of the BRDA perimeter due to blasting

1 This metod according to the EIAR constitutes best practice for Tailings Dam Design
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8.24.

8.2.5.

¢ Undermining of the structural integrity of the BRDA perimeter due to climatic
factors including climate change

¢ Undermining of the structural integrity of the foundations of the BRDA due to

proximity to tidal incursion.
Each of these issues will be dealt with in turn.

Catastrophic breakout of bauxite residue due to a breach in the perimeter walls

The potential for a catastrophic breakout of bauxite residue due to a breac

perimeter walls is primarily predicated on the structural stability of the wéll y

undermining of the structural stability due to shortcomings in constrClign

ssed in detall
he

Engineering Report itself. Stability analysis were conduct ical and

engineering techniques. The stability of the walls in question arg a

in Appendix D of the Engineering Design Report and in Secti

ions were assessed
rsion 10.0017401). The

ndrained (total stress) and

representative stability sections of the BRDA. The stabiljty

using the limit equilibrium modelling software (S

analysis included both drained (effective stre
strained conditions within the bauxite r
of safety (FoS) for the BRDA raise

due aMethe estuarine deposits. The factor

ent were applied to the structures
based on the principles set out pf th8 dian Dam Association Guidelines. A
minimum FoS of 1.5 is consi er fe requisite for all static long-term drained
analysis. A reduced facteT of 1. Sgnay be considered acceptable for the short-term
undrained conditio lo mbankment construction provided that sufficient
understanding ma@fials strained parameters and their behaviour exists and
that appropp sessment has been undertaken. All stability sections
analysed T a factor of safety in compliance with the target criteria of 1.5 for

Phagé ase 2 of the BRDA,

Similar s¥bility analysis were carried out for the stormwater pond and the liquid
waste pond. While no alterations to these ponds are proposed under the current
application, concerns were nevertheless raised in the third-party observations
regarding a potential breach in these water retention ponds. A stability analysis was
undertaken for both the stormwater pond and the liquid waste pond in March 2018
as part of the overall risk assessment for the BRDA and again all the pond sectors

analysed returned a factor of safety in excess of 1.5 with the exception of one sector
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8.2.6.

8.2.7.

(Sector M). However, this sector does attain the original design factor of safety for
this structure of 1.3 (and the long-term drained analysis does attain a factor of safety
in excess of 1.5). The target factor of safety criteria attained are consistent with
current international guidelines for tailing dam safety management and best practice.

Furthermore, the Board are requested to note that historically the stability analysis of
the BRDA was required to achieve a target factor of safety of 1.3 for undrained
conditions. Thus, the design of Phase 1 and Phase 2 to Stage 10 which was

approved by An Bord Pleanala in 2006 required the perimeter raises to achi
target factor of safety of 1.3 as opposed to the more stringent standar 1.5§
the Board in its decision of 16 years ago considered a factor of 1.3 table.
The Board will be aware that there has been no non-complian ith regard

modelling used in assessing the stability of the sta engineering terms
allows the Board to come to the conclusion th e no concerns in respect
of structural integrity of the stage raises pr 5

s, ard to Condition C.7 of the EPA
Licence. This condition requires stz jtoring of the structural integrity of the

embankments of the BRDA and akgas around the BRDA on an on-going basis.
This includes a standard walk % a daily basis and routine stability checks for

pplicant is therefore required under licence to

Finally in relation to this matter | woul efer

settlement and move

monitor the s‘tructr.)ﬂY ify of the embankments of the BRDA.
iti on'ﬁo g at Bauxite Residue Disposal Area

Parameter Monitoring Analysis
Frequency .
Method /Technique
a. Y 4

B .w nkment Phreatic surface Quarterly Dip meter
BRDA embankment Hydrostatic pore pressure Quarterly Agreed method
BRDA embankment | Standard waik over and Daily Visual
wall condition & stability checks

Settlement / movement

Annual review
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8.2.8.

Independent audit Quarterly Agreed method
SEED audit Annually Agreed standard
Every 2 years Agreed standard
As agreed Agreed standard
BRDA and residue Volume of residue disposed Continuous Flow meter
Tonnage of residue disposed Monthly Dry Densi
Used Capacity Annually Agree t
Remaining Capacity Annually
BRDA perimeter Water level Weekly
interceptor Quantity of seepage loss from As agreed greed method
channel the BRDA

A,

Area around BRDA Seismicity @d f Agreed method
hewgéney

Undermining of the structural inteqriléRDA due to blasting

The proposed borrow pit develo @ isflocated to the north-east of the BRDA. The
Board will note that the e ' ofv pit where the blasting and excavation of rock
takes place, is at its cloge in? ¢.170 metres from the stormwater pond and the

r Associates report carried out in 2017 presented a

liquid waste pond.
stability review df the pot€ntial impact of the BRDA raises arising from sharp

increase i #le velocity that can be expected to be caused by blasting. The

analysedfesulting in a maximum PPV of approximately 25 millimetres per second at
the BRDA embankment would not cause instability of the BRDA due to the vibration

of the blast or the air over pressure resulting from the blast.

Condition B5 of the vibration and air overpressure limit values limits the vibration
level of the nearest monitoring location to 12 millimetres/second and the air

overpressure to 1.25 DB(Lin) max peak.
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8.2.9.

8.2.10.

Furthermore, the applicant has indicated in his response to the observations
submitted that two production blasts have been conducted to date at the permitted
borrow pit on foot of the grant of planning permission under An Bord Pleanéla Ref.
301011-18. These blasts have been carried out on the 17t June, 2022 and the 28"
June, 2022. The monitoring data according to the response has returned values in
compliance with the licence requirements (IDLP0035-07) for both vibration and air
overpressure. The monitoring has been conducted by Golder and Associates. It is
noted in the response that no adverse effects have been identified for eithe

in the existing licence. The Board will be aware that e stipulations of Section
99(f) of the EPA Act as amended, the Board ki

not result in an unacceptable impact on th

igfied that the proposal would

environment, and considers it

appropriate to grant permission, it is luded from attaching conditions for the
purposes of controlling emissions ctivities undertaken. This would include
noise and vibration emission ifXhe Board are satisfied that eh proposal has
an acceptable impact on e ment, the control of any such emissions falls

under the remit of the%n ot An Bord Pleanala.

However, the B N ready determined that blasting was acceptable at the
existing borrovipit which was granted planning permission under ABP301011-18.
ed under the extant permission is closer to the perimeter of the
proposed under the current application. It is logical to conclude
pased on the fact that vibration and air overpressure dissipates over
distance that any impact arising from blasting under the current application will be
less than the impact already permitted by the Board. On the basis of the above
therefore, | consider it reasonable to conclude that any impact arising from blasting
on the structural integrity of the perimeter walls of the BRDA on stormwater ponds in
the vicinity would be acceptable and would not pose a threat to the structural

integrity of this structures.
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8.2.11.

8.2.12.

Undermining of the structural integrity of the BRDA perimeter due to climatic factors

including flooding, tidal surges and other climate change factors

In relation to flooding, the EIAR acknowledges that flooding events have been
recorded by the Office of Public Works both to the east and west of the Aughinish
site and these are recurring flood events. However, no flood events have been
recorded at the AAL plant facility or the BRDA footprint. Having consulted the OPW
flood maps this assertion appears to be correct. It is noted that the BRDA foot ;

and surrounding catchment is defended by the OPW constructed flood pr @
works on the north and western banks of the island where a flood tidal c rm

has been constructed to a maximum height of 5 metres OD.

Section 17.3.1 of the EIAR assessment the proposed develo t ms of its
vulnerability to climate change. The proposal has been agsesSEd infer alia in the
context of more intense storms and rainfall events an in? likelihoods and
magnitude of river and coastal flooding, including jidal siges. A noticeable feature in
the recent weather has been an increase in t and severity of storms.
Section 3.4 of the engineering design report @the potential impact of the

Appendix G of the same report also

proposed development in terms of clim
assesses a potential breach analysis e impact of climate change in terms of
rising sea levels and increased afhounts. It again concluded that the risk

associated with a contain well was either ‘highly improbable’ or ‘very uniikely’

Undermining of théastrOatur®l integrity of the foundations of the BRDA

One of the tiods submitted argues that the BRDA, specifically the northern
section h nplaced upon the estuarine and tidal area of the Lower Shannon
Est N is argued makes the foundations of the BRDA structurally vulnerable
to bein ermined from tidal incursion. It is also suggests that the foundations of

the BRDA maybe unstable due to the estuarine deposits on which the embankments
were built upon. Having consulted the historical OS Maps of the area, it is clear that
the BRDA has been built upon a patchwork of fields, that according to the OSI Maps
are located beyond the any flood plain or areas of tidal inundation, Therefore based
on this evidence | have no reason to believe that there is nothing other than solid
foundations beneath the BRDA.
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8.3.

8.3.1.

8.3.2.

Conclusions regarding the Structural Integrity of the BRDA

| consider that detailed modelling and risk analysis has been undertaken for the
various scenarios in relation to a potential breakout or release of bauxite residue due
to catastrophic failure in the containment walls due to the various potential threats
set out above. The risk analysis and modelling undertaken clearly indicates that any
potential breakout, while it cannot be exclusively ruled out, is highly improbable and
very unlikely. Furthermore, | consider that the third party observations submitted
have not provided any substantive evidence that the BRDA is structurally to
the extent that any such breakout of bauxite residue is likely or immines®\Th
evidence presented before the Board overwhelmingly suggests thata
breakout ranges from ‘very unlikely' to ‘negligible’ in accordancawi nnual
probabilities on failure as described in Appendix G of the e e design report.

The implication of any potential breakout is assessed i further détail below.

Liquefaction Issues in the Case of a Catastrgphic Rreftkout

Concerns are expressed in one of the obssubmitted that in the event of a
breach in the containment walls due tg(seis ? other activity, that the bauxite

residue could liquify causing the sidue to flow rather than remain static.

Liquefaction is a phenomenon/W i ege oils and sands which are saturated with a
high moisture/water conte % he characteristics of a liquid (due to intense
shaking of an earthqu a erefore result in the material flowing rather than

remaining static opélu Appendix C of the engineering design report
ith threat of liquefaction arising from the proposal. An initial

specifically deafs
screening etigdolggy was undertaken to assess the estuarine soils beneath the

nd an assessment of the bauxite residue itself in terms of

bauxite
' o seismic liquefaction. The estuarine deposits were determined not to
pptible. The bauxite residue was determined to be in the range of moderate

susceptibility thus requiring further analysis.

One of the third party observations submitted suggested that the foundations of the
BRDA was located on a tidal estuarine area associated with the Lower Shannon and
this in itself could undermine the very foundations of the BRDA. As referred to
above, it is quite evident from the earlier additions of maps produced by the
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8.3.3.

8.3.4.

8.3.5.

ordnance survey, that the BRDA is in fact located on lands which previously
accommodated a patchwork of fields to the south of the estuary rather than any
estuarine deposits and floodplains associated with the Shannon Estuary. The
foundations of the BRDA therefore would not appear to be affected by or indeed
structurally undermined by tidal activity associated with the estuary.

The liquefaction analysis for bauxite residue for a seismic event (i.e. earthquake)

which on the island of Ireland is estimated to have a return period of 1 in 2,47

for a magnitude 5 earthquake with an epicentre within 1 kilometre of the B
meets the required factor of safety against triggering liquefaction in th

safety exceeds 1.0.

that a

Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly and notwithstandj

containment failure is assessed as being very unlikely to aimd$timpgossible in the

cases of Phase 1 and Phase 2 respectively,? according to assessment
carried out for the BRDA these values are significghtly lass #ian the annual average
probability worldwide of tailing down failures tistical data which equate

to a 1in 2,000 chance of an annual contain . Therefore, contrary to what

is argued in one of the third-party obsefVations, the potential for containment faiture
has been assessed in the context of INgE nal standards and has been found to
compare more favourably with i al standards. The estimated volume of
bauxite residue that could MyDe released in a breach scenario has been
assessed by two metho{s ig¥considered to be in the range of 40,000 cubic
metres to 90,000

residue under t

. This is considerably less than the volume of bauxite

mina Plant accident in Hungary which occurred in 2010.

Under the ophe approximately 1 million cubic metres of liquid waste was
releas
It also rs from information supplied on behalf of the applicants that the Ajka

Alumina Plant used a wet ponding form of waste containment which had a
considerably higher liquid content in the bauxite residue. As referred to already in my
report, the bauxite residue in the case of the AAL plant is ‘mud farmed’ which churns

and exposes the deposited bauxite to the atmosphere which significantly reduces the

2 ery unlikely amounts to a 1 in 10,000 possibility on an annual basis and almost impossible relates to a 1 in 1 million
chance of occurrence on an annual basis.
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8.3.6.

8.3.7.

liquid content in the residue whereby the solid content increases to approximately
75%.

Where the bauxite residue is farmed (which has been the case since 2009) the
material would slump rather than liquify and therefore the distance travelled in any
potential breakout would be small - estimated to be in the order of 12.1 metres
downstream from the foe of Phase 2 of the BRDA and into the perimeter interceptor
channel. Where the material is potentially able to liquify (bauxite deposited pre-2009)
this material is confined to the lower slopes of Phase 1 to Phase 8 of the el

Again, the distance travelled is estimated to be a maximum of 224 me
absolute worst case scenario. The area between the flood tidal defenc rpt and
the BRDA excluding the bird sanctuary and Natura 2000 sites jsca f retaining
€.750,000 cubic metres of tailings provided the flood tidal e Bprm remains
intact. It appears therefore that any potential breakout would pot sesult in any
significant threat to settlements in the vicinity or engiron degradation in the

Shannon Estuary or elsewhere.

Again, | consider that the applicant in this iy @ has undertaken a comprehensive

analysis which had included modellin nd cssments associated with various

scenarios. Based on the evidence ed by the third-parties which relate to
generic global concerns in relgtiomgto tailing failures (which in my view are real
and genuine concerns), a % egard to the risk assessment carried out by the

applicant which specifigdily | ate to the nature of the residue contained in BRDA, |
considered that ‘th&‘2 cgn be satisfied that the potential for liquefaction in the
c

case of a brea adequately contained to areas in close proximity to the

site. The ing ghd risk assessments undertaken indicate that any potential
breach i worst-case scenario very unlikely and furthermore where a breach
oc IPnot result in any significant threat to human life or environmental

degr n.
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8.4.1.

84.2.

8.4.3.

8.4.4.

Concerns Regarding the Hazardous Nature of the Bauxite Residue

A number of issues were raised in the various third-party cbservations in relation to
the nature of the bauxite residue being deposited in the BRDA. Among the concerns

raised include:
e That the waste itself is hazardous in nature and should be classed as so.

« The bauxite residue emits radiation and therefore constitutes a radiatio

hazard.

 Fugitive dust generated during periods of heavy wind has the

contaminate surrounding farmland on settlements.

Each of these issues are dealt with below.

Hazardous Classification of Bauxite Material
With regard to the hazardous nature of the bauxitesresitiye,yhe applicant points out

nse to the observations

in various statements contained in the EIAR apd

classified as a hazardous waste under Eun Waste Code. The most up to
date Waste Classification Codes is:%e EPA (applicable from the 5" July,
2018) sets out a list of wastes i@ ose considered hazardous (marked with
an asterix). Waste Class 1 t aste resulting from the ‘exploration, mining,
quarrying and physical %&af treatment of minerals’. Waste classification 01
03 09 refers to ‘re
Class 01 03 01d(. Class W1 03 010 classes ‘red mud from alumina production

submitted that the bauxite residue (sometime od to as ‘red mud’) is not

lumina production other than wastes mentioned in

containing ubstance other than wastes mentioned in 01 03 07. There
thefefore to be some level of interpretation as to whether the bauxite

ontain hazardous material.

whether the waste is hazardous or non-hazardous.

In relation to waste composition details reference is made to the presence of
contaminated soil and the classification could be based on the quantities of

hazardous substances in the soil. Furthermore, it appears the information contained
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on file that the bauxite residue does not contain persistent organic pollutants as
outlined in Regulation EC No. 850/2004.

Annex 3 of the Council Directive 91/689/EEC refers to properties of waste which
render them hazardous. These include wastes that are (i) explosive, (i) exhibit highly
exothermic reactions when in contact with other substances particularly flammable
substances, (iii) irritants when they come into repeated contact with skin and cause
inflammation, (iv) harmful if they are ingested, (v) toxic, (vi) carcinogenic, (vii)

mutagenic or (viii) release very toxic gases.

The bauxite residue does not appear to display any of the characteristiés, 8e in
Annex 3 of the Council Directive that would render them hazardoysft |
therefore not be unreasonable to come to the conclusion that t f the
bauxite residue produced at the AAL facility falls within the fefigitionP6f European

Waste Code 01 03 09.
Radiation Hazard Z
With regard to whether or not the bauxite residue utes a radiation hazard is

*

idue is a low level source of naturally

assessed below. Chapter 7 of the EIAR rel pgpulation, human health and

agriculture. It notes that the bauxite r
occurring radioactive material (N er natural resources that are extracted
from the ground including coa as and other mineral ores contain various
amounts of natural radioadyitylAlcn these resources are extracted and processed
their natural state can emd and may result in the enhancement of natural
radioactivity conteo%6 originally present. The E}AR makes reference to a
report prepare@ﬂ y the Radiological Protection Institute of Ireland. The report
notes tha Iftituie examined four large industries operating in Ireland in order to

determineWe Igvel of radiation to which workers and members of the public were

a result of the work practices and this included the bauxite residue
refining#or the production of alumina at the Aughinish site. In each case, a thorough
examination of the industrial processes were carried out. None of the four industries
reviewed were found to give rise to an effective dose to workers or members of the
public in excess of 1 mSv above background in any 12 month period. As such, it is
considered that they do not come under the scope of Irish Regulations as far as

ionising radiation is concerned.
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Notwithstanding what is suggested in one of the observations that the radiation
levels in the Bauxite residue has not been tested in recent years, it is also clear from
the EIAR that Aughinish Alumina commissioned more recent testing in 2021 and it is
evident from the more recent study that levels of naturally occurring radioactive
materials are similar to that found in the RPII Report of 2008. it stands to reason that
the results would be similar as the nature of processing and the nature of deposition

of bauxite residue has not changed over the intervening period.

Therefore, notwithstanding the contention put forward in the observations
and relying on the independent assessment catried out by the Radiolo
Protection Institute of lreland, it is in my view reasonable to conclu

of the bauxite residue being deposited on the site does not posg aMgadv€rse impact
on human health due to radiation.

Fugitive Dust Issues Q ; :

With regard to fugitive dust emissions, Chap EIAR specifically deals with
the issue of air quality. As part of the assess EIAR undertook an air
dispersion modelling exercise (the AE D model). It was used for the purposes of

determining the dispersion of fugiti st from the site into the surrounding area. It

(5

is clear from the average meanfbackdyolind concentrations for both PM1io and PM 25
that the existing baseline N t recorded dust deposition levels well below the
limits set outin the E %ﬁ s (Café Directive). Results of dust deposition
monitoring at 35 | '%{ und the AAL boundary were likewise all considerably
below the TA L@v ue of 350 mg/l. In fact, there was no exceedance of 190

mg/l duri period and most of the monitoring stations recorded levels

1
consigeragly w 190 mg/l. The evidence presented in the EIAR would be

suppOled ffom the observations gleaned during my own site inspection which took
riday June 10%. There was relatively little rainfall in the proceeding four
days (less than 10 millimeires over the entire period). | did note however during my
site inspection that the sprinkler system was operating and this would have assisted
in reducing the amount of fugitive dust emanating from the proposed development.

It is clear from the modelling undertaken, and notwithstanding the increases in

elevation arising from the various stage rises, the modelling indicates that there
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would be a negligible increase in additional fugitive dust beyond the site boundary
and that the increase in the height of the BRDA will not result in any appreciable
increase in dust deposition levels which would raise concerns or impact on the
amenity of residences in the vicinity or biodiversity surrounding the deposition area.

The newspaper article attached to the submission on behalf of the Cappagh Farmers
Support Group relates to an organic farm in County Mayo and therefore does not
relate to any farm in the vicinity of the site. Furthermore, the article specifically states

that;

“The EPA considered several sources that might be causing the contafhigatio
include the Aughinish Alumina Factory at Askeaton, County Limer S were
taken by them from the lagoons of wastewater outside the Li and
compared with those found from Jimmy Kelly’s farm. But ther s Jlothing in the

Aughinish samples to specifically link them with sampl ly's farm”.
Therefore, the independent analysis undertaken by did not identify a link
between the pollution episode which occurred. tigbar with the Aughinish plant.
On the basis of the assessment above the not considered that the
proposed development poses a hum ealth or biodiversity threat in terms of
airborne bauxite residue fugitive dus{emisSions.

Surface Water and Grom&Qontamination as a result of seepage from the

BRDA

Surface WateAWdnith
Concerns &e}&ed in a number of observations that water discharges from the

bauxite contaminated and could have profound adverse impacts on

sociated with the Shannon Estuary and this in turn could have adverse

conseyénces for the qualifying interests associated with both Natura 2000 sites
designated within the estuary namely; the Lower River Shannon SAC (Site Code:
002165) and the River Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries SPA (Site Code:
004077). The potential impact which could arise from the proposed development on
the integrity of the qualifying interests associated with the Natura 2000 sites in
question are dealt with under a separate heading below entitled Appropriate

Assessment (Section 10 of this report)..
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The surface water management system associated with the BRDA is outlined in
detail in the EIAR and is briefly summarised below. The BRDA is surrounded by a
perimeter interceptor channel (PIC). it collects water discharged from the BRDA
through general seepage, bleed water, sprinkle water and surface water run-off. This
water (see photographs 19-22 attached) is pumped to the effluent clarification
system (ECS) and to the stormwater pond/liquid waste pond both of which are
located to the north-east of the BRDA. The function of the stormwater pond is to
provide surge capacity for surface water that cannot be immediately proces

effluent clarification system. it also provides a continuous flow of water tfat is

for dilution or wash water within some parts of the alumina plant. T te
pond located adjacent receives treated water from the effluent system
and the retention time within this pond allows for cooling and prior to

discharging either to:
« Controlled discharge into the River Shannop. Z

¢ Onto the BRDA via the sprinkler syste in and wind weather or for
recirculation within the plant.

Separately the salt cake disposal ce iCR is located completely within the confines
of the BRDA and is compositely J separate system of treatment for surface
water. The waters inside the prise of dissolved salt cake which is diluted
by the rainfall catchmen ’&5 cell. The water has a high caustic content. Water
within this internal ¢ tarea is funnelled towards the perforated decant tower
located at the n a ner of the cell. The decant pipe located at the base of
the tower trapsf@s wajer by gravity to a storage tank and waters are then pumped to

the plant iC recovery.

All '% the external catchment area i.e. associated with the access ramp and

access MyaUs trickle down a flow path through the rockfill stage raises into the PiC.

