
Review of the Fifth Dublin Thermal Treatment Plant CIG Meeting

Tuesday 9th April 2002

1.
Venue

Venue:

Ringsend & District Community Centre, Thorncastle Street.  

Time: 

7.00 pm-10.00 pm

Date: 

9th April 2002

_____________________________________________________

2.
Participants

CIG Group Members 

Facilitator: 

Lorraine O’Rahilly, Research Solutions

Note Taker:  

Alan Kay, Research Solutions

Non CIG Group Participants who contributed to the meeting:

Councillor Dermot Lacey

Councillor Kevin Humphreys

Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager




Elizabeth Arnett, Local Communications Co-ordinator 

Other: 


Members of the community

Expert panel:
Dr Dieter Schrenk, Dr Paul Johnson, Dr Andrew Farmer, Donal Mathews and Owen Madden 

Welcome and Introductions

Lorraine introduced the meeting and thanked everyone for attending.  She explained that the CIG is a voluntary group who originally agreed to 5-6 meetings and that the later meetings have involved external experts to speak to the group about the issues relating to the proposed thermal treatment plant.  Lorraine then introduced the experts for this meeting as being:

· Dr Dieter Schrenk from the University of Kaiserslautern, Germany, to speak about toxicology and the health impacts of the emissions;

· Dr Paul Johnson from Greenpeace Research Laboratories, Exeter, UK, to speak about the health effects and impacts of waste incineration;

· Dr Andrew Farmer from the Institute for European Environment Policy, London, UK, to speak about pollution control and monitoring;

· Donal Mathews and Owen Madden from the Traffic and Environment Department, Dublin City Council, to speak about transport, and traffic issues in Dublin.

Lorraine went on to explain that she had spoken to CIG members about moving forward and some had said they would like to step down and others had said they would like to stay involved.  She asked the group if this could be discussed outside of the CIG meeting as tonight there were the experts to hear from and that the group needed to agree whether they wanted to stay involved or to step down as they had completed their agreed 5-6 meetings.  She also pointed out that there had been agreement on the rewriting of the Terms of Reference for the group and for those who wanted to stay involved there was funding for moving forward but that there are some provisos to that funding.  The group also need to decide how to feedback to the wider community what they found out during the process and whether it will feed into scoping.  She suggested that the group needed to meet with her, not MCOS or Dublin City Council to decide on moving forward and how to use the legal aid etc as tonight was to hear from the experts.

Lorraine then proposed that the group meet sometime in May and decide then whether they stay with the group or leave.  A CIG member suggested that the meetings should be shorter and that resignation was a thought as the meetings are too long.  Another asked if the meeting notes would show that the group were not happy about the process to date and that this has evolved since being involved.  Lorraine explained that the process needs to feed out into the wider community and that people have said, since the very beginning that they are not happy about all this.  However the group needs to decide how they would like a formal record to go out into the wider community.  She suggested the group could hear from DCC on the Waste Plan and process to date, that they may want to think about site visits.  She also pointed out that Dr Jim Wilson, who was on the independent selection committee for the group was putting together details on how the group was selected – in response to a question raised at the last meeting.  

A question was then raised about how many people had resigned and it was explained that three had formally resigned but of those remaining around the table there were people who did not want to stay involved.

The notes of the last meeting were raised and Lorraine highlighted that a transcript would be 80 plus pages and they are summarised down to a manageable length.  A comment was made that the notes of the meeting were very interesting and worth reading.

Lorraine then welcomed the observers, Dublin City Council – Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager and read apologies for Cllr Lacey.  She then went on to introduce the first expert Dr Dieter Schrenk who is a Doctor of Medicine and Professor of Food Chemistry and Environmental Toxicology.

Dr Dieter Schrenk

Dr Dieter Schrenk thanked the group for inviting him to present to them and explained that he had visited Dublin some months ago to talk to the community.  He explained that he lived in Germany and was based at the University of Kaiserslautern, Germany, which is about one hour from Frankfurt.  His background is a Professor of Environmental Toxicology and Food Chemistry and he is interested in the impacts of toxic compounds on the environment and human health.

Dieter explained that dioxin and other toxic compounds are generated through many incineration processes and that no matter what type of incineration you get, dioxins and other toxic materials released.  It could be wood burning, coal burning or even cigarettes.  Dioxins are also produced in the preparation of food as some are generated through roasting or baking – the thermal treatment of food.

