Final Submission to Recalled Oral Hearing August – September 2010.

There is much in the multiple submissions of the applicant that seems to be irrelevant to the subject of this hearing, matters of facilitation payments and their effect on community relationships so well illustrated at this hearing - one remember Lord John Brown 's query, he once of BP, on how does one distinguish between bribery and facilitation payments, a question I put to Royal Dutch Shell in the context of their obligations, voluntarily entered into, consequent on their membership of the Extractive Industries' Transparency Initiative – my query was acknowledged ; unsupported declarations of the certain utility of this project for national budgeting and other items, anything that might give a hint of justification for this project on the premise that the end justifies the means to that end. It does not: Machiacvelli never proposed that his teaching was moral or right: he proposed an end and then outlined the effective methods that should achieve that – lies, treachery, ruthlessness murder – but he did not suggest that his strategy was right. 

Mrs. Woodham Smith in her history of the Irish famine quotes from a report by the agent of the Quakers who visited Erris while the famine raged. He reported that he visited Rosport men in jail in Belmullet, men who, in their currachai, had raided trading ships and taken supplies of grain and flour. They did not lie down and die without a fight. This conciousness of the sanctity of life and the requirement to fight for its preservation contrasts mysteriously with what happened in other parts of Erris – in Ireland indeed: the tenants on the estates run by the Roman Catholic Dean Lyons, landlord's agent inside Belmullet, now the parish of Kilmore where he was p.p., put their trust in God as mediated by the Dane and in the life hereafter and they died  baile ar bhaile. By a strange coincidence, Dean Lyons has in our own time in Erris been lectured on and lauded uniquely by a Fr. Kevin Hegarty.  

 The colonial experience is predicated on the principle of Reciprocation, that is people feel obliged to favour those who have given them something for nothing – handouts - or from whom they hope to benefit in the near future. There is a  hunger generated by the scattering of coins and baubles by the colonial masters, once in pitying contempt: now in the more sanitised version of 'facilitation payments'. The effect is the same: the methodology little different based as it must be on separating the short term gain of some members of the colonised from the interests of the community. The debilitating effect of the colonial experience has left its mark throughout the colonised world.  No doubt there are people in authority who still subscribe to the mantra of Jay Gould the most important railway financier of his time   ''I can hire half the working class to shoot the other half.''  Not here not here. Nothing in my experience better illustrates the pernicious effect of this deliberate pursuit of subservience on individuals and consequently on community integrity than the following: More than 100 years ago a landlord's agent lived in our area. He had a cat of which he was very fond/proud. The cat died. We rural people are not normally overcome with grief in these common circumstances but the opportunity for a possible little gain could not be let pass. One  local man shameless in his poverty visited the agent and sympathised with him in his grievious loss with these words ''Rather my wife than your cat, sir.''  He who has ears to hear let him hear.

I have now been in attendance at an oral hearing on this misbegotton project in nine of the calendar months over 8 years. And still the further information comes, in indication as usual how impossible it is to put a decent face on this unrealisable suggestion that mocks the property agent's battle cry ''Location, location, location.''    for this is the wrong location. This modification to the 1009 application for planning permission tells us that the applicant cannot make the pipeline any safer because any such modification would not be acceptable under ALARP and anyway with decisions made on the processing plant at Ballinaboy everything else must be built to accommodate its requirements. Apparently the gamble by Shell, to first build the terminal and then use that fact on the ground to get the rest of the project through, has paid off as, for the first time to my knowledge, the Bord says it must take into consideration how advanced and, one guesses, unreversible is the building already done by Shell. As is common knowledge, if the rat gets his head through his arse will follow but common or not it is strange that the Bord accepts that this project-splitting technique is a gimmick acceptable to the proper planning and development process. And like the miserable residents of flood plain housing estates throughout the country we are expected to grin and bear the consequences.

The tunnel proposal is new – and then to reduce the advantage in it for some of us it is decided to build it on wet saturated sand. Until this proposal I was concerned that a little wendy house for my grandchildren might not have a firm enough foundation on the grass but I need worry no longer:even a sand mixture too saturated to produce a core is solid enough tor a tunnel of substantial weight and amplitude even when filled with a grout of some sort. Good. This foundation is so effective that all the weight of the grouted tunnel might sink by 6 millimetres (= 0ne quarter inch.). I believe you, Mr. Jaguttis, but many would'nt. It is criminal to proceed with the tunnel as it is at present presented. Were the tunnel to be tunnelled in the rock it could hardly pose any real dangers – apart from initial vibrations. But this tunnel as proposed is effectively to be burrowed along Sruth Mhada Conn and left floating in a narrow dynamic bay and is a danger to the pipeline instead of a protection. It is obvious that the present proposal prepares the way for the processing of other fields as a grouted tunnel forms a usable base for horizontal drilling which a water sand bed does not but this could be achieved and more safely were the tunnel resting in/on the rock.  WE are again the guinea pigs for a cheap-scate project but there is no doubt but that the Minister will give a foreshore license for its construction: its the green thing to do.

