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Following my submission via interested party number 35794 in January, and my verbal submissions on behalf of F.A.C.T.S
on 29th April 2025, | now add to those submissions with more detail.

Firstly | invite the Examination Authority (Ex A) to accompany me on a walk through the location of the pipeline with Robert
Eckton , a retired Headmaster, who was the person who ‘discovered’ the existence of the Liquid Ethylene pipeline for the
purposes of Fylde Borough Council Planning Application number :18/0036.

On that occasion the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) became involved and advised against the small development
applied for on the basis that it would constitute a risk incompatible with the Precautionary Principle.

However, as the HSE do not involve themselves in infrastructure applications as a matter of policy projects for entirely
practical and understandable reasons, the responsibility for investigating this matter independently therefore falls to the Ex
A , the professional association for onshore pipeline operators (UKOPA) & the Planning Advice for Hazardous Installations
(PADHI).

Please find attached an article explaining the remit and range of the legally binding Precautionary Principle on this
application (although the UK is no longer part of the EU it has not repealed the legislation which binds the UK to the
Precautionary Principle).

The more serious threat to safety comes from the liquid ethylene pipeline (whose pathway map is attached to this
submission), although the LPG pipeline also offers a significant risk of disturbance and danger to housing and other
facilities nearby.

The liquid ethylene pipeline, is pumped at high pressure at a temperature of minus 104*c. It is carried in a steel pipe
approximately 3-4 feet below the surface although it can be seen at certain parts of the route at its shallowest depth.
Liquid ethylene unlike LPG which requires a spark to ignite, explodes spontaneously on contact with air. When a crack
appears on the pipeline and the ethylene begins to escape it causes the ethylene in the pipeline to expand, occasioning
further fissures in the pipe back down the line

This means there are dangers to public safety, residential buildings, and businesses are all at risk from a leak originally
caused much further away. The magnitude of the risk is therefore the much greater than the hazard calculation for the OZ,
MZ and 1Z zones outlined in the Pipeline Hazards paper | originally forwarded to the Ex A in January.

The Ex A will see from the map which accompanies this submission that the liquid ethylene pipeline crosses both the
A583 and the A584. It is close to two farms and to Dobbies Garden Centre, two large motorhome businesses and a
caravan business which holds large quantities of Calor Gas for resale on its premises.. Dobbies were unaware of the
existence of the liquid ethylene pipeline when contacted. F.A.C.T.S and LCC councillors intend to refer this matter to
Dobbies owners (Tesco) as a matter of good health and safety practice.

It is clear the Applicant undertook no background checks prior to submitting their proposal. Had they done so they would
surely as a responsible company who say they are committed to public safety, have published details as to what strategy
they proposed to deal with these significant threats to the safety of the community.

This is not altogether surprising they were unaware of the ethylene pipeline in light of the fact that ethylene pipelines do
not appear on any local or ordinance survey maps for fear of them being a terrorist target. However in the case of LPG
pipes why the Applicant did not undertake an appraisal of the risks that a development of this size would render to the
pipeline suggests once more an Application compiled in haste, without due diligence or any meaningful consultation that
might have led to an early identification of a more suitable and cost effective route..

Instead the Applicants ask the Ex A to pass their proposal on trust that a satisfactory solution may be found through
negotiation with pipeline operators. This in fact would be in direct contravention of the Precautionary Principal.

There are three factors associated with risk when undertaking development near gas and ethylene pipelines:

1. An acute safety risk (in the applicants case one associated with a major incident arising from the large area and of
volume of disruption which would occur as a result of the proposed development itself.

2. Population and facilities within the affected zones identified in the Hazards paper | previously submitted to the Ex A.

3. Excavation risk.

Of these 3 the least quantifiable risk is the risk caused by excavation. The proposed site is so large in length and width
that factors such as variable ground drainage (flooding causing ground to shift); the amount of vibration occasioned by
filling in 30 tons of of concrete every 500 yards along the route for way stations; drilling and the combination of activity at
any one time means that the risk from this activity cannot be accurately or safely calculated.

The Precautionary Principle is informed by 3 specific principles:

1. Full scientific evaluation & the degree of uncertainty arising from that;

2. arisk evaluation, an evaluation of the potential consequences of inaction and;

3. the participation of ALL interested parties in the study of precautionary measures (ie not just the companies that operate
the pipelines).

The attached article concludes: that jurisdictions governed by the Precautionary Principle agree that society must be
protected even if science cannot provide.

It is submitted that the level of uncertainty of outcome of the potential for (in this case catastrophic) damage, via
disturbance to the pipelines is sufficient to refuse the Application as presently submitted.

