Safety of the Project
 If you grant permission for this pipeline, I don't think that anyone in this room actually expects Shell, Statoil and Vermilion to stop with just trying to bring the current Corrib Gas field ashore.

On the 9th August 2010, Vermilion stated in a press release
"Commenced drilling the 18/20-G exploration well offshore Ireland, targeting a structure north of the Corrib Field.  Should hydrocarbons be discovered and prove commercial, the structure would have the potential to significantly extend the life of the Corrib platform".

I would ask the applicant to state the extent that this particular well (18/20-G) that they (and Transocean) are currently drilling would extend the life of the Corrib platform.  What is meant by the "life of the Corrib platform"?
Statoil have also made previous statements in public regarding hooking up wells that they were drilling the Corrib Platform 

This has massive implications on the safety of the pipeline and so needs to be clarified and not just fudged as it has in the past.

Anges McLaverty regarding the Cumulative Impacts stated
"The assessment was based on the revised construction programme for the proposed onshore pipeline and the other elements of the Corrib development, taking into account the current status of works and the plans for the remaining construction activities.  At the time of writing this EIS, no other committed developments, which would contribute to cumlative impacts, were planned in the local and wider area."

In Steve Patersons' presentation regarding corrosion of the pipeline he stated
"The suitability of this corrosion allowance for the service life of the pipeline has been confirmed by the SEPIL corrosion rate calculations given in Appendix Q4.9 .... Our assessment confirms that the corrosion allowance of the onshore pipeline is more than sufficient for the full field life". 

It's totally disingenous for the applicant to come in here stating there is no future plans for the Corrib platform, yet the oil companies involved are informing their shareholders that the life of the the Corrib platform will be extended significantly.

It is also not clear how the changes in the stated pressures for the offshore and onshore pipelines change the expected lifetime of the Corrib Gas field.
The newly defined MAOP's
It is truly astounding that it took until May 31st 2010 to get the Maximum Allowable Operating Pressures (MAOP) for both the offshore and onshore pipelines finally disclosed

What changes in the hardware of subsea configuration did it take to finally disclose the MAOP's?

It now seems that Shell will be relying on the workmanship of Transocean to guarantee the pressures that will be reaching Glengad.  As we have all seen lately with the terrible consequences in the Gulf of Mexico, Transocean's reputation has taken quite a battering of late.
In an article in the Washington Post in July, a Transocean technician is reported as giving evidence to a government panel looking into recent Gulf of Mexico oil disaster
“Long before an eruption of gas turned the Deepwater Horizon oil rig into a fireball, an alarm system designed to alert the crew and prevent combustible gases from reaching potential sources of ignition had been deliberately disabled, the former chief electronics technician on the rig testified Friday.
Michael Williams said he understood that the rig had been operating with the system in “inhibited” mode for a year to prevent false alarms from disturbing the crew. ” 

An MSNBC article covering a Congressional investigation into the rig explosion stated:

“Bad wiring and a leak in what's supposed to be a "blowout preventer." Sealing problems that may have allowed a methane eruption. Even a dead battery, of all things. 
New disclosures Wednesday at a House hearing revealed a complicated cascade of deepsea equipment failures and procedural problems in the oil rig explosion and massive spill that is still fouling the Gulf of Mexico. 

Congressional investigators revealed Wednesday that a key safety system, known as the blowout preventer, had a hydraulic leak and a failed battery that probably prevented it from working as designed. ....

Rep. Bart Stupak, D-Mich., said there were at least "four significant problems with the blowout preventer" — including evidence that it had a significant hydraulic leak and a dead battery that was supposed to activate a so-called "deadman" trigger. 
"The safety of its entire operations rested on the performance of a leaking and apparently defective blowout preventer," Stupak added. 
A 2001 report by Transocean indicated there can be as many as 260 failure possibilities in the equipment, which is supposed to be the final safeguard against a well blowout by clamping down and sealing a gushing oil well, said Stupak, chairman of the investigation's subcommittee of the House energy panel. 
"How can a device that has 260 failure modes be considered fail-safe?" asked Stupak. 

