
Objection
Objector: Mr Patrick Moran
Organisation Name: Oysters for Suir

Objector Address:
The Mount,  Cheekpoint,  Waterford, Co. 
Waterford.

Objection Title: Objection #OS010246 - 3rd party objection for 
Reg No:[P0606-04]

Objection Reference No.: OS010246
Objection Received: 07 March 2022
Objector Type: 3rd Party
Oral Hearing Requested? Yes

 Application
Applicant: SSE Generation Ireland Limited
Reg. No.: P0606-04

See below for Objection details.

Attachments are displayed on the following page(s).
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From: Pat Moran
To: Noeleen Keavey
Date: Tuesday 8 March 2022 12:49:49

dear ms keavey 
I SENT A SUBMISSION YESTERDAY ON LICENCE REVIEW P0606-04
IN MY SUBMISSION I PAID THE 100 EURO FOR AN ORAL HEARING
BUT FORGOT TO REQUEST AN ORAL HEARING IN MY SUBMISSION
I WOULD LIKE TO CORRECT THIS AND HAVE ADDED TO MY SUBMISSION
THAT I REQUEST AN ORAL HEARING
YOURS SINCERELY
PAT MORAN
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                    Pat Moran 

The Mount  

Cheekpoint 

County Waterford 

07/03/22 

Ref – Licence Review of P0606-03 

 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Can the review of Licence P0606-03 turn an illegal licence into a legal licence by 

backfilling information onto the file that should have been in the 2009 Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) when Licence P0606-03 was granted? 

A mistake was made in the above licence that has turned into a major issue and 

impact on the following: 

Licencing 

Planning 

The EIS 

The Environment 

Humans 

The mistake in Licence P0606-03 being the increase in Chlorine use from 5 tonnes 

per annum to 1,300 tonnes per annum which was not reported or covered in the 

2009 EIS. Following a grant of Planning from An Bord Pleanala in 2010 for a CCTG 

Plant on the site of the old Heavy Fuel Oil (HFO) Plant at Great Island the 

developers applied to the EPA for a licence (granted 2011). In 2009 the EIS 

submitted by the developers they the developers requested a continuation of the 

previous practices that the old plant had used as regards Chlorination, which was 

that Chlorination was administered for One Hour with a maximum concentration of 

0.5mg/l of Chlorine measured at the outlet for that One Hour. That meant the overall 

usage of Chlorine would be 5 tonnes or less annually (Also in the EIS 2009 the 

proposed dosage rate of 5 litres per day). This measure is recorded within the 2009 

EIS and is what the old HFO Plant adhered to for over 40 years and An Bord 

Pleanala was satisfied with and gave planning permission. 

The EPA then made a decision to grant a Licence P0606-03 and in that licence the 

EPA indicated that the Chlorine use was not to exceed concentrations of 0.3mg/l at 

the outfall, but however they omitted the crucial piece of information that was the 

Objection OS010246           Page 3 of 13

    
    

    
    

    
For

 in
sp

ec
tio

n p
ur

po
se

s o
nly

.

Con
se

nt 
of

 co
py

rig
ht 

ow
ne

r r
eq

uir
ed

 fo
r a

ny
 ot

he
r u

se
.

EPA Export 10-03-2022:02:39:57



“HFO plant was only Chlorine dosing for One Hour a day for 40 years adhering 

to the practice of a maximum concentration of 0.5 mgl/l of Chlorine at the 

outfall for the One Hour per day” 

As stated in Mr A Fanning’s Memorandum 2002 and from Great Island Power 

Station Ecological Report 1997 (pages enclosed) 

The consequence of this omission has resulted in a 5 tonne Licence application 

turned into a 1,300 tonne Licence. 

 

The 2009 EIS and this Review 

The 2009 EIS for Licence P0606-03 does not cover any increase above 5 tonnes of 

Chlorine use and 0.3mg/l concentrations at the outfall.  

There is also no request for an increase in Chlorine use and discharge and also no 

reasons why an increase in Chlorine amounts would be needed or required and 

crucially there is no information in the 2009 EIS as regards the effects of an increase 

of the magnitude 1,295 tonnes that the EPA granted in Licence P0606-03 on the 

receiving environment. 

The review appears to be a backfilling exercise, the file is being filled with 

information that should have been in the 2009 EIS and used for the granting of 

Licence P0606-03 in 2011. The problem is that the information that is now being 

added is the result 6years use of Licence P0606-03 and bears no resemblance to 

the Estuary that was there 13 years ago and the 2009 EIS is the proof of that. 

Instead of this review when the problems became known the unauthorised use of 

SW8 outflow and the massive amounts of Chlorine being used, the Plant should 

have been requested to cut back the levels of Chlorine to the levels that were 

originally stated and requested by them. Is it possible that the Plant cannot work on 

the originals levels that were requested?   

The problems around the use of Licence P0606-03 for 6years have impacted the 

Licencing process, Planning process, The Environment and Humans. The biggest 

casualty in all of this is Waterford Estuary and especially the Habitat, Biodiversity 

and Species which are now only a fraction of what is described in the 2009 EIS. 

Shellfish in the 1997 Ecological Report has Mussels growing at the bridge outlet 

SW2, now they are just about extinct all around the Power Plant, what else is 

missing from 2009 EIS? Down at the Hook is the first mention of Mussels in any 

abundance in the latest surveys. Shellfish producers – Oysters in Woodstown are 

also on the verge of extinction. 

For 40years the HFO Power Plant worked in harmony with the estuary as can be 

seen within the 2009 EIS and other documents from years. The Power Plant 
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management employed what could only be described as Best Available Techniques 

(BAT) in their use of Chlorine. 

My question now is are the EPA going to do the right thing and stop the review along 

with the 1300 tonne use and discharge of Chlorine while all the other issues around 

Licence P0606-03 and the EIS are sorted out?  

Hopefully I have called it right by calling what has happened, a mistake. 

 

My complaint and query is based on information obtained from the following 

documents that I have attached with this letter: 

A page from an application for a licence in 1978 from Great Island Power Station 

A page from Great Island Power Station Ecological Report 1997 

A page from Mr A Fanning’s 2002 Memorandum  

Select pages from EIS 2009 and EIS Appendix 3 

 Photo of local Mussel dieback since 2015 

 

Yours sincerely 

Pat Moran  
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