Or so it seemed until the applicant let slip at a very late hour of this hearing that such horizontal drilling will not be necessary because it is not intended to grout a ventilation shaft of 1  metre diameter at the top of the proposed tunnel and along its length. A ready-made three or four Corribs as described. We had no knowledge of this configuration and so we discussed a tunnel the environmental and safety effect of which is not that of the one proposed in the applicationn or in the EIS. We wish to inform the Bord that the applicant did not provide sufficient information, to enable us to tease out in any reasonable way the environmental and human safety implications of this proposed tunnel. This is what we expect from our complement of the extractive industry.

And to add to this fine example of forward thinking we are told in response to questioning that there is to be no Design Factor for the pipe from downstream of the LVI to the wells which allows for the development of the LVI as a splitting station for the additional flows to Ballinaboy but of course that is not a matter for the Bord at this juncture.  Mere speculation by us. And as Minister Cuív famously said in 2004 at a public meeting ''They'll have forgotten all about it in 2 years'' and that was not speculation. Of course we will. What is the % hoop stress of the SMYS that pressure testing ot the onshore section of the offshore pipe will produce?: what indeed % SMYS is the design pressure at this vital location, especially now that we are told that no Design Factor is required? 

This pipeline has been unique since 2002 but on comes Dr. Haswell, one of the Royal Dutch Shell re-inforcements, and olé 'tis unique no more!. Oh the magic of alchemy. Pipelines fail; no one knows when or where until after the event; then the clean up team tells us 'of course it was perfectly safe but then something happened and you got killed but the pipeline was perfectly safe'; and to complete our comfort zone, Dr. Haswell snaps 'it cannot fail' and Gerry Costello says 'I guarantee it won't fail' and that thing in California is a plot by Polish anarchists: didn't you  read all about it in the Sunday Tribune? John Egan can tell you and the Garda press office? WE are living in a year of regular pipeline failures and Dr. Haswell knows that such reports should be kept from the masses like us. This is different: thank you Dr. 

Dr. Hazwell's denial that this piperline could be unique gives a clear insight into the methodology used to try to justify this anomaly of a pipeline. Corrib is just a generic pipeline she says. However when any pipeline that has failed disastrously is to be considered the good Dr. finds that that was a unique situation and so not relevant – not generic anymore: Moffat was unique; Carlsbad was unique; Bellingham was unique; Ghieslingen was unique: all those failures had unique features that disqualify them as an illustration that pipelines fail, no one knows beforehand when or where, but the uniqueness of each failure allows the champion of the generic to claim ''But that was different!'' and so Dr.Hazwell  berates us for not seeing things as her terms of reference dictate. The QRA deals with these awkward bits in a strange way ''The potential failure scenarios identified in the qualitative risk analysis and screened from inclusion in the QRA either because they are assessed as being (a) non-credible causes for loss of containment or (b) have such a low frequency of occurence thaat their omission will have negligible impact on the risk predictions.'' : are not these exclusions from consideration by the QRA a fair summary of the causes of many of the disastrous failures that have been mentioned at this hearing – if they are not generic leave them out and the problem  of the little boxes to tick is solved.  BAT with a vengeance. 

The Inspector finds that it is mere semantics to ask the applicant to inform the Board whether this gas stream is wet or dry? Maybe it is also semantic to insist that the applicant tells the Board what does it mean by wet , when it has throughout the life of this project going back 10 years + been defined by them as ''dry sweet''. Since this project has been typified since its inception by the use of misleading language we do not apologise for requiring the Board to know what the applicant means when its use of a technical term ''wet'' seems to conflict with the reality that water is present. In seeking an answer we are trying to ensure that the Bord does not make a decision without knowing exactly why there is a defining difficulty with this so apparently innocent a word. Since the beginning – our Book of Genesis – the applicant has insisted that this gas stream is dry: but commentators from Andrew Johnston (whoever he may be) have said it is wet.Isn't it time the Bord found out the meaning of wet and dry as the terms are used by the applicant and what they imply for the presence potentially of H2S?. Surely the basic engineering standard should apply even to this disaster – it is essential to model for the worst possible result and where there is more than zero (more semantics) H2S probably in the gas stream – as the document supplied by the applicant to the Board indicates -  then surely H2S should be modelled.? This is especially in a matter where the concentrations of other gases in the gas stream has swung wildly between one EIS and another. Advantica p.34/117 ''there is no indication of what criteria will be used to determine unacceptably high levels or what would be done to mitigatae such levels.'' That position seems still to prevail : we do not know what is the level of H2S that must cause the applicant to take remediation measures nor indeed what such measures must be. On that reality we base our semantics.  

