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9.

Ringsend Community Interest Group

Meeting 9th October 2001

Notes

​_____________________________________________________

1.
Venue

Venue: Ringsend & District Community Centre, Thorncastle Street.  

Time: 7pm-9pm

Date: 9th October 2001

_____________________________________________________

2.
Participants

CIG Group Members

Facilitator: 

Lorraine O’Rahilly, Research Solutions

Note Taker:  
Alan Kay, Research Solutions

Presentations: 
Jean Clarke, Project Co-ordinator, MCOS

Gunner Kjaer, Project Manager, COWI MCOS

John Singleton, Project Manager, Dublin Corporation

Non CIG Group Participants who joined in the meeting:




PJ Rudden, Director, MCOS

Councillor Dermot Lacy, South East Area Committee

Councillor Kevin Humphries, South East Area Committee

Councillor Gary Keegan




Elizabeth Arnett, Local Communications Officer, 




Other: 

Members of the community

3.
Meeting Objectives & Structure

The objective of the meeting was:

· To explain to the CIG group the waste management strategy & planning process and at what stage in the process the plan was at.  

· To identify the CIG group issues and concerns in order to provide them with the right information.

· To help the CIG group identify their role in the process.

The meeting was structured in 3 parts:

· Introduction

· Presentations

· Open Discussion

4.
Meeting Introduction

The meeting began with members of the CIG group introducing themselves and outlining their interest in participating in the community interest group.  In total 16 CIG members attended.

The facilitator explained that she is totally independent from MCOS and Dublin Corporation and her role is to ensure the CIG group have an opportunity to identify the concerns/issues they have about the Dublin waste to energy plan and receive the information they require to satisfy their information needs. 

A brief description of the process to date was given by the facilitator and what the role of the CIG group was.  

It was explained that:

Process To Date

1997
The four Dublin Authorities with MCCK agreed the waste strategy in 
principle for dealing with Dublin’s 
waste.

1998 
The Dublin Waste Management plan was passed by Dublin Corporation 
following public consultation.

1999 
A siting study was conducted.  Four sites were 
identified as potential 
sites for a waste to energy plant and Poolbeg was identified as the 
preferred site.

It was also explained that:

Future Process
· A developer needs to be appointed.

· Planning permission needs to be obtained for the Poolbeg site.

· A waste licence needs to be obtained.

· The CIG committee role is to raise issues and concerns that can be fed into the Environmental Impact Scoping document.  This will then feed into the Environmental Impact Statement. 

Questions were raised by the CIG Committee during the introduction to clarify:

· Whether the CIG group input would actually feed into the EIS.  This was confirmed to be the case by MCOS.

· Concerns were raised that the decision had already been made to site a waste to energy plant in Poolbeg.  Dissatisfaction was expressed by many group members as they were against this proposal and wanted to participate in the siting process and debate the issues about site selection.  The CIG group felt local residents have had no say in the siting process and need an opportunity to have their issues addressed.
· MCOS clarified that the Poolbeg site was the preferred site but could only be confirmed once the Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and was fed into the planning process.

· Other questions raised by the CIG group included:

· Whether the other 3 sites were currently being evaluated as potential site locations.
· Whether planning permission was going to be applied for the other 3 sites.
It was clarified that planning permission would be applied for one site only through the planning process.
One of the Councillor representatives explained that the City Council had: 

· not adopted incineration as the preferred waste management option 

· not adopted any preferred location proposed
 This was confirmed by MCOS.

5.
Presentations

Jean Clarke, Project Co-ordinator, MCOS presented an overview of ‘The Dublin Waste to Energy Project’. Jean explained:


-
Why a waste plan was required and the structure of the 


waste plan (a copy of which everybody had received).

· An integrated waste management plan agreed by Dublin Corporation includes: 

· 60% recycling, 25% energy recovery (waste to energy) and 15% residual landfill.  

· 10 sites were initially identified as potential locations for the new facility and this was shortlisted to 4.  Poolbeg is the preferred location.

· Opinion from the public was canvassed through a public opinion survey (500 participants & group discussions).  Information gathered from this was used to feed into the siting process.

