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Objection to Proposed Decision o 

Licence Register No PO738 

2 0 "EB 2087 ; 8ec2ivgd Submitted by i [ 

Friends of Rossport Limited; Bn9;iais -~ 1 
i n n r - - ~ ~ . l m ~ . ~ ~ " . , = - , = ' - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

Kilcommon Lodge, Pullathomas, Ballina 

And 

Imelda Moran 

Best Available Technology 
1 I 

The Proposed Decision of the EPA is not compatible with tde objectives of 

pollution prevention and control in that it does not insist on Best Available 
< I  Tkchniques : 1 

Council Directive 96/6 1/EC of 24 September 1996 concerning 1 integrated I 

1 I 
" . .. t d ,  objectives andprinciples of the Community's environment policy, 1 

as setlout in Article 130r of the Treaty, consist in pard{cular ofpreventing I1 i 
reducing and as far as possible eliminatingpollution by givikg priority to 
intervention at source . . .; 

I 

' I 

I /  

j ~ 

I 

i 

1 

1 
x I !I 

I 1  E 

Applicant has developed a technology whereby gas can be refined at source 
thrgugh supersonic cleaning (Twister technology). We brought this! information 

Inspector's report of it having been investigated. This technology was proven 

for a gas field (with twice the expected output of the Corrib field) in Malaysia in 

to /he attention of the EPA in an early submission, yet we sek no sign 01 in the 
I 

.- successfuli~n.field~ri_alsi~--Nigeria;in ,"+ r_ ~ 200 1 and was CO-mmerciall y commissioned . - - - 

11 

the same year. It has (been operating with 98% up-time since ,installation over ' I  

ago and is widely recognised in the industry as step- 
ant had a responsibility to inform the EPA of this br 

failing that, the EPA had a responsibility to query the Applicant as to why it had 
dot been considered for use on the Corrib field. (Council Directive 96/61/EC 
Qreamble 20) also see: www.twisterbv.com 

Effluent to Broadhaven Bay 

yhe EPA must not issue an IPPC licence for the discharge of effluent from the 
pfoposed outfall pipe since this discharge pipe is illegal. It does not have 
planning permission, nor was it even included in the planning application 

I 
I 
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http://www.twisterbv.com


2 

submitted to Mayo Co. Co. The EPA is aware of this as it asked the Applicant 
by way of further information, under Item B.c, to “give details of the legal 
consent required and its status, for the wastewater discharge pipeline over 
land”. The Applicant replied that it was granted permission by DoMNR in April 
2002. However, as the EPA must be aware, the DoCMNR does not have 
jurisdiction over the wastewater pipe over land from the proposed refinery to the 
foreshore. The discharge is entirely and completely a function of the refinery 
and can not be construed in any way as being ancillary to the upstream gas 
pipeline. The EPA has acted wrongly in ignoring this crucial fact as 

Article 7 Council Directive 96/61/EC - Integrated approach to issuing permits 
states:- 

- -several-occasions by us. This is a patent example of ihe iiisidious consequences . 

of project-splitting whereby responsibility is avoided or evaded by respective 1 i 1 (competent authorities as deficiencies pass by default. I ‘ I  

IS - omission 

fact that the proposed plant will shut down for annual maintenance was not 
ded in the EIS presented to Mayo Co. Co., An Bord Pleanala, or the EPA 
uch omission is clearly in breach of the U EIA Directive. It is crucial 

ation because shutdown will necessit the flaring df gas and because, it 
t in the EIS, it was consequently not assessed by the:HSA in regard to 
e effects on the health and safety of the community. \ It is because this is . 

ed a ‘Seveso’ site, having as it would thousands of tons ofihighly 
le, combustible liquids (methanol and condensate) stored’ on site it 

I 

i I  ~ 
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3 

should have been evaluated in this respect. Consequently, for the EPA to 
propose issuing a licence without inquiring into this failure in respect to 
protecting the communities well-being is tantamount to a dereliction of 
responsibility on the part of the EPA. (Council Directive 96/61/EC Article 9.6) 

Cold-venting 

Into an environment already charged with c.eight million cu.mt per day of 
emissions, the Applicant additionally proposes to release large quantities of raw 
natural gas. Being a SEVESO site, where large quantities of dangerous 
substances are stored, the release of highly flammable and combustible gas in 
this context constitutes a serious fire hazard. This much was admitted in the EIS 
and was given particular emphasis by the An Bord Pleanala inspector who 

200 1 1 iRegulatibns1 as I 

osed amendment to the permitted scheme which I 

relates to the control or impact of major accident hazards (as defined by 
Seveso II Directive) then that amendment shall not proceed untilithe 
agreement of the HSA has been obtained'. 

This concern was brought to the attention of the EPA and, when it was not acted 
upon, it was brought to the attention of the HSA in August, 2005. Thereafter the 
EPA was asked if they had sought the advice of the HSA, yefl to date there is no 
evidence that this was done. (Refer to Article 7 as quoted adove). Likewise, 
Article 12 Council Directive 96/61/EC states that: 

I 

"Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that the 
operator informs the competent authorities of any changes planned in the 
operation of the installation" 

and since the EPA is the competent authority currently in charge it follows that 
it carries this responsibility to co-ordinate relevant agencies. 

Global Warming 

In so far as methane has detrimental consequences over twenty times greater 
than carbon dioxide in respect to global warming, the venting of raw methane 

onsible. Ultimately thelle 
which predo 

ng to the wors 0, as set out in 
trees and bogs burning deeply with 

area. Increasingly in ,recent years there have 
f serious foreit: fires.' 'Likewise, wetter winters 
landslides, ad this area alreadb experiences 

past experienced 22 near catastrophic 
I report states that the incidents and effects 

re have been underestimated and the EPA 

I 

I 

I 
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1 1  
" 1.i I ! 

The 

4 

I I 

Applicant has recently caused'; billions of dollars worth of environmental 

appears not to have taken I cogniscence of such longer term implications. 
I 

Regional Water Supply' 

As the body with ultimate responsibility for the quality of drinking water in 
Ireland, it is incumbent OA the EPA to have special care for the regional water 
supply which Carrowmorf Lake comprises. The North Western Regional 
Fisheries Board (NWRFB) report, issued in 2005, highlighted the recent 
eutrophication of this lake. It found that 

! 

"Carrowmore Lake h'as attained a strongly euthrophic classification since 
2003 and is considered unlikely to reach the status set out in the 
regulations by 2007 I' . . . . . despite the fact that ". . , from 2006 onwards, 

ired to achieve good 

d the EPA shows little awareness of the 
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