Memorandum

To: Michael Hanrahan

Cc: Clare Morgan

From: Stephen Jewell

Date: 26 July 2022

Subject: Kinsale Area Fields — Decommissioning Plan

— Consent Application No. 3, Technical Review

Introduction

An application for consent (the “Consent Application”) for the decommissioning of the
Kinsale Head and Ballycotton fields (Ref.1) has been received by the Department of the
Environment, Climate and Communications (“DECC”). The Consent Application is dated 13t
October 2021 and has been subject to a statutory period of public consultation, now closed.

This memorandum summarises the findings of a technical review of the Consent Application
submitted by the applicant, PSE Kinsale Energy Limited (“KEL”). In this application, referred
to as Consent Application No. 3 (or Phase 3), only the pipelines and related infrastructure
(umbilicals and protective materials) have been considered for decommissioning. The
removal of topsides, subsea facilities (manifolds / jumpers etc.) and wells has been covered
in the KADP No. 1 application, which was reviewed and documented in an earlier
memorandum (Ref. 2). The removal of the platform jackets was covered in the KADP No. 2
application (Ref. 3). Ministerial Consent to the KADP No. 1 application was granted on 26%
April 2019 and Ministerial Consent to the KADP No. 2 application was granted on 26
February 2020. This memorandum considers only items included in Consent Application No.
3.

Guidelines related to offshore pipelines and related infrastructure issued in 2018 by the UK
Regulator (Ref. 4) have also been reviewed for comparison.

Finally, five submissions received from the Public Consultation are considered to require
technical review and these have been included in this memorandum (Refs. 5-9).



Summary of findings, conditions and recommendations

1. Overall, there are no technical concerns with KEL’s application that would prevent
the Minister from consenting to the Consent Application.

2. KEL's proposed approach to decommissioning the remaining pipeline infrastructure
is conventional and consistent with that taken by Operators with similar
infrastructure in the UK sector of the North Sea to date. KEL has undertaken a
Comparative Assessment (CA) to determine the best option for decommissioning its
pipelines. This is also consistent with best practice adopted in the UK and
encouraged by the UK Regulator in its Guidelines (Ref. 4, Section 10.2).

3. KEL proposes to undertake a ‘final’ pipeline survey to determine where sections of
the infrastructure have become exposed (e.g., by scouring) or have developed free
spans. This survey is described in KEL's separate EIA submission (Ref. 10) and will be
used to guide remediation works (primarily rock placement).

4. KEL refers to the remediation of pipeline ends, exposed sections of previously buried
pipeline, and free spans (as concluded in the Comparative Assessment). It is
understood that KEL will also include sections of pipeline where there is evidence of
free span development requiring remediation.

5. Whilst KEL does not state how many surveys it intends to conduct over the proposed
10-year post-decommissioning ‘monitoring’ period, this should be agreed with GSRO
prior to the termination of the Lease. Specific requirements should be informed by
the pre and post rock placement surveys which are proposed to be carried out under
this consent application.

6. In common with earlier Consent Applications, approval of the Consent Application
No.3 should be conditional upon all consented activities being completed within a
defined term, in the order of 3 to 4 years.

7. Although many conceptual schemes for possible re-use of Kinsale area pipeline
infrastructure have been proposed in the public domain by third parties, none has
been identified to be demonstrably viable. Consequently, there is no reason or
cause for KEL to delay decommissioning of the Kinsale pipeline infrastructure. The
diligent execution of any consented works is entirely consistent with UK Guidelines
(Ref. 4) which states that decommissioning should be executed without delay
“..carried out as soon as reasonably practicable following cessation of production.”
(Ref. 4, Section 5.18).

8. The Decommissioning Close Out Report proposed by KEL should also include an
Operations Report and a related Verification Report.

9. The duration of the post-decommissioning monitoring period together with the
type, timing and frequency of surveys planned over the post-decommissioning
monitoring period should be explicitly agreed separately with GSRO prior to the



10.

Lease termination, provided that such post-decommissioning monitoring surveys
may lead to the identification of required rectification works and such rectification
works must be carried out by KEL to GSRO’s satisfaction.