He went on to explain that in adequate concentrations dioxins could be harmful but that the question for toxicologists is what concentration is generated and who is being exposed?  Incineration regulations exist and in Germany there are 52 municipal waste incinerators.  He did not have exact figures but thought there were 10-20 in Denmark, the Netherlands and Belgium.  In these countries there are strict regulations for toxic compounds that apply to emissions and the levels are very low.  Toxic compounds from the chimney are diluted so it is possible to calculate the amount going to certain place – this is called the emission.  

When the levels are calculated and compared to the background levels you get the contribution from the Municipal Waste Incinerator (MWI).  In rural areas  MWI contribute to less than 1% of the background dioxin levels  therefore it is impossible to measuree any impacts relating to MWI although measurements have tried to be taken in the vicinity of modern MWI.  It was found that there is not a relationship between the location of a MWI and dioxin levels.  

He explained that few compounds are responsible for the toxic compounds as the raw gas is filtered and the toxic compounds can be removed almost completely.  He said there was no relationship between MWI and any toxic compounds that could be analysed in the vicinity.  He went on to say that it was impossible to detect and toxic compounds – even in the wind direction of the plant, where it should be worse.  

His closing statement was that a modern MWI that meets the strict regulations does not have any health risk for the area in the vicinity.  

Lorraine then asked the group whether they had any questions for Dr Dieter Schrenk.

Question: How close are residential areas to the plant whose analysis you are talking about?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): 100 m to 10km.

Question: Which of those incinerators is you analysis based on, those at 100 m or those at 10 km.

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): It is dioxin level, which was taken from soil samples between 100 m and 1 km of the plant.  There is tremendous variation but this is not related to the MWI but to wood ash from the fireplace, which is used as a fertiliser.  There are a lot of factors that contribute to the levels but not MWI.

Question: Were there acceptable levels prior to the building of the incinerator?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): The World Health Organisation (WHO) recommend that the tolerable daily intake for dioxin is between 1-4 pictograms per 1 km body weight - this is the amount that can be ingested per day from food.

Question: How can you calculate that prior to installation of the incinerator that there were acceptable levels for the environment?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Most of the dioxin exposure that takes place is via the food chain - more than 90%, and not through inhalation of air.

Question: You said the levels calculated against main wind direction?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): That is because if there is any effect it should be in the main wind direction, however samples were taken everywhere too.

Question: Is there any difference in toxicity of the different types of dioxin, for example between wood and plastic?  Can the measuring equipment distinguish between the sources?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Yes with chlorinated dioxins there are clear differences.  The toxicity equivalent must be taken into account.  This considers the individual toxicity of individual dioxins, but if mix the different dioxins they are not covered by this concept.  Dioxin is an organic molecule - there is chlorinated ash in it and there could also be bromide.  When fly ash is analysed there are some dioxin that can’t be measured.

Question: You said dioxins reach us through the food chain - did you mean birds etc too?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): There have been studies done on the soil and also other studies on people, earth worms etc and there have been no effects.

Question: You have talked about concentrations – what about the cumulative effect – the capacity of an area to absorb dioxin over a period of time?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): The plant I am talking about is was built in the late 1980’s early 90’s – the analysis was done in 1994/5 after it was in operation maybe 7 yrs.  You could argue that you cannot measure it now but in 30 years you would be able to but I would say no you would not be able to.

Question: Is the incinerator you are talking about in an over burdened area?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): No, we know the emissions and they are monitored and regulated.  The regulation is 1 nanogram per normalised cubic meter of gas.  At that level there cannot be any impact - you will not find anything.

Question: How long is life span of dioxins?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): It depends on the environmental conditions.  We looked on the surface of the soil, but if you looked a bit deeper it may last longer.

Question: What about the build up in plants or animals?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): There is no build up.  There was a report that there was a build up in things like mothers milk, but we monitor levels and the dioxin level in milk has gone down.  Where MWI have been established there is no impact on mothers milk.

Question: Is that because of incineration or the controls on other industry?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): There are better regulations and control too.

Question: I read that the incinerator in Frankfurt closed down recently?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Some incinerators have been shut down as they don’t meet the new regulations – the old technology was shut down, but that is not problem for modern technology.

Question: According to the newspaper it was a state of the art incinerator that was closed because the emissions were not acceptable?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): There is a modern incinerator 20km from me, which is controlled regularly.  If the emissions were not met it will be closed and they will be asked for better technology.

.

Question: Is there a second plant there?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): There are many plants, maybe 20 in the area.  I don’t know of one being closed down.

Response (PJ Rudden, MCOS): The plant that is closed down in Kalsur and it is a gasification plant.  It was the most promising in Europe but it had teething problems.  The emission was a problem and they are rectifying it at the moment.  It was promoted greatly over here, which is why it made the headlines.  It is not in Frankfurt but to get to it you go to Frankfurt.

