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Objection to Proposed Decision of}PA to issue an IPPC licence.... .
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Friends of Rossport Limited;;j

Kilcommon Lodge, Pullathomas, ﬁallina
And
Imelda Morrm

e ORI TR S . o
i Chapel Street, Belmullet =~ o

B|est Avallable Technology

The Proposed Decision of the EPA is not compatible \gath the objectives of
Councﬂ Directive 96/6 1/EC of 24 September 19§6®eoncermng 1ntegrated
pollutlon preventlon and control in that it doeg?%p‘% insist on Best Avallable
Techmques ' QQ\T%&}\\ ‘ i

§ he objectives and principl, ‘éﬁ‘\he Community's envzronment polzcy,
1 as settout in Article 130r of éb@ Freaty, consist in partzcular ! of preventing,
| reducing and as far as posskb?e eliminating pollutzon ?y gzvmg priority to

\ Intervention at source . é,}\ \ - i

| t‘ ¥ ~ |
The Applicant has develope&’a technology whereby gas can be refined at source {
through supersonic cleaning (Twister technology). We brought thls 1nformat10n N
to the attention of the EPA in an early submission, yet we. see no 51gn in the |
Inspector s report of it having been investigated. This technology was proven
. .successful in field trials in Nigeria in 2001 and was commercially commissioned = . .. . .
’ | for a gas field (with twice the expected output of the Corrib field) in Malaysia in o }r
bt 1 cthe same year It has'been operating with 98% up-time smce mstallatlon over .. ' W
Ep [ | thrée i ~yearsJ ago and is widely recognised in the industry as step up technology
‘ The\ Apphcant had a responsibility to inform the EPA of this breakthrough and,
farlmg that, the EPA had a responsibility to query the Applicant as to why it had
rir}o,t been considered for use on the Corrib field. (Council Directive 96/61/EC

Preamble 20) also see: www.twisterbv.com
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1 t
Effluent to Broadhaven Bay - ' _‘ 31

The EPA must not issue an IPPC licence for the diseharge of effluent from the
proposed outfall pipe since this discharge pipe is illegal. It'does not have
planmng permission, nor was it even included in the planning application
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http://www.twisterbv.com

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 DoOCMNR 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:-

Y ‘Member States tshall take the measures ’rzecessary to ensure that the .
‘};: ;Jcondztzons of ana’ procedure for the <g‘rant of the permzt are‘ fully: - ; I_:_i L ‘l Y
‘coordmatea’ where more than one competent authorzty is' znvolvea’ in Lo l" R
order fo guarantee an ejj’ectzve mtegratea’ approach by all authorztles “'
competent for this prodedure : & !

%\@*

! Integrity of EIS - mlsmformatlolT \A @

' The 'Addendum’ to the EIS 1ssued by the Ap%ﬁ%gﬁt is actually an amendment of
| | the original EIS, as presented to Mayo COQ% to Ap Bord Plearnala and to.the nee Ef g
. | EPA. As such it changes the 0r1g1na1 %S;@ a fundamentzﬁ/ way wfhse App 1cant
{ tries to justify its decision to cold v"e by implying that it Was the result of
l | consultation with the local commddﬁ\L at the planning stage. However we have
k circa two hundred signatures froqbpeople living within a 5-mile radius of the

proposed refinery refuting thé} a1m by the Applicant. The EPA and Mayo Co.

| Co. were both made fully aware of 1thls subterfuge by the Applicant without

J avail. A copy of the Addendum soq kcalled was sent to Mayo Co. Co.

' | (Notifiable Body and original Completent Authority) by the EPA for comment,
but Mayo Co. Co. has to date refused to comment, though requested to do so on

-y - -~severaloccasions by-us: This is a patent example of ihe insidious consequences

of project-splitting whereby responsibility is avoided or evaded by respective

\competent authormes as deficiencies pass by default. L ~ AT NS I

i Integrlty of EIS omission

FRE The fact that the proposed plant will shut down for annual maintenance was not
mcluded in the EIS presented to Mayo Co. Co., An Bord Pleanala, or the EPA
qnd such omission is clearly in breach of the EU EIA DerCtIVC It is crucial