It is also likely that the Inspector considers it a decorative dalliance with semantics when we question, as we have persistently over 10 years, what the applicant means by ''safe'' = ''this pipeline is perfectly safe.'' WE, without being necessarily part of his fan club, consider Minister Dempsey to show considerable powers of perception and survival and yet he was so convinced by this mantra     ''safe''by the applicant' that he announced on radio – on the BBC – that if this pipe exploded 3 metres from him he would not be hurt in any way and he meant at a pressure of 345barg and a D.F. of 0.72. It took until last week – 10 years, Mr. Inspector, to elicit from the applicant that safe did not refer to safety of people at all: it only meant that the pipeline was safe from external damage. Had Dempsey known the true meaning of safe, of what the applicant and Advantica advanced, it is likely that he would have responded differently to the briefing I,(MÓS specifically) gave him from Jail on the reality of consequence. We do not expect a Minister to be au fait with every aspect of his Department's sphere of oversight but it is inexplicable that this is the briefing that he received from his senior officials and outside consultants, whom one expects to know more than a selective briefing from an applicant: power wielded without responsibility. This, Mr. Inspector, is the raison d'ete of our semantics aand not any intellectual slug blocking the freeflow of brain activity and generating a loop. And it is also relevant that the section of SEPIL that is programmed to mould the perceptions of the public did not ever correct the misconception and deliberately and persistently advanced it. Can not the Bord require the applicant to practice transparency and honesty: if the other approaach brings no punitive reaction why should they? Is this applicant given carte blanche to blatently deceive because it is aware that the state bodies whose duty it is to represent the interests of the citizen, turn a blind eye?   

As every pipeline is unique in some way so is every failure unique. To counter this  the practitioners of the  Science of Persuasion launches their entire armoury in the determination to pooh pooh the relevance of any specific failure to the common knowledge that pipelines fail. It is as natural for pipelines to fail as it is for humans to err.

John Hoffmeister who says he is ex-president of Shell, was interviewed recently on Pat Kenny;s morning slot on the basis of his recent book on why the whole world hates the oil industry. He again contributed to a debate on  BBC2 chaired by Jeremy Paxton on the BP report on the Gulf. The debate emphasised the importance of applying normal engineering best practice which is to design for the worst possible event. Hoffmeister, very animated, showed how the Gulf failure was caused by ''egregious human error''  that no technology or plant can compensate for the likelihood of human error, that 2,000 wells in the Gulf held while one, to all intents and purposes the same, failed. No doubt Dr. Haswell has her non-generic-failure scatter gun at the ready to counter this potential heeresy.  

I found myself in the strange position of agreeing entirely with the ex-president of Shell!. Accidents happen; pipelines fail; unfortunately it is human to err and further, human error is normal but I do not see any allowance for this undisputed fact in the risk analyses for this pipeline. Where there is room for subjective human judgement there is room for a Gulf – apart altogether from sins of omission or commission.

It is worth reminding the Bord that it is the health and safety of the members of this community that is our concern. It is the concern of the applicant to bring the gas to market, from the Corrib wells initially, at a cost that is ALARP.  This concept, ALARP, is not a safety concept – it is a cost concern. It is an open declaration that the applicant does not aim at providing the best available technology (BAT) not even BAT not entailing excessive costs (BATNEEC). It is a declaration of a low standard project in a high technology industry. We do not accept that this is good enough: it certainly will not be good enough in Dalkey.

Glengad remains the weakest spot along this proposed pipeline. It is a truism to suggest that the more complicated an establishment gets the more vulnerable it is. The issues with the LVI have not been put to rest. How can it be vibration free – bends (Advantica p79/117 ''bending stress will also be higher aat the bends (compare with a straight pipe) due to stgress concentration.''); radius of curvature (Advantica quotes p79/117: ''NEN3650 [Ref. C6] suggests that curcumferentnial stress at bends due to internal pressure needs to be considered if bend radius is less than 10 pipe diameters'': we have no indication that it has been modelled.); reduced radius of pipe and thus acceleration? I have got no answer to the query given to this hearing ''What is the wall thickness of the alloy piping at and in the vicinity of the LVI?'' A major part of the case for the use of a 16'' pipe at the LVI was that fittings for a 20'' pipe were not commercially available: given all the effort by the applicant to convince us that such a thick pipe is indeed unique it seens logical that the wall thickness of this 16'' commercially available setting be different to 26.1mm unless the information given is less than cosher.  As the applicant has not returned with the necessary information verified, the implications of this for the strength of the pipeline at this its weakest point where no Design Factor applies have not been teased out and remain worrying. There are obvious further implications if this most vulnerable part of the assembly is further weakened by a thinner wall pipeline. It cannot of course affect the D.F.  because there is no D.F. to be applied although the LVI and its associated pipes and fittings is inland and under the houses in Glengad.  

