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​_____________________________________________________

1.
Venue

Venue: Ringsend & District Community Centre, Thorncastle Street.  

Time: 7pm-10pm

Date: 11th November 2001

_____________________________________________________

2.
Participants

CIG Group Members
Facilitator: 


Bernadette Coyne, Research Solutions

Note Taker:  

Alan Kay, Research Solutions

Non CIG Group Participants who joined in the meeting:




PJ Rudden, Director, MCOS

Councillor Dermot Lacy, South East Area Committee




Councillor Kevin Humphreys




Deputy John Gormley




Elizabeth Arnett, Local Communications Officer, 




Other: 

Members of the community

The meeting began with the facilitator asking the group if they were happy with the minutes/notes from the previous meeting.  A number of participants stated that they had not received a copy of the minutes from the last meeting.  

It was stated that if only notes were given out, it was not a correct record of the initial CIG meeting.  It was agreed at the last meeting that notes were acceptable but that minutes should be supplied for the EIS report. 

A small number of the group did not feel notes were an accurate reflection of the meeting as the location of the proposed facility had been discussed but no report had been forthcoming.  At the last meeting, an independent person was requested as per the notes and the city manager was proposed.  

However the City Manger is not totally independent and it was thought the notes did not reflect the wishes of the group for a totally independent speaker.  It was also stated that the notes did not state the importance attached to the independent speaker to address this meeting.  

The facilitator suggested that one individual check the notes before they were distributed.  However, other member of the group said they had been sent notes and they were an accurate reflection of the first meeting and that they had learned more from the notes than at the meeting.

The facilitator stated that the group had raised a number of planning and siteing issues and they had been provided with the ‘Hendrick’ document and that this person would be made available at the next meeting if the group wanted him.  

Elizabeth Arnett of MCOS then took the group through how this person was chosen as an independent view.  It was explained that a planner would be the best person to address their concerns but not a local authority planner, as this was a local authority project. 

If a private planner was chosen there may have been other conflicts of interest and the same was the case for planners from organisations like An Taisce.  The best approach therefore was to seek an academic who would have no links or ties to industry or the local authority.

A number of environmental professors were approached and the planning department of UCD suggested Hedrick Van der Kamp as an expert in the area of infrastructure planning.  He was also capable of producing a report before the meeting was held.  

Mr. Van der Kamp based his report on council records, reports so far and also agreed to work free of charge to remain independent.  It was stated that he was the group’s expert and did not work for the corporation. 

He was not available for this meeting but would be available at another date to answer any questions from the group.  

Member of the group who had been contacted by phone, made it clear that it was inappropriate for MCOS to choose an independent expert and this was agreed by the Corporation.  Elizabeth Arnett requested the group to suggest independent people before the next meeting so that these experts could be arranged in time.  

The group queried the definition of independent expert, as they were not being consulted on who was being chosen.  It was stated that the group had nothing against the expert and the consultation process.  

The facilitator explained that the second half of the meeting would be for the group to address this and choose independent experts.

The group raised a point made in the notes from the last meeting that one of the councillors had explained that the council had not adopted incineration as the preferred waste management strategy or had they identified any particular location.  It was the groups understanding that the issue was whether the council had voted for thermal treatment as a certainty or thermal treatment as an option.  

Is it the council’s policy to have some form of thermal treatment or was it just being explored to see whether it was feasible as one of several options.  

It was agreed by the group that this was a valid question that should be answered by the city manager.  It was explained that the group would have time to ask the questions raised at the last meeting and that time would also be given to draw up a list of independent experts.

The group were asked if the notes should be agreed between two or three members but a member of the group requested that everyone receive a copy to interpret themselves in advance of the following meeting.  The group also requested a secretary for use by the group and that this be put on the agenda.  

It was also stated that when a decision is made by the group that this should be made clear.  Any questions or comments written on the notes by individual group members should then be raised at the next meeting.  

If amendments are made by the group, these must be approved the majority.

The group thought minutes were preferable to notes.  