Lorraine then asked Dieter if he could outline some questions that the group should be raising.

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): What are the predictions for emissions?  Calculate the impact on health quality?  There are several factors that influence air quality – climate, wind direction, distance, but these can all be calculated and predicted.  

Question: Where does the fly ash go?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): I can comment on toxicology – there are a number of toxic compounds in fly ash.  In Germany, Sweden and Denmark they deposit their fly ash in salt mines.  It can be treated by certain technologies, there are things to destroy and remove heavy metals so that they can be recycled.  That is a question that you should ask – how is the fly ash treated?

Question: Is it true that chimneys are scrubbed regularly?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): I can’t answer that, as it is technological question.  You should ask ‘if the chimneys are not scrubbed properly what are the implications if they are not’.

Question: Can fly ash end up in building material?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): No, as it is a toxic material.  You should not confuse fly ash with bottom ash.  Bottom ash has a much lower level of toxicity – it is almost inert.  Some say if the ash analysis is ok you can use the ash in roads.

Question: Fly ash was used in roads in England?

Comment: The confusion is whether it was fly ash or bottom ash.

Question: How is fly ash disposed of in Germany? 

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): In salt mines.

Question: Which is most dangerous and toxic emission and does Germany regulate its own plants?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Germany regulates its own thermal treat plants but there are now EC directives that are almost identical to what we were doing.  You should ask who controls and enforces – it should be an independent institution controlling these levels.  Which is most toxic emission - is hard to answer, as you need to judge an emission on its toxicity and level of dose.  Dioxins and heavy metals are the most relevant emissions.

Question: In Germany in January I attempted to throw a plastic wrapper into log burning stove and I was stopped straight away.  This happens in Germany but can we say that it would happen here?  

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): They are very strict control and everyone adheres to them.

Question: Are there controls on what can be burnt?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Yes the regulators go in and take samples.  They have to collect filtered gas over days to get enough to do analysis, as the amount emitted is so small that it cannot be collected online.

Question: Can you put plastics into an incinerator?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): Yes you can.  There is no filter on an open fireplace but an incinerator has a filter that removes toxic compounds and it is run at a very high temperature.

Question: Is bottom ash a bit toxic – what is done in Germany?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): It is analysed for toxicity.  If it is low we can use it for roads.  There are cases I know where the toxic materials may be embedded in a way that cannot dissolve - like in glass.

Question: What if someone drills a hole in the road? Does it not dissolve over time?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): It can’t even be dissolved with strong acid.  

Question: There is nowhere in Ireland that takes fly ash – what sort of facilities would have to be established in Ireland? It said on TV that it would have to go to Finland?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk):  Fly ash is toxic and you need to be sure you know how it is treated and handled.

Question (Cllr Humphreys): You said that gases need to be collected over days - do the regulators have to notify the company that they are coming?

Response (Dr Dieter Schrenk): They call in morning and say we are coming in one hour or so.  They put a sampler in a stream and it then takes two days to gather sufficient sample.  They take the gas that has been through the filter.

Lorraine then asked the group if they could draw Dieters questions to a close as there were other experts to hear from.

Dr Paul Johnston – Greenpeace Research Laboratories

Thank you for privilege of talking to you.  It is a pleasure to be in Ireland and Greenpeace are following what is going on in Ireland closely.  It is healthy to gather a diversity of views on the issue.  Paul said that he thought he was attending because of a report, which he had brought with him entitled ‘State of Knowledge of the Impacts of Waste Incinerators on Human Health’.  He had brought a disk with a copy on so that they could be printed off, alternatively he offered his email address for CIG members to write to him to request it.  

He explained that following the result of widespread concerns it was established that there was no comprehensive assembly of information.  Greenpeace undertook extensive literature research and drew together all the information that they could find into one place – and provided some sort of analytical overview.  He explained that Dieters study had been missed and requested that Dieter send it to him and any other information he could provide.  

He explained that most of the information related to the old forms of incineration, those that were relatively dirty and known to have an emission problem.  He said it was not related to modern technology as these had only being in service for a short period and there was a low data set and the impacts were yet to become evident.  However he said it relates to the characteristics of the new technology or supposed new technology.  