Is the pipe from the sea stable – is Shell able to stabilise it? Why did SEPIL have to dump loads of stone onto the pipeline at Glengad offshore: did it occur to the experts who came up with this remediation that the current that shifts a pipe is inevitably going to move the stones around also – that is where shingle comes from after all? 

At what distance from a pipeline failure will people die? It is not sufficient to say, as Shell suggests the Bord is saying, that if a person is at home in the house or ready to sprint to the house that they may escape a dangerous dose, a lethal dose. If this is the standard the Bord has set it is playing with fire, gambling with the lives of children and adults. It is evident that at a distance much further from the pipeline than the nearest house people will be killed by the failure of this pipeline. We know that Minister finds this gamble with our lives tolerable: is this insouisance shared by the Bord members?

The presentation of the risk contours as required by An Bord Pleanála is anything but transparent. No thermal flux less than 35kW/msquared is considered (Q6.5(i) P.9): this corresponds to a dose of 3500 BTU and everyone caught by it is dead. The people are modelled 5metres from shelter, wait 5 seconds to move and then move to safety at 2.5m or 1m/sec. This scenario means that people 'at risk' are all only 5m. from their residence and have 7 or 10 seconds to get to safety. This 100% fatality happens at 219m from the failure- in less than 20 seconds. The same effect must then apply much further out from the event given 30 seconds exposure – is the effect one of 90% fatality at 240m? Or maybe 80% fatality at 260 metres? Or maybe 60% fatality at 30metres?. And this is for people who can reach shelter as per model. For people in the open how far from the pipeline is the person in the open xposed to a flux of ''greater than 6kW/m2 which is assumed to represent 1,000 Thermal Dose Units (TDU) or a 1% probability of failure.''? 

1800 TDUs or ca. 18 kW/m2 represents 50 % fatality outdoors up to 218 metres [QRA: 8.1 Table 17] . Half the people are expected to live and half to die? And so on and so forth. What logic is there in ignoring all possible deaths except a total wipe out – do 50% dying not merit protection from the Bord? Or 60% etc? 

This kind of reasoning is insulting – the modelled cohort is so refined as to be meaningless and does not justify any decision.  There is no presentation of the distance from the failure people exposed to the flux before achieving shelter would incur 2nd and 3rd degree burns and so become casualties - 3rd degree burns in 30 secs @ 15kW/m2, in 52 secs @10kW/m2 [HSL Human Vulknerability to Thermal Radiation Offshore: HSL/2004/04] No comment on ignition of clothes, a  secondary cause of fatality. No mention of the extension of the killing area by the ignition of the ubiquituous motor car. 

A thermal flux of 35kW/m2 is a dose of 100% fatality within less than 20 seconds. The time factor, so important in the total dose received by an exposed person is totally ignored. Only an exposure of 20 seconds is modelled ignoring completely the fact that, for example 70 seconds exposure to a thermal flux of 20 kW/m2 incurs 100% mortality; 160 seconds exposure to 10kW/m2 also incurs 100% mortality. [whatever % mortality means?]  But then of course everyone or even most people or even the l'homme moyen  is waiting patiently 5 metres from the open door of the house, will hold tight for 5 seconds after the explosion and then dash to safety in 2 or 5 seconds, spinning all the time so as to get a nice even burn and not all the dose on one side. It is incredible that the safety of generations be gambled on such a ridiculous scenario!. 

Perhaps the reality of exposure to a blast inspired what is said, tongue in cheek, to be the safety manual of rig workers. It is short and sweet:

When in danger,

When in doubt,

Run in circles,

Scream and shout.

Given the unpredictability of natural gas installations this advice may be as good as it gets!.

And all this depending on the guarantee that the pressure in the onshore part of the onshore pipeline defined as onshore not exceeding the MAOP of 100 barg. We do not see that that has been shown. This does not consider the pipeline and LVI in the onshore part of the offshore pipeline as defined, which has a different MAOP of 150 barg: but as this comes under the aegis of the Frank Fahy 2002 consent this 150 barg MAOP cannot be guaranteed. There is no doubt what a unit of an extractive    industry would do given such legal cover – and we would say ''why not?'' In the meantime this tongue-in-cheek 150 barg MAOP has not been modelled for consequence to the public.