All surface water monitoring and surface water discharge from the plant are covered
in detail in the industrial emissions licence (P0035-07). Currently three licenced
locations are monitored for surface water discharge namely (i) Mangan’s Lough
along the northern boundary of the BRDA and the north-western boundary of the
stormwater pond. (ii) The Office of Public Works channel at the north-western
houndary of the BRDA and, (iii) Robertstown Gate along the western boundary of the
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BRDA. The parameters required to be monitored in the EPA Licence include the

following:

Condition B.2 Emissions to Water

Name of Receiving Waters — Shannon Estuary

Location:  Aughinish Island
Volume to be emitted:  Maximum in any one day: 30,000 m?3
Maximum rate per hour: 1,250 m3
Parameter Emission Limit Vaiue
Daily Average
pH 6-9
Toxicity 5TU Q
Daily Average Mass Emissi N Annual Average mg
mg/l %\’
- - = -
Suspended Solids 50 - 35
Total Organic Carbon Oé - 150
Total Phosphorous - 2

Oils fats and greases

20
"_\ ) 4
1 15

Schedule C.£.3

}n‘ng of Storm Water Emissions

Par

Monitoring Frequency

Analysis Method/Techniques

pH Monthly pH electrode /meter
Cond y Monthly Standard Method
Visual Inspection Daily Examine for colouration
Soda Monthly As agreed by agency
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Schedule C 6 of the Licence relates specifically to Ambient Monitoring. This

condition requires monitoring at specific points along Estuarine Stream in relation to

the following:

Parameter Monitoring Frequency Analysis Method/Techniques
pH Quarterly pH electrode /meter
Conductivity Quarterly Standard Method
Soda Quarterly As agreed by agency

In addition, 3 separate monitoring poinis in the Shannon Estuary
approved by the Agency. Monitoring points shall be 500m up &:

downstream and 1km downstream of the Emission Point Refer o; W1-1
Parameter Monitoring Frequencyt\ v\ZSis Method/Technique
TOC Four samples per ye &’Standard Method
BOD Four samples per Standard Method
Conductivity Four sa@ear Standard Method
DO F [ ryear Standard Method
[ 0 aye y
Suspended Solids Ao les per year Standard Method
P
Other samples per year Standard Method
It is clear fr e licence issued by the EPA that there are stringent limits
and monito ditions to enforce these limits set out in the licence. The applicant

nder law to comply with the limits set out in the IED licence. Details of

10.15 to 10.42 in the EIAR. It is clear that a strict monitoring regime is in place in
relation to surface water discharge and if the Board are satisfied that the proposal
will not have an adverse impact on the environment and were minded to grant
planning permission for the proposed development, matters in relation to emissions
from the facility during the operational phase are a matter for the EPA and not An
Bord Pleanala. The facility discharges surface water into the River Shannon the
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largest river on the island of Ireland with significant levels of assimilative capacity in
the receiving waters. On the basis of the above | consider that the Board can be

satisfied that the proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on water
quality in the Shannon Estuary primarily on the basis that (a) water discharges from
the proposed development are already subject to strict limits and monitoring and (b)

there is huge assimilative capacity in the receiving waters associated with the

Shannon Estuary.

Groundwater Monitoring

In respect of groundwater quality, a similar conclusion can be reache

on the basis that the overall Aughinish site operates under an ind
licence which carries out detailed and routine groundwater m j the EIAR
indicates the principle contaminant of concern arising fromghe a production
process is dilute sodium aluminate which is characterisgd by ted PH, elevated
alkalinity and elevated aluminium relative to groungfyat oride is also a common
element in the bauxite residue and is a potenti%\i ant of concern.
Groundwater monitoring wells and observs $ elf$ have been installed around the
perimeter of the BRDA. 45 wells in total mndwater and these are indicated

on Figure 10.28. Observations un and presented in the EIAR (Figures 10.29
and 10.30) show that the obsepugtiotwells recorded PH levels between 6.6 and 8.0
in all the observation wells be @ 2008 and 2021.

In terms of electrical ctiity high levels have been recorded along the northern
boundary of the Bﬁg:d is in my view can be attributed to saline intrusion
e

associated wi rine area adjacent. Other observation wells to the east,
west and tRihave lower levels of electrical conductivity which would support the
argume her levels of salinity units in the groundwater would contribute to

hi duCtivity levels. Some wells also show slightly elevated conductivity levels
and t gain can be attributed to saline intrusion. They relate to the same

observation wells where high levels of electrical conductivity has been formed.

Results for heavy metal concentrations are set out in Table 10.7. On occasion
elevated levels of arsenic, cadmium, iron, magnesium, nickel and zinc were
recorded. However, these exceedences occur in isolation to other parameters and

do not form part of a continuing trend which could be attributed to consistent
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groundwater contamination associated with the BRDA. The Board are requested to

note the contents of Table 10.7 which clearly shows that there is no consistent

trends in terms of elevated heavy metal concentrations in the groundwater

monitoring in the observation wells. Furthermore, the NIS assesses potential impacts

on groundwater using the source pathway receptor model. Sampling data indicated

that no pathways have been identified or are apparent which could impact on

groundwater. The data contained in the EIAR and NIS show that metal settlement

concentrations in estuarine deposits to the north of the site reflected typical

background concentrations for the marine environment in Ireland and n
raised concentrations of heavy metals were identified that could ad

biodiversity and aquatic health associated with the estuarine en

Furthermore, as part of the industrial emissions licence issu

groundwater monitoring is required as per Condition C6

is set out in the table below.

Condition C 6 Ambient Monitoring

O

e] t r
elV§ ct on
e
PA, detailed

monitoring which

Parameter

Monitoring F eque%

Analysis Method/Technique

pH

rly

pH electrode/meter

| Water level in AOD

ﬂﬂm'rterly |

Dip meter

Total alkalinity {as CaCo3) A Quarterly Standard method

Conductivity Quarterly Standard method
N

Chloride Quarterly Standard method

Fluoride Quarterly Standard Method

Soda Quarterly As agreed by the Agency

Sulphat Quarterly Standard Method

Mg, Al, As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Fe, Hg, Bi-Annually Standard Method

Ni, Pb, Zn, Ti

Organics (DRO & PAH) Annually As agreed by the Agency

Relevant hazardous Bi-Annually Standard Method

substances
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Other (parameters as required

by the Agency).

8.6.11. In conclusion therefore and based on the data and information contained in the EIAR

8.7.

8.7.1.

together with the monitoring regime required under the IED licence, | consider that
the Board can be satisfied that the proposed development is not contributing to
groundwater pollution or contamination and furthermore that the extension to the
proposed development will likewise not contribute to groundwater pollutio

contamination.

Impact on the Bottlenose Dolphin

With regard to the impact of the proposed development sp ally on the bottlenose
dolphin which form the basis of the observations submi olphin Watch, |
would note the following. Bottlenose Dolphins ate listad ifpAnnex 2 of the EU
Habitats Directive and the Lower Shannon i Special Areas of
Conservation designated for this species i ers. | have consulted the
document referred to the applicant’s onse 1o the observation which relates to a
scholarly article prepared by E. entitled ‘Bottlenose Dolphin Survey in
the Lower Shannon SAC 201 Q:I r from this article that extensive surveys
have been carried out in e abundance of Bottlenose Dolphins in the
Shannon Estuary fro t@2018. The abundance estimates of the species within
the Shannon Estuﬁr from between 121 to 160. This compares with an
mate,opBetween 95 to 160 in 1997, 80 to 125 in 2010 and 85 to 140

steady #nd between 80 and 160. The data collected in 2018 confirm previous
findings showing a high degree of site fidelity of dolphins using the estuary with
numbers decreasing during the winter. The article concludes by stating that the latest
estimate for the Lower Shannon Estuary site has a level of abundance which is
“similar to all previous esfimates and it indicates that the population status appears
to be stable”. Detailed research therefore suggests that contrary to what is
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8.8.

8.8.1.

suggested in the observations submitted, the population of bottlenose dolphins in the
estuary appears to be stable and is not in any way adversely affected by the

workings of the Aughinish plant.

With regard to skin lesions, my research having consulted a number of scholarly
articles suggest that skin lesions in dolphins is a global phenomenon and it appears
to be attributed to global warming generally as opposed to any localised impact
associated with the Aughinish facility. In this regard | wouid refer the Board to
article entitled “Skin Lesions on Common Bottlenose Dolphins from 3 sites,j

North West Atlantic” prepared by Burdett Hart et al (2012).

Concerns in respect of pollution issues from either groundwater o e Water on

u
the bottlenose dolphin has been addressed already in this as m

Other Miscellaneous Issues v

Use of Appropriate Guidelines

The observation submitted on behalf of Futulare notes that the applicant
®

used the Canadian Dam Association Rigk Ass@®@rient Guidelines whilst suggesting

that a more recent report which is g ope, namely Global Industry Standards

on Tailings Management (2020)6€Mgp%ghould have been used as the basis of
assessment. The applicant | hlnse to the observation argues that the latter
document referred to in b ation provides a similar ‘consequence

classification metricsgfor tailings facility. However, unlike the Canadian Dam
s, Wdoes not provide target level criteria thresholds for stability

Association Gui
in the form rs pf Safety (FoS) for the various stages in the life of the facility or

for varyin apos. The Canadian Dam Association Guidelines document was first

publjg 2307 and was revised again in 2013. The Guidelines set out principles
licable o all dams and an outline of the processes and criteria for
management of dam safety in accordance with specified principles. Having
consulted both documents | note that both set out a similar set of principles for the
design, construction and operation of tailings facilities and provide a somewhat
similar matrix in Annex 2 which classifies the risk assessment and consequence of a
dam failure, Having consuited the documents | have no reason to believe that the
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2020 document provides any greater level of technical guidance over and above that

used by the applicants in applying the Canadian Guidelines.

The observation goes on to note that the risk [of dam collapse] can be classified as
high if “the potential area of impact could be between 10 and 20 square
kilometres....” It is clear from the breach analysis contained in Appendix G of the
Engineering Design Report that were a major breach to occur, the potential area of

impact would be nowhere near the region of 10 to 20 square kilometres in scale.

| further note that the observation does not explicitly argue that the Globa
Standards on Tailings Management (2020} should be used instead of anggifan
Dam Association Guidelines. It merely ponders why the Global inddst ards
on Tailings Management was not used. It appears that both d n er
appropriate guidance on the construction and operation of a igrthe Canadian
Guidelines offering more technical guidance in respectgffac f safety etc. On
this basis | have no reason to believe that the assedgmeN( carried out by the

applicants is in any way flawed or substandard result of using the Canadian

Guidelines. %
impacts of Blasting on Estuarine Ecaldgy an odiversity

ing at the borrow pit, | note that at its

With regard to the impact arising
res from the mouth of the Shannon Estuary.

closest point, the borrow pit is@m
The Board have already t ning permission for further excavation of the
borrow pit under ABP . §perations on foot of this permission have recently

commenced on si%ﬁ her blasting to take place under the current application
la rther removed from the mouth of the Shannon Estuary and

will take placeg

therefore i arising from blasting under the current application is likely to be
less than ady granted by the Board under its previous permission. The fact
nder the current application will be located almost a kilometre from the

mouth §Pthe Shannon Estuary will ensure that any noise and vibration associated
with the blasting will dissipate significantly over this distance. Furthermore, the
Shannon Estuary is a busy waterway for shipping accommodating Limerick Port and
Foynes Port as well as other boating and recreational activities. These activities in
themselves are likely to generate significant noise and therefore the baseline noise
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environment within the estuary is likely to be relatively high due to existing

anthropogenic disturbance.

Finally, in relation to this matter | refer the Board to Appendix 6.4 which specifically
relates to Marine Mammal Risk Assessment in relation to blasting operations at the
borrow pit. This risk assessment was prepared on foot of a request from the
Environmental Protection Agency as part of the Industrial Emissions Licence

Review, due o concerns over the proximity of the blasting activity to the Lowe

Shannon SAC, and its potential impact on marine mammals in particular Bof

Dolphins due to noise and vibration associated with blasting activities aithg.berré

pit. It concludes that given the terrestrial location of the developme he fact
that all blasting activities will take place on land and not in the
environment that the project is not considered to pose any ri , injury or

disturbance to marine mammals. Any such impacts have ed out and no

mitigation measures beyond those stipulated in th eemed necessary. [t

notes that the development site is located within a Mighlydisturbed environment

/8ted due to the presence of

industrial activities and shipping primarjlf assoc¥€d with Foynes Port. It suggests

where anthropogenic noise levels are alread

that Bottlenose Dolphins are habitu ese noise levels and they regularly use
deepwater berths that are the r@p ing routes uses on the estuary. The fact

that blasting will occur no e times a year and that the borrow pit
operations are located ¢7T kilo e from the nearest Bottlenose Dolphin habitat the
eptible. The fact that the bottlenose dolphins numbers

impact is likely to b perc
have remained @j} the previous 25 years would support the conclusion that
0

the species e habituated to human activities at the mouth of the Shannon
Estuary.

On
blasting

of the above assessment undertaken | am satisfied that the proposed

Ml no impact on the species concerned.

Global Issues Surrounding Alumina Production

Concerns in relation to global industrial monopolies in the aluminium industry is not a
matter for An Bord Pleandla. The Board is mandated to determine the application
before it and whether or not the proposed development is in accordance with the

proper planning and sustainable development of the area. It is clear that national
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policy supports on-going industrial enterprises subject to qualitative safeguards in
respect of human health in the environment. | have argued above that | am satisfied
that the proposed development will not compromise or adversely affect either human
health through the probability of a natural disaster or adversely impact on ecological
and biodiversity in the area and will therefore overall, will have an acceptable
environmental impact. | further note that on-going operations at the plant are the
subject of an EPA licence. It is my considered opinion that it would be inappropriate
and disproportionate to refuse planning permission for the proposed develo on
the basis of any perceived corporate imperialism or industrial monopoly j

aluminium worldwide.

Any issues regarding energy use of the industry overall is likewj
a CHP Plant

at Aughinish which produces energy in excess of requitemen ised at the plant.

pertinent to the application before the Board. The AAL facili

As such applicant is a net contributor to the nationalgri

Conditions Attached to Previous Permissions

With regard to Condition No. 38 associated%ning Ref. No. 8580 which was
highlighted in the Cappagh Farmers mission, stipulated that “the red mud pond

shall be constructed and maintain nd structural condition and it shall be

effectively sealed fo prevent the ledad¥ of its contents. The embankments are to be
of adequate strength to tssure and storm condition in the estuary’. |
have argued in my abment that | am satisfied that the containment dams
are of sufficient stréitural iptegrity to ensure that no breach occurs. In this regard |
consider Conjior:x:o. is being adhered to regardless of whether or not Planning

Reg. Ref. licable to the facility which was subsequently constructed
under g nt grant of planning permission. I further note that Condition C7 of
the erice (No. P0035-07) specifically relates to monitoring at the bauxite

Condition C7 — Monitoring at Bauxite Residue Disposal Area

Location Parameter Monitoring Analysis
Frequency Method /Technique
BRDA embankment Phreatic surface Quarterly Dip meter
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BRDA embankment Hydrostatic pore pressure Quarterly Agreed method
BRDA embankment | Standard walk over and Daily Visual
wall condition & stability checks
Settlement / movement
Annual review Quarterly Agreed method
Independent audit Annually Agreed sta
SEED, audis Every 2 years Agree n
As agreed
BRDA and residue Volume of residue disposed Continuous Flo¥ meter
Tonnage of residue disposed Monthly Dry Density
Used Capacity ua " Agreed method
Remaining Capacity nnudly Agreed method
Pa
BRDA perimeter Water level eekly Deep meter/gauge
Interceptor Quantity of seepage | rom As agreed Agreed method
channel the BR
Area around BRDA ei As required by Agreed method
» the Agency
Project Splittin \'
In respec e rtion that the proposed development constitutes project
splitting rtion is not accepted. Project splitting specifically relates to splitting
large evelopments into smaller applications in order to result in a subthreshold
EIA development so as to circumvent the requirement for a full EIA. The applicant

has submitted and EIAR and the project as proposed is presented to the Board in its

entirety. As a separate matter, the applicant is obliged to obtain a licence from the
EPA as the proposed development falls within the Third Schedule of the EPA Act

and therefore constitutes a scheduled activity for which a licence is required. The

applicant is therefore obliged to obtain planning permission for the proposed

development and obtain a licence from the EPA as a separate development consent.
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Inadequacy if EIAR and NIS

With regard to the contention that both the EIAR and NIS are inadequate, it is noted
that this assertion is not qualified in respect of any specific references as to how the
EIAR and NIS falls short of the statutory requirements set out in both the EIA
Directive and the Habitats Directive. Both the EIAR and NIS have been assessed
under separate headings below and | have concluded that both assessments are

adequate and comply with the requirements of both Directives.

Public Participation

With regard to the issue of public participation, and the assertion thatdfe al
contravenes the Aarhus Convention, Irish Planning legislation re t e

applicant publish notices and allow comments and observations B{made in respect

of any planning application before the statutory authorities. icant, in

submitting the current application has fully complied wit uirement. In addition
to the above the applicant has also carried out a stakehol§ier and community
consultation as outlined in Section 1.9 of the ELA d Appendix 1.3 of same. | am

therefore satisfied that the applicant has ful @‘; D
respect of public participation and th;arhus Difective.
Other Issues not Specifically Raisé bservations Submitted

All other issues in respect of the posal generally in the context of the proper

d with the requirements in

planning and sustainabladeWglopment of the area and the potential impacts on the

environment which

assessed sepagalely
Environmental§impa

m Prescribed Bodies

ecifically raised in the observations submitted are
tion 9 and 10 of this report under the headings

ssessment and Appropriate Assessment.

arns were raised by Limerick City and County Council in the planning
fomitted to An Bord Pleanala under the provisions of Section 37E(4) of the

The applicant was requested to provide further information with regard to the
groundwater vulnerability at the proposed borrow pit. The applicant is to take into
consideration the impact of water strikes at 7.32 metres OD and 8.03 metres OD
with the proposed 2.5 metre buffer zone between the groundwater table at the base
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8.8.16.

8.8.17.

of the proposed borrow pit. In relation to this issue the applicant points out in his
response to the observations that monitoring wells BH1, MWQ5, MW06 and MWO7
are all present within the borrow pit extension footprint. The groundwater elevation
range in these monitoring wells range from 1.604 metres OD to 8.073 metres OD. As
the maximum point of excavation associated with the borrow pit is 8.5 metres OD the
lowest ground level of the borrow pit will remain circa half a metre above the
maximum groundwater level in this area. The excavation of the borrow pit therefore

3

will at all times be above the level of the water table and therefore no pumpig

groundwater will be required and no groundwater contamination will oc s
already referred to in my report, there is extensive groundwater moniQrinSyn place
at the facility so that any potential adverse impacts on groundw sgrat the
facility or the borrow pit extension in particular can be appropfia ored. Based

i
on the information supplied in the application, | am satisfigg th proposed
borrow pit extension does not pose a threat to grou tey

a
With regard to concerns in relation to the status of Mgadgw barley in the area of the

proposed borrow pit extension, the app[icantponse to the observation
( /

submitted confirmed that meadow barlgy is not¥esent within the application

footprint and that the borrow pit ext a is dominated by scrub habitat and

that there is no potential or % to occur in this area. Having inspected
the borrow pit area in early d no evidence of meadow barley growing in
N

of the borrow pit.

the area of the propos
Finally, in relation tf% issions by prescribed bodies | would note the

following:

- T irgnmental Protection Agency had no particular issues in respect of
r ed development and it is noted that the existing facility is subject to
gdustrial Emissions Licence and is therefore currently regulated by the
EPA.
- The submission from the Development Applications Unit highlighted no issues
other than the requirements that all mitigation measures to protect the Natura

2000 Sites in the Shannon Estuary be implemented in full. This can be
adequately addressed by way of condition.
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- Finally, the submission from Transport Infrastructure Ireland states that the
Authority has no specific comment to make in relation to the subject
development in terms of impacts relating to the safe and efficient operation of
the national road network in the area. It is sufficient to note that the extension
of the borrow pit will result in a reduction in traffic on the public road network
as aggregate sourced for the raising of the BRDA will be restricted to the

confines of the application site.

9.0 Environmental Impact Assessment

9.1.

9.1.1.

9.1.2.

Statutory Provisions @

The European Union Directive 2014/52/EU, amending Direftiv 92/EU, on the
assessment of the effects of certain public and private grojec the environment,

requires Member States to ensure that a compete ity’carries out an

separate clasw of the Fifth Schedule of the Planning and Development

Regulatio amended, namely:

greatefthan 5 hectares.

The proposal seeks to extend the permitted borrow pit by ¢.3.9 hectares which
would create an overall borrow pit of 8.4 hectares and thus exceed the threshoid.

11.0ther Projects

(b) Installations for the disposal of waste with an annual intake greater than 25,000

tonnes not included in Part 1 of this Schedule.
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The proposal seeks the disposal of ¢1.57 million tonnes of bauxite residue per

annum which would exceed this threshold.

9.1.3. Directive 2014/52/EU amending the 2011 EIA Directive was transposed into Irish
legistation on September 1%, 2018 under the European Union (Planning and
Development) (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2018. The EIAR was
submitted to the Board with the application on the 5% of October 2021 and is

therefore assessed under the most recent version of the Directive.

9.1.4. The EIAR submitted with the application consists of 3 separate

e Volume 1. Main Text which is set out in a grouped forma
each environmental factor as prescribed in the Directiy€ IS

assessed in an individual chapter (chapters 1 10 2

¢ Volume 2 (Folder 1). Appendices 1-7. (Folder p ices 8-18. These
appendices provide additional and technicalNata gssociated with each of the
chapters.

o A separate folder provides two itional appendices which contains a

separate detailed Engineeri Report (Appendix A) and a

Construction and Envirol nagement Plan (Appendix B)
* A separate Photo % Boklet and a non-technical summary are also
submitted as % ocuments.

9.2. Compliance wi lS&tion

9.2.1. The impac roposed development is addressed under all relevant headings

wit % ta’the environmental factors listed in Article 3(1) of the 2014 Directive,
which in@dde:
(a) population and human health

(b) biodiversity, with particular attention to the species and habitats protected
under Directive 92/43EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC

(c) land, soil, water, air quality and climate

(d) maternial assets, cultural heritage and the landscape
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9.2.2

9.2.3.

9.24.

9.2.5.

9.2.6.

(e) the interaction between the factors referred to in points (a) to (d).

There are also separate chapters on Agriculture and Human Health, Noise and
Vibration, Material Assets (Waste Management, Site Services, Major Accidents and

Disasters).

Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the EIA process, the screening for EIA, details
of the format and structure of the document and details the competent persons that
make up the EIAR project team. Chapter 1 also provides details of the scoping and
consultation undertaken as well and providing details of the various meth ct
assessment undertaken. It is also stated that no general difficulties or, atio
onSidefed by

the applicant are discussed in Chapter 2 and a description of t ment is

were encountered in compiling the documentation. The alternativ

provided in Chapter 3. Interactions in respect of each of th ' ental factors

are set out in Chapter 15.
Article 3(2) of the Directive requires the consideratiomof &ffects deriving from the

vuinerability of the projects to risks of major agcid®@ats And/or disasters that are

assessment is contain in a separ: Appendix A).

The EIAR complies with h Directive and Schedule 6 of the Planning and
Development Regulatio OT%as’amended. It provides a comprehensive
description of the pro%v ising information on the site, design, size,
construction and,Op&gat f the project and other relevant features associated with
the developmént of roject (Chapter 3). It describes and assesses the likely

d potential impact of the project on the relevant environmental

ovides a description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid,
reduce and, where possible and applicable, offset likely significant effects

on the énvironment.

The Directive requires that the description of likely significant effects should also
include an assessment of cumulative impacts that may arise from the proposed
development in combination with other plans or projects. Chapter 18 of the EIAR
sets out a summary of all the potential interactions and cumulative impacts which

could arise from the project. Cumulative effects are also considered, (where
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927.

9.28.

9.2.9.

9.2.10.

9.211.

applicable), under the various environmental factors in the individual chapters of the
EIAR.

The EIAR includes a standalone Non-Technical Summary of the information referred
to in Article 5 (a) to (d) and additional information specified in Annex [V. It provides
an adequate description of the forecasting measures used to identify and assess the
significant effects on the environment. The Non-Technical Summary is concise and
comprehensive and is written in a language that can easily be understood by

member of the public.

In compliance with the provisions of Article 5(3), the EIAR tabulates t
qualifications of the study team and contributors in Section 1.8 of the
satisfied that the EIAR has been prepared by competent exp (o}
completeness and quality. 1 also consider that the information'¥€0ntgined in the EIAR

is based on relevant data which is up to date up to da

Details of the consultations entered into by the apflicant §s’part of the application
are set out in Section 1.9 of the document. It % tM®Stakeholder consultation
including consultation undertaken with prescriged D8sites and consultation with the

public. Local residents in the area wege isSyed with a brochure providing details of

the proposed development and i them that the SID application will be

accompanied by and EIAR apd . 1 am satisfied participation by the public has
been facilitated, and the w as been made accessible to the public with

adequate times aﬁo& issions in accordance with the requirements of
ti

Atrticle 6 of the Dj
| am satisfie @ﬁormation provided in the EIAR is reasonable and sufficient

to allow t rto reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the

proj

assess "

a full assessment to take place.

e Bnvironment, taking into account current knowledge and methods of

. | also consider that the information is up to date and relevant to enable

Chapter 2 of the EIAR sets out details of the site location and description and
provides details of the processes undertaken at the facility and the characteristics of
the bauxite residue deposits and the development and structure of the Bauxite
Residue Disposal Area (BRDA). Details of the cell layout within the BRDA and the
salt cake disposal cell is also detailed in this chapter. The planning policy context

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’s Report Page 70 of 159



9.2.12.