The study looked at the evidence of the impact on the human equivalent.  There is a certain amount of equivicality about the data because the study used a large range of factors and epidemiological studies but that there is a defined limit to the resolution that you can get out.  He explained that when someone says that ‘we didn’t detect,’ it could be product of the sampling methods used.  When looking at incineration the technology does not let you measure on a continuous basis.  Sampling is done by spot samples, every few hours, it is normal when taking site samples to get a snap shot, and not more than a couple of times a year.  He went on to say that when monitoring over a longer period the dioxin levels may be widely underestimated.  When continuous monitoring is tried there is evidence of dioxins and the literature says that there is an effect.  When you measure the output, the number of chemicals routinely analysed is small compared to the total.  There can be problems in the wider environment because of the crudity and this can leave you in an uncertain position.

Paul explained that the report does not say that ‘we have a human health impact’ but it does say that there ‘are problems of uncertainty and lack of evidence’.  In the UK fly ash is only permitted to go into controlled landfill – he said that he understood Ireland did not have any controlled landfill – but that the fly ash would need to be contained and that salt mines are ok.  He went on to say that there were certain compounds that would break down under the influence of Ultraviolet light (UV).  Chlorine and chlorinated chemicals are in a book he brought and he said that it provided a good overview on chlorinated chemicals but that he could not leave a copy but can make it available but that it was hard going to read it.

He said that the Incineration and Human Health Report tries to make the issues clear. The health impact is recorded in the literature but it cannot be tied into incineration.  He explained that there is no proof and that it is difficult to get proof.  He said that the results of dioxin studies are suggested and that the models should be ignored.  There is no evidence that the regulations are complied with or that the levels set are detected and enforced, he said that this is a constant problem in the UK and where there is old technology and new technology operating.  There is a very wide variation in compliance rates.

Paul said that it is said that modern incinerators do not have an impact – so the CIG should ask to what extent do they run within the regulations?  All this is uncertainty and an influence over a convenient technology, we don’t need incineration so why bother. He went on to say lots of communities are moving toward zero waste.  If this incinerator is being developed to comply with the Landfill Directive then the CIG should read the Greenpeace Report as it shows you don’t need incineration and that waste reductions can be achieved by targeting the source of waste, maximising recycling and dealing with bio residues.  He highlighted a document called ‘Zero Waste’, written by Robin Murray, which explains some ways towards achieving zero waste and documents some communities around the globe.  He highlighted Auckland, Australia and Canada where people look in the bins for non-recyclables and that this is where we need to be moving towards.  The whole infrastructure needs putting in place to maximise the benefits.

Question: You say in Canada that they check in the bins, what do they find?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): You can recycle anything.  Once metals, glass, paper and plastics are out, bio degradable and cardboard. In the UK plastic is used as a feedstock but PVC is difficult to deal with.  When the recyclables are taken out there is not much left.

Question: What about cling film?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): That is a difficult problem.  We need to reduce the use of plastics.  There are some hard decisions to take.  You need to ask ‘will we be able to have sustainable use of these materials.’

Question: Our culture is different to Australia?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): You need to start somewhere.  If you do it properly it should save you money.  Cardboard doesn’t have a good  price and the steel price is marginal.  With white goods it depends if you can re cycle them or not. By enlarge you should break even.  My experience is of small recycling centres serving a small community – it took five people of the dole selling the materials on from the site.

Question: Realistically how long would it take to reach zero waste?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): As much effort as put in, over in Galloway it took six months.  You can start relatively quickly depending on getting the people involved who are not playing the game and what sanctions are put in place.

Question: How many thermal plants are there in Britain?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): I lost track when they closed them all down.  You would need to ask someone else.

Question: Is zero waste in many places?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): There are a number of Boroughs, Councils in the UK moving towards this ethic.

Lorraine asked Paul to explain what zero waste is.

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): It obviously means nothing, but on the road to nothing there are options.  The driver is the Landfill Directive – if you do that easily, take out the biodegradable element out it reduces the load.

Question: Why were the incinerators closed down?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): They were closed as they did not meet the requirements, you can go on the public register and see this.  This is how Greenpeace are aware of this.  Even SECLP has exceedences at different times.

Question: Can you give examples of those that have closed?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): Exeter, Sheffield is on the way – there are about 25 in total.

Question: What percentage would that be?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): It is quite a high number.  They tended to be small to medium sized facilities.  

Question: Do you have many recycling plants closing in England - we have glass closing here?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): The economics are very unstable and that can cause problems.  You cannot give bottles away; aluminium cans are ok at the minute.  Until recycling is recognised as saving energy we will always have that problem.  It needs to be in the ethics that recycling is good.  We will always have a need for schemes to maintain the price structure and to have a sustainable way forward.  If we leave it to the markets it will vary.