A person going towards its house ins na broime teinte would not receive a dangerous dose (if they were fast enough and focused enough and not frightened enough etc) at 219 metres from a failure of Corrib is what the modelled says. Is the fact used in the  modelling of thermal dosage that such a person would be exposed to the total heat on one side of its body only?. This is required of such a scenario.  Double the dosage must be applied in such modelling compared to what is applied to model similar events on a rig, for example, because it is taken into consideration that on a rig a person trying to escape would twist and turn and so absorb the radiation throughout its body and not on one side as is the case being considered. Is this the methodology applied in this case?  No doubt this seems also like semantics but it is not: a person on a rig exposed to a thermal dose is considered to have received half the dose of a person on land exposed to similar radiation and seeking cover. If the rig equivalent dosage is used in the modelling presented with this application then the resultant figures for Corrib are wrong and disastrously wrong and misleadingly wrong. [HSL Human Vulnerability to Thermal Radiation Offshore. HSL/2004/04]  10 years on and the questions continue to multiply. Is the Bord aware of which  level of radiation is used in the risk assessments? And please, Mr. Inspector, this is not semantics, it is safety and consequence.

 As the DNV admits that a cloud can form and explode from a leak somewhere between 88 and 350 metres from the pipeline – DNV in 2009 and we in 2010 have documented this possibility – this pushes the danger to people who are even further away from the pipeline as the blast as suggested by DNV could occur at a substantial distance from the pipeline. It is relevant to bring to the notice of the Bord that DNV or Shell did not volunteer this information initially: not did they supply it to Advantica with the other documentation to enable Advantica to analyse this extra risk to the public from the pipeline. Why not? This possibility has not been modelled nor could the Bord have reasonably analysed its implications in 2009 just as Advantica could not have done.

One expression that really amuses me is 'normal industry practice' or best industry practice' or 'best  international standards' – they mean the same thing. Does it ever occur to the purveyors of such meaningless drivel that it is 'normal industry practice' that has given us Ghieslingen, Carlsbad, Bellingham, BP in Alasca and the Gulf, Buncefield, the recent San Francisco failure and the hundreds and hundreds of failures year after tired year – until Dr. Haswell like Lord Norbury, has tried them.. And no one, designer, constructor, manufacturer, installer, operator, no one intended any one of them to fail. 

What is most worrying is when the whole regulatory system, including An Bord Pleanála, refuses to face up to contradictions in the legalities surrounding this application. Shell etc is not a charitable or philanthropic association, nor should it be – in spite of its generous Christmas boxes, wining-and-dining and other goodies to the deprived: any chance advantage it gets it will grab with both hands – as the recipients of its facilitation payments do also. In a weak regulatory environment lacking in political will a commercial entity will bleed every contradiction for its benefit and to the detriment of the citizen if that is what it is allowed to do – this is euphemistically called light regulation – like the banks got.  The main issue now is the continuing in existence and in operation of the Frank Fahy consent of 2002, and now with the imprimatur of a High Court judge sitting on his bench. It seems that the opinion of ABP is that the Strategic Infrastructure Act supercedes the legislation underpinning the Consent. It seems to be the opinion of Shell supported by a sitting high court judge, that the consent is in operation and continues to operate. It is likely that both opinions are correct in our legal maze which means that Shell are bound by the terms of the consent only, up to the point where the development diverges from the physical boundaries enshrined in the consent. In that legal brew, Shell is not bound nor can it be bound by a 100 barg limit up to the entrance to the tunnel, even if such a condition were part of a permission process from ABP.   I understand that it is a simple matter for the operator to adjust the MAOP by changing the set points and to the best of my knowledge such behaviour is not illegal in Ireland unlike in the U.S. where it draws a criminal negligence prosecution. This makes the MAOP limits not binding at the weakest point in the line, were the Bord to make a decision to permit this aberration. And as there is no factor of safety applicable at Glengad any suggestion of an MAOP seems to have the same legal status as a gentleman's agreement. It is our contention that any restrictions on the pressures of the gas stream or any decision to impose a D.F. of 0.3 up to and including the LVI and even to the entrance to the tunnel  is a vain effort without legal basis and its only function is to mollify the community. WE ask the Board to demonstrate that our analysis is incorrect and that there are no external limitations on the jurisdiction of An Bord and on the implementation of its remedies resulting from this series of existing legalities. By this reading we have all spent a month wasting our time.

The internal SEPIL E-mails leaked recently and widely disseminated show considerable disquiet regarding the actual ownership of the wells in Corrib and of their contents. Is it possible that we have done it again and left a legacy to the citizen of having to pay for the obligations of ownership, were a failure to occur, while extracting no benefit from the product itself?. We ask the Bord to satisfy itself that this possibility be clarified before proceeding with the decision making process a la this application. 