9.3.

9.3.1.

9.3.2

9.3.3.

9.34.

9.3.5.

9.36.

both national and local as it relates to the project is set out in the chapter. Details of

projects that may arise in the future are also set out in this chapter.

Chapter 3 sets out details of the proposed project. These details have been set out
above in section 3 of my report. It is not proposed to reiterate the details in this
section of the EIAR.

Alternatives

Under the provisions of Article 5(1)(d) of the 2014 Directive it is a require

an EIAR contain;

“(d) a description of the reasonable alternatives studied by the hich are

relevant fo the project and its specific characteristics, and a ion of the main

reasons for the option chosen, taking into account the effe e project on the

environment”. ?
Chapter 4 of the EIAR addresses the matter of@v and explores and

othing alternative.

evaluates alternative locations, Ialyoutldesigj

In terms of alternative locatjons, the applica ready invested significantly in
the existing site. lts contiguous locati the refinery offers great advantages in
terms of proximity and efficiengy lternative locations away from the existing
facility is considered to unf % d inappropriate as it would require significant
capital investments, ‘x

likewise, a horiz | e ion of the existing BRDA and SCDC were also ruled
out as it wouldfhecCessiite additional infrastructure rather than utilising the
infrastruc in place. it also ensures that the existing footprint of the BRDA

is maintal ot expanded.

ion was given to utilising existing quarries in the area, including a

Roadsténe quarry ¢2.5 km from the development. However, the expansion of the
permitted borrow pit was considered to be more beneficial as it would minimise
impacts on the surrounding traffic network and minimise dust and noise impacts

arising from traffic movements to and from the surrounding quarries.

With regard to alternative technologies in managing bauxite residue, it is stated that

the industry as a whole continues to search with growing interest and success for
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9.3.7.

9.3.8.

9.3.9.

9.3.10. Itis c

technically and economically viable options for residue management. The solutions
and practices used at each refinery a further influenced by local climatic, common
geographic, and environmental conditions as well as regulatory frameworks and
community factors. Examples of the current research being undertaken are set out in
the EIAR. While these research projects are ongoing, there are at present no
alternative methods which would eliminate the existence of bauxite residue as a by-
product from the refinery process.

With regard to alternative technologies and treatment of salt cake, Wet Air

should eliminate the need for salt cake storage within the SCDC. This pc
currently being developed at the subject plant. There are no additio nv ental

emissions associated with this process and this is fully complia all Jelevant EU

‘Best Available Technology'.

With regard to the borrow pit extension, the preliminary d he extension
provided for a larger extraction area of c. 4.5 ha ofdandNdoWever, the revised design
of the borrow pit extension area will increase n distance and therefore

reduce the potential impact on the context a of a recorded monument

situated in the area (see section below Ok archaeology and cultural heritage).

In a ‘do-nothing’ option, the site dyemain as it currently is, and the refinery

would have to cease operati and the restoration plan would be
implemented. This would _jgstiin the loss of one of the state's major industrial

manufacturing faciliti d result in a significant loss of employment. This
would have sign@ verse knock-on effects for the local economy.

ed therefore that the proposed development represents the most

appropri ol to ensure the ongoing operation of the facility.

the matter of examination of alternatives has been satisfactorily
addressa@ in the EIAR. | consider that the level of detail is reasonable and
commensurate with the project. Reasonable alternatives for the preferred option
have been explored and the basis for opting for the preferred option have been
explained and justified. It indicates how the proposed design of the development
before the Board evolved and how it was adjusted to take into consideration
environmental effects. | am satisfied that the process is robust and that the

requirements of the Directive are fully complied with.
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Likely Significant Effects on the Environment

This section of the EIA assessment identifies, describes and assesses the potential
direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the project under each of the environmental
factors referred to in Article 3(1) of the Directive. The assessment follows the

headings used in the EIAR which are as follows:
+ Archaeological, Architectural and cultural heritage
o Biodiversity
» Population human health and agriculture
* Land, Soils & Geology
¢ Landscape And visual impact

» Hydrology and hydrogeology

o Air quality ’QZ
¢ Noise and vibration Q

» Material Assets - Waste manageme

¢ Material assets - Traffic an

¢ Material assets - Site

¢ Major accidents ters

N Climaticfaox
) Interac@ mulative impacts

and monitoring

ies encountered

Each o¥these chapters in the EIAR are assessed and evaluated below in the context

of the requirements with the Directive.

Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage

Chapter 5 of the EIAR relates to archaeological, architectural and cultural heritage.
The chapter sets out the impact assessment methodology that was undertaken to
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evaluate the impact of the proposal on the cultural heritage and archaeology of the
area. Details of the archaeological background is set out it is noted that the is no
evidence of mesolithic or neolithic activity in the vicinity of the site. A pit-burial dating
from the bronze age has been excavated ¢.75m near the south-eastern extent of the
BRDA. Other bronze age sites discovered in the area include two fulachtai fia which
have been fully excavated. Other traces of settlement from this period Iocated in this
area are identified and described in the EIAR. There is no evidence of any

archaeological material dating from the Iron Age in or surrounding the site.

of ringforts dating from the early medieval period are located throughou stu
area. There are no confirmed medieval sites recorded within the stugfg aregojfthe
planning application site, the site recorded to the immediate to th@atem
extent of the planning application site has been suggested tofre efa possible
moated site (L.1010-108). The upstanding remains of Dysgg.Ca re located ¢360
m to the south of the site. Details of previous archae it;?eavations are
contained set out in the EIAR. Details of any arc logi§al evidence derived from
cartographic sources are also set out in the . Itis noted that Enclosure
LI010-014 is depicted on the OS Map frgm 198§  2f®this feature is located within

the confines of the site.
In summary it is noted that therm; ological sites located within the

immediate vicinity of the plaai cation. Ten of these are recorded monuments
and the remaining 9 ar IMghe SMR only and do not receive statutory
protection as they rw record of excavation only. Details of all the recorded

it

archaeological sites 50 meters of the site of the proposed development are
setouton T, the EIAR.

In terms Of built heritage, the study notes that there are no protected structures
located within 250 meters of the planning application site. There are no Architectural
Conservation Areas located within the study area. The are no NIAH structures
located within 250 meters of the planning application site. There are no historic

gardens or demesne landscapes within 250 meters of the subject site.
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In terms of conclusions, it is noted that 19 archaeological sites within the study area
were identified, the most significant is enclosure LI010-108, adjacent to the north-
eastern section of the planning application site. Enclosure LI010-014 which lies
within the planning application site has previously been proven to be non-
archaeological in origin but has yet to be delisted or re classified within the current
record as being non-archaeological. There are no recorded structures of built
heritage located within 500 meters of the proposed site. There are also no features
or sites of specific cultural heritage identified within the planning application nd

the study area.

An examination of the available aerial photography and satellite i
the west of the planning application site is entirely located withj
impacted upon with previously approved industrial develop @; ortheastern

parcel of the planning application site remains primarily,as anungisturbed greenfield

area which is of high archaeological potential. A fielg insR€cl®n confirmed the

undisturbed nature of the northeastern parcel | réviously unknown features
planning application site.

of archaeological significance were identified wiligin
While no evidence of enclosure LI010-108 'i! ithern part of the planning

boulders were identified to the south of this

application site was identified, a grou

approximate location. Given the histdty of quarrying activity in the area, it is likely

that the boulders were a resu gdérn intervention rather than being of

archaeological significance.

With regard to potegyti pacts arising from the development, there is potential for
previously uni ¥ie aeological features or deposits to survive within the
' iCgtion site which were not identified in the geophysical survey.

ociated with the proposed development may have a direct

archaeological test trenching will be carried out within the northeastern previously
undisturbed section of the planning application site. These works will be carried out
under licence issued by the National Monument service. Any features of
archaeological potential, if discovered, maybe the subject of preservation in situ or
by record. As there are no potential impacts associated with development in the

western and south eastern sections of the planning application, no mitigation
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9.5.1.

9.1.
8.1.1.

measures are deemed necessary. No cumulative impacts have been identified. It is

concluded that no monitoring is required in relation to archaeology.

Assessment of Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Chapter

| consider that the information provided in the planning application documentation is
sufficient to allow the impacts of the proposed development to be fully assessed. |

am satisfied that the impacts identified on archaeology, architecture and cultural

area of where the proposed barrow pit extension is proposed. The extens}
BRDA area is to take place upon man-made ground and therefore wi
any disturbance of archaeology. There are no features or buildin
cultural merit which would be adversely affected by the prop
facility. Any potential impacts that could arise will be avoided, angged or mitigated
o an acceptable extent by measures forming part of the d scheme. 1 am,

therefore, satisfied that the proposed developmeniwould n@tf have any unacceptable

direct, indirect or cumulative impacts on the igal, architectural or cultural
heritage of the area.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity is addressed in Cha IE! 6'gfsthe EIAR. Details of the competent experts

involved in preparing the bigdivasity ghapter are set out. Details of the existing
baseline environment is 0 m a range of surveys, which include desk-top and
field surveys. The fi g figld surveys were carried out;

— Habitat and Botanjcg?Surveys (2019-21)

- Bird S s {TWinter and summer (2019-20)

- trgil camera surveys (Aug 2018 — Jan 2021)

- Ma | walk over surveys (2019-21)

— Passive bat detector surveys (summer 2019 — winter 2021).

— Additional monitoring at badger sett located ¢.210m from the application site
(October 2019-June 2021)

— Casual recording of other taxa (amphibians, orthoptera, lepidoptera).
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Details as to how these surveys were undertaken are set out in the EJAR. Details of
the qualifying interests associated with all Natura 2000 sites within 15 kmn of the site
are set out. Details of all nationally designated sites (NHA’s and pNHA'’s) are also set
out in this section of the EIAR.

Rare and protected plant species that have previously been recorded within 2km by
the Botanical Society of Britain and Ireland are set out in Table 6.2 of the EIAR.
Surveys undertaken of the borrow pit revealed the presence of japanese knotweed.

However, this appears two have been successfully eradicated.

A list of the main habitats recorded within the site is set out in the Ta

S

Fossit Code Habitat Type Habitat Evalu

GS2 Dry Meadows and grassy verges Local Im nc er Value)
WSi Scrub Loc mpow, (Higher Value)
wL1 Hedgerows cal rtance, (Higher Value)

GA1/GS1 Mosaic

improved agricultural grasslangd4R

calcareous and neutral grass|

maosaic.

4

g8l Importance, (Lower Value)

ED2 Spoil and bare ground Negligible Value

BL3 Buildings and 3 surfaces Negligible value

ws2 Imn@nd Local Importance (Higher Value)

FLE Ws and ponds Negligible value

EDS Retuse and other waste (Bauxite Negligible value

) esidue)

Each e habitats are described in detail in section 6.3.3.3 to section 6.3.3.11 of
the EIAR.

Details of the bird survey results recorded in the tetrads overlapping the subject site
are set out on Table 6.4. A total 95 species of bird are listed. Red-listed and amber-
listed species are noted. The estuary to the east of the proposed borrow pit
extension is known as Poulaweala Creek is known to be an important area for a
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range of wintering waterbirds. The diversity of water birds recorded in nearby
estuarine and aquatic habitats is unsurprising given the proximity of Aughinish Island
to the River Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries SPA’s. Between the various
surveys carried out a total of eight species of the River Shannon and River Fergus
estuaries SPA were recorded within the application site. These birds were all
recorded in flight and were not associated with any of the terrestrial habitats within
the application site boundary. Several further water bird species of special
conservation interest have been recorded in dedicated waterbird surveys in

Poulaweala Creek.

In terms of mammal species historically identified in the tetrad overlégin

proposed development, these include:

- The brown long-eared bat

- Daubentons Bat v
- Badger

- Oftter

- lrish Stoat

- Leislers Bat

- Fox O

- Soprano Pipistrelle \'

No breeding or resii s of rare or protected mammal species were recorded

Poul k in recent years. An artificial badger sett ¢120 m from the site
boun s monitored between October 2019 and June 2021 and there were

signs of Sporadic activity. Mammals identified on the wildlife camera record 2019 to

within the pr d ddvélopment site. Otter signs where widespread around the
coastal n-%? e site and otters have been observed on occasion in

2021 are set out in the Table helow:
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Common Name

Conservation Status

Badger Protected Species

Fox Least Concern

Mink n/a

Irish Hare Least Concern

Wood Mouse Least Concern

Rat n/a

Greater White-toothed Shrew invasive n/a /\

Stoat Least concern

Otter Protected

Red Squirrel Least Con(ErW’r
Pine Marten ‘(

oncéj ) 4

Surveys also confirmed the presence

protected status. The various spe

- Daubenton's bat

- Natterer's bat ;x:

- Whiskered bat
- Common @II
i I

e

- Lesser horseshoe bat.

cies of bat all of which attract

et out below

There were also several sightings of the common frog as well as a wide diversity of

invertebrates.

In terms of potential ecological impacts, the EIAR assesses the impacts of the

proposed development on Natura 2000 sites in the vicinity. Any potential impacts on
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European Sites are detailed and assessed under a separate ‘Appropriate
Assessment’ heading below and for this reason are not summarised and evaluated

as part of this EIAR assessment.

With regard to impacts on habitats and flora, it is noted that no Annex 1 habitats
listed under the EU habitats directly our presence within the proposed application
boundary. No botanical species protected under the Flora (Protection) Order (1999),
listed in the EU Habitats Directive or listed in the Irish Red Data Books are pre
within the application boundary. No Third Schedule Invasive Plant Specie

present within the application site. As part of the restoration plan of th

extensive landscaping and planting will take place with managed an nd
hedgerows. The localised loss of vegetation cover primarily asspciaged the
development of the borrow pit extension will have a localise ificant

negative impact on the habitats present. The landscapin es proposed as

part of the restoration plan is likely to have a slight degate positive effect on

habitats present within the application site.

The habitats at present in the BRDA are not to non-volant mammals. No
non-volant mammals were recorded in BRDA during the surveys. It is highly
unlikely that there will be any direct n any protected mammal species or its
habitat as a result to the propos @ eg'to the BRDA and SCDC. Potential impacts

arising from the proposed meht upon non-volant mammals which are
qualifying interests of n¢a eSfgnated Natura 2000 sites or assessed elsewhere in

this report.
The noise an isfurbances associated with the movement and operation of
planting uring the active phase of the construction after raises are likely

to be
propo plication are likely to be habituated to the daily workings of the facility.

at which currently occurs on site. Mammals in the vicinity of the

The proposed borrow pit extension will require the clearance of an area of scrub that
may lead to localised displacement or loss of species including small mammals such
as pygmy shrew and hedgehog. Similarly, there will be a loss of some grassland
dominated habitats that provide some foraging opportunities for non-volant
mammals. Any such losses will be relatively limited in extent and similar habitats are

well represented in the wider area.
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Blasting has the potential to cause localised disturbance of non-volent mammals.
However, blasting is infrequent and will only occur during the daytime. The
development of the borrow pit will potentially decrease the foraging lands available.
Activities associated with the operation of the borrow pit {i.e. crushing and screening
of stone) could also result in some disturbance however given the nature of the
exposed rock in this area and the lack of suitable habitat for non-volant mammals,
the impact is likely to be modest. The impact therefore on non-volent mammals is

considered to be imperceptible, not-significant and localised.

With regard to the impact on bats, the surveys indicate that there are 0 t

roosts within the boundary of the application site. It is acknowledged t erse

bat community has been recorded in the wider Aughinish Islan re are no

features within the BRDA that are attractive for use by roo
commuting bats. Bais may occasionally forage or comrgute oyerthe BRDA buti this

area clearly represents a sub-optimal habitat for batg. TRefe Will be no significant

changes in the nature or extent of artificial illumidation‘within the proposed

development area. It is likely that bats will e ccur in the vicinity of the
application site in similar fashion to that wh tly exists. |n the longer term,

e landscaping plan, the proposed

with the implementation of the post clo

hedgerows and other woody vegeta
commuting opportunities for b @
As in the case of bats ity of the application site is of low value for birds.
rejlikely to be habituated to some extent to anthropogenic

n will provide improved foraging and

area.

Birds located in thegar
disturbance d th sence of an existing manufacturing and refinery plant.
Activity lev LGQBRDA makes it very unlikely that the site would be used by any
signific rs of daytime roosting birds. Noise associated with blasting and

s at the borrow pit has the potential to cause disturbance and

potential for likely significant negative impacts on birds occurring locally at the
borrow pit area. it is intended to limit all blasting activity outside the period of

overwintering for birds.

The loss of some areas of scrub and grassland associated with the development of
the borrow pit extension is likely to see a highly localised impact on the diversity and

abundance of other taxa.

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 81 of 159



In terms of cumulative and in-combination effects, the EIAR contains a record of all
major planning applications which have taken place within 15 kilometres of the
planning boundary. These are summarised in Table 6.18 of the EIAR. Some of the
larger projects identified which could potentially impact include the capacity
extension at Shannon Foynes Port and the Foynes to Limerick N69 Road scheme.
However, no potential for significant cumulative or in combination effects on the local
biodiversity were identified in relation to any of the plans or projects considered.

In terms of indirect effects, it is stated that the proposed development will f;
the extension of the life of the existing facility and therefore will extend
anthropogenic activity in the area. The nature of the activities in th es area
will be essentially unchanged. The existing facility is in place re ig an
extensive infrastructure and a management system to contai potential
pollutants. It is considered therefore that there will be no | ects on the
biodiversity or local ecology of the area. The final sgct oze biodiversity chapter

sets out various mitigation measures which woyld B&implemented as part of the

@n ersity of the area.

proposal in order to minimise the effect on th

Details of a Biodiversity Management which has been prepared for the overall

site is contained in Appendix 6.5.0f th > In addition to the measures set out in

the Biodiversity Management P ic mitigation measures are set out in the

EIAR in respect of: x

- Avoiding clearan and to periods outside the bird breeding season.

- Ensuring th contractor is used to remove Third Schedule Invasive
Plant S

- ammal gates and any fencing erected around the borrow pit.

- will be restricted to the period of April to September and will restricted to

es per year.

- All emissions during the operational phase will be controlled so that there will be

no impact on key faunal species.
- There will be no alterations to the existing artificial illumination at the site.

- Bat boxes and bird boxes will be provided on lands within the applicant’s control.

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’s Report Page 82 of 159



9.1.2.

9.1.3.

9.1.4.

8.1.5.

9.1.6.

- All edible or putrescibie waste will be stored and disposed of in an appropriate

manner.

- The biodiversity management plan will be reviewed and updated on a 5 year

basis.

Assessment of the Biodiversity Chapter

| consider that the potential impacts of the proposed development on the biodiversity
of the site have been comprehensively assessed in the EIAR and the surveys<and
assessments have been carried out in accordance with best practice an Q
competent experts. | consider that the nature and scope of the surveyf issrobust,

acceptable and proportionate.

| accept that the impacts of the proposed development on itat species on
the site have been reduced by avoidance and design. The itags inherent in the
BRDA is of very low ecological value. The site is subop fauna identified as

key ecological receptors including badger, ofter

With regard to the extension of the borrow g a, there is potential for some impact
on foraging and commuting of fauna and aarticularly during the active
phase of excavation. But through standaxd mitigation and monitoring, management
and habitat enhancement thereasg no significant impacts arising from the
development. 6

The proposed develo@ds watercourses, and no instream works are

proposed.

Having regardfto all the’Submissions received in respect of the application, | consider
that the i
allow the | of the proposed development to be fully assessed. | am satisfied
pacts identified on biodiversity would be avoided, managed or mitigated

rovided in the planning application documents is sufficient to

by the peasures forming part of the proposed scheme. [ am, therefore, satisfied that
the proposed development would not have any significant adverse direct, indirect or

cumulative effects on the biodiversity of the area.
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9.2.

0.2.1.

9.2.2.

Population Human Health and Agriculiure

Chapter 7 of the EIAR identifies, describes and assesses the impact of the proposed
development in the context of demographic, socio-economic and amenity impacts.
The primary study area is defined as the Aughinish District Electoral Division. The
surrounding area is described as predominantly rural in character. The demographic
and employment profile of the area is described and compared with the same
statistics nationally. It is noted that the population of the study area has grow t
0.1% between 2011 and 2016. The Aughinish Island Alumina Refinery erpalo
total of 482 people with 385 maintenance and contractor employees. ic
outlook is positive, and the facility is well positioned to take advanjageR{ th
economic forecast. The existing operation is a major economi newgtof and

employer on an local and regional scale.
Details of the existing services and amenities availabj¢ wh mainly centred in
the villages of Foynes and Askeaton are set out iphe . The Aughinish Nature
Trail to the east of the site is an important Ioc@
In terms of potential impacts, the followiag is :

- Under a do-nothing scenario ity would continue to operate as normal

up to ¢.2030 at which poipf tfigpepmitted capacity of the BRDA will have been
reached and the faci ose.
e

ment to proceed the facility can operate beyond

al amenity.

- Were the propos
2030 and co e ovide significant levels of employment which will have
a significght positip€ impact on the local economy and the wider area

inclu tion and service centres in the vicinity.

Ippna®g offthe proposed in terms of landscape and traffic are identifies and

gsded elsewhere in the EIAR.

- In&Xerms of health and safety, details of the management systems and
external emergency plans that have been put in place are set out in the EIAR.

No mitigation measures are envisaged to be required in respect of population. The

proposal, if it proceeds, will have a positive impact in terms of population.

In terms of the human health assessment, it is noted that the EPA code of practice:

Environmental Risk Assessment for Unregulated Waste Disposal sites defines risk
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assessment as a means of considering “the likelihood of occurrence and the
consequences of the occurrence of an event. It represents a systematic means of
determining and evaluating the nature and extent of exposure a vulnerable receptor
may experience in relation to a particular hazard”. The methodology used in the
assessment predicts the magnitude of the impact from ‘no-change’ to ‘high’. And the
sensitivity of the receptor from ‘negligible’ to ‘high’.

The major potential health hazards during the construction phase relate to traffic and
air poliution. These are dealt with in other chapters of the EIAR. The borro ill
also give rise to the periodic blasting and crushing of rock. Dust depositj

to occur in the vicinity of the works to be undertaken and will not i sitive
receptors in the vicinity.

Bauxite residue is a low-level source of naturally occurring patlioatéive’ material. A
specific report undertaken by the Radiological Protection If€titutg of Ireland in a

report specifically looked at radiation emissions fro b?eﬁning for the
production of alumina was found not to give ris@ ctive dose to workers or
members of the public in excess of 1 mSv round in any 12 month
period. As such they do not come under t@f the Irish Regulations as far as

e publishing of the above report the

tonising radiation is concerned. Sinc

applicants have carried out more'r

was consistent with the previ@t arried out by the RPII.
In terms of potential impac surrounding community it is noted that there are

no residential rece e project. The nearest residential receptor is located
over 900 meter, : nearest school Scoil Naisiunta Sheeanain, a primary
school is localed 1. away.

In terma@gf ruction impacts, noise, vibration and air pollution are identified at
the p8ential impacts. These impacts have been the subject of separate

ass nts in the EIAR (see below) where it was concluded that with the
appropriate mitigation measures the impact on sensitive receptors would not be
discernible.

In terms of potential impact on the water environment, a separate assessment in the
EIAR has concluded that the potential pathways for water runoff from the BRDA to

interact with groundwater or surface water are intercepted by appropriate barrier and

drainage systems to intercept any runoff, subject to treatment and prevent it from
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entering groundwater or surface water. Any water discharges from the plant are
subject to EPA licensing. In respect of the borrow pit, the maximum depth of
extraction is to 8.5 meters OD is circa 2.5 meters above the groundwater table. The
distance between the site and any potential groundwater users in the vicinity of the
site is ¢. 1.7km to the east, which is a considerable separation distance and will not

give rise to any adverse impacts on other groundwater users in the area.