‘ lnformatlon because shutdown will nece551tate the ﬂarmg of gas and because, it
o was‘ not in the EIS, it was conséquently not assessed by the{HSA in regard to
po 351b1e effects on the health and safety of the communlty | It is because this is
de31gnated a 'Seveso' site, having as it would thousands of fons of'hlghly

‘1 ﬂammable combustible liquids (methanol and condensate) stored on site it
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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 g1ven part1cular emphasrs by the An Bord Pleanala 1nspector who

This concern was brought to the attention of the{\EPQA and, When it was not acted

upon, it was brought to the attention of the H¢
EPA was asked if they had sought the adv.

should there be any proposed amena’ment fo the permztted Scheme whzch Ly ]
relates to the control or impact of major accident hazards (as a’ef ned by !
Seveso II Directive) then that amendment shall no froceed untzl the |
agreement of the HSA has been obtained”. (\@ ‘

g&%& the HSA, yetl to date there is no
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il August, 2005 Thereafter the

evidence that this was done. (Refer to

ttitle 7 as quoted above) Likewise,

Article 12 Council Directive 96/61/E@<s?ates that:-

“Member States shall take Q@? necessary measures to ensure that the
operator informs the cog@etent authorities of any changes planned in the
operation of the installation”

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

-~ Global Warming

‘t In so far as methane has detrimental consequences over twenty times greater ,
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! than carbon d10x1de in respect to global warmirng, the Ventlng of raw methane S
I ; 1nto the atmosphere is: 1rrespon51ble Ultimately theieffects of global warmlng :

1

\ 4 on peatlands forests and*bllanket bogs which predomlnath in th1s dreais:
¥ i'thewEIS‘ hotter summers \could lead to trees and bogs burmng deeply with
L [}
1y lead to 1ncreasrngly' f[re |H :I
“ heavy rainfall and in { ”; |‘
ndslldes in Ireland 1 in the ure have been underestimated and the EPA il

f
‘Il)otentlallly very 51gn1ﬁeent Accordlng to the WOI'SUChlSe 'scenario, ds set out in
t I
" area. Increasingly i m recent years there have
iy ﬂ
- may q
U in the r]ec ent past experlenced 22 near catastrophlc

| lland shdes in one night. Mrecent GSI report states that the incidents and effects
‘ i
s ;

LR
: de\'/‘ astating consequences \for theF
| been severe incidents in' nIreland of serious forest ﬁres L1kew1se wetter winters
n: uent landslides, as this area already experiences
L
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appears not to have takente cogniscence of such longer term implications.
Regional Water Supply| |

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

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

o ’both bzologzcalland chemical quality will be requzrea’ to achieve good -

l status zjma’er the requzrements of the Water Fraqqework Directive.” W

i lﬁ The Waste L1ce?ncellssued by the EPA allows the Applrcant to remove 450 000
tonnes of slumed peat from \the reﬁnery site, despite berng warned that pollutron -
would 1nev1tably ‘result in respect tojCarrowmore Lake. g,hrs threat in turn is |
exacerbated by abnormally h1gh phosphorus residues {rzbm Coillte's forestry
actlivmes on the reﬁnery srte over seyeral decadegs, ngs\nd the current proposed

- licence adds to thelcumulatrve threat by permgt:tén‘g water from the site, which
may well be contamlnatedl to ﬂow lrnto thgﬁ%l@e Carrowmore Lake is vital to
this\region in sev“eral crucral respects agﬁQ the EPA shows httle awareness of the

need to protect 1tu1n propposrng to r&ﬁ@\ is licence.
. . <<O ‘\\

. 6\‘

Fit and Proper Person 00&95\\ ;

The| Applicant has recently c%usedlibillions of dollars worth of environmental

damage in Sakhalin, Russia, |as well as devastating damage in Nigeria. This

makes it one of the worst multinatilonal polluters on the planet. In light of this,

the Applicant does not qualify as a “Fit and Proper Person” to operate a gas |
-~ refinery situated on a ridge overlooking a protected sea inlet, on the one hand, ; 1 Ty
> and a protected shallow water lake, on. the other. Both are SAC protected. lThrs i ‘l S
Aot pr1st1ne environmerit comprisés a cluster of five protected s1tes and it is 60Km'" N
o lj, - | from emergency services, including hospitals and adequate fire services. It

l l should' not have an 1ndustr1al complex imposed on it through the granting of a

‘. | llrcence by the EPA .
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