Pipeline not proven to be ALARP 
We don't believe that Shell can genuinely claim that they have proved that the risks associated with this pipeline are As Low As Reasonably Practicable (ALARP). In the Boards letter of the 2nd of November, the Board asked for the applicant to
“Provide details of the examination of the potential increase in safety for the population at Glengad by the use of a straight pipe at the landfall and provide full justification for the proposed design as submitted.” The applicant subsequently sought clarification on this point which was provided by the Board. On neither occasion did the board indicate or mention that the presence of an LVI was a necessary component of this examination.
Shell have not provided any examination of the potential increase in safety if a straight pipe was used at lower pressure without an LVI. Therefore, they have failed to do as the Board have asked, which was to “provide full justification for the proposed design”. This section of pipeline (ie. with the LVI included) is the area of the pipeline that has the highest risk, and as such it is essential that all options to reduce the risk at this location are examined. That this has not been done was accepted by the applicant during the oral hearing. The applicant seemed to indicate that they mistakenly felt that the Board have somehow indicated that an LVI was a pre-requisite however as is clear from both letters that this is not the case.
 
We'd like to remind the Board of what Richard Kuprewicz's stated in the the Accufacts Report 
“We need to be very clear in keeping with the above system complexity comments that a pressure letdown control device designed to drop pressure at the shoreline will not be a failsafe design. Such a control would most likely introduce other system complexities that would substantially increase the likelihood of an onshore pipeline failure”.
 
The CER in their submission indicated that they believed that they would be seeking proof that the pipeline would be ALARP before granting a Safety Permit. In light of the failure of the applicant to model or examine fully alternatives to the currently proposed LVI, the pipe risk cannot be described As Low As Reasonably Practicable in any way whatsoever. 

Extensification
During questioning from Paul Lynch, we would submit that it was tacitly admitted by the applicant that the operation of the Corrib Gas pipeline as is currently submitted is predicated on the assumption that more gas fields will be hooked up. It is totally disingenuous for Shell's partner Vermilion to be putting out press releases stating that “Should hydrocarbons be discovered and prove commercial, the structure would have the potential to significantly extend the life of the Corrib platform", whilst Shell are stating that the Corrib Gas field is the only one currently planned to be used for this pipeline.
This clearly isn't compatible with An Board Pleanala's mission statement to see "major infrastructure projects in Ireland respect the principles of sustainable development and are planned in an efficient, fair and open manner''.
The whole section on questioning Shell on the future plans for the Corrib platform has been an exercise in obsfuscation and them worrying about saying too much. This is not open or honest. This is totally disrespectful to the people who have sought to get proper answers regarding this project.
Mr Lynch's question as to whether the Corrib Gas project is economically sustainable with only the current Corrib field hooked up remains unanswered.
During the same line of questioning it was asked if the Corrib gas infrastructure would be operable at the low pressures expected after about 10 years of operations. The applicant answered that it would be operable at these lower pressures. If this is true then the only reason for the high MAOP pressures sought by Shell is for a high throughput and resulting profits. On the other hand if the high pressures sought are necessary then the 15 - 20 year life span predicted for Corrib could only be achieved be hooking in more gas fields to maintain the high pressures over the period. Either scenario is unacceptable.

Pressure Control
An adequate response from Shell about why previously they couldn't guarantee the pressure coming into Glengad but now they can also was not forthcoming.
That the applicants main expert witness (Ian Malcolm) on the pressure controls system has only be working on the project since after the Boards 2nd of November 2009 letter doesn't instill confidence that all possible scenarios have been fully examined.
 
Shell also stated that if there was a gas leak at Glengad upstream of the LVI that it would take up to 19 hours for the gas to be removed from the pipeline. It would take up to 4 hours if there was a leak under the road at Leanamore.
 
Hazard distances
The proposed onshore pipeline imposes a mortal threat on the community should an accident occur. For Shell to try and focus on "'likelihood'' to pass it off as acceptable, is disgraceful. The likelihoods expressed by the Shell experts are real only in their computer models. Local people have to live with the reality of imperfection, human error, and human misunderstanding. Even using Shell's worst case scenario for a failure unsheltered individuals could be exposed to fatal doses of radiation. 
 
The Shell assumption that unsheltered individuals will always run away from the source of heat towards shelter has been showed to be false for many likely situations, such as for Pat Meenahan or the Barrets if they are in the fields above their homes when a rupture occurs.
 
 
Other Safety Factors
We would contend that the potential for landslides has been glossed over.  There is no modeling of what volume or mass could hit the pipeline.  That AGEC didn’t include the possibility of landslides hitting the pipeline in the 2009 EIS, undermines their credibility.  This is particularly relevant given they’re dealing with the newly obtained partial survey results for Sruwaddacon Bay.  Will they again say just what needs to be said?
 
The Hydrates issue again underlines the fundamental stupidity of siting a land valve facility and refinery in close proximity of a residential area.  Shell attempted to claim that hydrates was a production issue and not a safety issue, yet the fact that it is labeled a Safety Critical operation belies this explanation.  We don’t feel that issue of the potential of a hydrate plug moving at speed into the LVI or refinery was answered in a manner that would give confidence to people living in the immediate area.
 
Again the extensification of the pipeline to include other fields will totally change the corrosion rates of the pipeline.   This was not allowed to be covered which is again pretending that what is obvious to everyone, is not relevant.
 
The possibility of the ventilation shaft of the tunnel being filled with gas in the event of a leak in the tunnel was raised and should be clarified.