Stupak said when an underwater remote vehicle tried to activate the blowout preventer's devices designed to ram through the pipe and seal it, a loss of hydraulic pressure was discovered in the device's emergency power component. 

When dye was injected "it showed a large leak coming from a loose fitting," said Stupak, citing BP documents. He said officials at Cameron, the company that made the preventer, had told the committee the leak was not believed to have been caused by the blowout because other fittings in the system were tight. 

Stupak also questioned why the preventer had been modified. 
Newman, the Transocean executive, said that, indeed, the preventer had been modified in 2005 at the request of BP and with approval of the Minerals Management Service. 
Stupak said the committee had been told that one of the preventer's ram drivers had been changed so it could be used for routine testing and was no longer designed to activate in an emergency. He said after the spill BP "spent a day trying to use this ... useless test ram," which no longer was configured for emergency use. “


In Ian Malcolms' presentation regarding wellhead valve leakage he stated:
"Subsea valves will be tested every six months during which the leak rate passed any single valve in the closed position must be less than SEPIL's maximum allowable leak test criteria.  If the valves do not meet the testing requirement, remedial action will be taken as prescribed in SEPIL's management systems."

In Blowout Magazine in November 2006, which is a magazine directed at oil rig workers, they carried out an 13 page expose on Shell's safety record focusing on the Brent Bravo platform in the North sea.  

Former Shell International group auditor Bill Campbell was called in to do a safety audit on the Brent platforms in the North Sea.
"Perhaps most disturbing of all, according to Campbell, it was established during the investgation that when Brent emergency shutdown (ESD) valves failed their leak-off tests, deputy asset manager Graham Birnie had on several occasions arranged for the test records to show 'test acceptable, no fault found' "
On each occasion, when an ESD valve failed a test, the installations were started up with no attempt at any risk assessment.  Evidence gathered in the audit indicates that when some weeks later these risks assesments were eventually produced they indicated that the operating risks were not acceptable.

The fitting of ESD valves to all of the UK's offshore oil and gas platforms was one of the early moves following Occidental's Piper Alpha disaster in July 1988 when 167 workers were killed.  The industry standard for ESD leak-off rates for these valves when installed, adopted by Shell, was no more than 1 cubic metre per minute.
Campbell alleges Bayliss [Brent asset manager] amended this standard to "if greater than 20 cubic metres per minute replace at the next shutdown".
... "At the end of a long interview, Bayliss according to Campbell, shook his head in the affirmative and acknowledged it was 'a fair cop', admitting he just tried everything so he did not have to shut down the Brent field
During the interview, he blamed Brinded for putting him under intolerable pressure, according to Campbell.
'Running Brent was just like flying an aircraft with one engine.  You knew the consequences if the second engine failed but you just accepted it.  The whole safety ethos was built on a basis of sand,' Campbell concludes. "
Gas Leakage  
At last years oral hearing it was stated that gas could be leaking out of a leak on Glengad beach for 16 hours before it could be shut off.  
How long now could gas be leaking out at both Glengad beach and at the road crossing close to the refinery before it would be shut off? 
Grouting of the Tunnel
I could only find a brief mention of the whole Grouting of the tunnel process in the EIS.  Could it be pointed out to me where this is described? 

It is amazing but presumably not accidental that despite so much work having gone into the EIS that it is astoundingly difficult to navigate to a particular section.
It is not at all clear to me, how the developer would propose to deal with a gas leak if it were to happen in the grouted tunnel.
Third Party Intentional Damage

In the 2nd of November letter from Bord Pleanala, SEPIL were asked to investigate all failure modes "including the possibility of third party intentional damage at Glengad".  This has not been done as far as I can see.  SEPIL seem to have only investigated the force that would be needed by an excavator in order to puncture or damage the pipeline.  It seems that SEPIL have shied away from the word "intentional" in their submission and basically have refused to answer Bord Pleanala's request.   What would be the result in the above-ground facilities at Glengad being intentionally damaged?