The facilitator then asked to group to introduce themselves and following this a County Councillor raised the point from the floor as to why the Councillors were not informed that the meeting was taking place.  A member of the group stated that she had received a number of phone calls from public representatives telling her that they had not been notified of the meeting and that it had been agreed by the South Area Committee that all councillors would be informed of forthcoming meetings. 

It was stated that a newsletter was distributed to every household but that this was seen as inadequate.  The Corporation apologised for the breakdown in communication to Councillors and promised to inform them of all future meetings.  This was acceptable to all present.

The facilitator explained the forum was for the group and not the observers and for the observers to keep interruptions to a minimum.  

The agenda for the evening was outlined to the group and the City Manager, John Fitzgerald introduced.  It was explained that both the City Manager and his assistant, Matt Tomey would be available at the break and after the meeting for any other questions not listed for the evening.

The City Manager thanked the group for the invitation to address them and began by explaining that all four Local Authorities in Dublin adopted the Waste Strategy Plan.  He explained that any facility under the strategy had it’s own separate planning and procurement process and the development plan is adopted by the Council and the decisions on individual planning applications were made by the manager. 

He stated that the waste strategy was a broad strategy for the future of waste management in the region.  He explained that at the moment everything goes to landfill which is now unsustainable and that the strategy is now 60% recycling, 25% thermal treatment and the remainder landfill.

This will be shared between the four local authorities and that the South East Committee members are pivotal to this plan.  He accepted that a facility of the type being proposed could not just be foisted on the community and mentioned that discussion and consolation was the way to approach an issue such as this. 

He also mentioned the putting in place of a local Corporation representative.  He continued by explaining the objectives of the plan and that the facility had to go through a number of processes and that it had to be safe for the community.  

He explained that facilities such as these could also be seen as assets and that there were positives attached to having a plant such as this in the area.

In relation to Councillors he stated that they had never had a decision making process on operational issues and that the Councillors agree the strategy and policy with the day to day operation left to the City Managers Department.  He did stress that his department tried to keep the councillors informed of any decisions made. 

He explained that elsewhere around the country there was no strategy in place and therefore the Minister had taken the decision to introduce a new act.  What this meant was that the implementation of the strategy goes through three main decision processes.  

The EIA has to go to An Bord Pleanala, the EPA are also involved in waste licensing and The Energy Procurement Agency are also involved in the process.  The Council is only involved in an advisory capacity.  

It was also stated that the council couldn’t now instruct the City Manger from looking at waste to energy, the Poolbeg peninsula, or implementation of the Waste Management Strategy.

The group raised the issue that the criteria taken into account at the time the decision was made to site at Poolbeg is now out of date and the area is now an NHA and SPA and a proposed candidate for an SAC.  The area is therefore protected under the Corporations feasibility study.  

The City Manger responded that there was nothing that would preclude the strategy from going ahead.  The Corporation said that the boundaries being referred to by the group did not include the actual site.  

The group then stated that that this was the first mention of an actual site and that the SAC covered the proposed site.  There was also a concern as to the effect on local wildlife.  

The Corporation further stated that it would not build anything on the birdlife conservatory.  The group stated that the incinerator would be built under a European directive but the Corporation is in breach of a European environmental directive.

The Corporation did not agree and stated that there would be a number of opportunities to make that point.  The point was made by the group that under the single European Agreement, the Corporation are bound to carry out an EIS particularly if it affects wildlife in other European states.  

The City Manger agreed that this was not a trivial issue and that they have had previous contact with the Irish Wildbird Conservatory and that the EIA will deal with this issue as a totally separate case to any previous exercise.  The group then raised the issue of emissions and specifically the EU guidelines on this, especially in view of the fact that there is already so much heavy industry on the peninsula.  

The response was that this issue also would be dealt with by the EIA and in the application for a licence.  They further added that the overall impact of the emissions in the environment at the moment would be taken into account in any application. 

The group then returned to the question of the site, the boundaries, who made the decision on the site location and where exactly that site is.  The Corporation responded by saying that the area was identified as suitable for the provision of the facility in regard to the criteria outlined in the feasibility report.  