John Singleton, Project Manager, Dublin Corporation presented an overview of ‘The Implementation of the Dublin Waste Management Plan’.  John explained:

· What Dublin Corporation had done to date to minimise waste, encourage recycling and the issues facing waste collection, landfill sites and biological treatment. 

· Currently 90% of waste is disposed of through landfill and 10% is recycled.  

· The objective is to increase recycling to 60%, reduce landfill to 15% which means other waste management treatments need to be considered for the remaining 25% of Dublin’s waste.

Gunnar Kjaer, Project Manager, COWI MCOS presented an overview of ‘The Dublin Waste to Energy Project’.  Gunnar explained:

· The proposed plant being considered will have a capacity of 400-500,000 tonnes of waste per year.  This would consist of residential, commercial, solid industrial waste and litter and would not include hazardous waste.

· There are many types of thermal treatment processes which can be described waste to energy. Incineration is one of them.  

· The thermal treatment processes was explained and figures were provided showing the production and emissions per tonne of waste. Waste is essentially reduced to 20% of its original weight and 5%-10% of its original volume.

· Some basic plant operation details were also given regarding operational hours, transport requirements etc.

6. Open Discussion

CIG members were asked their initial impressions based on the information provided to date and what their information requirements are.  

Opinion was sought from MCOS, Dublin Corporation and the Councillors as issues were raised by the CIG group for clarification.  

The CIG group expressed a wide variety of information requirements in relation to a waste to energy plant being located in Poolbeg.  

Before outlining the CIG groups information needs it is worth describing their views about Poolbeg and the process to date as essentially the group felt they needed more detailed information about the waste plan, planning and siting process before they could move forward and discuss specific issues about a waste to energy facility.

7.
Poolbeg Area

Concerns were expressed about the volume of industry located in the Poolbeg area.  

Some CIG group members believe there are already serious environmental issues in the area and the proposed plant will exacerbate problems.  

Several members expressed the opinion that the Poolbeg area has already its unfair share of ‘dirty industry’ and it is unfair to burden the area with new ‘dirty industries’. 

8.
Process to date
The CIG group were of the opinion that the process they are currently participating in is a public relations exercise.  They believe this is the case as:

-
They have not participated in the planning process to date

-
They have not participated in the siting process to date

-
They feel all of the decisions regarding the site have already 
been 
made.

-
Dublin Corporation cannot be trusted.

The CIG group also claimed that the process to date lacked transparency and that mixed messages had been communicated to date about:

-
Whether a waste to energy plant will be built

-
Whether Poolbeg is the definitive site for a waste to energy plant

The CIG group expressed the need for the process to take a step back and provide sufficient information about the waste plan, planning and siting process to date.  

It was expressed by both members of the CIG group and one Councillor that it is important that the group are fully aware of the process to date and what decisions have been made in order to move forward.  The CIG group needs to know that the process is at an early enough stage for their input to be of value.

The Councillors, Dublin Corporation and MCOS representatives explained that with the exception of the waste plan nothing else had been agreed or voted upon.  This means that:

-
The technology for the waste to energy plant may/may not be 
agreed upon

-
Poolbeg may/may not be the site chosen 

One Council member did, however, express the opinion that if put to Councillors for the vote it  is likely that the waste to energy plant would be located in Poolbeg.

Members of CIG group claimed they would like somebody independent to define the process to date and this should be presented to the group before any other issues in relation to the proposed site can be considered.  

Some CIG members believed a journalist like Frank McDonald of The Irish Times should be asked to explain this process.  Others requested the presence of the City Manager.  

The CIG group information requirements can be categorised into two broad types:

-
Waste Plan, Planning & Siting Issues 

-
Waste To Energy Issues

9.
Waste Plan,  Planning Process & Siting Issues

9.1
Waste Plan Issues

-
What exactly is the waste plan which has been agreed by the 
Dublin Corporation(s)?

-
What waste disposal options did the Dublin Corporation investigate 
and/or consider when agreeing the waste strategy/plan?

-
Does waste have to be treated in Dublin?

-
To what extent has landfill been considered as a waste treatment option 
e.g. cutaway bogs?

-
Has the 25% waste to energy waste disposal option been agreed upon?