In the absence of truth there is no trust only suspicion: a sensible project would pay particular attention to transparency and honesty: a bully bluffs and blusters and thus magnifies the offence:-

1.  On the same day 600 or 1,500 are working at Ballinaboy. 

2. Some materials found in well fluids can decrease by incredible amounts between two tests: in the EIS of November 2000 the maximum annual emissions of NOx was 100,898 Kg/yr: in the EIS of April 2001 this had reduced to 77,045, a reduction of 23.6%, although the plant and conditions remained the same. 

3. In the same way, SO2 reduced by 99.8%, CO2 by 25%, CH4 by 68.6% and so on and so forth. 

4. The media are fed a diet of libel on local opposition to the project. 

5. The solidarity camp is taken over by whatever you're having yourself. 

6. Most of the people support Shell – another poll in this week's Connaught Telegraph came up with the wrong result – 76% don't support the project. (Of course we sabotaged the poll: brought back the Polish terrorists or maybe the Dissidents or infected the phones.]  

7. The state will get 3.2 billion euro out of the gas: when the lie can  no longer be sustained it changes for this hearing to a 3 billion euro+ addition to GDP (Dept) - a somewhat different animal.  

8. 28 out of 34 landowners in Rosport have signed on to our offer (there are only 24 landowners there.) 

9. The same pipe as An Bord Gáis. 

10. After 10 years, condensate disappears: after 8 years the sand martens appear. 

11. The methane content ranges from 88.61% to 98% . 

I wonder why are we suspicious?

The admission by the Dept. of the Environment officials that they depend entirely on data supplied by Shell/SEPIL poses the question ''Why need the taxpayer support this department? Why not give over responsibility to the IOOA? '' Dr. Simes childish riposte that'' we can't stop all development because of climate change'' shows the level to which a once substantial department has sunk: no one apart from Dr. Simes has suggested that all development should stop. Just as few have suggested that the offshore gas should not be brought to market. But how? Representing her Department and her Minister, Dr. Sides did not seem able to articulate whether she now supported the disturbance on Sruth Mhada Conn and thus had changed her mind from her opinion in 2001 ''I am not in favour of this pipeline running through the SAC.'' etc (Document already submitted.)

I supplied a document produced by DNV to the hearing in 2009 showing that condensate gives an added punch -ca. 20%+ - to a rupture of gas. Dr. Crossthwaite gave some ridiculous – or so it seemed to me -  answer about the slug catcher: I do not see that this information from DNV has been explained away reasonably or used to modify consequence predictions. Does the Bord not mind? Very light touch indeed. 

The design of this hearing, especially this recalled module, has tended to suit the strengths of the applicant and to thereby penalise what are called the observers. The naming of the local participants as 'observers' exposes a mind-set that posits the receiving community as extraneous to the serious business to be contracted between the Board and the applicants, mere tourists or visitors to be entertained by the circus. As the Inspector had decided that the questions were to be t aken as a block – for example and especially those on Design/Safety/Stability it made no logical sense whatsoever to allocate the presentation time to the applicant's experts on the basis of their individual expertise and not on the basis of, say Design/Safety/Stability. This arrangement severely disadvantaged the so-called observers who were expected to collate the contributions of experts in the face of a gladitorial and unchained Mr. Keane, who, given extraordinary lee way to butt in and butt out at will – or so it seemed to us -  unhindered, protected his bewildering array of expert responders from any questioning that might lead to dangerous territory.  Add to this methodological contradiction the strong direction of proceedings by Royal Dutch Shell and, we are afraid, Mr Inspector, that equality of arms  - apart altogether from equality of resources – did not in this instance prevail. 

There is little more contemptible than the use of a position of influence based on a perceived expertise to lead astray the public or other relevant individuals. According to the applicant there is  1 trillion cubic feet of gas retrieveable from the Corrib reservoir. Gas has reached $11 per 1,000 c.f. when oil was at its highest (more than $147 per barrel) but now gas is less than $5 per 1,000c.f. Let's say $5 per 1,000 c.f. Which is generous. This values the gas at $5 billion dollars – all the gas, the entire load. What is there for the state?

According to internal E-mails leaked from SEPIL the Department of energy works on the acceptance that there is only 785 billion cubic feet of gas in the Corrib field: at $5 per 1,000 cubic feet this values the gas in Corrib at less than $4 billion. What is there for the state.

The through-put at Ballinaboy is said consistently to be 350 million c.f. per day. At this rate the Corrib field is exhausted in 8 years. The reasoning we have been given at this phase of the oral hearing does not allow for any else. If the figure used by the Department is accepted, all the gas is gone in a little over 6 years. Is An Bord Pleanála obliged to accept an application that purports to represent a 15-20 year project when the figures given in support of it show that this is impossible. Is the Bord obliged to pretend its members are stupid, mathematically illiterate, so as to facilitate a Government pet project? Or are SEPIL making the case that the truth is commercially sensitive and is not to be made public? 