In terms of potential impact on human health, reference is made to report contained
In appendix 7 entitled “Human Health Assessment for Bauxite Residue an

Cake in Support of the Environmental Impact Assessment for the ExpagSi

Alumina Production Facility, Askeaton County Limerick Ireland.” It cl

based on the findings of the human health assessment predicat t se of the
maximum predicted exposure concentrations of PM1o and P2 combination

with the use of overly conservative exposure assumptio phge“in the risk
analysis, bauxite residue and salt cake do not pose ea@ 03ncern to human

receptors in the nearby primary school and near| sidénces.

In terms of mitigation measures, the measurect of noise vibration air
»

quality and water set out in the foregoing chap of the EIAR wili be applied.

In terms of cumulative impacts, th nearby sources with significant

admissions to air or significant - n terms of noise or vibrations which could
contribute to any in combi gts. It was concluded therefore that there are no

significant predicted re i cts on the water environment, noise environment

or on air quality. »\(
With regard to @ animal health, it is noted that there are no agricultural

adjoining the proposed development site. The predominant

activities i
land ugg to uth of the site is pastoral farming and to the west there is a mixed

ared\g Sufeland together with industrial and commercial activity. It is stated that

an equin® facility located some distance to the east of the facility will not be affected
due to the separation distances involved. The proposal will not result in the loss of
agricultural land as all works are to take place within the existing footprint of the site.
There will be virtually no change in the noise environment relative to the existing
operations on site. Impacts in terms of noise will be imperceptible and will have\ no

impact on animal health or farming practices.
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9.3.

9.3.1.

9.3.2

As in the case of human activity, there has been no evidence that emissions from
the AAL facility generally or from the BRDA will cause any adverse effects in relation
to agricultural animals. There has been no specific attribution made between
respiratory or other adverse animal health impacts and emissions from industrial
installations in the region. Furthermore the separation distances from the proposed
development to the nearest farming activity as such that the level of any emissions

concentrations will be significantly below requisite standards.

In terms of dust deposition dust gauges at the boundary of the facility reco

levels of between 1-10mg/m?/day indicating that the dose levels detecide, are
significantly below the TA Luft standard and are compatible with w b
expected in a rural area. Consequently, it is reasonable to conglud ose levels
will not give rise to any adverse effect on agriculture or ani he in the

surrounding area.

In terms of water discharges, AAL site discharges glear\gfoh water which is
subject to and EPA IED iicence. As this disch@b en subject to licensing, it is
concluded that there will be no impact on adjo

health. There are no discharges to ground %

ricultural activity or animal
i therefore there will be no

impact on wells or other groundwater shurces used in agricultural activity.

Assessment Population Hum and Agriculture

The main issues in th miSgions raised relate to impacts on human health,
through excessiva%ﬂ ation and air quality. Detailed assessments have been

carriedoutonji r he impact arising from human health primarily through
fugitive d ighs from the BRDA. The bauxite residue has been tested and

found t opv-level source of naturally occurring radioactive material. Air

delling was conducted for fugitive emissions for both the bauxite
d sait cake. Even with the overtly conservative modeling assumptions, the
risk analysis concluded that the proposal does not pose a health concern to sensitive

receptors be they humans or animals.

The continuing operations of the facility will have a positive impact on employment

and the local economy.
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9.3.3.

9.4.

| consider that the information provided in the planning application documents is
sufficient to allow the impacts of the proposed development to be fully assessed. |
am satisfied that the impacts identified on population and human health can be
avoided, managed or mitigated by the measures forming part of the proposed
scheme. | am, therefore, satisfied that the proposed development would not have

any direct, indirect or cumulative significant effects on population and human health.

Soils Land and Geology

The mapped quatemary sediments (GSI 2021) are stated to comprisg | p,
estuarine silts and clays, {ill derived limestones and bedrock outcrgp su¥crop at

the BRDA site. However, this mapping does not reflect the deydlopMgnt ©f phase

two of BRDA and it is more accurate to describe the entire B a3 spoil heap. The

mapped bedrock geology comprises Wétsortian formation limestones beneath the

_eastern sector of the BRDA and in the borrow pits and plant. The

overlying Rathkeale formation Ie and mudstones underly the central and
western portions of the BRB\, drally no major faults had been identified by the
GSI at the site. Details ¢f thasbeWrock geology are elaborated upon in section 8.6.5
of the EIAR. Geot c& itoring is carried out on a continuous basis as part of
the EPA licencefconditios. The assessment of current data indicates that the BRDA

is performi ance with the target Factor of Safety (FoS) criteria. Visual

inspectign oMhe BRDA indicates no signs of distress on the containment walls.
Deta

BRDA is®€t out in the EIAR. Details in relation to naturally occurring radioactive

arious geotechnical instruments and readings currently installed in the

material including radon and uranium isotope testing are set out in detail in the EIAR.

The stability analysis for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the BRDA have returned Factors of
Safety (FoS) in compliance with the target FoS criteria for the permitied BRDA
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constructed to Stage 10 and for the BRDA Raise to Stage 163. These FoS criteria
are consistent with the current international guidelines for tailing dam safety

management and best practice.

The main potential impacts and associated effects which could arise from the

proposed development include:

- Removal of superficial and bedrock deposits at the proposed borrow pit
extension.
- Activities or events that might impact on bedrock or soil during op

such as leaks or spills from machinery.

- Atrigger event such as blasting at the proposed or perr@gt

causing instability failure within the BRDA or the SCDC!

No removal of superficial deposits or bedrock will be re@ui in the BRDA or
SCDC sites as they are both vertical extensions o\existing structures.
Superficial deposits and bedrock will be remové the proposed borrow pit
extension site. The stability of the excavati Astockpiles generated within the

proposed borrow pit extension will be ghonitofe¥and managed by contractors in
Regulations. The risk assessment for a

accordance with appropriate Gui
d and updated from the previous breakout

breakout of the BRDA has begfi d8ge
studies carried out in 200. The report identified that the annual probability

of slope failure for the gebtorS\gfthe BRDA closest to the borrow pit as being almost

‘impossible’ to ‘hi If b!e’. The site for the borrow pit extension is at a
greater distan m BRDA then the permitted borrow pit and therefore

instability 1 fpom blasting within this area is considered to be even less likely.
if failur(@?m\ where to occur, it would be confined to the eastern flank our
nop ~@ ank of phase one. Given the almost impossible to highly improbable
likelihOg¥and the localised containment within these areas the impact is predicted to

be negligible. The impact of a breech scenario is largely dependent on the volume of
material discharged and the distance travelled by the material discharged. Both

3 Further details of the stability analysis are contained in Appendix A of the EIAR — The Engineer

Design Report.
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these factors are dependent on the ability of bauxite residue to liquefy. As the
bauxite residue is now farmed (since 2009), the moisture content decreases and the
density of material increases. As a result if a breakout was to occur, the material
would slump rather than liquefy and flow. The estimated volume of bauxite residue
that could potentially be released in a breach scenario ranges from 40,000 m3to
90,000 m3.

Any breakout from the SCDC would be contained in the BRDA and therefore

remain within a composite lined area.

Fuel and other substance leaks or spills from stored substances coulg pOégntighy
affect the chemistry of the soil and lead to ground contamination ii¥be no
underground tanks, septic tanks and re-fueling will take plac obile

browser fueling plant only in designated areas suitable fqr refugling? Therefore, there

are no planned discharges to ground and hazardous gnat ould be managed
and stored appropriately. ,6

The main mitigation measures will be incorpg @-‘ to the design that will reduce
the potential impact on soil lands and ggplogy? ® clude regular checks,

inspections, audits and stability ins i the BRDA and SCDC Raises. Other

relevant mitigation measures Wbc orated into CEMP.
In terms of cumulative imp posed development has been designed to
integrate and complem eMsting structures with the proposed structures. No

cumulative impact ﬁa- iated with the addition of the proposed extension. No
difficulties were Encouptefed in undertaking the assessment.

oils and Geology Chapter

during both the construction, operation and closure phases of the proposed
development. Both the borrow pit extension and the planned raises of the BRDA and
SCDC have the potential to be affected by geotechnical issues during the operation
and aftercare phases. The assessment undertaken has identified the potential
impacts including the potential for bauxite breakout and salt cake breakout from a

structural failure in the perimeter boundary. However, this would not lead to
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significant effects as the bauxite would slump rather than travel significant distances.
Any breakout in the SCDC would be within the composite lined BRDA area. There
will be no loss of productive land or further land take to facilitate the proposed
development. No geological heritage sites have been identified in the receiving
environment and therefore there will be no adverse impacts on such sites. Where
additional mitigation measures could be incorporated to reduce any potential
adverse impacts these mitigation measures have been identified and included in the
design of the project. The conclusion set out in the EIAR that the potential i of
the proposal wouid be overall imperceptible and not significant is a reas

conclusion in my opinion.
Landscape and Visual Impact

Chapter 9 of the EIA or assesses the visual impact of the d&development on
the receiving landscape. This chapter should be read i% on with the

photomontages submitted with the application. Th ap ets out details of the

methodology employed for the assessment of inpagt proposal on the landscape.

The five categories used to classify the ma @-‘ of the impact and the sensitivity of
®

the visual receptor range from negligible to V@asHigh. Details of the methodology in

presenting the photomontages an modeling undertaken are also set out.

Section 9.3 of the EIAR detaile iving envircnment and the visual
characteristics of the site i oundings. It is noted that the AAL plant and the

BRDA can be seen agfo ugh of the Shannon Estuary. The characteristic red /
brown coloring of awyité residue renders it prominent in visual terms particularly
on the surrounfling | cape on the southern side of the estuary. The landscape
surroundi uth of the Shannon Estuary is low lying and is well enclosed by

maturghe s, many of which accommodate mature trees which help screen

ent from many vantage points in the surrounding area. The EIAR goes
ine the various landscape policies and designations contained in the
Limerick and Clare County development plans. In terms of Landscape Character
Areas, it is noted that the proposed development site is located entirely within the
Shannon Estuary Integrated Coastal Management Zone. Due to the presence of
largescale industrial activity in the area, with the presence of Foynes Port, the AAL
Refinery and other industrial facilities in the area the area cannot be considered to
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be a pristine rural environment. One of the main features of the area is the presence
of the estuary which is the most defining characteristic of the landscape character.
The landscape itself generaily comprises of enclosed farms with a mosaic of fields
enclosed by mature and semi-mature hedgerows. There is one protected view and
prospect designated in the Limerick Development Plan located along the N69
adjacent to the Shannon Estuary from Foynes to Glin. In terms of the Clare County
Development Plan, the nearest landscape character types on the northern side of
the Shannon estuary are LCT 8 — ‘Farmed Lowland Ridges’ and LCT 10 - F,
Estuarine Farmland and islands’. There are a number of scenic routes i in

Clare County development plan which are of relevance. These inclu

- Scenic route SR 18 — Along the coast road from Carrigaijol oghha

- Scenic route SR 19 — Coast Road south east of Capp rowdotia
South

- Scenic route SR 20 — R473 from outside Labas eg:o T junction before
Killadysert.

e construction phase will have a
t

e industria! activity of the site including

In terms of potential impacts, the EIAR states

T

relatively minor landscape effect. The he receiving landscape fabric is

considered to be low given the pre
xisting borrow pit. The existing BRDA is

the BRDA the aluminum refine %
set in low lying relatively o ipe where the existing AAL facility dominates
t

the view. The constructj dditional 6 raises, each 2 m in height will be set
entirely within the f rint of the proposed development. The increase in height will
make the BRDAfmote pfninent in the landscape in comparison with the baseline

condition. nature of the mound geometry results in a smaller surface

BRDA for almost another decade and this in itself will have an impact on the visual

amenities of the area. Having regard to the existing disposal facility on site, it is not
considered that the proposed development will have a significant impact on the

landscape character of the area.
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In respect to the extension of the borrow pit, it is noted that this feature is already

established on site and the extension of this area is not considered to be significant.

The impact on the context of the existing landscape is considered to be negligible.

When viewed from Co Clare, the proposed extension to the BRDA will not result in

any discernible alteration to key elements or features. The proposal will only be seen

at a distance from the Clare coast as such the magnitude of change would be

imperceptible.

The post closure and restoration with the incorporation of capping and pl

would result in a gradual transition to neutral effect after the period of rati

From elevated and distance viewpoints, the primary visual effect
red/brown nature of the residue itself. Due to the sloping profi
geometry the visible surface area of the residue decreases
height and thus the visual effect would be reduced ove
operational phase. However, this reduction in vis
counterbalanced to an extent by the raising of t

vertical extent of the side-slopes.

The visual impact has been assesse

are summarized in the EIAR as fo S.

View no.

Location

& the residue is

verglll height and the increased

m the photomontages submitted and these

Magnitude of

Magnitude of

Goulding’s Fertilizer
Plant

Impact pre closure | impact post
/\ closure
1 Poulawe Low /Medium Slight moderate Slight Negative
negative long term | long term
2 Medium Moderate/negative | Sligh/Moderate
km to the E long term negative long
term.
3. Bridge over Limerick - | Low/medium Slight/ moderate Slight/ moderate
Foynes Rail 0.75 km negative long term | neutral fong term
SE
4, Reilig Mhuire Low /Medium Negligible / Negligible /
Cemetery on the N69 imperceptible imperceptible
3km to the E
5. View from N69 at Low/ Medium slight/ Moderate Sligh negative long

term
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6. N69 Glenbane East tow /Medium High magnitude Slight/ moderate
1km to the SE of and the effect will | neutral long term
BRDA be Slight/
moderate negative
long term
7. N69 near quarry at Low /Medium High magnitude Slight/ moderate

Ballyculhane 1km

and the effect will

neutral long term

from BRDA be slight moderate
negative long term
8. N6&9 at Glenbane c.1 Medium Medium/High Moderate /
km south of the BRDA magnitude and the | neutrallo
effect will be slight
moderate negative
long term 2
S. From L6069 E of Low High magnitude i ral

Robertstown Creek
1Km S of BRDA

10. From N69 E of

Robertstown Creek

Low / Medium

Slight/moderate
positive long term

1Km S of BRDA
11 South of Robertstown | Low/ Medium Slight/moderate
Creek cikm S of the itude and the | positive long term
BRDA ffect will be slight
moderate neutral
long term
12. Robertstown 0 ?ﬁcm Medium/High Slight /moderate

Graveyard ¢. 1km S

magnitude and the

neutral fong-term

BRDA effect will be slight
a moderate neutral
long term
13. NG9 at e \./ Low /Medium High magnitude slight moderate
¢.1.5 th of and the effect will | neutral long term
be slight moderate
neutral long term
14, outhern edge | Medium Low and the effect | Negligible not
nes at Ardineer will be stight significant, neutral
.5km W of BRDA negative long term | and long term
15. ernish Ave Foynes Medium Magnitude will be | Not significant
¢1.5 km west of BRDA low and the effect | neutral and long
will be slight term.
negative and fong
term
16. View from Corgrig Medium Negligible, not Negligible, not
Wood Foynes c.1.7km significant neutral | significant neutral
west of the BRDA and long term and long term
Low Magnifude of Medium and the

17. Marine Cove western

end of Foynes 2.1 km change will be effect will be
west of the BRDA medium-high and
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the effect will be slight, neutral and

slight negative and | long term.
long term
18. West from the Low Magnitude of Low, slight positive
western edge of change will be low | fong term
Foyneson N69c 2.3 and the effect will
km west of BRDA be slight negative
and long term
19. Knockpatrick Medium High magnitude Slight /moderate
Graveyard c.3 km t and the effect will | positive long term
the SW of the BRDA be moderate
neutral long term
20. R473 in Cahiracon, Co | Medium Low medium The magfitude
Clare ¢c5km NW of the magnitude of ch wi
BRDA change. The effect t hoskive and

slight moderate
neutral long-ter

21. View from River Medium/High Magnitude o
Shannon 2km to the [ change willfbe
north west of BRDA medium and the

effect

erat¢’ negative

de of With mitigation
hange will be the magnitude of
/medium and change will be low
the effect wili be and the effect will
low/medium and be slight, positive
the effect will be and long term.
slight moderate
neutral and long

é{ term
Sﬂ

In terms of cu@ ects, there are two permitted/proposed developments of a
scale an to cause cumulative effects; these are (a) the capacity

extension nnon Foynes Port and (b} The Foynes to Limerick Road scheme

22. Rathbrouder ¢c6km Medium High
SW of the BRDA

w rfently with An Bord Pleanala for deliberation and determination.
Cumul3Ve effects on the local landscape character are likely to be notable for areas
around the eastern edge of Foynes but are not expected to be significant in the wider
landscape. There is potential for cumulative visual effects to occur where both the
port extension and the BRDA can be seen in the same view. This is most likely to
occur at locations around the northeastern edge of Foynes and from elevated views

most notably Knockpatrick Hill c. 3km to the southwest. These views should be seen
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0.4.1.

94.2.

in the context of other established large scale industrial developments relating to
both the refinery and the existing port. In terms of the N69 upgrade, this road passes
through low lying land with frequent screening features and it is likely that views of
the road upgrade will be limited to localised areas. Views from the elevated location
around Knockpatrick Hill is substantially screened by landform and other screening

elements, primarily natural vegetation.

Assessment and Visual impact Chapter

| consider that the EIAR as accurately assessed and demonstrated that p
development can be accommodated without resulting in significant ad S
on the overall landscape character. The existing BRDA comprise elely
large and expansive and low-lying feature within the landscapeal ost distinctive
feature of the existing site is the red/brown color of the bauxi i§ue. The area
immediately surrounding the site does not attract any sig ndscape or
sensitive designations. | consider that the applicant ha cozrehensively
demonstrated that there will be ‘slight’ to, in some es/moderate’ impact, but the

extension will not result in wider significant e %
will mainly be confined to the study areaaroun@®&fumina Plant, particularly along the
N69 to the south. The area is alrea erised by large scale industrial

t

development with the establish % existing refinery to the north of the BRDA,
the presence of a large porygN oynes and to a lesser extent the Goulding

he area. The moderate effects

Fertiliser Factory on th ckm to the east of the BRDA. While the proposed

development will in sethg/overall height of the deposition area by 12 m, the site
i the potential for open views over long distances. The

is relatively flat whic
main impacj/Ail arise from the extension of the longevity of the deposition

area from tP2039. The proposal will postpone the restoration of the deposition

imately 10 years and will ensure that the red/brown deposits will
remain Ppfminent feature of the landscape untif such time As the site restoration plan

is implemented.

In terms of the key visual receptors identified in the EIAR, | accept that the proposed
development will not result in significant adverse effects on views from designated
amenity routes, settlements, recreationalftourist destinations, recreational routes or
transport routes. The visual impacts are for the most part restricted to the central
portion of the study area. Views beyond 5km are assessed as being slight and
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9.43.

9.4.4.

9.4.5.
9.4.6.

9.5.

9.5.1.

imperceptible. The photomontages submitted with the application would support this

conclusion.

The photomontages submitted also demonstrate that the impact arising from the
extension of the borrow pit would be imperceptible.

There is little potential for cumulative visual impacts, the two identified projects which
could give rise to impacts represent expansions and upgrading of existing features in
the area. The photomontages support the view that there are no significant

cumulative impacts.

Post restoration, the impact arising from the development would be |

t @ the

landscape and visual impacts of the proposed developmen th scape and

I consider that the applicant has provided a comprehensive assgss

visual amenities of the area. Detailed assessments and ph optages from 22

separate vantage points within a 6 km radius of the utw have been
undertaken. Each of these locations have been gsse terms of visual receptor

sensitivity, visual impact magnitude and th ifl of the visual impact for the
various stages of the BRDA and for the po ion stage. | consider that the
information provided in the planning ication documentation is sufficient to allow
the impacts of the proposed develo be fully assessed. | am satisfied that the
proposed development would @ efise to any significant additional adverse
visual impacts on sceni senic routes, settlements, recreational/fourist

e

destinations or trans

Hydrology ar@}éology

The poténti ificant effects of the proposed development on the water

e considered in Chapter 10 of the EIAR. The assessment describes
the eX¥gtiFg environment and identifies the likely significant effects on surface water
and groundwater during the construction, operational and decommissioning stages
of the proposed development. It also sets out a suite of mitigation measures to offset
any potential impacts. The EIAR also assesses potential cumulative impacts. Details
of the guidance and legislation informing the assessment is set out. Details of the
assessment methodology to be employed in the assessment of any potential impact
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9.5.3.

0.5.4.

0.5.5.

9.5.6.

arising from the proposal is also set out. Details of the receiving environment

including the details of various soils samples undertaken are set out.

The soil quality monitoring report indicated that there was no noticeable significant
impact from industrial activities. The pH ranged from 7.69 to 8.44. The range of
concentration of aluminium arsenic and heavy metals where typical of those
associated with soils. With regard to the made ground areas associated the BRDA,
the five principal compounds associated with the residue are moisture, alumini
Geothite, hermatite, Calcium Cancrinite and bayer sodalite — none of which
hazardous classification. The majority of the material is clay and silt si istu
content values typically range from 32 to 45%. The process sand i ac rom

the bauxite and is classified as poorly graded medium sand.

Salt cake, the byproduct of the process of purification of the c icjsoda liquor used

in alumina extraction is classified as hazardous waste an ired to be

segregated from the bauxite residue. A dedicated jnde t composite lined

SCDC is located within the BRDA Phase 1. Dgteg bedrock geology is also set
out in this section of the EIAR (for details se above).
In terms of hydrology, the region in whichhe site is tocated drains into the Shannon

Area Estuary. Rivers within the s a drain predominantly to the Robertstown

River before being discharge annon Estuary. Aughinish Island is located

within the Lower Shanno ransitional Waterbody. On the island 18
groundwater dischar measurable flow are identified. No streams are
present in the vicjmi h&proposed horrow pit extension or the permitted borrow
pit site. Strea @t e BRDA have been backfilled and culverted to create

drains.

The %
raises, W

transfers water to the surface water pond and subsequently to the effluent

rahterceptor channel (PIC) is a composite lined channel between the
collects surface water runoff, sprinkle water and seepages and

clarification system (ECS). Separately, a perimeter drain discharges clean surface
water from the low-lying area between the ‘Toe Drain’ and the flood tidal defence

berm.

In terms of flooding, the EIAR notes that flooding events have occurred to the east

and west of Aughinish Island. These flood events are reoccurring. However, no flood
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8.5.7.

9.5.8.

events have been recorded at the AAL Plants or the BRDA footprint. The BRDA is
located on iands which are defended by flood protection works.

Details of the interceptor channel are set out in section 10.6.8.2 of the EIAR. There
are 6 no. Phase 1 PIC’s segments that collect run-off from the Phase 1 BRDA. There
are 5 Phase 2 PIC segments that collect run-off from the Phase 2 BRDA.

Both the Surface Water Pond (SWP) and the Liquid Waste Pond (LWP) are located
in the north-east sector of the BRDA. The function of the SWP is two-fold {a) to
provide surge capacity for surface water that cannot be immediately proce

the ECS. And to provide a continuous flow of water that is used for dil
water within some parts of the alumina plant. The liquid waste pong e reated
water from the ECS and conditions this water (cooling and se for to

discharge in the River Shannon or to be used in the sprinkl st@pa on the surface

of the BRDA during periods of dry weather.
Surface water monitoring is carried out routinely fofgurfa€e Water bodies in the
vicinity of the BRDA. This is done in accordan ith the Industrial Emissions

Licence. Three locations are regularly moe to the north of the BRDA
Dk

adjacent to the surface water pond angd 2 sepasate™ocations along the western side
of the BRDA. A slight elevation in and electrical conductivity were recorded

in the waterbodies. The elevatethig ay be attributable to saline intrusion
associated with the estuarj sicinity or could be attributable to the BRDA.