Environment
We do not consider that an adequate EIS has been completed for this new pipeline route. There are no relevant bird surveys for the months of May/June/July.  From local knowledge ringed plover a qualifying species for the SPA is known to breed close to the route during this time period on the shingle areas at Glengad. Snipe an amber listed species is also known to breed on the rushy grassland at the bottom of Laurence Coyles land within 20 metres of the proposed tunnel route. The last breeding survey was carried out in 2004 and the survey transects followed the old pipeline route through Rossport. There are no recent surveys for areas in common with both routes and none at all for the new sections of route. This demonstrates that the EIA is inadequate with regard to the SPA and should therefore be rejected. Any disturbance to birds during construction is in direct contravention of Article 4 of the Birds Directive and we believe that the EIS does not adequately prove that birds will not be disturbed through noise or light pollution and therefore the application should be rejected.
The Annex I saltmarsh at Leenamore is protected under both the habitats directive and under the SPA legislation. The applicant did not prove scientific certainty that this habitat will be successfully re-instated after its removal during construction. Ms Neff admitted that she had no experience of such habitat translocation and that there are no scientific papers specifically refering to this type of habitat re-instatement. 
The potential impacts on otters, an annex IV species appears to be uncertain. The mitigation measures proposed are not certain to be effective as the surveying is inadequate with population numbers & prescence/abscence of holts not certain. As the otters status is less than favourable it is illegal to grant a derogation licence for their removal. We therefore consider the precautionary principal should be used with regard to otter protection and the project should be rejected so as not to break the Wildlife Act, Habitats Directive Annex II and IV or the Berne Convention under all of which the otter is protected. 
This project is not a sustainable development and the Bord should therefore reject it on this basis. It is a fossil fuel project which will contribute further to rising CO2 emisions which are causing climate change. Unless urgently addressed the affects of climate change will adversley affect current and future generations and therefore any development which is essentially about burning fossil fuels cannot be seen to be sustainable. Ireland is already not meeting its emission targets and by supporting fossil fuel developments such as this it is falling far short of its commitments to tackling climate change.
 
Traffic & Disruption
 
The people living in the area of the construction will have their lives dramatically imposed on for at least the 26 months that Shell say it will take to construct this pipeline.  That alot of the people of the area are vehemently opposed to this project will carry with it severe mental impacts for these people.  That over 58,000 heavy goods journeys will be taking over the roads of the area will be a daily reminder to the people of the area what little respect the organs of the state have for them.  Noise, lighting and drilling will be constant day and night.  
 
CAO’s
The proposed granting of Compulsory Acquisition Order in this manner; with some landowners totally opposed to the use that is proposed for their land, is surely unprecedented.  Mr Keane stated that he was aware of only one other case involving similar CAO’s  which was in the Shannon LNG project.  We would contend that this case is majorly different from the Shannon LNG case.
 
A security force of whom there is no trust within the local community will be securing the land from its owner all in the name of profit.    The fact is that Shell, Statoil and Vermilion have more power and force to bring to bear than the people who own this land.  We can couch it in any way that we want but the issuing of the CAO’s has to do with power, money and violence. 
 
Shell stated in the oral hearing that they will put in place agreement between their Liaison Officers and the landowners regarding access to the land.  But what if the landowner doesn’t want agreement, then the applicant will do what they wish despite the landowners objections.  At that stage it will be immaterial to the applicant whether the landowner agrees or not.
During the course of the hearing in attempting to explain why we wouldn’t end back in a situation similar to the Rossport 5, Mr Keane stated that “there is no indication that any of the landowners will engage in breaking the law”.  To which he immediately got his reply from one of the landowners at the back of the room that “yes, there is”.
We surely all know the bond and strength of feeling that goes with land in Ireland, yet the applicant hasn’t made it clear why this situation won’t lead back down the road of the Rossport 5.  Just to claim that some agreement will be put in place when the time comes isn’t sufficient.    
There was also no clarity on whether there will be free and open access for the public across Lawrence Coyles land to the beach at Glengad. This is the normal route used by the community and we are concerned that the public's movement will be restricted as it was in 2008/2009 on the beach near the landfall section of the pipe.
 
Common Good
It has not been argued by the applicant that this pipeline is in the common good.
 
Article 43 guarantees private property subject to “social justice” and the “common good”.
A clear case for the perceived benefits of this project for the country hasn’t been put before this oral hearing.  Therefore it can’t be argued that this project is for the common good.   When asked if royalties from the gas would accrue to the State, Mr Keane stated that it wasn’t of any relevance.  When asked if the Shell was obliged to sell the refined gas to the State, Mr Keane stated that it was (a) not relevant and (b) would break European law.
 
To quote UCD Professor of Economics, Morgan Kelly from recent newspaper article “It is no longer a question of whether Ireland will go bust, but when.”
How are is the state going to buy back its gas from Shell if the country is bankrupt? 


Process  
Throughout the oral hearing we were constantly badgered to keep only to the topic of the new information for the onshore pipeline application. In the letter of the 2nd of November however the board saw fit to refer to the strategic national importance and status of the entire Corrib gas field project when deciding that it would be appropriate to approve the project if changes were made. This is one rule for Shell and another for the public. Up until now the project splitting favored Shell entirely. If the board had really considered just an onshore pipeline, with nothing considered at either end, it would have been rejected out-right, and so it should be this time round if the board has any ambition of adhering to their principles of "natural justice".  From the start of this oral hearing there seemed to be some unexplained rush on proceedings that set the tone of confrontation from the start with people who wished to question aspects of the project.  The process wasn’t welcoming and didn’t encourage many people to ask questions regarding a project that they will have to live with for their lifetime if it goes ahead.  
 