Are Shell claiming that they have sufficiently covered "the possibility of third party intentional damage at Glengad"?
Hydrates

The section in the EIS on Hydrates (Q4.5.6) is a pretty scary section to read.  While I don't claim to understand the whole process, it also wouldn't fill anyone with confidence.

It states:
"In the event of a full bore pipeline hydrate blockage it may be possible to perform a one-sided depressurisation.  This will be predicated on the condition of the hydrate plug being located at such a distance that the depressurisation will not result in the plug travelling at high velocities in the proximity of the Terminal or LVI."

What if the hydrate blockage was troublesome enough to form at the controversial High Water Mark at Glengad?  How would it be possible to ensure that there wouldn't be a large pressure drop across a hydrate plug?  What would be the consequence of hydrate plug travelling at high velocity into the LVI or the Terminal?  
Vibration
With regard to vibration the EIS states that:
"There is a potential for groundborne vibration from the tunnel excavation by the TBM to be detected within the sands forming the sea bed within Sruwaddacon Bay.  This vibration will also be transmitted to water within the Bay and will generate sound within the water body"

"Groundborne vibration has the potential to be transmitted to residential and other buildings near to the shore.  This vibration may be detectable as "feelable" vibration and groundborne noise re-rediated from the ground via building structures to cause audible sound".

It also says that: 
"The closest residential properties to the tunnelling are located near to the narrowest part of the mouth of Sruwaddacon Bay on the road (L1202) between Pollatomish and Glengad are approximately 240m from the line of the tunnel ... These properties are likely to experience the highest levels of vibration from tunnelling."
These properties (and indeed this whole area) is also the area that is most in danger from landslides.  What effects will the vibrations have on any unstable ground.  Will the tunnelling operation in this area take into account the current state of the weather or the amount of water in the land close by?
Landslides
In 2006 a report entitled “Landslides in Ireland” by the Geological Survey of Ireland and the Irish Landslides Working Group was brought out.

Some relevant quotes from that report include: 
"The event at Pollatomish in September 2003 was remarkable in that no injuries or loss of life resulted. The dramatic descriptions of the experiences of those people who were fortunate enough to escape the torrent of water, peat, rock and soil that flowed down the mountain that night should be sufficient to cause most people to stop and think more carefully about the potential danger posed by landslides in Ireland. While generally not considered to be frequently occurring events it should be borne in mind that our knowledge of landslides in Ireland is limited. "

"The perception that landslides are too rare to cause concern is misguided and the apparent infrequency should not be relied on as an excuse not to take the potential dangers posed by landslides very seriously. "

"Like many natural hazards, although the frequency may be low, the potential to do
extreme damage and to result in human injury or death must always be considered."

"there may be a greater frequency of landslides in the future due to the impact of climate change " 
In an article for Science Spin,  Dr Ronnie Creighton, GSI Landslides Susceptibility Mapping Project Manager is quoted as saying
“Pollatomish is a good example of the type of areas that are vulnerable to landsides. In this area of North Mayo there was a steep slope, with blanket bog perched on top, and peat coming down the sides. Following a very dry summer in 2003 the peat dried out and cracks appeared. When heavy rains came in September the water got into the cracks and saturated the peat. The peat became 'buoyed up' and heavy and shot down the slope due to gravity. When the peat moved it moved quickly, and its movement downward could be described as something akin to a hovercraft skimming over water.”
In that article it also says:
And frequency with which landslides are occurring is increasing, and this is due to climate change and economic development, so this is a natural event that we are going to see a lot more of in coming years in Ireland.
As Ireland's climate changes with global warming, experts are predicting that we will see wetter winters, particularly in the west, and drier summers, notably in the east. There will also be more intense downpours of rain. Furthermore, with sea levels to rise, as predicted, this will lead to bigger waves hitting our 'soft coasts' causing erosion and cliff collapses.
http://www.sciencespin.com/magazine/archive/2009/07/landslides-irelands-greatest-natural-hazard-/