In terms of underlyingfaquiferSythe western half of the BRDA is underlain by a locally
important bedroc% athkeale Formation). It is moderately productive in local
zones. The egStern pofiion is underlain by a regionally important karstified aquifer
(Waulsorj lon). The SCDC and the borrow pit is located above the latter
aquife w gravel aquifers have been identified beneath the application site.

quifer is an important water resource for Co. Limerick. Groundwater
flow is @ominated by the location of karstified fracture zones. The depth of
groundwater is between 1.5m and 10m below the ground level. Groundwater flow
beneath the site is somewhat confused but is generally in a southwest direction
across the BRDA. In terms of groundwater vulnerability, the area underlying the
BRDA is classified as varying between ‘Extreme’ (mainly the eastern and central

portion of the site, and ‘Low’ western portion of the site. The recharge co-efficient is,

ABP-312146-21 Inspector's Report Page 99 of 159




as can be expected, higher in the areas of higher vulnerability on the eastern side of
the BRDA, while the less vulnerable western side has a lower recharge co-efficient.

A number of karst features have been identified in the vicinity of the site, but none
within the footprint of the site. Possible areas of fractured bedrock and karst were
identified in the borrow pit. Borehole investigations indicated a very low level of

transmissivity in the underlying bedrock.

the annual pH levels, soda, conductivity, fluoride, chloride, al
the water monitoring boreholes are set out in figures10.29 to
There were slight elevations in pH and sulphate in the,m

levels during the monitoring period are within the tares

soda and conductivity levels were recorded in MQ/Z] recordings it is stated,
were influenced by the saline intrusion from ‘% aters as this monitoring station

Creek.

parameters i.e. just asi | exceeding a threshold value in the round of

readings. They t} ed¥Occurrences rather than consistent trends. They are
red t

therefore consi e neutral.

In terms d emissions there are no licence discharges to surface water or

f@®m the BRDA. There are two licenced discharges from the refinery.
Howev ey are not affected as a result of the current application. There are no
source protection areas or preliminary source protection zones within the study area.
The nearest source protection area is 11 km away. On well is identified within the
site and is mapped as being below the foofprint of the SWP. The well is currently
defunct. There are 14 wells within the wider area, only 2 of which are being used,
one for domestic use and the other for agricultural and domestic use. However, the

groundwater present beneath the application site comprises of a freshwater lens that
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is both downgraded and isolated laterally from the main aquifer and is hydraulically
isolated by Poulaweala Creek and the Robertstown River and as such the 14 welis
are not identified as being part of the same regional hydrogeological system in which

the site are located.

In terms of potential impacts, The EIAR states that no water management system is
required for the proposed borrow pit extension or the existing borrow pit as there is
no interaction with groundwater. Details of the water balancing system for the BRDA
is indicated in figure 10.53. Improvements to be implemented include:

- Provision of additional culverts for several PIC’s

- Increases to PIC crest elevations for several PIC’s

- New pump arrangements and upgrades for PIC's

e

ce the volume of

- Alterations in pumped flows to the PIC system sp as

water discharging to the PIC.

The main potential effects during the constr, ation and closure of the
proposed development are identified as fol

¢ Mobilisation of leachate by al works through proposed earth

movements which coul water quality and use.

+ Changes in groundfiat s and flow regimes.
e Activities thaf, mii ct on water quality in use through the release of
suspendeg sOgs ¥aks and spills from machinery another stored substances

are disdbarge$ Which could potentially impact on water quality.

The ev the predicted impacts is set out in Table 10.10 of the EIAR. All the

ideg i cts on groundwater and surface water use which are identified as
being Y edium or high sensitivity, are considered to be of relatively iow magnitude.
The level of potential effect is identified in all instances as being ‘slight’. Similar

conclusions are arrived at in respect of the closure phase.

In terms of mitigation, the proposed project design is predicated on design principles
and standards in order to avoid adverse environmental effects. In this respect
construction and operation undertaken will be within defined codes of practice and
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guidelines including procedural commitments such as the use of various

instrumentation and monitoring. The elements of the proposed development design

that reduced potential impacts to the water environment include the following:

Rockfill materials will be sourced from the proposed borrow pit. No rockfill
materials are anticipated to be needed from external sources.

Soil and organic soil improver will be imported to implement the landscape

design. The materials to be imported will not result in ground contamin

There will be no septic tanks or underground storage tanks during

construction or after use that could result in leaks to groundw

surface water environment.

The BRDA and the SCDC are existing structures whicfi a ositely lined.

Any proposed raises would also incorporate such §gi

All surface water run-off, bleed water, sprinkler Watekand seepage from the
bauxite residue will continue to percolate thr@ygh ghe rockfill stage raises and

discharge into the PIC’s.

There will be no reguirement for‘a@\¢onnection to a watermains or abstraction

from groundwater to facilitate p sed development.

@ s to groundwater during the operations and

jal iImpacts to water quality.

There are no planned

this will reduce th t

A suite of othggstandapd mitigation measures to address potential leaks and
spills durifig the truction phase are also set out.

ogram at the site will continue to regularly monitor water levels

eproposed BRDA and SCDC and borrow pit areas.

ar visual inspections of the containment raises to ensure its integrity will
bé undertaken by a suitably qualified engineer for both the BRDA and SCDC
raises and the proposed borrow extension pit.

Monitoring of piezomeitric levels will take place regularly to monitor the

phreatic surface head in the bauxite residue.
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9.5.9.

9.6.

No cumulative impacts are anticipated from the proposed development. In all cases
the residual effect is determined as being ‘not significant’ and ‘not greater than

slight’.

Assessment of the Hydrology and Hydrogeology Chapter

The EIAR considers the potential direct and indirect significant effects the proposed
development may have on the water environment both groundwater and surface

water during the construction operation and closure phases of the proposed

to the application site are unlikely to be affected. The groundw

the majority of the BRDA comprises of a locally important r, Wibile the eastern

section after site overlies a regionally important groundwater ffer. However,
within the application site, underlying groundwater 4 I:%bject to saline
intrusion and does not present a significant res e pqatential for groundwater use.
The borrow pit extension will not impact on @,, iwater. There are no surface water
features present in the vicinity of the pfoposct rrow pit extension. Any elevated
water quality parameters such as . ductivity, or pH levels are associated with
a high saline concentration inu water and are not attributable to any
contamination from the »€rations on site. As the proposed development in
dditional layers of bauxite residue over and above

this instance seeks to

the existing depasiti a and the fact that there are no surface water receptors in
the vicinity of @it is reasonable to conclude that the proposal does not present

a threat t or otherwise to the water environment in the vicinity.

Il am ed therefore that the impacts identified can be avoided, managed or
mitigatéd by these measures and through suitable conditions. | am, therefore
satisfied that the proposed development would not have any unacceptable direct,
indirect or cumulative impact on surface water or groundwater in the area. | consider
that the information provided in the planning application documentation is sufficient

to allow the impacts of the proposed development to be fully assessed.

Air Quality
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9.6.1.

9.6.2.

9.6.3.

9.6.4.

9.6.5.

9.6.6.

9.6.7.

The potential direct and indirect effects of the proposed development on air quality
from each phase of the development are considered in Chapter 11 of the EIAR. The
document sets out the background to the relevant legislation and guidance on air
quality. Details of the air dispersion modelling methodology (the AERMOD model) is

set out.

In terms of the operational emissions, it is noted that due to the high moisture

content in the SDCD (approximately 45%) that it will not be a significant sourcg.

dust. There will be a slight increase in heavy vehicular traffic on the extern %
e f&zr

(7]

network associated with the importation of soil and soil improver. But t
will not result in an increase in light vehicles. The closest dwellings

located ¢.900m away.

Dust, PMio and PMz.s emissions will be elevated during the e atjon from the
borrow pit and from the raises associated with the B A? rticles are
generally 1 to 100um in diameter. Particles great%{a icrons fall rapidly out of
atmospheric suspension and are deposited clpsego ource. To minimise dust
generation, sprinklers have been installed to ugitive dust on the surface of
the BRDA. Details of the emission rate€tQrm the site specific particle size
distribution for bauxite residue is ouitli ables 11.5 and 11.6 of the EIAR.

In terms of the receiving envigo @ he subject site is located in Air Quality Zone

D — ‘Rural Area’. Avera packground concentrations of PMie for area ranges

between 8.2ug/m?* a 3, This is lower than the 40-50ug/m? limit set out in
the EU RegulatiCL) wISe, the annual mean PMzs levels range from 5.0pg/m? to

7 4ug/m3which B also)bélow the EU Directive limit value of 25pg/m?.

Results osition monitoring at 35 locations within the AAL boundary from
Jan 9 Znd December 2020. All are within the TA Luft limit value of 350mg/l.
In fact, is no exceedance of 190mg/| during the survey period.

The main emissions likely to be generated during the construction phase are
identified as dust emissions through earth movement works and excavation activities

at the borrow pit.

Modelling has been undertaken for 5 phases of the BRDA. In the case of PM1o, the
predicted 24-hour 90t percentile and annual concentration at the worst-case off-site
jocation peak at 4.7 and 1.4 ug/m?3, with the peaks occurring generally at the site
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9.6.8.

8.6.0.

9.6.10.

9.6.11.

0.6.12.

boundary. When the background concentrations are added the emissions from the
BRDA and the borrow pit are estimated to be a maximum of 11.4 pg/m3. This is

significantly below the annual limit value of 40 pg/m?.

fn the case of PM2s, The predicted annual concentration at the worst-case off-site
location is estimated to be a maximum of 1.4 ug/m3. With the peaks occurring
generally at the site boundary. When the background concentrations are added the
emissions from the BRDA and the borrow pit are estimated to be a maximum of 8.4
ug/m3. This is significantly below the annual limit value of 25 pg/m?3. As in t of
PMu1o the results under the 5 modelling scenarios are broadly similar.

In the case of PMio, The predicted 24-hour 90" percentile and annual cefitration
at the worst-case off-site location peak at 4.7 and 1.4 pg/m®. s
occurring generally at the site boundary. When the backgr ntrations are

added the emissions from the BRDA and the borrow pi?e estiorated to be a

maximum of 11.4 pg/m3. This is significantly belowAfe ahfiual limit value of 40
ug/ms,

Modeling was also carried out in respect oetals, the results indicate that
based on the reported heavy metal coifcentrz .. s over the period, all the
concentrations of heavy metals e in compliance with the relevant ambient
annual mean air quality stand

In terms of odour, the bau&ﬁ e and the salt cake are odourless and therefore
[

the works to be under{a ot have any adverse impact in terms of odour.

In terms of mitigatior ries of measures, mainly in the form of good management
practices and Rouseleéping in order to ensure that dust nuisance is kept to a

minimu ter sprinklers and other dust suppression measures will also be

incl ' design. Detailed monitoring of all dust deposition will also be
un@. Frequent cleaning of the Liquid Waste Pond and other biclogical odour
control‘will be undertaken at regular intervals to mitigate against odour. In terms of

cumulative impact, there are no nearby sources with emissions of PM 25 and PM 10.

There are no significant residual impacts on air quality or odour due to the proposed
development which involved the rising of the BRDA and extending the borrow pit. As
part of the IED licence there will be a requirement to monitor PM 10 and PM 25.

Assessment of Air Quality Chapter
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9.6.13.

9.7.

8.7.1.

9.7.2.

| consider that the information provided in the planning application documentation is
sufficient to allow the impacts of the proposed development to be fully assessed. |
am satisfied that the impacts identified in respect of air quality would be negligible
having regard to the existing PM 10 and PM 25 levels at the site boundary, which are
considerably below the standards set out in the Regulations. Dust deposition levels
are already monitored and controlled by way of a EPA IED licence. Furthermore, and
potential increase in dust levels can be avoided, managed or mitigated by measures
forming part of the proposed scheme and | am therefore satisfied that the p

L)
development would not have any unacceptable direct or indirect impact air E

quality.
Noise and Vibration

The noise and vibration impacts associated with the prop velopment are
assessed in Chapter 12 of the EIAR. As part of the badkgrdynd assessment, details
of the methodology and the noise modelling ungde n_are set out in the document.

@\.. ring results are required to be

(ffance standards for both the

As part of the operating licence annual noisé
submitted to the EPA. Details for the dise

construction and operational phase

5 no. noise sensitive locations @‘

tin Chapter 12.

ified and are used to establish typical
background noise levels e monitoring programme associated with the
re indicated on Figure 11.6 of the EIAR,

operating licence. The
f the facility adjacent to Poulaweela Creek.

NSL 1- ¢.600m h-
NSL 2 - is Ipeqt&gl apgroximately 1,200m to the south-east of the facility in the
vicinity o id@ntial dwelling.

NS ed 3km to the south of the facility in the townland of Oorla.

NSL4 — NSL 4 is located approximately 2.6km to the south-west, at the eastern end
of Foynes Port.

NSLS —is located 1.9km directly south of the facility in the vicinity of a residential
building at a crossroads.

Noise surveys were conducted at each of the locations for daytime, evening and

night-time.
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Details of the ambient and background noise at each of the NSL are provided in
Tabhle 12.1. Laeq recorded levels during the daytime/ evening ranged from the mid
40’s to mid-50’s in terms of dB(A). At most NSL'’s, continuous sound from the AAL
facility is audible but not predominant. Traffic and port related activities predominate
at most of the NSL’s. At NSL 5 to the south of the facility BRDA sources are audible
at times but are not predominant. Many of the readings particularly in relation NSL 4
and NSL 5, non-site related activity dominated the Laeq values. The EIAR suggests
that Lago Values which in general range from the mid 30's to mid-40’s in term

dB(A) are more reflective of the site noise.

The results of the annual noise surveys confirm that noise emissio
existing AAL facility are in compliance with the emission limit v
EPA licence.

For a development of this nature the construction and ratiQuifmpacts are
considered together. %

The guidance limits set out in the Licence and geperally in the guidelines for

noise and vibration are set out in $.12.4.1 ument. The main noise
@,

generating activities and equipment fof the b€ pit and the BRDA (excavators,

crushers, tractors, bulldozers, du etc) and the noise generated by each of

this activities / machinery are g€tcalgd’yPhe noise levels at each of the nearest NSL
are modelled based on th cto be undertaken at the borrow pit and the

BRDA. The informati &nted in Table 12.9. The assessment shows that the
calculated noise Iaxall cations for all scenarios considered is below the
t o

daytime criteri n the Licence of 55 dB(A). Based on the comparison of the
noise emisé ol the general operation of the proposal, the existing soundscape
inheren ea will not be altered.

In blasting, up to 7 blasts per year will be required. The EIAR calculates the
calcula¥ed air overpressure level for a range of distances from the blast. The details

are set out on the table below:
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9.7.3. The closest residential dwellings are all in excess of 900m away to 2@&.

9.74.

9.7.5.

9.7.6.

Distance from the Blast, (meters) Air Overpressure dB(Lin)
150 106
400 96
S00 88
1300 84
1750 81

At this distance the air overpressure will be of the order of 88 d ell below

the limit value of 125 dB(Lin). In terms of noise levels resultir% stitis
estimated that the nearest sensitive location to the borrogbit i r 900m away and
therefore any blast noise will have attenuated by al t@), and this is in the
absence of attenuation due to the borrow pit wan@ oft ground cover and
vegetation between the blast and the recein

fn terms of mitigation a number of meaggres t Out to control the noise at
source, including the provision of a%‘ vers on certain plant, intermittent shut
down where and if required, ori n achines away from sensitive receptors.
Furthermore, blasting will o @daken in liaison with the public, where the
public will be notified of S peration. Air overpressure and vibration can be
controlled at source %aﬁention to design. Other detailed mitigation

measures to re@ rpressure and vibration are set out in S.12.5.2 of the
EIAR.

In term
be

insignifi

ujitive impacts noise surveys undertaken indicate that the overlap
aCtivities carried out on site and other developments in the area are
t. The overall noise impact is determined to be ‘imperceptible’ whereas
the impact from blasting is considered to be ‘slight’.

Assessment of Noise and Vibration Chapter

| consider that the noise assessment which represents a worst-case scenario is
robust and identifies all of the potential impacts associated with the construction and

operational stages of the development. The noise environment associated with the
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construction / operational phase will be similar to that associated with the existing
baseline environment which essentially involves the same type of operations and
activities as that proposed. Again as with other emissions, noise levels generated at
the plant must comply with limits set out in the IED licence. | accept that subject to
the mitigation measures outlined in the EIAR that noise associated with the
development is not likely to result in significant effects on sensitive receptors, the
nearest of which is located almost 1 km away. | would also accept the conclusion

that no significant vibration effects are predicted which would impact on HTQ

receptors.
Material Assets - Waste Management g)
Chapter 13 of the EIAR deals with waste management. The B ot import

and accept waste from external sources and the AAL facili export bauxite
residue wastes to other sites. Details of the waste manggem gislation and policy
informing the assessment is set out. Specific refer e the policies

contained in the Southern Region Waste Man n (2015-2021) and waste

As required by the industrial emisgi nce (P0035-07), a waste manual has

in accordance with the principles of the

been developed it sets out wasfE@an
waste hierarchy in accord -.% e principals of the Waste Management Act
ils N;o

1996 (as amended). w existing waste is re-used and recycled is set out
in the EIAR. Any u;%:m ported off site is undertaken by AAL via licenced waste

contractors. D o) estimated amount of waste may vary depending on

canvas will be used in the construction of the BRDA stage raises. Scrapes and off
cuts not suitable for reuse will be placed in the appropriate recycling area. All
maintenance wastes including lubricants will be transported back to the waste
transfer storage areas. Details of the expected hazardous and non-hazardous waste

streams associated with the proposed development are listed in the document.
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In terms of potential effects, a summary of the potential wastes arising from the

proposed development is set out below:

Broad Categories of Waste Material Anticipated Annual Tonnage for off-site

Disposal (tonnes /year)

Scrap Metal <1
Scrap and offcuts from geosynthetic materials <2
Cardboard and other packaging <1

A
Plastic including wrapping and packaging <1 %}
Waste wood <lg
Paper <

Glass w/
_Damaged Material geosynthetic materials !\ y <2
Batteries %\/ <1

Oils fuels and lubricants from machinery and (

equipment ! :

Qily rags and cloth § J <1
The amount of waste as been conservatively over-estimated, as such of

the waste will be sayse¥, bBT the exact proportion of which is impossible to quantify
I

at this propo age. Yt is estimated that the anticipated quantities of the annual

amounts nerated at the facility would be approximately 0.0002% of the

The chapter goes onto identify the waste protocol which will be put into place to deal
with all waste. Monitoring of all waste generated and the proportion of which will be

recycled will be implemented as part of the waste strategy.

Assessment of Waste Management Chapter

It is clear from the information contained in the EIAR, that there is little scope for the

generation of significant amounts of waste off site from the proposed development.
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9.8.

The main waste generated is the bauxite residue itself and to a lesser extent the salt
cake residue the environmental impact of both have been robustly and
comprehensively assessed in the various other chapters of the EIAR. Waste
disposal issues associated with the operation of the development is the subject of a
separate IED Licence issued by the EPA as in this regard a waste manual has been
developed which ensures that waste is treated and disposed of in accordance with
the principles of the waste hierarchy. Waste generation other than the residues
referred to above, is negligible in extent. | am satisfied that the EIAR has a tely
assessed issues in relation to waste and its potential impact on the envi '@nd

furthermore I'm satisfied that any impact would be negligible.

Material Assets -Traffic and Transport @

Chapter 14 of the EIAR specifically deals with transpog.an issues. Bauxite
residue is piped in to the BRDA and is not delivered by \@hidfes. The main source of
internal transport movement is the transfer of esssand from the refinery to the
BRDA using a dumper trucker. Salt cake 2 IS*&lso moved from the facility to
the SCDC by HGV and dumper truck. %

External HGV movements are ass with the sourcing of rock material and

other plant activities such as imppagtation of certain raw materials. External HGV trips
sourcing rock material will % 2N planning permission granted under a
previous application in @ e extraction of ¢.374,000 m3 of rock on a 4.5 ha
site commences. 1&4 lof) in the EIAR indicates that this was due to commence in

April 2022.

In terms C;)structure, the L1234 provides access to the subject site from the

N69 at ei nbane (east) to the immediate south east to the subject site or !
rther east approximately midway between the subject site and

- The access road at Glenbane is the primary access road to the site, and it

Is access through this section of the roadway that forms the basis of the assessment

undertaken in the EIAR. The L1234 varies in width from between 6 and 8 metres. No

footpath is located on either side of the road. There is no street lighting and the

80kmph applies. There are intermittent areas of hard shoulder along the alignment.

The survey undertaken indicates that traffic volumes and speeds were low. Low
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numbers of pedestrians and cyclists were observed on this section of access

roadway.

To the south of the site the L1234 intersects with the N69, a national secondary
route linking the Limerick City with Tralee. It comprises of a two-lane carriageway
(one lane in each direction) with intermittent hard shoulders. The L1234 is connected
to the N69 via a priority (stop) controlied junction. A dedicated right-hand turning lane
is provided for traffic accessing the L1234 from the N69 from the northeast. T

junction has been the subject of layout enhancements.

Time Period Southbound Northb Two-way

Light Veh. Heavy Veh | Light Ve Heav Light Veh Heavy Veh
07:00- 07:59hrs 37 1 2 3 379 4
16:00-16.5%hrs 324 3 4 337 7
00:00-23:59hrs 734 63 ‘K 739 63 1,473 126* |

The AADT on the N69 (pre- co

analysis, it is noted that th
2005 and 2016 (the m

W)
eriods for which data is available). There is no

¥corded as 5,026. In terms of collision data
ecorded collisions on the L1234 between

opment within the vicinity of the site that would have

ironment.

In terms of likely significant impacts, it is stated that no significant impacts are

anticipated during the construction phase. A small number of seasonal workers will

4 This includes HGV movements associated with the importation of rockfill which amounts to 74

two-way movements over a 24hr period.
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be required in the weeks in which blasting occurs. This will require 6 additional car

parking spaces.

In terms of the operational phase, details of the forecasted growth in traffic on the
surrounding road network in the event of the proposed development going ahead is
indicated in the Table below:

Year Scenario | L1234 Difference | Difference | N69 Difference | Difference
from do from do from do from do

nothing minimum nothing saum
2019 Base Year | - - 5026
2021 Base Year | 1599 - -
2023 YoOr 1529 -4.58% 0.0% 5224 0.0%

2028 YoO5 | 1542 3.73% | 0.82% 5730(@. % | 0.22%
2038 YoO+15 | 1529 100% 100% 5? 16.55% | 16.55%
2042 YoC® 21 100% 100% 5 0.39% 0.39%

It is apparent from the above table tha€ compate&d with the ‘Do Nothing Scenario’, the
‘Do Something Scenario’ will res rease in traffic on the L1234 in the year

of opening and in the case of @ er the opening and the year of ¢losing

scenarios. In the case of ething Scenario’, the 2028 assessment year

includes HGV trips a ith HGV trips associated with the importation of

> trips are envisaged between 2028 and 2035 only. In

soils, soil improv o |
terms of the [VCJ e N69 a very slight increase is anticipated on the NG9

{0.38%) p The highest anticipated traffic levels of 6,318 on the N69 is
anticipate 8, a year prior to closure of the BRDA. This falls back to 5,501 on
in | within the carrying capacity of the road which is estimated

consergdtively 8,600 AADT.

Internally the main traffic trips will be via dumper trucks to the BRDA as required. No

additional car parking is required under the operational stage

5 Year of opening

& Year of closing
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9.9.

As the proposal will have no material impact on the operation of the surrounding
roads, no mitigation measures are required or proposed. In terms of cumulative
impacts, the only identified impact would be positive in nature with the opening of the
Foynes to Limerick scheme which will decrease traffic volumes on the N69 and will
also improve its safety performance.

Assessment of the Traffic and Transport Section

| am satisfied that the EIAR has identified, described and assessed potential ipaggcts

arising from the proposed development in terms of traffic and transport. Dye

commencement of extraction from the borrow pit in April 2022, HGV mafemenisXo

and from the site will decrease below existing levels until 2028. Inc s affic
beyond that date will be marginal and will not have any appreci r pe¥fceptible
impact on the road network. Based on the surveys and modeljj rtaken it is
considered that the traffic impact arising from the propos pment will not be

significant and will be acceptable.