Question: We are told that this is waste to energy - have you any comment?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): Anything that is going into the plant that could be recycled will save more energy being recycled.  Plastics amount to energy - recycling against burning doesn’t add up.  Burning biodegradable waste doesn’t add up either as it adds to carbon dioxide (CO2).  It is very complicated and anyone selling incineration as an energy plant is not being realistic.

Lorraine asked Paul to highlight the key things that people who are fundamentally opposed to this could say.

Paul responded by saying adopt zero waste; ask what is happening to the waste generated by incineration; secure facilities; emissions – there are lots of dioxins and there are other more toxic dioxins. Fluorinated dioxins are not really known about, as there has not been much publicity in the literature.  Paul then asked Dieter for any information he had.  He went on to say that the group should ask about the certainty of compliance and remember that measurements are through a surrogate rather than direct measurements. He explained that what is compliant given that the plant is only measured a couple of times a year – there are a lot things to ask.  What schemes to look at; the long-term environmental quality, human health long term. Paul suggested that he puts together a list of questions that could be carried forward.  He said that the previous speaker told us what to object to and he also said don’t object to emissions.  It depends on whom you believe, if you believe the plant complies 100% of time then you do not have a lot of grounds for complaining.  If like me, you believe these plants don’t operate within limits 100% of the time then have concern compliance and measurements.  You can look in the UK and some are not complying, feedback control, feedstock control –  it’s a classic case of garbage in garbage out.

Question: What about the toxicity of bottom ash?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): There are differing views.  It shouldn’t be there in the first place as if you treat waste properly you won’t get it.  There are lots of quick get rich fixes, ash into blocks etc and operators like this as then the residue is locked up and they can pretend it does not exist. 

Comment Observer: The Irish people are helpful to Greenpeace - will you help us?

Response (Dr Paul Johnson): You are asking the wrong person.  We have an interest in this issue and my presence here is evidence of that.  If I were invited again I would come.

Lorraine then drew the questions and answers to a close and the group had a coffee break. 

Lorraine started the second half and introduced Dr Andrew Farmer from the Institute for European Environmental Policy.  

Dr Andrew Farmer - Institute for European Environmental Policy

Andrew explained that his organisation is the Independent Environmental Policy Research Institute that is funded by the EC Governments, NGO’s and Charities.  He explained that he wanted to talk about air quality and regulation.  When looking at the questions you may wish to raise you need to look at the numbers – there are changing contexts in looking at anything that is going on, not just incineration.

.  

Emissions, particularly dioxins have been raised already - dioxins and fine particles.  You need to look at the impact of the incinerator trucks that are bringing waste in and out and compare that to what you already know about the air quality. He explained that the group will need to rely on modelling to start with, as it is not knows what it is going on as monitoring is going on now. He explained that there is limited monitoring available in Dublin and that there are five sites in Dublin to look at particulates which were established 2 years ago.  To monitor dioxins there are no sites.  He went on to say that there is a campaign going on to have 146 sites looking at Nitrous Oxides (NOX) but that the numbers are with the consultants and need translating.  He explained that according to the results the air quality peak is not getting up to limit for the EU, which were adopted in 1999.  However the one-hour peak concentrations are ok but the annual limits are hovering around the important limit point

.

He went on to say that particulates are a real problem and the question is how they are monitored.  If it is in one location there is limited information so the question is ‘what is the air quality where you are’ and ‘what will incineration do’.

When looking at emissions, there is a wide range of emission sources - traffic is the dominant source of NOX that affects the respiratory system and particulates.  He said that with new emissions standards that this should improve but that there will be more traffic so the benefits may be offset.  He went on to say that Paul Johnson was right when he said that there was a limit on the information on emissions in the UK.  He said the best source was the Friends of the Earth web site.  The EPA’s figures are not on the website but in their offices which is where you have to go to look, but it is important to ask what is being emitted.

He went on to say that it is important to remember how pollutants cause exposure.  In terms of NOx we breathe it in so we need to look at air concentrations.  Dioxins arrive through food so we need to look at how there are deposited and the concentrations is soil or the food itself - so it may not be air that we need information about.  Dioxin concentration in milk in Ireland is low compared to other countries and the US.  It may not be the air concentration; it may be a concentration of something else as a result of getting into the air.  We need to ask these questions.  