In their Conservation Status Assessment Report on Blanket Bogs the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) state
“ Climate changes are likely to significantly accelerate degradation via alternation of drought period with more extreme weather events that increase the rate of erosion and that can trigger peat slides.”
“ Drought and extreme weather events predicted as a result of climate change are likely to increase erosion and blanket bog landslides, particularly on poorly vegetated areas.”
http://www.npws.ie/en/media/Media,6084,en.pdf
AGEC in there section on ground stability say that the exceptional rainfall on the night of 19th September 2003 has a 1 in a 100 year return period.  Yet most climate scientists along with the NPWS expect there to be a lot more extreme weather events in the future due to climate change.
[Read article on Landslides]
In a table (Appendix M Pg.166) provided regarding what's termed as “leakage incidents” from 1970 to 2007 in Europe of the 1,172 incidents, 82 are found to be related to ground movements and 45 related to landslides.
The Tobin Report carried out for Mayo County Council into the over 40 separate  landslides on the 19th September 2003  around Dooncarton stated:
“the whole area has experienced significant landslides and no individual or combination of protection measures will guarantee 100% elimination”. ….
“The exceptional conditions induced by the September 19th rainfall have lowered the threshold of weather conditions now likely to remobilise disturbed material on the mountain slopes.  There, remains therefore, elevated residual risks of further landslides of material.” 

The Tobin report conflicts with AGEC assertion that further landslides from Dooncarton Mountain are “unlikely”.
Regarding the 2003 landslides, AGEC state that “Some debris entered existing watercourses and became channelised together with concentrated water flow, which resulted in water-laden debris flowing along watercourses and into the adjoining sea and Sruwaddacon Bay.”
We view AGEC assertion that “it is highly unlikely that a debris flow on the open slope would reach the pipeline route or landfall valve installation”, as not particularly comforting.  What would be the consequence of a debris flow from a landslide hitting the landfall valve installation?

AGEC also state that “The maximum run-out distance of a debris flow on an open slope is 480m.” How can they say that?  Just because it was the maximum run-out distance last time, doesn’t mean it would be the maximum in a future debris flow.

AGEC also state “Where debris becomes channelised it will flow for a greater distance and could possibly reach the proposed route of the pipeline”.  

Basically AGEC are admitting that debris could hit the pipeline in Glengad.  Please correct me if I am wrong but I don't believe that this has ever been admitted previously despite this section of pipeline being common with the pipeline that was submitted to Bord Pleanala in 2009. 
Why is this only being revealed now? 
What volume of debris could hit the pipeline?  What modeling of the landslides recurring has been done?  How much pressure could be exerted on the pipeline or the concrete slab or tunnel?
A section of  a road down to Glengad beach was also damaged in the 2003 landslide.  This damage still exists and involves a drop of around 6 foot in the level of the road.  This damage was not mentioned by AGEC in their submission and it occurred less than 50metres away from where the pipeline is due to go (from illustrations of the proposed pipeline route I would estimate around 30 metres).  I believe that this is the Watercourse No 6 which AGEC have stated does not cross the pipeline route.
AGEC have identified 6 watercourses as running across or close to the line of the proposed pipeline.  They seem to have discounted the Watercourses No 1, 4 and 6 as not threatening the pipeline, yet it seems (from Drawing No. 1 - Appendix M) that the end of the channel runs extremely close indeed to the proposed pipeline route.
Three of the Potential Channelised Flow paths (No 2, 3 & 5) are stated as that they could have a "medium impact on onshore pipeline".  What does “medium impact on onshore pipeline” mean?
At watercourse No. 2 it is proposed to put concrete slab above the pipe and have a deeper burial depth.  It is stated that "this protection is considered satisfactory", yet give no justification or explanation as to how this "satisfactory" solution was decided upon.  What force would this concrete slab withstand and what force could hit it?