Material Assets — Site Services @

This chapter examines the potential impagt arising from the proposed development

on the built services and infrastructur g the site including gas, electricity,

telecommunications, water sup ructure, surface water drainage and

sewerage.

Details of the existin ork is set out including the location of 38kV LV and

MV lines which t th& site, all of which are located in the south-eastern corner

of the site. In tefns of)gés infrastructure, one 300mm transmission pipe runs along

gene pproximately 160 MW of electrical energy per annum, approximately
120 MW of which is supplied to the national grid.

In terms of wired telecommunications there is an underground cable running from

the N69 northwards approximately 65m to the east of the application site boundary.

In terms of the water supply network a 750mm diameter pipe passes to the south-
east of the application site, at its closest point it is approximately 20m from the
BRDA site. AAL operates a dedicated WWT management system for both the
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9.10.

BRDA and the plant site which incorporates a surface water and storm water run-off
system.

In terms of potential effects arising from the proposal on site services the following is
noted:

» There will be no changes in terms of electricity supply and very little change in

electricity demand.

» There will be no requirements for any new gas connections to service the

proposed development.

+ The proposal will not require any additional telecommunicati tions.
The height of the increase in sought to the BRDA is weli theyverage

height utilised by microwave links.

-@ ains connection

and there will be no increase in demand arising proposed

o The proposed development will continue to use the

development.

e As AAL manage internally all the su @ oul waters generated by the
BRDA, and no changes are proposed is/CBhsidered that there will be no

impact surface and foul wa inYbe area.

In terms of mitigation measur u protocols will be put in place to ensure that

any proposed works to b n in proximity to pipelines and cabling will be
strictly adhered to. T iilM&so form part of the CEMP. No cumulative impacts are
anticipated.

Assessment Site’Services Chapter

Having e chapter on site services and having regard to the fact that the
foo proposal will not impact on any such services and will not result in an
appr increase in demand for these services, it is considered that the proposal

will not’have an impact, significant or otherwise on existing services serving the site.

Major Accidents and Disasters

The EIAR describes identifies and assessment the potential impact of the proposed
development in terms of the potential for major accidents and disasters. The EIAR
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note that the site is not a SEVESO Site as defined in the COMAH Regulations. As
required by the Waste Management Regulations, AAL have put in place an Accident
Prevention Policy, a Safety Management Plan for Implementing it and an Internal
Emergency Plan which specifies the measures to be taken on site in the event of an
accident. in addition, Limerick City and County Council have an external emergency
plan specifying the measures to be taken off site in relation to and accident which
could occur at the BRDA.

There is no specific Irish guidance available for the assessment of major acéigents
or disasters in the context of EIA. However, a number of alternative guigarce
documents have been considered in the course of the assessment Miich et out

in the EIAR.

Likewise, there are no specific guidance in Ireland with rega% esign
classification and assessment of tailing dams. Directive anagement of
Waste from Extractive Industries) makes referenc e set of Guidelines,
including the Canadian Dam Association Guideli which is used for the purposes
of the EIAR. The EIAR classifies the BRDA % gh’ risk facility. This classification

is de®med to be 10 or fewer. Even though
ife habitat, the low mobility of the

is on the basis that the population at ri

a failure at the facility is likely to affi
frictional flow of the residue ang/ANSgnitigation measures incorporated into the
design of the facility will m toration of the area is highly possible. Failure
of the BRDA will in all i §&wult in minimal economic losses to third parties
beyond the footprini@f tMe lagds owned by AAL. Any breach in dam raises has the

potential to impﬁ:) ra 2000 sites in the Shannon Estuary.

Any breac m Water Pond or Liquid Waste Pond is classified as ‘Low’ as

both conta ely low volumes of water.

nt assumes that the proposed development wiil be designed

construgied and operated in accordance with best practice. AAL have recently
undertaken an independent Dam Safety Review (DSR) of the BRDA it consisted of a
3 Stage Assessment Comprising of:
- Stage 1 - Establishing the Contexts of the Area including sensitive receptors
and Infrastructure

- Stage 2 - Identifying the Potential Hazards including the proposed

development’s vulnerability to accidents and or disasters.
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- Stage 3 - Risk Assessment which classifies risks from ‘minor’ to ‘catastrophic’

- Stage 4 —~ Which assesses the likelihood of the event happening.

The EIAR goes on to describe and assess each of the above stages. It describes

the existing baseline environment, including population centres, infrastructure and
utilities. It notes that, while the AAL Site is not a SEVSO Site but there are three
SEVSO sites in the vicinity. Two Upper-Tier (i) Atlantic Fuel Supplies at Foynes

Harbour 850 m to the west of the site and (ii) Goulding Chemicals Askeation c. 2km

to the east of the proposed development, and one Lower Tier SEVESO Sit

With regard to the vulnerability of receptors, it is noted that aikalin
with the residue paste released into the estuary may impact o

The major accident and disaster

Exolum Shannon Ltd ¢. 1 km to the west of the site.

communities most likely to be affected are sessile sublittor d
and benthic communities (barnacles, mussels oysters and
considered that the impact of release of alkaline water

due to the assimilative capacity of the Shanno

residue could also release sediments and

summary in the table set out below:

risks Ehat @

stuawy.

would be minimal
release of bauxite
olids into the estuary.

tified and are assessed in

al communities

bsjetc.). However, it is

Risk Potential Effect wood Basis of Consequ | Basis of Score
Scenario Cause alue’ Likelihood ence Consequenc | yajye?
Value® | €
Vulnerability to Seismic Events
]
Vulnerabilit | Natural Highly Vulnerability of | Minor Without Low
y of the seismic the SCDC | Improbab | the surrounding | (1) failure of the | {1)%°
SCDCto activity withipotential le or area seismic overa}l BRDA
seismic ilisation of salt | negligible | events was the salt cake
Events cake into the BRDA assessed in would break
accordance with in the
CDA Guidelines surrounding
BRDA. There
would be no

7 Score based on a range from 1 (highly improbable or negligible) to 6 (extremely likely)

& Score based on a range from 1 (minor) to 5 (catastrophic)

? Likelihood value multiplied by consequence value.

0 Score Value based on risk matrix set out in Table 16.4 of EIAR
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impact on

sensitive
receptors
Vulnerabilit | Natural Damage and Highly Vulnerability of | Very Failure of the | Low
y of the seismic breach of the BRDA | Improbab | the surrounding | Serious | BRDA and {4)
BRDA to activity with potential leor area seismic 4 subsequent
seismic mobilisation of salt | negligible | events was failure of the
Events cake into the BRDA assessed in SCDC may
accordance with result in the
CDA Guidelines remobilisatio
Vulnerabilit | Natural Failure of the Extremely | Vulnerability of Work Low
y of the seismic horrow pit unlikely the surroun practices will | (4)
Borrow pit | activity extension face with | {2) area sejgmic ensure that
extension the potential events w faces are
to seismic impact to as din managed to
Events personnel ith reduce rock
operating in the CDABuidelines fall. Work
immediate area practices will
surrounding the ensure staff
face this includes work away
the potential for from the
fatality rock faces as
faras
e practicable
Vulnerability to Storm (Extreme irw
Qvertoppin | Extreme m Highly Due to the Minor Storm events | Low
g of the Storm managerent improbab | design of the (1 have the (1)
BRDA events structures. | leor system and the potential to
ancillary (cyclopés tial for slope | negligible | capacity to result in
Structures | hurrica ilure; damage to | (1) accommodate slope failure
infrastructure various storm of the BRDA
including local and flood which may
water resources, evenis in result in the
injury or fatality accordance with remobhilisatio
2014 criteria. n of bauxite
residue and
slat cake into
adjacent
Natura 2000
sites
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induced Extreme Remobilisation of Highly A1l m freeboard | Minor Without Low
slope Storm the salt cake into improbab | is maintained failure the (1)
failure of events the BRDA le or within the cell. overall
the SCDC (cyclones negligible | There is BRDA, the
walls hurricanes (1) capacity to saltcake
and pump and would slowly
Climate discharge from remobilise
Change) the cell. The is into the
constructed of surrounding
free draining BRDA. There
rockfill would be ho
Vulnerability to Tidal Surges or Wave Events
Tidal Extreme Bamage to Highly Estimated Tidal and Low
Surges or Storm structuressuch as | improbab wave surge {4)
wave events the erosion of the | le or events have
events {cyciones toe of the inner negligible the potential
hurricanes | perimeter wall and | (1) to result in
and exposing the slope failure
Climate bauxite residue of the BRDA
Change) leading to slope which may
instability and the pping of result in the
release of bauxite the BRDA remobilisatio
residue from the perimeter n of bauxite
facility; impact infrastructure, residue and
environmental Vulnerable of slat cake into
receptors,dam the surrounding adjacent
area to storm Natura 2000
event was sites
assessed in line |
with the CDA
guideiines
Damage and Extremely | Extensive site Very Failure of the | Low
breach of the BRDA | unlikely investigaticn Serious | BRDA and (4)
with potential {2) and assessment (4) the
maobilisation of of the BRDA subsequent
bauxite residue off footprint during failure of the
site impacting on the feasibility SCDC may
environmental studies and result in the
receptors; damage detail design of remobilisatio
to infrastructure phase 1, phase n of bauxite
including local 1 extension and residue and
water resources, the phase 2 of salt cake off
injury of fatalities the BRDA site in
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adjacent
Natura 2000

™

Vulnerability to incidents at Seveso Stes inthevieinity. © s
Incident at | Fire/ damage to Extremely | Strict safety Very Potential for | Low
nearby explosion | infrastructure unlikely protocols and Serious | slope failure | (8)
Seveso site | fajlure of including local {2) management (4) at the BRDA
resulting in | infrastructu | water resources, provisions to which may
an off-site | ra or injury of fatalities govern the
environme | gquipment assessment and
ntal impact treatments of
major risks at
Seveso sites in
proximity
vicinity.
Vulnerability to incidents at the adjacent AAL Plant Area
incident at | Fire/ damage to Extremely Limited | The AAL Low
the AAL explosion: | infrastructure uniikely (2) facility stores | (4}
plant area failure of including local (2) quantities of
resulting in ; water resources, dangerous
) equipment | ) o
environme | injury of fatalities substances
ntal impact | . assessment and below the
infrastructu
at the . treatments of lower and
BRDA major risks at upper tier
AAL facility Seveso
categories.
Therefore
there are no
dangerous
x substance
storage of
sufficient
) size which
could result
4 in significant
impacts to
the BRDA or
the borrow
pit.
Potential for Structural Failure of the BRDA and the SCDC
Failure of Static Slope | Damage and Highly Design of the Very Failure of the | Low
the BRDA failure / breach of the BRDA | Improbab | BRDA in Serious | BRDA and (4)
and foundation | with potential le or accordance with | () subsequent
proposed Failure; mobilization of negligible | appropriate failure of
raises blast event | bauxite residue standards-based SCDC may
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leading to | internal / offsite impacting criteria for result in the
the failure | externai on environmental tailings dams; remobilisatio
of the SCDC | erosion receptors: damage mud farming n of bauxite
overtoppin | to infrastructure two thicken and residue and
g due to including local densify the salt cake off
poor water resources; bauxite residue site into
operational | injury and leading to adjoining
practices fatalities. improved Natura 2000
strength sites
parameters;
ongoing site
investigation to
confirm bauxite
residue strength A
parameters;
geotechnical
monitoring
instruments
installed in th
BRDA to
monitor
ndation soil;
adherence to all
ptans including
Stability
Menitoring
Plan. Basting to
take place in
accordance with
appropriate
/'\ protocols.
Failure of ge and Highly Design of the Minor Without Low
the SCDC ch of the SCDC | improbab | SCDC in (1) failure of the | (1)
dell ith potential le or accordance with overall BRDA
without mobilisation of salt | Negligible | appropriate the Salt Cake
failure of cake into the BRDA standards-based would slowly
the BRDA criteria for remobilise in
tailings dams; to the
erosion adherence to surrounding
overtoppin the AAL BRDA BRDA. There
gdueto Operational would be no
poor safety and impact on
operational Maintenance receptors
practices Manual Basting

to take place in
accordance with
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appropriate
protocols.
Fire/ Vehicle Damage to vehicles | Unlikely Level of Limited | Limited Low
Explosion collision; equipment, injury | (4) management (2) potential for | (8)
failure of or fatality of users, governance, injuries ora
equipment | localised and protocols and fatality.
or simple practices in Environment
infrastructu | contamination as a place
re: result of damaged
employee equipment
complacen
cyor
negligence
urbance
to the local
community
Potential Failure of Bauxite Residue Pipeline Transfer
Failure of Failure of Localised and Unlikely Limited Low
Bauxite equipment | simple (4) potential for | (4)
residue or contamination as a injuries or
pipeline infrastructu | result of the n fatalities.
transfer re; damaged : Environment
employee equipment / patrols and al
complacen | pipeline practices in contaminatio
cy or place. n would be
negligence simple and
localised. No
anticipated
% damage or
disturbance
to local
\ community
Potential of contami rlying soils or groundwater from fuel spills :
Fuel or ontamination of Unlikely Level of Limited | Any Low
other . groundwater, (4) management (2) contaminatio | {8}
hydrocarbo surface water and practices — shut n would be
n spillages. land down provision localised. No
Leaks and tank or to be put in anticipated
releasesat | mobile place. damage or
the BRDA plant disturbance
during fill. to local
Human community.
error or No
negligence anticipated
potential for
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fatalities or

injury
Fuel or Spillage Contamination of Unlikely Level of Limited | Any Low
other and /or groundwater, (4) management contaminatio | (8)
hydrocarba | overflow surface water and practices — shut n would he
n spillages. | from fuel land down provision localised. No
Leaks and tank or to be putin anticipated
releases at | mobile place. damage or
the barrow | plant disturbance
pit during fill.
extension Human
error or
negligence
Potential to Cause Falling Debris or the Collapse of benches or Quarry faces
Collapse of | Improper injury or fatalityto | Very Designed and ] Potential for | Low
Borrow pit | designand | persons workingin | Unlikely managed i greaterthan | {9)
extension manageme | close proximity (3) one fatality
face nt of depending
extraction on the work
process scenario,
however
anticipated
with relevant to be less
HAS than 5
requirements
Potential to Cause Damage or Transmission Line from Borrow Pit Blasting Activities
Rupture to | improper Very Strict protocols | Serious | Potential for | Low
GNIgas design an Unlikely | surrounding greater than | (9}
transmissio | man (3 blasting one fatality
n Line nt infrastructure, activities: depending
injury or fatality to blasting to be on the work
ctiv persons in close undertaken by scenario,
proximity, localised appropriately however
contamination as a trained anticipated
result of damaged persennel, in to be less
infrastructure. accordance with than 5
defined blast
parameters
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It is apparent from the above risk assessment table that the design measures
included in the development of the existing facility are sufficient to ensure that none
of the potential hazards or major accidents pose a high risk at the facility. The
emergency scenarios which entail a breach in the BRDA have been identified and
planned for in Limerick City and County Council External Emergency Plan for the
Bauxite Residue Disposal Area (2019). AAL have emergency response procedures
in place to manage other such emergency scenarios. Shannon Foynes Harbour
have also prepared an emergency response plan, in the event of an emer:

situation involving a Seveso Site.

The main mitigation measures to be employed involve the periodic

emergency plans already in prepared in the event of an emerg
implementation of the Physical Stability Monitoring Plan pregan yJGoider and

Associates ensuring that all geotechnical instruments arguigst in the BRDA will

be monitored. Construction works will be carried outfq str cordance with all
monttoring provisions identified. '6

Assessment of the Major Accidents and Dispter

The chapter in my view carries out a rolifust a prehensive assessment of the
potential risk that could occur in th a major accident or emergency at the
BRDA or borrow pit. It should @i onjunction with the Engineering Design

Report . Prepared by Gold ciates (November 2021) and containing in
appendix A of the EIAR/ h e potential risks that could occur have been
e

include:

identified and asse x

A structu@r f the BRDA or SCDC.
Ap ia explosion at identified Seveso sites in the vicinity

t the existing AAL Plant

tial storm events, seismic events, development of a sink hole beneath

the€ BRDA or flooding or tidal surges.

Potential damage to the gas pipeline or the bauxite sludge transfer site.

Of the all the potential risks identified all are considered to be low risk, due primarily
to the highly improbable risk of the event occurring, notwithstanding the very serious
consequences of some of the potential impacts. The inherent design of the
deposition area and borrow pit together with the emergency response plans put in
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place result in the likelihood of any significant adverse impacts to be ‘very unlikely’
and ‘highly improbable’. Notwithstanding the concerns raised in the various
submissions to the Board, | consider that the design approach together with the
existing geotechnical monitoring put in place will ensure that the potential for a likely

adverse impact in terms of a major impact arising from an accident will not arise.

8.11. Climatic Impacts

Chapter 17 of the EIAR relates to climatic factors. It details the various cling
agreements policies and guidelines which are in place to arrest climat
Reference is also made to Limerick County Council's document onghe @imate
Change Adaptations Strategy 2019-2024. This document outli onsibility
for implementing the various adaptation actions, key indicagérs gets for

ddr
n £Zarried out in line with

measuring outcomes and actions to be implemented t ese potential

adverse outcomes. The assessment methodology jaés b
the guidance outlined in the European Commi pulllications “Guidance on
Integrating Climate Change and Biodiversii onmental Impact
Assessment’, as well as over more ge era& on EIA. It is noted that there is
trial facilities and climate change.

no specific Irish or UK Guidance o

The chapter notes that varioug will occur during the construction phase
and there will be an incre % trips during the operational phase, specifically
with the importation o a il improver associated with the various raising of

the BRDA stages.& equate to approximately 12 HGV movements per day.
er

Excavators angd o ipment will be used for mud farming within the BRDA cells.

There will dymp truck movements associated with the deposition of salt cake
in the S s 00 m? pf processed rock will be required to raise the height of the
ce 4

ActivityAvith the borrow pit will include occasional blasting and on site breaking and

crushing of material as well as dump truck movements to stockpile the aggregate.

The chapter goes on to outline the significance criteria in respect of the vulnerability

of the proposed scheme to climate change. These are identified as:

- More intensive rainfall events
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- Increased likelihood and magnitude of river and coastal flooding
- Water shortages and drought

- Adverse impacts on water quality

- Change and distribution of biodiversity.

In terms of likely significant impacts, the construction and operational phases are

Q

assessed together as the operational phase of the development involves the

construction the stage raises of the BRDA and the SCDC. The potential sQur

dether with the

um. This is

(construction and operation) from the BRDA and SCDC exte
borrow pit extension is estimated to be 1,165 tonnes of C
deemed to be negative but not significant. It equatgs ¢ trgasatlantic flights or the

annual carbon footprint of 93 individuals.

In terms of the impact on exogenic climate c?@lors, such the likelihood of

extreme weather events and flooding on ¥ge BRDA or SCDC extension, this potential

low and therefore constitutes a low risk and

impact is assessed as being low gLV
z
been undertaken as part (Appendix G of Engineering Design Report)
where it was conclud C%\ r a flooding or extreme weather event the risk
associated with a '& t breach or red mud release was either ‘highly
improbable’ or '@Ii ely’ leading to a finding of low risk and a non-significant

impact.

thus a non-significant impact. A d’risk assessment of a potential break out has

op& do-nothing impact, the plant would close ¢.2030. However, the
deman®fo? aluminium would still exist and the demand would be transferred to
another facility and emissions would merely be displaced and transferred
somewhere else. AAL operates under a ETS Permit Register Number |[E-GHG038-
10363-3 with an annual allocation in 2020 of 721,490 tonnes COzeqand an annual
emission total of 1,450,000 tonnes of COzeq. If the BRDA and SCDC raises are
permitted, it is likely that the GHG will continue to be emitted in line with BAT and
under the conditions of the sites |IE and ETS Licences.
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Section 17.5.1 sets out a series of mitigation measures o address GHG emissions,
they in the main, relate to the operation and maintenance of vehicles. Furthermore,
the plant will have to meet its emissions reduction target of 4.2% per annum are
required under the ETS Permit.

In terms of cumulative impacts, there are no nearby non-ETS sources with emissions
of GHG of sufficient magnitude to overlap with site emissions from the BRDA and
SCDC. Cumulative impacts therefore do not arise. GHG generation will continue to

be quantified at the facility.
Assessment of the Climate Change Chapter
The chapter assesses the likely significant impacts that could aris r climate

change. The main impacts which were correctly identified and as ed)include the
potential impact on GHG arising from the proposed stage ra BRDA and
SCDC as well as potential impacts from extreme weathe rising from climate
change - most notably flooding. In relation to the formey, the,total additional annual
GHG arising from the proposed stage raises amoung to gverage GHG emissions of
@.L the same COz footprint of 23 no. 3

onsidered significant. In terms of

¢.1,165 tonnes of COz per annum which eq
bed houses or 93 people. This impact génnot 1
impacts arising from extreme weat , these issues was assessed in the
previous chapter (Major Accid isasters) and in the Engineering Design
Report, (Appendix A} a det eﬁent submitted as part of the EIAR. Both
conclude that there is iowrisk on an extreme weather event resulting in a
breach of or impactifg o tructural integrity of the BRDA or the SCDC. | am
satisfied, notwitifs mhe concerns raised in the observations submitted, that the
ly 2nd expertly assessed and that the proposal will not be

by, or will not contribute to, climate change. Furthermore, |

8.12. Interactions of the Foregoing and Cumulative Impacts

9.12.1.

Interactions between the various environmental factors are discussed in Chapter 18
of the EIAR. A matrix is provided in Table 18.1 which outlines potential interactions

of the various environmental factors.
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89.12.2.

The main potential for interactions which would give rise to potential effects are set

out below:

» The potential stripping of lands and soils associated with the expansion of the

borrow pit could impact on archaeology.

¢ The potential stripping of lands and soils associated with the expansion of the

borrow pit could impact on habitats associated with biodiversity.

+ The restoration landscaping of the BRDA during the various stage rises ig

to result in a positive impact on biodiversity.

* Improper management of waste has the potential to negatively | ct

biodiversity.

¢ Stockpiling of aggregates have the potential to cause incré@Sed sedimentation in
surface water drains which could in turn impact on local b ity and aquatic

ecology.

¢ Increased dust emissions have the potentj habitats and species within
and in the vicinity of the subject site.

¢ Noise and vibration have the potapdi impact on species within the site or

within the vicinity of the site. Q
¢ Local population in the e adversely affected by the visual impact

arising from the propos .ﬁr ment. This impact is regarded as temporary and
progressive restor andscaping of the stage raises will mitigate against any
adverse visual ifnpact

* Impro e management could also negatively affect population and human
healt igfpated however that appropriate waste mitigation measures will
adeq ddress this potential impact.

+ Noise and vibration impacts could also adversely impact on population and
human health however, with the employment of the appropriate mitigation measures
including the reduction in the number of blasts per year, this will ensure that any

impact will not be material.

o Excavation on earth movements represent potential sources of suspended solids
and could impact hydrology and the hydrogeology of the area. However, the ongoing
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8.13.

management of these activities and the fact but the borrow pit will not excavate
below the water table will ensure that any potential impacts are minimised.

« Interactions between soils land and geology, will not be significant as rock will be
sourced internally from the borrow pit areas. Imported soil for the purposes of

progressive restoration will be minimal.

¢ Impacts in terms of air quality from traffic and transportation will also be minimal

due to traffic movements being mainly confined to within the site.

» Emissions associated with vehicle traffic during the construction and op

the proposed development will not be significant and was not result i agdverse
impacts.

» Interactions between traffic and transportation and nois ion will not be
significant.

In terms of cumulative impacts, a survey of all exisfipg proved projects in the
area within a 15 km radius of the site was und%o etermine whether or not
cumulative impacts will arise. The project e

the EIAR. A list of the projects identifi ‘%

Notable projects which have the p

re listed in Appendix 18.1 of

w buted to the expert consultants.

to result in cumulative impacts include the

capacity extension at Shannopkigyhes Port and the upgrade of the N69 road.