Five submissions detailing comments to the Consent Application and related
documents were technically reviewed as part of this assessment. Although four of
these submissions called for the retention of pipeline infrastructure for potential
future use, none was sufficiently mature to warrant a delay to the proposed
decommissioning. None of the four had accounted for the fact that the pipelines
had already been disconnected and displaced with seawater, nor had they addressed
how future maintenance costs and associated liabilities would be met. One
submission sought reassurance that any pipeline infrastructure remaining in place
would not be re-used for future hydrocarbon production and transportation.



Kinsale Area Fields

Each of the sections presented by KEL in its Consent Application No. 3 has been reviewed
and is summarised below.

Section 1 — Introduction

The historical background information and methodology described is appropriate for the
proposed technical decommissioning works.

The overview of the decommissioning plan provides a convenient summary of all the
activities required to complete the decommissioning of the Kinsale Area fields.

The objectives stated appear reasonable with no obvious omissions.

KEL has repeated much of what was incorporated in its Consent Applications No. 1 and No.
2.

Reference is made to the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) submitted along
with the Kinsale Consent Application No. 1. An addendum to this EIAR was submitted with
Consent Application No. 2 and further addenda (2 & 3) submitted along with Consent
Application No. 3.

In summary, KEL is applying to leave the pipelines and umbilicals related to the Kinsale area
fields in situ. This would include the use of engineering materials (rock placement) to cover
or stabilise pipeline infrastructure offshore, and grout to fill and stabilise the landward
section onshore.

KEL states that no application will be made under the Foreshore Act 1933 and that the main
24" pipeline beyond the high-water mark and the onshore facilities would be subject to
specific Foreshore Licence terms, granted by the Minister on 14 September 1978 (amended
on 27 March 1997).

Section 2 — Facilities Description

A brief description and history of the fields and related facilities, including wells, is provided.
Reference is made to the Seven Heads Field which is tied back to the Kinsale Field area
complex.

A high-level inventory of the facilities to be decommissioned under Phase 3 is provided in
Section 2.2. These include only the pipelines, umbilicals and protective materials which will
be left in place following decommissioning.

The Export pipeline, the Kinsale Alpha (KA) to Kinsale Bravo (KB) pipelines, the SW Kinsale
and Western Drill Centre (WDC) pipelines are reported to have been displaced to seawater
and disconnected (cut) from other infrastructure.



Section 3 — Cessation of Production (CoP)

Cessation of Production (CoP) occurred on the 5t July 2020 in accordance with KEL’s
cessation of operations permit issued by DECC (DCCAE at the time).

The CoP timing decision was supported by a technical and economic evaluation report
issued previously by KEL.

All Kinsale area facilities including the pipelines and umbilicals have been considered for
potential re-use. Further hydrocarbon production, carbon capture and storage and wind
energy production were all considered — additional potential uses are also outlined in
Sections 3.3. and 3.4 of the EIAR.

KEL has submitted Consent Application No. 3 on the basis that no provision would be made
for future re-use of the pipeline infrastructure.

Section 4 — Decommissioning Options

Pipelines and Umbilicals

A Comparative Assessment (CA) has been used to determine the best choice for
decommissioning of the Kinsale area pipelines and umbilicals. The CA Report and its
conclusions have been submitted as an appendix to the EIAR (Appendix E).

The preferred decommissioning option is to leave all pipelines and umbilicals in-situ and to
use rock placement to remediate any free spans and to cover any exposed pipeline ends.
Existing concrete mattresses will also remain in place to achieve the same remediation
objective. This approach would minimise risks to third party users of the sea.

An estimated 14,800 tonnes of rock placement would be required to restore exposed
pipeline coverage with a suitable berm design. Additional rock placement would also be
required to remediate free spans, the quantities being assessed during a pre-placement
survey of the pipelines.

The onshore section of the main 24” pipeline (from the Inch terminal boundary to 20m
below Low Water Spring Tide (LWST) would be filled internally with grout to prevent future
subsidence onshore. Whilst this activity is planned to be executed as part of the Inch
terminal decommissioning its timing is not critical and poses no significant additional risk
(e.g., of pipe collapse or any potential threat to successfully completing the grouting works).

KEL does not specifically address those sections of the 24” trunk line which have never been
buried owing to seabed conditions (hard ground). However, it is understood that these

sections pose no significant additional risk when compared with the buried 24” trunk line. It
is only when significant free spans develop that the risk profile changes. KEL is clear that the



entire line will be surveyed and rectified if free spans have developed which require
remediation.