The group felt that this was not an adequate response and the group pushed for a specific location and information as to the size of the site.  The Corporation responded by saying that the site would be located on the Poolbeg peninsula and size will be determined by the technology required for the plant.  

They also said the area in question had been identified.  The group was still not satisfied with this explanation and also asked that why, if the incinerator was so safe, that it could not be located elsewhere.  

The facilitator asked if it would be useful to know how the site was selected.  The Corporation responded by saying that the site was selected after the strategy had been adopted and that the location had been narrowed down from four possible sites and that eventually the Poolbeg Peninsula was the preferred site.  

They added that no site had been confirmed, as the size of the site was not yet known.  The group responded that the strategy was already known and that they felt that they were being misled.  

The group reiterated that the Corporation could not move from the strategy to talking about a site without a clear explanation of the process in-between before arriving at any decision.  It was also repeated that some of the original criteria for site selection might now be out of date.

It was sated that nobody could evaluate the decision making process and the criteria for selection was questionable.  The group also stated that the plan was being billed as a waste to energy project but no industry in the Poolbeg area would use processed heat. 

Already there was enough waste heat from the power stations that was not being used.  Transport, traffic and chimney consideration were also raised and it was reiterated that the area was a candidate SAC that covered the whole Poolbeg area and no further development could be carried out under the EU directive.  

The facilitator reminded the group that all these issues would go into the scoping document, which will be used for the EIS.  The group thought a number of people that had been involved with this issue for a number of years were not being consulted or represented.  

The group further agreed that the City Manger had not responded to their questions adequately and that the CIG did not want the incinerator in their area.  The Corporation said that Poolbeg was the preferred location taking zoning and planning considerations into account.  

The group repeated it’s concerns about having so much industry in one area and how could they trust the Corporation when a number of these industries are operating with no IPC licence.  The group also wanted to know if the councillors agreed with their views.  

The City Manager responded by saying that he thought Councillors were under pressure from their communities but the law had now changed to the present strategy.  

He also disagreed that the incinerator was necessarily a dirty industry with the technology now available.  He added that regarding the site that the Corporation had compulsory accusation powers and that they had other sites in corporation ownership.  

The group wanted to ascertain if a consultation process was in place on the other short listed sites and have the Corporation looked at the legal position since the 1999 report.  

MCOS responded to this by saying that they had experienced waste management planners available and that they had looked at the four local authority areas and market research was commissioned along with asking Dublin people what criteria should be used along with international best practice criteria.  

It was again out-lined how the 10 sites had gone to four and then to Poolbeg.  The group believed that the development plan has inhibited the construction of an incinerator in other areas of the region and this is how Poolbeg was eventually chosen.  

MCOS responded by saying that the development plan was one of the issues but not the only one.  The sort of waste, the ecological aspect and a detailed EIS process will examine the site.

The group then wished to know if the City Council had voted for thermal treatment as a certainty or as an option.  If it was an option, was a landfill or recycling option discussed.  

The Corporation repeated its strategy of 60% recycling and 25% thermal treatment.  The group then asked Cllr. Dermot Lacy to speak, as they believed he had said that thermal treatment would only be explored as an option and not as the only way forward.  

Cllr Lacy responded by saying that in the waste management plan it was agreed to investigate the option of thermal treatment and at a further City Council meeting a motion was tabled instructing the City Manager to note that nothing in the Waste Management Plan had confirmed approval or the location on an incinerator at Poolbeg or any other location.  

A further decision in relation to thermal treatment would have to go to the City Council.  That motion was passed by the City Council.  The Cllr also said that this issue would be raised at every further council meeting.  

The City Manger responded by saying that the City Council did not decide to locate the thermal treatment plant at Poolbeg and that the Council Adopted a strategy of which thermal treatment is a part.  

That strategy has been investigated and found suitable to be taken forward.  Further, 100% recycling is not an option and he stated that if there was any difference in interpretation of any of the above that the Waste Management Act 2001 makes it clear that the function of adopting a waste management strategy now lies with the City Manger.  