Further, should such an incident occur, the congestion occasioned by the acknowledged increase in HGV traffic on the
route would exacerbate the effects of any incident, trapping commuters and delaying the intervention of the emergency
services.

The proportionality of adverse effects are therefore even greater for the community when these risks are assessed as a
whole rather than individually. It is submitted that this is an occasion when the sum of risk is greater than the individual risk
factors.

None of these factors have been considered or addressed by the Applicant. It is simply not acceptable for the Applicant to
say (as they did at the conclusion of OFH 1) ‘give us permission and we will agree a path forward with the pipeline
operators’. That is not an approach which conforms to the Precautionary Principle and not one which holds the safety and
wellbeing of the community as a priority.

It is the sheer lack of understanding of the Applicant of such matters which is rightly causing extreme shock and anxiety
across the community of Fylde residents , commuters and indeed across the political spectrum, where MP’s of all parties,



councillors of all parties are all urging the Applicant to turn its attention to the alternative route at Stanah.
The Stanah route harbours none of the many disruptions, dangers, and problems that are present with the cable corridor.

It is a route favoured by residents of the Fylde and those in Blackpool North and Thornton Cleveleys where Stanah is
located.






Legally binf-j.-iﬂg Precautionary principles direct societal actions through regulatory laws

to prevent future Catastrophic or irreversible consequences that can result from humarf
and natural hazards. Those principles connect uncertain cause and effect to public

actions and hence must be transparent, scientifically sound and, on the average,
demonstrably add to societal wellbeing. Focusing on legally binding forms of precaution
and prevention concerning public choices, seen as prospects, we articulate how
uncertainty affects causal analyses that must satisfy their legal requirements. The
common measure of uncertainty is probability, explicitly used (and framed in various
gm's.es) by the three legal systems we study: the People's Republic of China, the European
Union, and the United States. Probabilities can represent different forms of uncertainty,
their technical differences, but use the same calculus. They occur at the intersection of
legal and scientific causation and allow abstracting, from a prospective reality via models
and ﬁmﬁl@ﬁogé future catastrophic or irreversible consequences. Probabilistic causal
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Introduction

Environmental or health and safety instruments such as treaties, regulations, directives
and case law both within and between the Member States in the EU; statutes and
regulations in the PRC; and statutes, regulations, and case law in the US contain binding
precautionary and preventive principles to justify public decisions designed to protect
the public when causation is uncertain. Table 1 contains a simplified overview of the
three jurisdictions we deal with in this paper. We focus on decision support through the
coupling of legal reasoning with probabilistic cause and effect to either predict or
forecast future catastrophic or irreversible consequences.
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; g the incorrect decision, particularly when that decision may
be irrevocable: the stakes determine the amount of analysis. This silent pessimism
should be at least contrasted with neutrality, as a baseline for calibrating it. Here, this
step is bypassed in favor of arbitrary risk aversion, The 10M (2013) goes further: it states
that “[e]ven great uncertainty does not imply that action to promote or protect should be
delayed.”

The IOM (2013) suggests that:

Understanding the types of the uncertainty ... will help ... decision makers determine
when to invest resources to reduce the uncertainty and how to take that uncertainty into
account in their decisions. ... [T]he ... committee classifies uncertainty in two categories:
(1) statistical variability and heterogeneity (... aleatory or exogenous uncertainty), and
(2) model and parameter uncertainty (also called epistemic uncertainty). ... a third
category of uncertainty, ... deep uncertainty (uncertainty about the fundamental
processes or assumptions underlying a risk assessment),.... Uncertainty stemming either
from statistical variability and heterogeneity or from model and parameter uncertainty
can be deep uncertainty.

Deep uncertainty (IOM, 2013):

... exists when analysts do not know, or the parties to a decision cannot agree on, (1) the
appropriate models to describe the interactions among a system’s variables, (2) the
probability distributions to represent uncertainty about key variables and parameters in
these models and/for (3) how to va ' desirability of alternative outcomes. (citations
omitted). Ll







Conclusions

To aid the dialog about determining what degree of precaution may be necessary under
uncertain but probabilistic events, where the decision-maker faces prospects and not
certain outcomes, we have taken a two-pronged approach. We have selected the EU, the
PRC and the US as key jurisdictions and reviewed how these formulate precautionary
choices. We have found a fundamental agreement - variously stated by those
jurisdictions - that society must be protected even if science cannot provide ...
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which result in inadequate site characterisation (Nathanail et al, 2011; Sheng et al,, 2015). Major

risk assessment for some contaminants take more than a decade to complete due to limitations in
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