Section 5 — Decommissioning Project Management

KEL’s description of its Decommissioning Project Management is the same as that provided
in its Consent Application No. 1 and No. 2.

Management of the decommissioning project will be undertaken in accordance with
Petronas’ Project Management System (PPMS) — this system uses a ‘stage gate’ approach
which would be considered ‘best practice’ by most larger organisations in the oil and gas
industry.

The organisation and resources plan are presented at a high level and the intended method
of reporting to the Regulator(s) is described. All the proposed reports and frequency of
reporting look reasonable and should provide the various Regulators with sufficient
information to monitor activities and to establish if the project remains ‘on schedule’ and/or
‘within budget’.

Cost Estimates will be provided to DECC in accordance with the requirements stipulated in
the approval of Consent Applications No. 1 and No. 2.

Section 6 — Decommissioning Activities and Schedule

KEL provides a basic description of the anticipated activities involved in decommissioning
the various subsea pipelines and umbilicals — primarily rock placement to meet the defined
berm specification for pipeline burial.

Although rock placement vessels are yet to be contracted, KEL estimates the rock placement
activities will take between 12 and 15 days to complete 14,800 tonnes of rock material
placement.

An indicative overall project schedule is provided to show how the various activities will be
executed, including the pipelines and umbilicals which are the subject of this application.

A survey of the pipelines prior to rock placement is planned to take place during the
summer of 2022. Rock placement is expected to follow later in the same year. Grouting of
the onshore pipeline section is also planned to take place when the Inch terminal site also
undergoes decommissioning. The indicative timeline for this is also summer 2022.
However, weather and availability of suitable vessels may impact on the proposed schedule.

Materials and waste management principles are described in section 6.3. However, KEL
states that it does not anticipate the generation of any wate materials from the proposed
pipeline decommissioning activities described in the application.

Finally, reference is made to KEL's long established HSEMS and the various Safety Cases that
were required to execute the proposed decommissioning plan.



Section 7 — Post Decommissioning

KEL re-states that the pipelines and related infrastructure will be left in-situ and that a Post
Decommissioning Survey will be completed.

The Post Decommissioning Survey is described in the EIA submission (Ref 10) and will
consist of both a pre and post rock placement survey, utilising geophysical (sonic) surveying
methods.

The Decommissioning Close Out report proposed by KEL in section 7.3 should also explicitly
include the following:

1. An Operations Report
2. A Verification Report on Operations

In terms of post-decommissioning monitoring KEL states that it will conduct acoustic surveys
of the pipeline locations ‘at intervals over a ten-year period’ using ‘a risk-based approach’,
reporting the results of all such surveys to GSRO.

The duration of the post-decommissioning monitoring period together with the type, timing
and frequency of surveys planned over the post-decommissioning monitoring period should
be explicitly agreed separately with GSRO prior to the Lease termination, provided that such
post-decommissioning monitoring surveys may lead to the identification of required
rectification works and such rectification works must be carried out by KEL to GSRO’s
satisfaction. The pre and post rock placement surveys, which form part of this application
(Consent Application No. 3), should help inform any requirements or conditions relating to
the post-decommissioning monitoring.

Section 8 — Environmental Assessment

This specialist section has not been reviewed here.

Section 9 — Stakeholder Engagement

This specialist section has not been reviewed here. However, five responses received by
DECC following a public consultation have been reviewed and these are summarised below.



Responses to the Public Consultation

The following documents have been reviewed, being responses to the Public Consultation
on Kinsale Area Decommissioning conducted by DECC:

Submission by Simply Blue Group

In an e-mail to GSRO dated 17t November 2021 (Ref. 5) Simply Blue Group proposes that:

‘....the pipeline is not decommissioned as planned but rather kept in a preserved state for

further use. Specifically, we would suggest that the landfall is not grouted....and is left full of
inhibited seawater or some other preservation medium’

The reason stated for this proposal is that:
‘There are potential re-use options that have not been fully assessed yet’

Simply Blue Group goes on to state that the 24” main line, and especially the foreshore
landing section could be used as a cable conduit for a future wind farm generation.
Additionally, offshore hydrogen generation might also exploit the main 24” line for
hydrogen transportation and/or storage.

Response:

1. The preservation of the landward section of the main pipeline may have merit for
several potential uses. However, as far as we are aware, none is sufficiently mature
at this stage to determine if preservation can be justified.