Cllr Lacy responded by saying that the Waste Management Act comes into force if the regions involved have not adopted a waste management plan.  Dublin has this plan and the City Council never politically voted to adopt a pro thermal treatment plan in Poolbeg or anywhere else.  

He went on to say that if the City Manager wanted to do this he would have to put a proposal to the City Council.  The City Manager responded by saying that he did not have to do that.  

Cllr Lacy stated that a motion was ruled out of order on the grounds that no decision had been taken to have an incinerator at any location where the Councillors could not reverse the decision.  They were told no decision had been taken.  

The City Manager again referred to the Waste Management Amendment Act 2001 and even though this was now law, the preferred site has to go through three more separate processing stages where the City Manager has no say in the process.

The group again raised concerns over traffic, the location of the site in relation to the concerns of residents and children and that the City Manager had a hidden agenda.  He responded by saying that every record and document on the process was public and again stressed that the site location would be decided by the size of the of the site required and that the Local Authority would not progress with something that was not safe for the local residents.

He again referred the concerns of the residents to the three adjudication processes.  The question of resources for independent experts for the group was raised, as was the difficulty of understanding the technical and scientific aspects of the documents.  

The group also claimed that the consultation was flawed.  The facilitator then reminded the group of the role of the CIG and to identify what issues needed to be raised and to get all information that might be needed by the group to either accept or reject the proposal.  

The group asked if they could get experts to help with legal and other matters and that these experts be paid for.  The group also stated that they were still confused about where they were at with the group.  

It was claimed that there was still speculation as to the site location and this led to mistrust between the group and the Corporation.  It was thought vital that this be resolved before any site visits took place.  

The group then wished to know if The Waste Management Act stated if the Local Authority must adopt thermal treatment.  The answer to this was no and the City Manager stated that thermal treatment was part of the strategy.  

The group responded by saying the Councillors had thought they had voted for an option.  The City Manager explained that no decision was taken at that stage on a waste management plant and that it was decided in principle that it be taken forward as a viable option.  

Cllr Lacy stated that the Councillors voted on the Waste Management Plan that included the provision to investigate the option of thermal treatment and that his major concern was the traffic involved.

A 10 minute break was then called.  

After the break, a member of the group raised his concern that the group was becoming an anti-incinerator forum and this was not what the CIG had been set up to do.  Concern was also raised that a site had been earmarked on an environmental issues report.  

The City Manger explained this was a general indication of sites on any plan of this type.  Other members of the group said they viewed the process with suspicion and thought that clear answers to questions were not forthcoming and that they leave the meeting still no wiser than at the beginning.  

It was agreed that questions should be put to totally independent experts and not Corporation officials.  The group requested a site map on the proposed incinerator, to scale, and showing all the boundaries.  

It was further highlighted that no information was forthcoming and that written responses to questions would be preferable.  

The City Manager stated that a number of answers would be provided in the EIS report.  The group requested independent experts, Karen Dubsky and Jim Wilson on environmental issues. 

A health expert, particularly a chemist, was requested to look at the emissions in the area.  Also requested was an expert on European law and somebody to talk about alternative ways of managing waste.  

The facilitator then distributed notes from the last meeting identifying issues raised on various concerns.  The traffic problem was again raised and the possibility of a survey on current air pollution in the area.  

The group wished to know what routes the trucks to the incinerator would take.  The City Manager told the group that traffic was a major concern and by 2004 the Northern Port Tunnel would be complete and the Southern Port Access Road was being studied at the moment.  

This was likely to go ahead.  He also mentioned that they would look at other ways of moving freight in and out of the area, which would be looked at as part of the EIS.  

MCOS added that they were looking at the transportation problem including a rail link, barges and means other than road travel.  The group stated that the EIS would be finished for the Eastern Bypass before this project started and, if the Eastern Bypass did not go ahead, the Poolbeg area would have to sustain the traffic.  

The group quoted a consultant engineer who had already supplied figures from another project.  The consultant would have to be approached to find out if he would be available for the group.  