The bottom line is the wrong site was picked for this project. The licensees were led astray by the establishment telling them that there was no problem – as Hoffmeister, ex President of Shell, clearly stated to Pat Kenny on radio. We are expected to grin and bear an imposition that no other community has been asked to accept and for a project that does not add one iota to the utility of this state.

The risk of deliberate external interference with the pipeline has been expressed again and again during this hearing. We make 2 points regarding this :-

1. In its campaign – largely successful – to influence public opinion in the short term through the media, the applicant and the Garda press office have floated repeatedly the idea of ''terrorist'' infiltration of this campaign, a campaign to get Shell to safely and in a standard way bring our gas to market. In doing so, they have drawn attention to and are responsible for making this pipeline an attractive target for possible disaffected elements world wide. WE have done nothing of the sort.

2. In its choice of security, Shell have brought known international mercenaries with terrorist associations, to say the least, into the forcing of this pipeline through this community that does not consent to it. Two of their mercenaries have been killed by the security forces of the state of Bolivia on the basis that they lead/were part of a conspirfacy againnst the State of Bolivia. Two more at least  to our knowledge have dropped off the radar. The pipeline is now, buíochas le SEPIL, well known in putative terrorist circles. Sometimes you reap what you sow.

To finish off  I have the reaction of one gentle observer to the academic language of Ms. Neff discoursing learnedly on viable populations and non-viable populations. This observer got goose bumps thinking how little it takes a certain mind set to adjust the target of this discourse from the fauna of Ms. Neff to the human kind so many of whom were found to comprise non-viable populations in the not so distant past. 

On the basis of good and rigorous science and the proper planning and sustainability of this area we ask the Bord to make a logical decision and refuse this application, even if it is likely that the same applicant will then re- apply, armed with Minister Ryan's new law that removes the lives of such as this community from the protection of the planning laws. 

Micheál Ó Seighin

    /09/2010

On behalf of:- 

Seán mac Aindriú,  
Nóra nic Aindri

J.P. Coyle,

Ca itlín Uí Sheighin

Gleann na nGad;    
Gleann na nGad; 

Gleann na nGad 
Ceathrú Thaidhg

Micheál Ó Seighin, 

Ceathrú Thaidhg.

It shall be our duty to promote the development of the Nation's resources, to increase

 the productivity of its soil, to exploit its mineral deposits, peat bogs and fisheries, its waterways and harbours, in the interests and for the benefit of the Irish people.






[Democratic Programme – Dáil Éireann, 21 January, 1919.]

A.
Given the enormous amount of money being spent by the citizen – for in the final analysis it is we who pay for all this frippery – on this pipeline it is inexplicable why a corrosion resistant pipe is not proposed for the suggested landline. After all, the hearing has been told that the measures of ''safety'' of the pipeline already taklen are so costly that the proposal is put outside the realm of ALARP.


B.
It is my understanding that biocides in the gas stream are no longer permitted [Jeyes Fluuid as we like to picture them.] Biocides have traditionally been used in production gas to kill off the bacteria that produces H2S. Does the Bord know (a) the functions of biocides in the gas stgream (or substitutes for same.); (b) origin and expansion of H2S in the gas sream; (c) are any such proposed to inhibit H2S development in the Corrib production gas stream.?

C.But on the plus side we are comforted by the transparency and independence illustrated by the code use to regulate this land-based seaaline, which is developed by DNV,  owned by DNV, modified by DNV when DNV decides such is necessary, applied to the Corrib by DNV, found suitable by DNV, applied in the QRA by – wait for it – DNV, which QRA it finds faultless and compatible with the same code.

D.Or is it the function of ABP to protect only when an entire cohort, 100% of exposed people, are modelled as fatalities? Do the 50% condemned under a 50% fatality figure not also deserve a chance to live or are the new Gods as fundamentalist as of old?. 

Thank all who contributed honestly to the elucidation of the obstacles selected by An Bord Pleanála for consideration. Also and particularly the staff of ABP at this hearing who made life tolerable and for me especially the earphone supplier and the wonderful translators.   


Royal Dutch Shell have made it clear at this hearing that a narrow sterile approach is going to dominate this project, an approach where their only truth, a version of numeracy,  is going to dominate agus nára maith. No recognition is to be given to the reality the dynamic of this community and its environmental context. If the shoe does not fit the false absolutism of Shell's orthdoxy it must be bullied out of consideration. This effort, this requirement to impose a narrow sectoral realism on this dynamic sustainable polity that has shown its inherent ability to survive is here in the simplest of words:-


Roses are red, my love,

 Green leaves are green;

 There's no need to see them any other way , 

Than the way they've always been seen. 