With soil, dioxins get into other things from the soil.  It depends on the resources available as to what you can monitor.  However you could say don’t monitor milk, as there is no grazing in the area.  If you can pick anything to monitor it should be the blood stream.  Comparisons are important; you need to look at what else is going on.  If you look at the Sheffield incinerator that just closed down and look at the dioxins - the incinerator is emitting 0.36. The steel works up the road is emitting half of that figure.  If you are concerned about the concentration of dioxins from the incinerator why not about other things – there are a lot of other emissions as there are a lot of power stations.

A short discussion occurred between Dr Paul Johnson and Dr Andrew Farmer in relation to the figures from the Sheffield incinerator and Ferry Bridge and how these were recorded and what they measured. Andrew again reiterated to the group that they should look at what is going on elsewhere, as the incinerator is only one source.  He added that it is perfectly acceptable to say that you don’t want it and to say you can reduce pollution from all sources too.

A group member asked a question, as to what was burnt at Ferry Bridge, Andrew confirmed it is coal.

Andrew went onto say that the National inventory for the UK says that when considering emissions from different sources MWI is a small percentage of other sources but those sources are concentrated in particular areas- transport, for example is spread across the whole country.  Incinerators are located in particular places.

If you look at the plume dispersion that Dr Dieter Schrenk talked about when making comparisons you need to ask ‘where is pollution emitted and where is the maximum impact’.  In looking at incineration you need to ask where are you predicting that the maximum concentration is – is it my house!  Vehicles emitting where you walk by the road are the most common source.  It is important to look at where emissions are.  If the concentration is on numbers out of the top it is not sufficient.  Don’t rely on these numbers – you need to make comparisons.  

Estimate the number of trucks out of facility each day.  The emission figures for trucks and cars used in London were used to promote public transport – I took the London incinerator to make a ballpark comparison.  Trucks by themselves would be a small additional emission compared to overall emissions. Remember it is where emissions are emitted close to human exposure that are important.  Other examples are trucks – the EU standard is 11,000 cars for emissions of NOx – there are other comparisons to, other things as well.  Think about these questions in making your decisions and asking questions.  If have another waste facility where would that go could it be; in the same place as the incinerator, and would it still require transport?  The emissions from the trucks in and out in terms of the total emissions is small compared to the incinerator but closer to where people are so this needs to be looked at in and out of the community

Question (Cllr Humphreys): In doing a comparison you look at the cumulative effect - if you add it on to all other traffic and industry so that the cumulative effect is evident it is fair to say that incineration and traffic and everything else could push over the limits on a very local basis?

Response (Dr Andrew Farmer): I totally agree that the problem is insufficient monitoring to know where the problem is already occurring and if we are to have more traffic it is knowing where it is about to occur when you make predictions based on proposals such as this.

Andrew went on to talk about regulation and how the group should make sure the right conditions are in a permit.  He said that permits are not just about what is allowed to be emitted but it is also about getting the management right – management needs to be up to scratch.  If the process is permitted make sure there is a clear monitoring strategy included - self-monitoring and EPA monitoring.  Look at the emissions and the environment outside - what the levels for inspection and enforcement would be.  IPC regulates over here and implements the EU Directive.  The Waste Incineration Directive provides minimum conditions that are implemented through IPC / IPPC so if there is a good reason for stricter conditions under IPPC the Directive will require that there are stricter conditions, if for example it is an environmentally sensitive area.

Generally the EPA here is well thought of by other Institutions.  The difficulty is that how can what the Institution does be undone by one person – human error whether it is the plant operator or the EPA.  The question is where are you most confident that a failure of enforcement would cause the least consequences for the waste facility. You need to have a waste facility but you need to be monitored and have conditions enforced so that that a failure of any one of these is not here but the environs of Dublin.  From the UK experience, the inspections of landfill are appalling and we need to reduce landfill and the amount of waste going there.  I believe monitoring for inspection of incineration is very good – the risk of failure could be high and you need to ask can I take that risk?  That is the question to ask about the consequence of failure?  

You need to always consider the context of what people are telling you about numbers.  Always ask for full assessments of the relative contribution of different sources, what are the options and what are the consequences of those.  The EPA monitoring – where is it?  More information is needed on air quality in Dublin.  Better monitoring of dioxin emissions is needed.  Better links with air quality and monitoring of the site.  This is what I would do with an analysis of the proposal.

Observer: The Poolbeg Peninsular has a climate of frequent fog, mist, and winds in their own direction because of the tides.  Does this effect the amount of pollutants withheld or held down in the area?

Response (Dr Andrew Farmer): Yes - Dr Dieter Schrenk mentioned climate.  Climate is a massive driver for the impact on air quality.  Trapped air will cause a massive build up of pollutants, and other emissions for example traffic. If there are inversions you can get a concentration.  In terms of the limited monitoring in Dublin the peak concentration is not high but the annual one needs to be looked at.