2. All the pipelines in the field have already been disconnected from infrastructure and
displaced to seawater. This does not preclude their future use as a cable conduit but
some remediation and cost to access and survey the lines to assess their internal
condition would be required.

3. Use of the pipeline for hydrogen storage and/or transportation also remains
technically possible, but with the same caveat as stated in 2. above.

Submission by dCarbonX Ireland Ltd

In a letter to GSRO (Ref. 6) dated 15" November 2021 dCarbonX Ireland Ltd provides details
of its ambitions to develop a large-scale energy storage capability in Ireland. Such
development is anticipated as being in the field of carbon sequestration and/or
hydrogen/hydrogen carrier storage.

dCarbonX Ireland Ltd is calling for ‘a full assessment of the potential reuse of the Kinsale



Area gas field pipeline infrastructure for future energy storage capacity
development....before choices become further limited by ongoing abandonment activities’

dCarbonX Ireland Ltd justifies its call for a full assessment based on two points:

- The storage of hydrogen / hydrogen carriers has not been considered as a
potential re-use option to date

- The availability of suitable pipeline infrastructure could reduce cycle times and
costs for any future energy storage project

Response:

1. The reduction of cycle times and costs through re-use of existing pipelines is
certainly a possibility but is by no means a certainty. The age and condition of the
current lines may make them unsuitable, depending on the nature of the potential
storage project, its scale and projected lifespan. Remediation and re-purposing of
the existing pipeline(s) may not offer the best solution and the procurement of new
suitably engineered infrastructure might be more attractive.

2. All the pipelines in the field have already been disconnected from infrastructure and
displaced to seawater. This does not preclude their future use but some
remediation and cost to access and survey the lines to assess their internal condition
would be required.

3. Use of the pipeline for hydrogen storage and/or transportation also remains
technically possible, but with the same caveat as stated in 2. above.

4. Until the ideas proposed by dCarbonX Ireland Ltd are sufficiently mature it is not
possible to conclude whether re-use of the existing infrastructure will offer the best
solution for large scale offshore energy storage.

5. dCarbonX Ireland Ltd calls for a full assessment but does not indicate who should

undertake such a study and how it might be funded.

Comments by SLR Consulting Ireland on behalf of Mag Mell Energy Ireland Ltd (Ref:
501.00269.00004 L2)

In a letter to GSRO (Ref. 7) dated 11" November 2021 SLR Consulting corresponds on behalf
of its client Mag Mell Energy Ireland Ltd as planning and environmental advisors to Mag
Mell Energy Ireland Ltd (MMEI).

MMIEI is proposing to develop an offshore liquified natural gas (LNG) Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit (FSRU) some 50km off the Cork coast. MMEI claims it has contracted
with Gas Networks Ireland (GNI) to assess upgrades to the onshore gas network in Ireland to
facilitate the connection of an LNG FSRU to the onshore terminal at Inch via the existing
Kinsale offshore pipeline.



Consequently, MMEI objects to KEL's Consent Application No. 3 on two specific points:

- The grouting of the foreshore pipeline section
- Decommissioning of the Inch terminal

MMEI further states that the existing 24” pipeline could be left ‘in a state of interim
decommissioning (i.e., as is, filled with inhibited seawater)’ until such time as MMEI
establishes access to the pipeline and Inch terminal. MMEI also states that the grouting of
the onshore pipeline section is premature and a decision to defer this aspect of the
decommissioning would not adversely affect the overall cost or schedule.

MMEI states that the potential re-use of the 24” pipeline and the Inch terminal for LNG
import via an offshore FSRU has not been considered in the decommissioning plans.

MMEI refers to a preliminary report by Ervia which states that the 24” export line could
possibly be used for Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) purposes.

MMEI cites a Selgovia Ltd report of 28™" November 2019 stating that KEL remain open to the
possibility of preserving pipelines for re-use pending more detailed studies and has
requested to know if such studies have been carried out by KEL.

MMEI refers to UK Offshore Oil & Gas Decommissioning Guidelines, November 2018 (Ref.
11) suggesting that industry best practice can include the deferral of decommissioning
where re-use is an option.

MMEI makes a series of technical data requests in respect of the 24” pipeline.
Response:

1. The preservation of the landward section of the 24” pipeline may have some
technical merit, as indicated in the response to the comments of Simply Blue Group
(see above). However, the proposed scheme does not appear to be sufficiently
mature at this stage to determine if preservation can be justified.