However, the issue of cupacts where appropriately assessed in each of

the chapters of the El aMgl no significant cumulative impacts were identified.

Mitigation and &

Chapter iSes all the mitigation measures proposed to ensure that any

potentjal impacts are minimised as a result of the proposed development.
ped in accordance with the various chapter headings set out in the
not proposed to summarize the various mitigation measures contained in
the EIAR here. Where appropriate and relevant the mitigation measures have been

identified and referred to under the various sections above.
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9.14. Reasoned Conclusion on the Significant Effects

Having examined the environmental information contained in the EIAR submitted by
the applicant, together with the written submissions on file, | would conclude the

following in relation to significant effects:

(a) The most significant effects will be the extension in the life of the facility for
approximately 9 years which will have subsequent beneficial consequences for the
local economy and local employment in the area. This can be considered a |j Q
significant positive impact.

(b) The habitat inherent in the BRDA is of very low ecological value:

development occupies a proportion of the overall BRDA area bgin within
the existing footprint of the BRDA and on top of existing bau e, with the
vast majority of the disposal area remaining undlsturbed 1@ 1s suboptimal for
fauna identified as key ecological receptors includin tter With the

extension of the borrow pit area, there is potentia sorje |mpact on foraging and

commuting, particularly during the active phavatlon But through standard
e N nd

mitigation and monitoring, managemen 2 enhancement there will be no

significant impacts on fauna arising development.

(c) Detailed assessments have -@& arfed out on in respect the potential impact on
human health primarily thr . e dust emissions from the BRDA. The bauxite
residue has been testeq a to be a low-level source of naturally occurring

% sion modelling was conducted for fugitive emissions
r e and salt cake. Even with the overtly conservative

radioactive materig|
for both the baugite
modeling
health

, the risk analysis concluded that the proposal does not pose a

ensitive receptors be they humans or animals.

(d) Th ing BRDA comprises of a relatively large and expansive and low-lying
feature within the landscape. The most distinctive feature of the existing site is the
red/brown color of the bauxite residue. The area immediately surrounding the site
does not attract any significant landscape or sensitive designations. Furthermore,
with the proposed landscape and restoration plan the development will be BRDA
area will be progressively restored to the extent that when completed and
landscaped it will assimilate and integrate into the landscape. Any impact in

landscape terms cannot therefore be considered significant or profound.
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(e) In respect of major accidents and natural disasters, each of the potential risks

that could occur have been identified as:
- A structural failure of the BRDA or SCDC.
- A potential fire/explosion at identified Seveso sites in the vicinity
- Incidents at the existing AAL Plant

- Potential storm events, seismic events, development of a sink hole beneath

the BRDA or flooding or tidal surges.

- Potential damage to the gas pipeline or the bauxite sludge transfer.

Of the all the potential risks identified all are considered to be low risk€d ifarily
to the highly improbable risk of the event occurring, notwithstandi e serious
consequences of some of the potential impacts. The inheren idn oFthe
deposition area and borrow pit together with the emergen e plans put in

place result in the likelihood of any significant adverse {0 be very unlikely
and highly improbable.

Conclusion

The EIAR has considered that the main sig '@ irect and indirect and cumulative
effects of the proposed development ofithe receiving environment. Following

mitigation, no residual significaptlony-term negative impacts on the environment or

sensitive receptors would ogcc ) potential accident or natural disaster occurring
at the facility which coul djor adverse consequences are assessed as being
very unlikely and hi i able. | am therefore, satisfied that the proposed
development wonld e any unacceptable direct, indirect or cumulative effects
on the environfpent dufing the construction or operational phase.

fam sa t the information provided is reasonable and sufficient to allow the

2agh a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the project on the

environgpent, taking into account current knowledge and methods of assessment.
Overall, | am satisfied that the information contained in the EIAR complies with the
provisions of Article 3, 5 and Annex (V) of EU Directive 2014/52/EU.
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10.0 Appropriate Assessment

10.1.

10.1.1.

10.2.

10.2.1.

10.2.2.

Introduction

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires that any plan or project not directly
connected with or necessary to the management of the site but likely to have a
significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans or

projects shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the gi

view of the site’s conservation objectives. The competent authority must
that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the Europea

Stage 1 Screening

The application site is not located within but is adjacent teghwo a 2000 sites.
The application was accompanied by a Stage 1 Scredging\for Appropriate

Assessment and by a Natura Impact Statement ot of the screening undertaken.
The AA Screening set a nominal study area m the facility boundary. The
potential for impacts upon more distant i s is considered in the event

that significant impacts are identifie afield. The operation of the overall AAL

Facility has been the subjectt f an existing |IE Licence and AAL report
on the monitoring of licence @ at agreed intervals.
A total of 6 Natura 200

radius of the subjecifite’ e Natura 2000 sites and the qualifying interests
associated with fhe SiteSYate set out in the Table below:

|dent|f ed and being located within the 15km

Site Nam ualifying interests / Species of Conservation Minimum Distance

Code Interest to subject site
Lowe Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 0.01Km
all the time [1110]
Sh SAC
R Estuaries [1130]
(002165)

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

Coastal lagoons [1150]
Large shallow inlets and bays [1160]

Reefs [1170]
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a1

e |

| Perennial vegetation of stony banks [1220]

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

Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and
sand [1310]

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

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi}
[1410}

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

Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-
laden soils (Molinion caeruleag) [6410]

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus
excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicio!
albae) [S1E0]

Margaritifera {(Freshwater Pearl Mussel) [1 \'/

Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) 5]

Lampetra fluviatilis (River Lz /M1099]

Salmo salar (Salmon)4106]

Tursiops truncat n Bottlenose Dolphin)
[1349]

Lutra (Otter@

River Shannon and

River Fergus

Estuaries SPA

(004077,

P\
m

(Balacrocorax carbo) [A017]

o} wan {Cygnus cygnus) [A038]

elfied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla hrota)

Shelduck (Tadorma tadorna) [A048]
Wigeon (Anas penelope) [A050]

Teal (Anas crecca) [A052]

Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054]

Shoveler (Anas clypeata) [A056]

Scaup (Aythya marila) [A082]

Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [A137]

Gelden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140]

0.01km
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Grey Plover {Pluvialis squatarcla) [A141]
Lapwing (Vanellus vanelius) [A142]

Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa) [A156]
Bar-failed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157]
Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160]
Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162)
Greenshank (Tringa nebularia) [A164]

Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus)
[A179]

Wetland and Waterbirds {A999]

Juniperus communis formations %’

Barrigone SAC 0.5k
8 calcareous grasslands [5130] el
{000432) Semi-natural dry grasslapds a d facies on
calcareous substrates (#8stuco-Brometalia) (*
important orchid sit
Limestone pavgrme
Euphydryag a % arsh Fritillary) [1065]
Stacks to ;W(Circus cyaneus) [A082] 6.6km
Mullaghareirk
Mts., West
Limerick Hi
Askeaton Fen Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species 2.1k
of the Caricion davallianae [7210] B
Complex SAC .
Alkaline fens [7230]
Curraghchase A!]uvia‘l forests with A!nus gllutir_]osa and F rgx!nus 11.1km
excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion
Wood SAC albae) [91E0]
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(oo0174) Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles [91J0]
Vertigo moulinsiana {Desmoulin's Whorl Snail) [1016]

Rhinolophus hipposideros (Lesser Horseshoe Bat)
[1303]

10.2.3. The flowing screening criteria were taken into consideration when assessing the

potential impact on sites:

o Size, scale, area, land take of the project. Q
¢ Physical changes that will occur as a result of the plan @
¢ Any resource requirements including water abstraction

¢ Construction and operational requirements

¢ Emissions and Waste (disposal to land, wat@% >

» Duration of construction and operation

e Disturbance and displacement @

e Cumulative impacts with other proj and plans (extension to Foynes Port,

upgrade of the upgrade of the peygedo Limerick Road Scheme).

The Stage 1 Assessment and predicts the potential impacts for this site

within the zone of infl Nﬁt of the above criteria. It notes that the application

site is located outsi %ndaw of any of the Natura 2000 sites identified. There

is however potgntial foRindirect impacts from runoff or discharge into the aquatic and
cessive nutrient release and/or contamination of water from the

intertidal
site pa relation to The Lower River Shannon SAC and the River Shannon

gus SPA. It could also result in the disturbance and displacement of
fauna 8fKey species, most notably otter, primarily through blasting activity at the
extended borrow pit. These impacts could also see a reduction in species density in
the Natura 2000 sites effected. The proposal, in the absence of mitigation has the
potential to impact on the structure and function of Natura 2000 sites in the vicinity,
including the Barrigone SAC to the south-east. The screening assessment concludes
therefore that on the basis of the relevant scientific information available and in the
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absence of mitigation, adverse effects cannot be excluded in the case of the three

closest sites, namely:

¢ The Lower River Shannon SAC

o The River Shannon and River Fergus SPA and
e The Barrigone SAC.

Other Natura 2000 sites in the vicinity can be excluded for the purposes of a stage

appropriate assessment on the basis that there is no hydrological, hydrogea

other connection with the Natura 2000 sites, and that the other sites ar

removed from the site to be impacted upon by the proposed works.
Screening Determination

Based on my examination of the NIS report, which includes a creening report
and supporting information, the NPWS website, aeriakan te imagery, the
scale of the proposed development and likely eﬁ%a ion distance and
functional relationship between the proposed he European sites, their
conservation objectives and taken in conjunc@-ﬂy assessment of the subject
site and the surrounding area, | would e whole, agree with the conclusions
ssfient. | note that the subject site is

contained in the Stage 1 screening a

hydrologically and hydro-geolog ofinected to the Shannon Estuary and is

geographically located in ity to the Natura 2000 Sites in question.
Furthermore, both Na tes associated with the Estuary incorporate

e potentially adversely impacied upon as a result of

qualifying interest 0

the expansion A and the borrow pit and therefore should be screened in.

The qualifyihg in s that could potentially be affected include disturbance to

nservation interest associated with the River Shannon and River

River Shannon SAC through accidental spillage or contamination of discharges to

the estuary.

While the Barrigone SAC is located a further distance from the proposed
development, (c.0.5km) and the qualifying interests primarily comprise of habitats,
which will not be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed works, Euphydryas
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aurinia (Marsh Fritillary) is also listed as a qualifying interest. The Board will note that
there have been no recent verified records of marsh fritillary located within the SAC
in the previous three decades. It is my considered opinion the Board might consider
omitting this SAC from a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment on the basis that the
proposed development has no real likelihood on impacting on the SAC, due to the

nature of the qualifying interests and due to the separation distance involved. The
primary threat to the Barrigone SAC is quarrying!'. Grazing is also an important
factor; over-grazing would cause damage to the vegetation, while under-graz

more open conditions. A balance between scrub and grassland is als&imroiant for
invertebrate species. [t is reasonable to assume therefore that t
undertaken as part of the proposed development are not ide
SAC.

Notwithstanding my conclusion, | note that the NIS has

for the purposes of a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessme d on an ultra-
precautionary approach. The NIS does nevegthele8g conclude that with the
incorporation of appropriate mitigation me proposed development will
have no adverse impact on the quali intefésts of the SAC in question. | would

agree with the conclusion in the proposed development would not

impact on the SAC. Q
| would conclude that a (a%’ ropriate Assessment is required for 2 of the

European sites refer e, namely:

e The Lower Qg hon SAC

e TheRj n and River Fergus SPA

The in ites referred to in the table above, can be screened out from further
ass t because of the scale of the proposed works, the nature of the

conservation objectives, qualifying and special conservation interests, the separation

distances and the lack of a substantive linkage hydrological or otherwise between

1 The Site is located contiguous to a large Roadstone Quarry, whereas the extension to the
Borrow Pit is located ¢.2km away. Any threat to the qualifying interests therefore are much more

likely to arise from the existing Roadstone Quarry rather than the extension to the borrow pit.
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10.3.

the proposed works and the European sites. It is therefore reasonable to conclude
that on the basis of the information on the file, which | consider adequate in order to
issue a screening determination, the proposed development, individually or in
combination with other plans or projects would not be likely to have a significant
effect on these 4 European Sites in view of the sites’ conservation objectives and a

Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is not therefore required for these sites.

Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment

The Natura 2000 Sites which are the subject of assessment are descr@;

| ower River Shannon SAC

This very large site stretches along the Shannon valiey from l@ in Co. Clare to
Loop Head/ Kerry Head, a distance of some 120 kmThe us encompasses
the Shannon, Feale, Mulkear and Fergus estuarie§, the water lower reaches of
the River Shannon (between Killaloe and Li reshwater stretches of
much of the Feale and Mulkear catchmentsmarine area between Loop
Head and Kerry Head. Rivers within the 3yb-catchment of the Feale include the

Galey, Smearlagh, Oolagh, Allayghaty, Owveg, Clydagh, Caher, Breanagh and

Glenacarney. Rivers within thels tchment of the Mulkear include the

Killeenagarriff, Annagh, e Dead River, the Bilboa, Glashacloonaraveela,

Gortnageragh and C IIf

The Shannon a r tuaries form the largest estuarine complex in lreland.
They form a Wnifstretching from the upper tidal limits of the Shannon and Fergus
Rivers to h of the Shannon Estuary. Both the Fergus and Inner Shannon

23 vast expanses of intertidal mudflats, often fringed with saltmarsh
n the transition zone between mudfiats and saltmarsh, specialised

colonisers of mud predominate. For example, swards of common cord-grass
(Spartina anglica) frequently occur in the upper parts of the estuaries. Less common
are swards of Glasswort (Salicornia europaea agg.). In the innermost parts of the
estuaries, the tidal channels or creeks are fringed with species such as Common
Reed (Phragmites australis) and club-rushes. Saltmarsh vegetation frequently

fringes the mudflats. Over twenty areas of estuarine saltmarsh have been identified
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within the site, the most important of which are around the Fergus estuary and at
Ringmoylan Quay. The dominant type of saltmarsh present is Atlantic salt meadow
occurring over mud. The intertidal reefs in the Shannon Estuary are exposed or
moderately exposed to wave action and subject to moderate tidal streams. Known
sites are steeply sloping and show a good zonation down the shore. Well-developed
lichen zones and littoral reef communities offering a high species richness in the
sublittoral fringe and strong populations of the Purple Sea Urchin Paracentrotus

lividus are found. The communities found are tolerant to sand scour and tid

streams. The infralittoral reefs range from sloping platforms with some
to ridged bedrock with gullies of sand between the ridges, to ridged
boulders or a mixture of cobbles, gravel and sand. Kelp is very about 18

m. Below this it becomes rare and the community is characielise ralline crusts

and red foliose algae.

Other coastal habitats that occur within the site inc d%beaches and bedrock
shores {these support a typical zonation of seayweedS\sughi as Fucus spp.,
Ascophyllum nodosum and kelps), shingle ith species such as Sea Beet,
Sea Mayweed - Matricaria maritima, Sea nd Curled Dock - Rumex
crispus), sandbanks which are slightly’\¢covered by sea water at all times (e.g. in the
area from Kerry Head to Beal He nd dunes. Hairy Violet (Viola hirta)

occurs in the Askeatoanoyn.

In terms of bird populati ait; the Shannon and Fergus Estuaries support the
largest numbers of i% terfowl in Ireland. The highest count in 1995-96 was
51,423 while in 5YWas 62,701. Species listed on Annex | of the E.U. Birds
Directive whicli contibdted to these totals include: Great Northern Diver (3;
1994/95 0 wan (201; 1995/96), Pale-bellied Brent Goose (246; 1995/96),

1,067; 1994/95) and Bar-tailed Godwit (476; 1995/96). In the past,
grate flocks of Greenland White-fronted Goose were regularly found, but

Other wintering waders and wildfowl present include Greylag Goose (216; 1995/96),
Shelduck (1,060; 1995/26), Wigeon (5,976; 1995/96), Teal (2,319; 1995-96), Mallard
(528; 1995/96), Pintail (45; 1995/96), Shoveler (84; 1995/96), Tufted Duck (272;
1995/96), Scaup (121; 1995/96), Ringed Plover (240; 1995/96), Grey Plover (750;
1995/986), Lapwing (24,581; 1995/96), Knot (800; 1995/96), Dunlin (20,100;
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1995/96), Snipe (719, 1995/96), Black-tailed Godwit (1,062; 1995/96), Curlew
(1,504; 1995/96), Redshank (3,228; 1995/96), Greenshank (36; 1995/96) and
Turnstone (107; 1995/96). A number of wintering gulls are also present, including
Black-headed Gull (2,216; 1995/96), Common Gull (366; 1995/96) and Lesser
Black-backed Gull (100; 1994/95). This is the most important coastal site in Ireland
for a number of the waders including Lapwing, Dunlin, Snipe and Redshank. It also
provides an important staging ground for species such as Black-tailed Godwit and
Greenshank.

There is a resident population of Bottle-nosed Dolphin in the Shannon

is the only known resident population of this E.U. Habitats Directive ecies
in Ireland. The population is estimated (in 2006) to be 140 £ 12
Otter, a species also listed on Annex || of this Directive, is co und on the

site.

Five species of fish listed on Annex Il of the E.U. Habi %ve are found within
the site. These are Sea Lamprey (Petromyzon mari rook Lamprey (Lampetra
planeri), River Lamprey (Lampetra ﬁuvfatfﬁs),@had {Allosa fallax fallax) and
Salmon (Salmo salar).

There is a wide range of land uses ﬁ@site. The most common use of the
terrestrial parts is grazing by ca 1@«- me areas have been damaged through

over-grazing and poachin & e land adjacent to the rivers and estuaries has
been improved or reclai protected by embankments {especially along the

mation continues to pose a threat, as do flood relief

no influefices of industrial discharges apparent. Further industrial development along
the Shannon and water polluting operations are potential threats.

This site is of great ecological interest as it contains a high number of habitats and
species listed on Annexes | and |l of the E.U. Habitats Directive, including the priority
habitats lagoon and alluvial woodland, the only known resident population of Bottle-
nosed Dolphin in Ireland and all three Irish lamprey species. A good number of Red
Data Book species are also present, perhaps most notably the thriving populations of
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Triangular Club-rush. A number of species listed on Annex | of the E.U. Birds
Directive are also present, either wintering or breeding. Indeed, the Shannon and
Fergus Estuaries form the largest estuarine complex in Ireland and support more
wintering wildfowl and waders than any other site in the country. Most of the
estuarine part of the site has been designated a Special Protection Area (SPA),
under the E.U. Birds Directive, primarily to protect the large numbers of migratory

birds present in winter.

The River Shannon and River Ferqus Estuaries SPA

The River Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries SPA is an internasion ortant
site that supports an assemblage of over 20,000 wintering w i olds
internationally important populations of four species, i.e. Lj I Brent Goose,

Dunlin, Black-tailed Godwit and Redshank. In additiongther 17 species that

have wintering populations of national importance 4 he §ife #lso supports a

nationally important breeding population of C particular note is that

The site has vast expanses of intgg
invertebrate community, e.g. @ a-Scrobicularia-Nereis, which provides a rich

birds. Salt marsh vegetation frequently fringes the

food resource for the

mudflats and this p ipportant high tide roost areas for the wintering birds.
Elsewhere in t jte horeline comprises stony or shingle beaches.

The site is @mtecﬁon Area (SPA) under the E.U. Birds Directive, of special
conseréiioirerest for the following species: Cormorant, Whooper Swan, Light-
belli niydoose, Shelduck, Wigeon, Teal, Pintail, Shoveler, Scaup, Ringed

Plov Iden Plover, Grey Plover, Lapwing, Knot, Dunlin, Black-tailed Godwit, Bar-

tailed Godwit, Curlew, Redshank, Greenshank and Black-headed Gull. It is also of
special conservation interest for holding an assemblage of over 20,000 wintering
waterbirds. The E.U. Birds Directive pays particular attention to wetlands and, as
these form part of this SPA, the site and its associated waterbirds are of special

conservation interest for Wetland & Waterbirds.
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The site is the most important coastal wetland site in the country and regularly
supports in excess of 50,000 wintering waterfowl (67,133 - five year mean for the
period 1995/96 to 1999/2000), a concentration easily of international importance.
The site has internationally important populations of Light-bellied Brent Goose (494),
Dunlin (15,131), Black-tailed Godwit (2,035) and Redshank (2,645). A further 17
species have populations of national importance, i.e. Cormorant (245), Whooper
Swan (118), Shelduck (1,025), Wigeon (3,761), Teal (2,260), Pintail (62), Shoveler
(107), Scaup (102), Ringed Plover (223), Golden Plover (5,664), Grey Plove
Lapwing (15,126), Knot (2,015), Bar-tailed Godwit (460}, Curlew (2,396)

counts for the period 1995/96 to 1999/2000. The site is among t ortant in
the country for several of these species, notably Dunlin (13 %o
Lapwing (6% of national total) and Redshank (9% of natiqgal to

The site also supports a nationally important breeding o@ of Cormorant (93
pairs in 2010).
Other species that occur include Mute Swan aftard (441), Red-breasted
Merganser (20), Great Crested Grebe (50), (38), Oystercatcher (551),
Turnstone (124) and Common Gull Njgures are five year mean peak counts

for the period 1995/96 to 1999/2
Apart from the wintering bird

mbers of some species also pass through the

i and/or autumn.

site whilst on migration %
Potential Impact;w m the Proposed Development

\)

Potential sociated with the proposed development to the qualifying

inter h&Natura 2000 sites within the zone of interest include:

- ions arising from the BRDA, SCDC and the extended borrow pit and
associated project efements. This would include emissions to air (fugitive
dust) and water.

- Noise

- Movement of plant and personnel and night-time ilumination.

Air Pollution and Dust

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 142 of 159



In terms of emissions to air, the following emissions are monitored and reported
upon as part of the IEL requirements. Details of the dust emissions for show for all
years between 2014 and 2020 show 100% compliance with the TA Luft limit of 350
mg/m?2/d limit. All report annual and bi-annual grab sampling and the 33 dust
monitoring locations were compliant with the emission limit values for dust as
outlined in the licence. There was no significant contribution, above background
levels form the BRDA to locally deposited dust. Details of the ambient are
monitoring from 2014-20 are set out in Table 6.1.

In terms of air quality, the predicted PM1o and PMz.s concentrations at t

boundary are all, under a worst-case scenario (BRDA deposition, m the

borrow pit and associated traffic movements are all considerably b limits set
out in the CAFE Directive).
The emissions of heavy metals from the BRDA was also m0dellgd based on the
assumption that the percentage of heavy metals identi e sampling also

indicate that all heavy metals are in compliancggwvith tRe #levant ambient annual

mean air quality standards.
It can therefore be concluded that there is on pathway associated with the

AAL facility which could have a negative impact on the nearby Natura 2000 sites.
Any potential impact would be furthég reduced with the appropriate application of

Water Discharges, o@]eve!opment
The main souﬁi‘ er emissions from the plant are

the WWTP

- Di r
- ? ffluent via the sanitary effluent plant
a

mitigation measures.

m water from the northern section of the site which Is directed into the
nnon Estuary. This stormwater is sent to the on-site effluent treatment
plant and discharged to the Shannon Estuary.
All water is discharged from the site via licenced discharge point W1-1. The AAL is
required by EPA Licence to control and monitor water emissions from the site. A
maximum daily volume of 30,000m?is permitted. The monitoring of emissions to

water includes monitoring of slow, temperature, pH, BOD, suspended solids, total
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organic carbon, total of phosphorus, soda, aluminium, oils, fats and greases,
toxicity, and heavy metals. surface water monitoring is carried out routinely for
surface water bodies in the vicinity of BRDA in accordance with schedule C.2.3 of
the licence. The Surface water monitoring locations are indicated in section 6.6.1 of
the NIS. They include

- Robertsown Gate on the western boundary of the BRDA.
- The OPW Channel on the northwestern boundary of the BRDA.

- Mangan’s Lough on the northern boundary of the site adjacent the

water pond.

The monitoring results undertaken to date indicate the following:

- annual average pH levels for the surface water monitop etween
2008 and 2020 have been within the range of 6.8 to 8. data this is
below the recommended threshold for rivers angd la .0 pH.