Question: Why aren’t pollutant levels in Dublin measured?

Response (Dr Andrew Farmer): I don’t know.  

Question: If it’s a requirement that measurements are done and they are not done, what power does the EU have to enforce it?

Response (Dr Andrew Farmer): I can’t speak for Dublin.  The EU directive requires the number and location of monitoring stations. I think Dublin is progressively implementing those.  The standards need to be met by 2005 - monitoring needs to be done earlier and I think Dublin is putting those in now.

Comment (Cllr Humphreys): There is a role out for increased monitoring throughout the City.

Question: The sampling for particulates doesn’t meet the requirements of the EU as it is in the wrong place?

Response (Dr Andrew Farmer): It doesn’t just need to be one measurement but over a period of time.  There is information that is available for Dublin but it is in Italian.  There is currently a campaign for a monitoring exercise at 146 sites in Dublin.  This will provide some information but it will be basic but it won’t tell you about trends.

Response (Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager): The Environment section in DCC has carried out studies and information was made available to the public.  However I don’t think Ringsend was one of the sites.

Comment: We need to have a monitoring site in Ringsend.

Observer (Cllr Humphreys): The height of monitoring stations needs to be looked at too.  There has been long discussion when the report was out as there was a debate over the height.

Lorraine commented that we can get that information from the Environment Section and raise the need for Ringsend to have its own monitoring site.

Andrew then commented that if the area wanted its own air quality monitoring there are monitoring stations, which are big and expensive, but they only tell you the air quality at that point.  You really need a description not just one point.  The EPA has a mobile air quality system, which can drive around.  This is one way doing it.  He went on to say that there are little plastic things that collect pollutants that are simple and cheap.  They cannot do everywhere but it would be possible to do a selection over time to get a picture – this is an established technology.

.

A short discussion then ensued about the recent fire in Hammond Lane and how there was no contingency plan and no one was told anything about it.  This was the second incident in 18 months.  The group questions that allegedly after the first incident measures were put in place to improve the situation.  There were concerns raised about the amount of pollutants that were emitted and how the people who should be spoken to are those who live here and have to put up with cleaning up this pollution.

A question was raised about the mobile air quality unit and a study in air quality and it was suggested that this would probably be done as part of the EIS.

Comment: It needs to be done independently, not as part of DCC – this is history and we can’t trust them.  Look at the air quality here and they are proposing incineration!

Comment: Surely it is the responsibility of the Environmental Health Officers.  It’s the same for flooding.

One of the CIG then raised some issues around: this being the fifth meeting; and therefore the final one that they had agreed to; that these meetings were not consultation meetings but briefing meetings; and that the group needed to meet before the next meeting to decide an approach and get the legal experts up and running.  The CIG member put a proposal to the group that they meet next Tuesday.

There was general consensus in the group that next Tuesday would be all right at 7 p.m.  Elizabeth proceeded to book the venue for the next meeting.

A further discussion developed around whether the group were going on site visits or not.  Lorraine reiterated that the CIG is a group and therefore must decide as a group who wants to go on the site visits and when.  She went on to respond to a comment about the meetings being information meetings and not consultation by explaining that the expert meetings are information provision meetings but when the group rewrite the Terms of Reference that may be something they would wish to look at.

Cllr Humphreys then commented that the group should also look at other options to waste management, like zero waste.  It was reclarified that the group can look at landfill sites, recycling centres and if they can find a place with zero waste that could be visited too.  Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager did state that funding for the CIG site visits is based on trips to Europe.

Dr Paul Johnson suggested that the group might like to contact the Community Recycling Network in the UK who may be able to put them in touch with recycling networks. 

A question was raised about when the CIG report has to be written by, as DCC need to invite tenders.  Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager responded by saying that the selection process is in June and the Expressions of Interest for the tender document will be short listed in Sept/Oct, however he did iterate that this is a rough programme. He went on to say if the group want their report to go to bidders it would have to be finalised by September at the latest. (But will not form part of Contract Documents).
Observer Comment: There is general election coming and depending who may/may not be in we may/may not have incineration.

Comment: It has been said that we need an air audit and a health audit.  Ireland has the worst respiratory problems in the world after Uzbekistan.  We have incidence of thyroid problems, brain tumour and haemorrhage in one tiny community compared to the rest of Europe.  Any expert who comes to see us needs to go down to the Poolbeg Peninsula.  They need to see all of the industry and the huge amount of traffic coming in.  I disagree with Dr Dieter Schrenk in relation to dioxins as in Belgium as food had been pulled off shelf with dioxins in it.