You impose your reality at  your peril. One  size does not fit all. The presentation of flora and faunal issues in its selected micro almost nano detail emphasised how the wood can be hidden by the trees.  The environment for us is our context in our daily lives: put it in a zoo, micromanaged and we no longer see the human being as he/she functions, a normal natural part of the wider living, all of which is essential for survival, especially in this time of concern that we may be burning ourselves into trouble. The minute studies of the environmental team did not turn up the fact that bass returned to Sruth Mhada Conn this year – they taste well. Mullet – some of us don't like mullet – were plentiful. The sand eels won't  be plentiful this year for Gormley's riggers will have turned them off. Environment evolves – barring a wipe out nature and its denizens including us tries to recover. I heard no mention of the curlew : the most important bird for Rosport through the ages if no more. When at night the curlew rose a racket at Curlew Point, opposite the Teach Mór in Rosport, the ferry men, the Corduffs, knew that someone had come to the shore and wanted to come over sometimes the worst for wear. The ferry was the communications and transport node for the area. It often happened that Tom a' chalaidh or his brother or his father had to search the shore for the traveller and in that way the lives of many a person were saved by the curlew and their human responders. Is it any wonder that the Corduffs of the Ferry are strongly represented here at this hearing every day? Environment and humanity exist as one. If the Bord decides that the dominant reality must be the mathematical gyrations that have no time for such nonsense as sustainability and have proved so sustainable for our economy and the jobs and livelihoods of our young people into the far future, then the sectoral interests have truly won and Ryan Air becomes the cattle boat of the 1950ies.  It says a lot about the approach of the colonial establishment to this area that even after lengthy hearings most members of the applicants team cannot say the name of one place, very prominent in the discussions. There is no intention to learn anything: the book of tables is enough.

Reaction in a Crisis.

As we well know this project is multidisciplinary and touches the entire range of human possibilities. Because of this it is possible to overlook matters of enormous importance while concentrating on an end product to which the item in question is seemingly just a foreword. The item I refer to in this instance is the assumption in this whole application regarding re-action of a person exposed to a pipeline failure of the kind addressed by an Bord Pleanála. The applicant bases its consequence to individuals modelling on a 5 second stay of action followed by direct movement to safety and there is no indication whether or not ABP accepts this assumption. 

Acccording to any sources I have been able to access this is not true: this is not at all how real people in a real crisis  re-act. The difference between the assumptions in the model and what the data of real events tell shows without any doubt that the projected safety conclusions are totally wrong, and give an answer to the Bord's request that is misleading. 

Illustration:-
People who find themselves in peril experience different stages of conciousness starting with disbelief. The U.S. National Institute of Standards and Technology did a report on what happened at Ground Zero the day the twin towers came down, and found:-

· People who made it out safely waited an average of 6 minutes before heading downstairs;

· at least 135 people with access to open stairwells and time to use them didn't make it;

· it took 1 minute to make it down each floor – double the normal;

· large groups of people facing death act ''strangely'':docile, considerate, seldom panic, form groups and move slowly as in a nightmare.

It is my understanding that when one of us is calm, i.e. an individual going about its normal business, the brain needs 8-10 seconds to handle novel pieces of complex information. Under stress we seek a short-cut and tend to grab on to the nearest fix. Michael Llindell, a professor at the Hazard Reduction and Recovery Centre at Texas A & M University  reports  (a) a tendency to stay put in a crisis = the 'normalcy bias.'; (b) ''milling'' = consulting others is normal in a crisis; (c) on 9/11 at least 70% of survivors spoke to someone else before leaving the work place. (N.I.S.T. Report.)

John Leach, a psychologist in ''Aviation, Space and Environmental Medicine'' (2004) reports that in a crisis, the vast majority are stunned and bewildered and do nothing. 

In the 1970ies Daniel Johnson, a psycholigist doing research for McDonnell Douglas, concluded:-45% of people shut down for  30 seconds or longer, even in a laboratory experiment, when asked under pressure to perform unfamiliar but basic tasks. (This is considered to be similar to the response of many rape victims – aware but unable to respond.)

Mac McLean of the Federal Aviation Authority's Aerospace Medical Institute has reported that most passengers in a crisis want someone to come and lead them by the hand. 

Manuel Chea on the 49th Floor of Tower 1, just jumped up and left immediately when the plane  struck – just one hour to safety. His colleagues started collecting things to take with them.

Obviously I am not an expert in these matters. Equally obviously the simple 5 seconds and then run like hell model presented by the applicant and on which the entire consequence to individuals of a pipeline failure is based seems not to be based on fact, on data. We ask the Bord not to accept the case presented by the applicant until both the applicant and the Bord have consulted with serious expertise and then the applicant submit a real answer to the Bord's request. It is our lives that are potentially at stake.
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