-
How can a waste to energy plant be considered in light of poor 
government implementation of reduction & recycling?

-
Is a waste to energy plant an opt out for greater reduction & 
recycling?

9.2
Planning Process Issues

-
What exactly is the process when building and locating a waste 
treatment plant?

-
At what stage is the process currently at?

-
What are the future stages and what do they involve?

-
What can or cannot the CIG group influence/participate in?

-
What exactly has been agreed for the Poolbeg area?

9.3
Siting Issues

-
What is the criteria upon which a waste treatment site is selected?

-
Which sites were selected for consideration?

-
On what criteria was Poolbeg chosen as the preferred location?

-
What level of consultation has there been with the public to date about 
a waste treatment plant?

-
Why can’t this committee participate in the siting process and 
debate?

-
To what extent have the 3 other potential sites been properly 
investigated as potential areas?

-
Are the other 3 sites still available and if not why?

-
Will planning permission be sought for the other 3 sites and 
if not why?

-
What alternative sites are there to Poolbeg?

-
Why is the site based in city centre locations vis a vis in the 
‘mountains’, in the countryside etc.

It was also mentioned that one of the potential sites was rejected as a waste disposal facility but now has planning permission for a crematorium (which would include a chimney).  

10.
Waste to Energy Issues

If the waste to energy plant is built in the Poolbeg area the CIG group claimed they would need to know a wide variety of information in relation to the following issues:

-
Thermal Treatment Options & Process

-
Traffic

-
Health  

-
Operational issues

-
Waste Volumes

-
Residual waste issues

-
Energy Creation 

These issues include written information requests from CIG members.

10.1
Thermal Treatment Options & Process

-
What is thermal treatment?

-
What technology options are there?

-
What are the advantages & disadvantages of the different technologies?

10.2
Traffic
The volume of traffic appears large – 150 trucks per day (300 round trips).  

-
What impact would the volume of trucks have on traffic 
congestion?

-
What routes would the trucks adopt?

10.3
Health
-
What are the likely emissions from the proposed plant?

-
What is the total volume of emissions from all of the factories/plants in 
the area – including the proposed plant?.

-
What impact does emissions/dioxins have on the health of the 
population.  

-
What experience have other countries in the area of emissions & 
dioxins where waste to energy plants are in operation.  

-
Are there reports available on the impact waste to energy plants have 
on the publics health where these facilities already exist?

10.4
Operational Issues
-
Who would run the plant?

-
How many people would be employed? Who are these people?

-
What training would employees have?

-
What kind of security procedures would be put in place to run the plant?

-
What procedures would be put in place to monitor standards?

-
What protection/safeguards would there be in place in the event of 
terrorist attacks?

10.5
Waste Volume Issues

-
Will there be a contract with private operators to supply a certain 
amount of waste for the waste to energy plant?

-
What is the policy in dealing with hazardous waste?

10.6
Residual Waste Issues

-
What kind of ‘waste water’ will be generated?

-
How will this ‘waste water’ be disposed of/utilised?

-
How toxic is the ‘waste water’? 

-
What is ‘ash’?

-
What is the difference between ‘fly’ and ‘bottom’ ash

-
How toxic is ‘ash’?

-
How is ash disposed of?

-
To what extent will ash be disposed of in landfill/further 
construction?  What impact will this have on future health?

10.7
Energy Creation

-
What energy will be created from the plant?

-
How will this energy be used?

-
Will the energy generated be used for local homes and industries? Was 
this part of the criteria for choosing Poolbeg?

-
What cost structure would be adopted if energy from the waste to 
energy plant is used for district heating?

11.
Other Issues 

A description of the CIG group selection process was provided in August.  It was agreed any other issues in relation to CIG selection would be addressed externally from this meeting.  Any queries should be forwarded in writing to Elizabeth Arnett, at the Dublin Corporation Regional Office, Cambridge House, Cambridge Road.

12.
Future Agenda

Next Meeting

It was agreed that the next meeting should concentrate on addressing the CIG information needs in relation to the waste plan and siting issues before addressing information requirements in relation to the waste to energy plant in particular.

Details are given separately in relation to venue, dates and times.
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