2. MMELl's proposal to leave the 24” pipeline in a state of ‘interim decommissioning’
does not consider the fact that the pipeline has already been disconnected (cut) at
the subsea end and has been flooded with seawater.

3. MMEl’s references to the UK (OPRED) Guidelines in respect of ‘deferred
decommissioning’ and an ‘interim pipeline regime’ would not apply in the case of
Kinsale and Seven Heads since the pipeline is not being decommissioned in advance
of the other facilities (Ref. 4, Sections 10.23 — 10.27).

4. Decommissioning of the Inch Terminal does not form part of KEL's Consent
Application No. 3.
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Submission by SLR Consulting Ireland (Ref: 501.00269.00004 L2)

In a further letter to GSRO (Ref. 8) dated 11t November 2021 (submitted with the same
reference as the previous letter regarding the Mag Mell LNG FSRU), SLR Consulting
corresponds on behalf of a client Predator Oil and Gas Holdings plc. SLR Consulting act as
planning and environmental advisors to Predator Oil and Gas Holdings plc and its subsidiary
Predator Oil and Gas Ventures Ltd (Predator).

Predator states that it has applied for an Exploration Licence under the terms of a Licence
option LO16/30 which includes an historical gas discovery, referred to as Ram Head.
Predator claims that it intends to use the Ram Head reservoir as a storage facility linked to
its proposed Mag Mell LNG FSRU development, described earlier. As such Predator submits
that:

- The Ram Head Storage concept offers an alternative re-use option for the 24”
Kinsale trunk line

- It objects to the grouting of the foreshore section of the 24” trunk line

- It objects to the decommissioning of the Inch onshore terminal

- DECC should adopt a ‘deferral and phased decommissioning approach’ as
practised in the UK

- DECC could alternatively adopt ‘an interim pipeline regime as practised in the UK’

Predator further states that the existing 24” pipeline could be left ‘in a state of interim
decommissioning (i.e., as is, filled with inhibited seawater)’ until such time as Predator
establishes access to the pipeline and Inch terminal. Predator also states that the grouting
of the onshore pipeline section is premature and a decision to defer this aspect of the
decommissioning would not adversely affect the overall cost or schedule.

Response:

1. The preservation of the landward section of the 24” pipeline may have some
technical merit, as indicated in the response to the comments of Simply Blue Group
(see above). However, the proposed scheme does not appear to be sufficiently
mature at this stage to determine if preservation can be justified.

2. Predator’s proposal to leave the 24” pipeline in a state of ‘interim decommissioning’
does not consider the fact that the pipeline has already been disconnected (cut) at
the subsea end and has been flooded with seawater.

3. MMEI’s references to the UK (OPRED) Guidelines in respect of ‘deferred
decommissioning’ and an ‘interim pipeline regime’ would not apply in the case of

Kinsale and Seven Heads since the pipeline is not being decommissioned in advance
of the other facilities (Ref. 4, Sections 10.23 — 10.27).
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4. Decommissioning of the Inch Terminal does not form part of KEL's Consent
Application No. 3.

Submission by Not Here, Not Anywhere, 7t" March 2022

In a letter to GSRO (Ref. 9) dated 7t March 2022, Not Here, Not Anywhere (NHNA) submits
that the decommissioning of the pipeline infrastructure by ‘leaving in situ’ poses a risk that
such infrastructure might be re-used in the future to produce fossil fuels.

Response:

1. KEL's Comparative Assessment is a thorough evaluation of all decommissioning
options and impacts. KEL has demonstrated that the decommissioning of the
pipeline infrastructure in situ is the best overall alternative. NHNA does not suggest
an alternative technical solution (e.g., complete removal) but seeks reassurance that
re-use for hydrocarbon production will not be permitted if the infrastructure is to
remain in place.

2. The entire pipeline system has already been flushed to seawater and is unlikely,
given the age and likely internal condition, to be suitable for immediate or future re-
use for hydrocarbon transportation. As time passes further deterioration of the
pipeline condition will occur, making potential re-use increasingly unlikely.

3. The pipeline ends have been cut and will be buried. Their re-exposure and re-
termination for re-use in the future would be both technically challenging and
expensive.

Stephen Jewell
Selgovia Limited
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