It was also requested that all traffic pollution be taken into consideration.

The facilitator suggested a written response to the 16 questions asked and it was agreed that these should be made available at the next meeting along with further verbal answers.  The group raised the possibility of contacting a group in Edmonton, North London who have been involved in a similar process.  

A member of the group said they would provide more information on this.  The group would like to see a European expert on health to talk on the long-term health issues of people living close to an incinerator of 20 years or more.  

It was also thought that a member of the group might get in touch to accrue verbal reports from communities that have an incinerator.  The issue of funds was raised again to pay for these independent experts.  

The facilitator explained that funds would be made available.  

The group then raised the possibility of the CIG group meeting independently to compile lists of what the group needs.  The facilitator explained that ballot papers would be handed out for the group to elect a sub-committee of either three of six members and for these people to then select the independent experts.  

The group agreed to meet independently.  The facilitator then explained that site visits would take place to Copenhagen, Paris and London based on criteria of size, location and plants constructed post 1996.  

The CIG would be split into three groups, each group visiting one of the facilities.  Each group would then write a report on what they found and report back into the CIG.  

There are two options for travelling, either Thursday 6th December and returning the following Saturday 8th December (Sunday may be included) or the first week of January.  The site visit will take place on the Friday and those travelling to Copenhagen may have to visit two sites, time permitting.  

The division of the group would be decided at the interim group meeting.  Concern was raised at the purpose of the visit and why they had to see these facilities.  

The facilitator explained that it was better for the groups understanding to see these plants and where they were sited.  The group requested possible dates to meet experts and talk to member of the local community.  

The group will liase with the Corporation on this.  A date for the interim meeting was set for Tuesday 20th November at 7.00pm sharp.  

If the community hall were not available, an alternative location would be communicated to the group.  It was also agreed to look at the possibility of visiting a plant that more closely suited to the Poolbeg area.  

The group also requested more information on the environmental impact of the facility from independent experts.  David Meehan was suggested as a possible to address the group.  

The group requested notes and if possible, minutes before the interim meeting and it was agreed to try to supply these.  The group also requested written answers to the 16 questions already raised.  

A member of the group again expressed concern about visiting an incinerator based on the criteria supplied and asked if it would be possible to visit an alternative site where waste was managed in a different way. However the group agreed that the problem was with incineration and therefore these sites should be visited.  

The facilitator explained the criteria needed in relation to the choosing of experts, which included the type of expert and whether they needed to do a presentation or write a report.  The more specific the description of the type of expert, the better, as it would make it easier to source these people.   

A report from the Corporation was then distributed to the group designed to help in understanding the terms of reference and what would be addressed in the EIS.  The group also received folders divided into all areas of concern with room for notes and reports.

The facilitator then opened the discussion to the observers where John Gormly TD asked John Fitzgerald about the Councillors role in the process with the introduction of the Waste Management Act 2001.  The City Manager repeated what had been stated earlier and that the decision on the Act had not been his as it was a decision from the National Legislator.  

Questions were also raised on the heat to energy aspect and the use of this energy.  The City Manager responded by saying that the facility was always going to be a waste to energy plant and that the energy could go into the National Grid, home district heating or ay other use.  

An observer also agreed that other sites should be looked at for example recycling sites.  It was suggested that an expert on other waste management treatment should address the group.  

Concerns were also raised about the emissions and the dangers these pose for the local community.  The City manager again stated that they would not site a facility that was not safe and all this would be dealt with by the EIS.  

An observer also stated that she had seen other facilities of this type and that Poolbeg was clearly not the area to locate a facility like this.  She stressed pollution concerns, the lack of an adequate infrastructure, the proximity of housing and local health concerns.  

An observer also asked what criteria were taken into account when choosing the CIG.  The entire process of selection was explained to the meeting.  

There were further questions on sewage, the effect of the instillation the plant on the community and traffic, which were addressed by the City Manger.  

The facilitator then wrapped up the meeting and the date of the next meeting was set for Tuesday 11th of December.