- Soda levels between 2008 and 2013 mainis§ped ges of between 0.08 g/l

and 0.22 g/I. From 2013 to 2015 and t was observed for soda at
Mangan’s Lough. Since 2015 a down which averaged 0.18 g/l for

2020 at Mangan’s Lough and 0.48%/I at the OPW channel. The warning level
in respect of soda is 1.5 g/ % are well below this limit.
- Electrical conductivity eO13 and 2017 showed slight elevation
against normal le atidangan’s Lough. Since 2017 the electrical
conductivity h Iy decreased to an average of 921 uS/cm this is
considera e e levels of 2000 pS/cm. Levels at the OPW Channel and
Roberiston Gate are higher between 2000 — 3400 uS/cm. This could be

attef saline intrusion.

- ils Bt other effluent parameters are summarised below:

ABP-312146-21 Inspector’s Report Page 144 of 159



“aﬁt

Val, of processed | 5,235,106 5,479,337 4,844,726 4,977,404 4,656,823 5,131,610 5,560,123 10.950,123
effluent
BOD {tonnes)/yr 3674 160.3 372.9 256.7 2921 196.2 296.4 861.4
Sus. Solids 68.5 70.3 80.1 78.8 543 66.4 57.3 547.5
{tonnes)/yr
Qils, Fats and 52 55 5 5 47 5.1 12. 164.3
Grease A
{Tonnes)?yr )
Toxicity Units <3 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 < 5TU
{TU) {A.

It is clear from the above that the limits set out in the |i re being met. Details

of assimilation in the pollutant parameters, (inciéding y metals) within the

Shannon estuary are also detailed in the
following: I@
- Volatiles, phenols and BTEX!2 non-detectable upstream, and
downstream of the jetty

- Mercury levels weregall\ge the method limits of detection at all sampling
locations (<0.0 &,

- Zinc levels yere than the previous sampling event in 2018. The highest
concen oNginc detected was 82 ug/l on a mid-flood tide 500 m
ups, f thie jetty. The levels of zinc in the water were higher than other

als (lead, mercury, copper, nickel, vanaduim, chromium, cadmium

nitoring results found the

barium).

al dissolved solids (TDS) were significantly higher than the previous
sampling event on 2018.

A review of the effluent monitoring results contained in the NIS shows that effluent
quality meets the requirementis of the ELV’s given in the IEL. Although no ELV'’s are

2 This refers to a group of volatile organic compounds
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set out in the licence for heavy metals, heavy metal concentrations in the receiving
waters are low. Micro benthic communities are good indicators of pollution in the
marine sediments in the vicinity of the discharge. They provide a true reflection of
environmental conditions. The sediments analysed the vicinity of the discharge point
(indicated in Table 6.8) with the exception of zinc levels in a localised area, indicate
concentrations of heavy metals in the marine sediments were low. Additional
sampling was carried out in February 2020 by Aquafact in respect of heavy metals
and the results are contained in Table 6.10. Details of the various heavy me
contained in the marine sediments our set out in the Table. The levels g Vv

metals detected in the marine sediment and in the soil samples takegl arO§nd e

site in recent sampling programs are generally typical backgrounéyle marine
sediments and soils around the Limerick/Shannon area. Withfth tion of the
aluminium at one location, the leve! of heavy metals in t edi sun samples

are representative of background levels with no significan ts predicted on

designated Natura 2000 sites There is no evide that §eavy metal concentrations
are elevated in the marine sediments and ca @- no evidence that toxic
impact would occur to the marine benthig biotgds Mésult of the existing and

proposed development.

8] for bioaccumulation in the sensitive marine

The NIS submitted also presentg=@mgo tual Site Model (RSK 2021: Appendix B)
to consider whether there w %

environment as a resul eQqyssions from the refinery plant. it used risk-based

methodologies to coyfsi®€T solirce-pathway-receptor models for assessing likely

pathways throu hi llutants or chemicals of concern mignt enter the

envirenmen the Activities being undertaken specifically in relation to direct or
fugitive to water and fugitive dust emissions to the surrounding

envj t Cluding soils and water. Marine sediment data was collected and
analys May 2021 to assess the significance on any potential releases from the

refinery plant. The sampling data from the study indicated that no pathways have
been detected that indicate elevated metal concentrations in the marine sediments
in the immediate environment. The data showed that the metal sediment
concentrations were around the typical background concentrations for the marine
environment in Ireland. Thus, there is no evidence that toxic impacts would occur to

the marine benthic biota. Furthermore, there would be no negative impact on
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designated species of intertidal feeding birds and other higher fauna in the
designated estuarine Natura 200 sites.

Groundwater Impacts
The application site is underlain by two separate aquifer units, a locally important
bedrock aquifer in the western portion of the site and a regionally important
karstified bedrock aquifer in the eastern portion of the site. The borrow pit extension
is located above the karstified aquifer. Under the BRDA the groundwater
vulnerability is classified as between ‘low’ to ‘extreme’. There are 34 obse

wells (OW's) at the BRDA.

Since 2010 the average pH ranges between 6.6 to 8.2 for the OW's.
conductivity in the groundwater is heavily influenced by the le

Details of levels of soda, fluoride, Chloride and various he are also set
out.

A detailed assessment of the risks to groundwater, rem the operational and

post closure phases of the proposed develop en carried out. Existing

controls mean that the predicted effect on @ rin the absence of additional
mitigation would be ‘slight adverse’. With th&iapi®rhentation of the mitigation

CEMP, the predicted residual impacts on

measures presented in the EIAR

groundwater are assessed as bei egligible non-significant’ / ‘slight’ in nature.

Noise and vibration

The potential source Oi d vibration primarily relate to the activities
associated with t orfow pit extraction and the internal vehicle movements within
the BRDA. Th s&ower level for each of the machinery and plant used in the
@ set out in the NIS. The calculated air over pressure for a
nges from the blast are also set out. Details of the background noise

Qalso set out, much of which are attributed to the existing activities on site
d shipping traffic and aircraft associated with Shannon Airport. As the site
has been in operation for almost four decades, it is suggested that the fauna in the
area, including protected bird species will have been made accustomed to the
ambient noise levels in the area. In terms of marine mammals within the estuary, it
is noted that is part of the recent IEL review for AAL facility, a marine mammal risk
assessment was requested from the EPA. A report was submitted and concluded
that given the terrestrial location of the borrow pit site and the fact that all blasting

ABP-312146-21 Inspector's Report Page 147 of 159




activities will take place on land and not in the underwater environment the
extension of the barrow pit did not pose any risk of death, injury or disturbance to
any marine mammals in the estuary. The same conclusion applies in respect of
activities on the BRDA.

The Otter is the only other faunal qualifying interest associated with the SAC. Otter
sightings or signs have tended to be restricted to the coastal area around the island.
It is unlikely that otters occur within or adjacent to the application site with any
regularity. Works at the borrow pit will normally be confined to daylight hourg @
otters are much less likely to be present in the area. On this basis it is
considered that the proposal will have any impact on otters in the a @
There is no suitable habitat for breeding cormorant in the site. é&*xtensive
suitable habitat in the wider area (inter tidal mudflats etc.) th§s will attract
birds associated with the SPA rather than the BRDA or t% pit area. As such

there is potential for adverse impacts relating to noi ndW¥ibfation on the faunal

species associated with nearby designated sites’ leyel blasting which will only

occur between the months of April to Septe ikely to result in a significant
adverse impact on bird species of nearly de LW sites.
The proposed development will sea%nge in the scale and type of activity
within the application site. Whilg"thelgo pit is to be extended, it will operate in
line and in accordance wit e permission for the extraction activities on site.
Noise and vibration lev soRiated with the operational plant and equipment
would be expected &el ithin adopted criteria values and therefore will not

pa

have a significait | n wildlife in the area. The control of blasting will be
effective in f phinimising the potential for adverse impacts on flora and fauna.

Post closu fore would be relatively low levels of anthropogenic sources of

noib tion.
Light Pogdtion

The lighting regime at the facility has remained largely unchanged for many years.

The BRDA is largely in darkness during the nighttime hours with minimal lighting at
locations such as the access track to the SCDC. The lighting is cowled inwards to
restrict any potential light spill. No significant change or intensification of lighting is
proposed as a result of the proposed development. There will be no permanent

lighting of the borrow pit or spoil storage areas. A lighting study was carried out as
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part of the NIS for the EPA licence review. A total of 45 points were surveyed over a
duration of 2 nights. The study confirmed that there is no likelihood that nighttime
illumination could impact on any of the Natura 200 Sites in the vicinity, given that
lighting is sparse, is cowled inwards towards the site, and the separation distance
between the lighting columns and the designated sites {including the Barrigon SAC),
and the large distribution of the qualifying interests over the large geographical
areas of the SAC’s. Sampling locations 21 and 22 at the northern edge of the BRDA
adjacent to the boundary to the SAC both had a reading of ‘zero lux’ indicat] 0
appreciate influence of artificial lighting on the designated Natura 2000 si

question. The sampling points close to Poulaweala Creek also confipetha
negligible influence in terms of artificial iluminance. The NIS als tes¥at most

bird species habituate rapidly to sources of artificial lighting bt rapogenic

and territorial
ime lighting at AAL
or disturbance to birds in

sources of light have been shown to impact on the feedin
behavior of birds. However, there is no evidence that t
has been a source of significant disturbance, digpladem
the area. The design of the lighting of the wilLpotNgad fo any significant change in

the baseline environment.

Er

Cumulative and in-combination effe

The potential cumulative impf & proposed development with other existing

and or approved proje 0 been assessed in the NIS. The projects

identified as part of,t carried out are listed in Appendix 8.1 of the EIA or

Il major developments within a 15-kilometre radius of the

and Table 5.1 %
subject devel@omeri Were included. Notable projects which were highlighted include
' cts arising from the capacity extension at Shannon/ Foynes Port

iCk - Foynes Road upgrade. Given the distances involved, the nature
ities to be undertaken and the fact that these major projects were the
subject of their own AA assessment and where applicable, specific mitigation
measures where incorporated to minimise impacts on the receiving environment, the
NIS reasonably conciudes in my opinion that there was no potential for significant
cumulative or in combination effects on local biodiversity and specifically on the
qualifying interests associated with the Natura 2000 sites in question.
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10.4. Assessment of the NIS submitted

The only potential impacts which could arise are comprehensively identified in the
NIS namely; water pollution, fugitive dust and air pollution, disturbance due to noise
and vibration and light poliution. The subject site is hydrologically connected to the
Lower River Shannon Estuary SAC and Lower River Shannon SAC and River
Fergus SPA. The subject site however has been and continues to be, the subject of

an EPA IED licence and Licence Review. Annual Environmental Reports are

submitted to the EPA which provide up to date details of air, water and grg
monitoring data. There is an extensive monitoring data regime in place
facility. Furthermore, the applicant has already undertook and NIS e EPA

Licence Review in 2020. As such there is a wealth of detailed inforM&tion available

on which to assess potential impacts arising from the propos pment on the

designated sites in question. The monitoring results unde nd presented in the
NIS, together with the mitigation measures incorpgrateN.int@,the design clearly

indicate that the proposed development:

- Will not impinge or result in the physic@ntation as to how the Natura
2000 sites in the vicinity functio a habitat or ecosystem.

function of the designate

- Will not change the dynamieg,o relationships that define the structure and
@ a 2000 sites in the Shannon Estuary.

- Will not alter the % yonment or chemical composition of the receiving
rs

waters to as affect the qualifying interest of the Natura 2000
sites. g :
e

- Will
AT Sites.

areas of key habitats or key species associated with the

% ot impact or adversely affect the diversity of any of the Qualifying
Inferests associated with the designated sites.

- Will not result in any appreciate disturbance that would affect the population
size or density associated with the key species associated with the Natura
2000 sites

Will not result in any fragmentation of the designated sites and
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Will not result in the loss or reduction of any key features associated with the

Natura 2000 sites in question.

Finally, and specifically in respect of the issues raised in some of the observations
submitted, | do not accept that Natura 2000 sites were arbitrarily omitted from the
assessment process. The screening exercise identified all Natura 2000 sites which
could potentially be affected by the proposed development. Natura 2000 sites in the
wider area that had no hydrological connection or other connection with the subject
site where in my view rightly ruled out for further evaluation. No details wer;
provided in the observations as to which Natura 2000 sites should hav

additionally screened in and on what basis they should have been into a
Stage 2 Assessment.

A similar conclusion can be reached in respect of the pote in- ination
effects, where one of the observations suggested that the ¢ tive impacts were

not appropriately assessed. It is my considered opimion e proposed
development in itself will not give rise to any in)%w rrounding Natura 2000
ot arise as the site is subject

sites. On this basis alone, in-combination
to strict environmental monitoring which p charges or emissions which

would adversely impact on the environigent per say. Thus, any in-combination

effects arising from potential di emissions from the Mungret Cement

3
which are located in exgés {m from the subject site, will not arise.
Notwithstanding thi %i , the NIS did consider the proposal in the context of

s closer to the site, and correctly in my view came to the

Factory, upstream, or the Ta oneypojnt Power Stations downstream, all of

other planned deve
conclusion that the Aroposal will not adversely impact on the integrity of qualifying

interest a 000 sites in the vicinity.
Hayi \} d the NIS and the supporting documentation, | am satisfied that it
pro

dequate information in respect of the baseline conditions, clearly identifies
the potential impacts, and uses best scientific information and knowledge to assess
any potential impacts. It also provides details of mitigation measures ( set out in
detail in the EIAR) to ensure that no adverse impacts arise in respect of Natura 2000
Sites in the vicinity. | am satisfied that the information is sufficient to allow the Board

to carry out an appropriate assessment of the proposed development.
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11.0

11.1.

11.2.

The proposed development has been considered in light of the assessment
requirements of Sections 177U and 177V of the Planning and Development Act 2000

as amended.

Having carried out screening for Appropriate Assessment of the proposed
development, it was concluded that it would be likely to have a significant effect on
Lower River Shannon SAC (002165) and River Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries
SPA (004077) . Consequently, an Appropriate Assessment was required of the
implications of the project on the qualifying features of those sites in light of

conservation objectives.

Following an Appropriate Assessment, it has been determined that r d
development, individually or in combination with other plans or Id not
adversely affect the integrity of the European site No.’s 00215 7, or any

other European site, in view of the sites Conservation Ob% =

This conclusion is based on a complete assessmeNgof gl aspects of the proposed

project and there is no reasonable doubt as bsence of adverse effects.

Conclusions and Recomme

Arising from my assessment aving particular regard to the contents of
the EIAR and the NIS to

BRDA disposal area

it
ed that the proposed extension to the BRDA area,

e Engineering Design Report in relation to the

borrow pit and al 0 works would not have an unacceptable or significant

adverse impagct @n theyeceiving environment and | consider that the proposed

develop t Ja in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development
of th therefore recommend that planning permission be granted for the
propo velopment.

For the purposes of the application of conditions | refer the Board to Section 99F of
the Protection of the Environment Act 2003, as amended. It notes that
notwithstanding Section 34 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, or any other
provision of that Act, where a licence or revised licence under this part has been
granted or is or will be required in relation to an activity the Planning Authority or An
Bord Pleanala shall not where it decides to grant planning permission of the Act in
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12.0

13.0

respect of any development comprising or for the purposes of an activity, subject to
the permission to the conditions which are for the purposes of:

(a) controlling emissions from the operation of the activity, including the prevent,

elimination, limitation, abatement or reduction of those emissions, or

(b)  controlling emissions relating to or following the cessation of the operation of

the activity.

The Board therefore in attaching any conditions where it is minded to grant plagning

permission should have regard to the provisions of Section 99F(1) of the €2

referred to.

Decision
Grant permission under Section 37G of the Planni n elopment Act 2000, as
amended, for the proposed development as d ibed In accordance with the said

plans and particulars based on the reasonnsiderations under and subject to
the conditions set out below. \/

Reasons and ConsideraQ
Having regard to the es % e of the site and as an alumina processing plant,
together with the exj idential bauxite disposal area, the existing activities on

the site licenced gind®g IrTstrial Emissions Licence P0035-07 issued by the

area, would be acceptable in terms of traffic safety and convenience and would
therefore be in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of

the area.
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14.0 Appropriate Assessment

The Board agreed with the screening assessment and conclusion carried out in the
inspector’s report that the Lower Shannon SAC (Site Code: 002165) and the River
Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries SPA (Site Code: 004077) are European Sites
for which there is a possibility of significant effects and which must therefore be
subject to Appropriate Assessment.

The Board considered the Natura Impact Statement and all other relevant
submissions and carried out an appropriate assessment of the implicatio

proposed development for these European sites in view of the site's

objectives. The Board considered that the information before it w.

underfake a complete assessment of all aspects of the propoge vE8idpment in
relation to the site’s conservation objectives using best agilabl ientific knowledge
in the field.

In completing the assessment, the Board considéré®, in garticular, the following:

(i) The site specific conservation obje@these European sites,

(ii) The current conservation statuswthreats and pressures of the qualifying

interest features,

(i)  The likely direct ag i % impacts arising from the proposed

development individually or in combination with other plans and
projects,

(ivy The vg w o:fih ational parks and Wildlife Service, Department of

i al Government and Heritage, and

(V) | n measures which are included as part of the current proposal.

In co g the appropriate assessment, the Board accepted and adopted the
appropriate assessment carried out in the inspector’s report in respect of the
implications of the proposed development on the integrity of the aforementioned

European Sites, having regard to the site's conservation objectives.

In overall conclusion, the Board was satisfied that the proposed development would
not adversely affect the integrity of the European Sites in view of the site’s
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conservation objectives and there was no reasonable scientific doubt as to the

absence of such effects.
Environmental Impact Assessment

In compliance with Section 172 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as
amended, the Board completed an Environmental Impact Assessment of the

proposed development taking into account
o the nature, scale, location and extent of the proposed development,

s the environmental impact assessment report and associated do

submitted with the application,

¢ the submissions from the applicant, the observers, the j horities

and the prescribed bodies, and

¢ the planning inspector’s report.
The Board considered that the Environmental Impactsspssment report supported

by the information submitted by the applicant-igeclt8ing/the Engineering Design
Report, identifies and describes adequatel t, indirect and cumulative effects
of the proposed development on the éRyironment. The Board is satisfied that the
information contained in the EIA with the provisions of the EU Directive

2014/52/EU amending Direct‘l JEU. The Board agreed with the summary
and examination set out ifShegpéctor’s report, on the information contained in the
EIAR and associated %e tion submitted by the applicant and the submissions

made in the cour; t plication. The Board is satisfied that the inspector's

report sets ouf how e were addressed in the assessment and recommendation

ntal conditions) and are incorporated into the Board’s decision.

i
pleted an Environmental Impact Assessment in relation to the

prop Hevelopment and concluded that, subject to the implementation of the
mitigation measures proposed, as set out in each of the Chapters 5 to 17 of the
EIAR, Volume 1 and also the Schedule of Mitigation and Monitoring Measures set
out in Chapter 19 and subject to compliance with the conditions set out herein, the
effects on the environment of the proposed development by itself and cumulatively
with other development in the vicinity would be acceptable. In doing so, the Board

adopted the Report and Conclusions of the reporting inspector.
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15.0 Conditions

1. | The development shall be carried out and completed in accordance with he
plans and particulars lodged with the planning application, except as may
otherwise be required in order to comply with the following conditions.
Where such conditions require details to be agreed with the planning
authority, the developer shall agree such details in writing with the planning
authority prior to commencement of development and the proposed
development shall be carried out and completed in accordance wjtl, t

agreed particulars.

Reason: In the interest of clarity.

P _
2. | The mitigation and monitoring commitments identifiel@ vironmental

Impact Assessment Report and other plans and submitted with

icu
the application including the Schedule of Mi io asures shall be

@ ptection of the environment

tional phases of the proposed

implemented in full.

Reason: in the interest of clarity and
during the construction and op

development.

3. | The mitigation measyreg iderflified in the Natura Impact Statement shall be

implemented in fi

Reason: In fife regt of clarity and the proper planning and sustainable
develop 0 area and to ensure the protection of European Sites
h

withjatfRShahnon Estuary.

per shall facilitate an archaeological appraisal of the area of the

oSed borrow pit extension and shall provide for the preservation,
ording and protection of archaeological materials or features which may
exist within the site. In this regard the developer shall:

(a) notify the planning authority in writing at least four weeks prior to the
commencement of any site operation (including hydrological and
geotechnical investigations) relating {o the proposed development,
and
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(b) employ a suitably qualified archaeologist prior to the commencement
of development. The archaeologist shall assess the site and monitor

all site development works.
The assessment shall address the following issues:
(i) the nature and location of archaeological material on site, and

(i) the impact of the proposed development on such archaeological

material.

A report containing the results of the assessment, shall be sub

planning authority and, arising from this assessment, the d
agree in writing with the planning authority details regar ny Wfther
archaeological requirements (including if necessary srcigeolegical

excavation) prior to the commencement of construwdi S

In default of an agreement of any of these q%s the matter shall be
referred to An Bord Pleanala for determihatio

Reason: In order to conserve the I0Qical heritage of the area and
secure the preservation (in sity or and the protection of any

archaeological remains th@xist within the site.

5. | The bauxite residue -%: I¥a (Phase 1 and Phase 2) shall be
adequately protegied perimeter fencing and access shall be restricted
to authorised nigkonly. Details shall be the subject of a written
h

agreementit lanning authority prior to the commencement of

devel t Opsite.

he interest of the proper planning and sustainable

ment of the area and public safety.

6. vegetation removal shall take place outside the bird nesting period,
| preferably between mid-September and mid-October to minimise
disturbance to both nesting birds and wintering wildfowl.

Reason: In the interest of protecting biodiversity.
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7. | Construction and demolition waste shall be managed in accordance with a
construction waste shall be managed in accordance with a construction
waste demolition shall be managed in accordance with a construction
waste demolition management ptan, which shall be submitted to and
agreed in writing with the planning authority prior to the commencement of
development. This plan shall be prepared in accordance with the “Best
Practice Guidelines on the Preparation of Waste Management Plans for
Construction and Demolition Projects” published by the Department
Environment, Heritage and Local Government in July, 2006.

Reason: In the interest of sustainable waste management.

8. | Blasting at the borrow pit shall not take place outside > p8fiod Between
April and September in any year and shall be limited imum of 7

blasting events annually.

Reason: In the interests of orderly devel@g to limit the extraction

of blasting to the period specified in t n
9. | Details of the construction and envir ‘management plan shall be
agreed in writing with the plagni uthority prior to the commencement of

development. The consipeadio d environmental management plan shall
include but not be i it berational controls for dust, noise and
vibration, waste gagna@egment, protection of soils and groundwaters and

surface wat protection of flora and fauna, site housekeeping,

emerge e e planning, site environmental policy, project roles and
ilitie$ during the construction phase.

Jin the interest of environmental protection and orderly

10. community gain fund shall be established to support facilities and
services which would be of benefit to the community in the local area.
Details of the specific contribution amount, the management and operation
of the community gain fund, which shall be lodged in a special community
fund account, shall be submitted for the written agreement of the planning
authority prior to the commencement of development.
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Reason: It is considered reasonable that the operator of the facility shall
contribute towards the cost of environmental recreation or community
facilities which would be of benefit to the local community.

11.

The developer shall pay to the planning authority a financial contribution in
respect of public infrastructure and facilities benefiting development in the .
area of the planning authority that is provided or intended to be provided by |
or on behalf of the authority in accordance with the terms of the

Development Contribution Scheme made under section 48 of the |

indexation provisions of the Scheme at the time of
application of the terms of the Scheme shall be agréed between the _|
planning authority and the developer or, in def uch agreement, the
matter shall be referred to An Bord Pleghala ermine the proper

application of the terms of the Sch&

Reason: ltis a requirementoithe Planning and Development Act 2000, as
amended, that a condition fequi a contribution in accordance with the
Development Contrib @ chieme made under section 48 of the Act be

applied to the pefmiissiom:

>

I

e 1 N

Paul CapranisT |
Senior PlanningiInspector.

25th July, 2022.
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