Observer Comment: The original Terms of Reference second point said ‘to assess the work carried out by DCC to determine the need and action taken to identify an appropriate site’.  We have been told the site has been chosen and we want to know when, why, how, by whom.

Lorraine replied by saying that the CIG has agreed to rewrite the Terms of Reference and that funding for the CIG had been agreed to look at the legal issues – part of this will look at siting.  

A short discussion ensued around legal aid for the group’s lawyers to look at the process to date.  A group member suggested that the group think about some of the issues and questions for the next meeting.  It was decided that the legal team would be briefed by DCC and then by the CIG.  The CIG will contact Elizabeth with the names of the legal team that they want contacted and she will contact them.

Lorraine then moved the group on to the final experts for the evening which were Donal Mathews and Owen Madden.  She explained that there were two of them present as one could bring the Dublin perspective and one the local perspective.

Owen Madden – Transport and Environment Department, Dublin City Council

Owen started his presentation by explaining that he had 4-5 slides but that there was not a lot detail on the slides.  He told the group that he would try and answer their questions and if he could not he would come back to them.

He set the scene by explaining that the Traffic and Transportation Group is separate from Matt Twomey.  The traffic group is responsible for the operation of the Dublin system.  He went on to say that there are two basic items - Donal does traffic calming and management and SCAT system.

SCATS – turns lighting seq.  Owen highlighted how this fits.

In terms of the treatment plant – if this proposal were coming in as a planning application we would look at the existing situation, volume, congestion etc. What does the proposal add to that?  What are the traffic volume and the times that the traffic is going?

He explained that his department would look firstly for safety - does it create a hazard?  Can you drive out of the gate safely?  What is the effect on the junctions - will one be thrown over the edge and stop functioning if more traffic is added?  What is the broader effect on the network?

Owen said that there are two long peak hours in Dublin and that the City is coming close to its limit because of the high levels of traffic.  An effect at the peak time could throw the system over the edge, off peak it would have much less of an effect.  He said they would also look at what mitigating measures were going to be put in place to lessen the effect.  

There are about 70,000 vehicles coming into Dublin. Sean Moore Road has 2000 vehicles per hour in the peak hour traffic using this road – this is busy and there are not a lot of gaps.  Throughout the day from 8am to 6.30pm, a 10 hour traffic count, there were 7000 vehicles, in one day we counted 648 Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV’s) -  this is 9% of the traffic.  3-5% is about normal but when the ferry discharges it can get up to 25% and on the Blessington Road in Wicklow can have about 23% due to the quarries in Wicklow.

1 in 10-11 vehicles is a truck.  Will the levels be affected by the Dublin Port Tunnel?  There is an HGV policy being formulated, which will take effect with the Port Tunnel to take more that 2-axel vehicles out of town.  This would have as effect on the volume of trucks coming in.  The Port tunnel will be in operation when this thermal treatment proposal comes in.

Comment: The Port Tunnel will take very little.

Question: Are you suggesting that all of the trucks will go into the Port Tunnel?

Response (Owen Madden): Traffic heading south from the north side have to go into the Tunnel.

Question: What about traffic from the west and south?

Response (Owen Madden): The M50 connects with every National Prime Route. It does not currently connect to the N11 but it will.

Comment (Cllr Humphreys): Have the origins of the vehicles being shown on your overhead? The 640 vehicles - is that southbound? If it is they will not be going into Port Tunnel.

Response (Owen Madden): That traffic is currently not going in to the Port Tunnel it is heading down Strand Road or right into Ringsend.  The proposal is to remove anything with more that 2 axels from the City unless they have a piece of paper saying that they can go into town.  Traffic won’t be able to access the Galway road through Ringsend.  It wont be able to do this.

There was then a short discussion on traffic movements around Ringsend and where they go and Owen explained that he could not answer every question, as the Policy to stop trucks going into the City had not yet being agreed.

Observer Comment (Cllr Humphreys): Is there a proposal for a bridge across the tunnel or the Liffey 

Question: There is a lot of container traffic on the road.  It starts at 5.20 am when it comes off the ship and goes down through Church Avenue, down  Sean Moore Road and through Irish Town with no regard for the speed limits or anything.  This goes on all day until 1.20 am – what policy is going to stop that?  They are all 16 wheeler vehicles.

Response (Owen Madden): There is raft legislation coming along that allows the use of cameras to prosecute offending vehicles.

There were then some comments about how the trucks should not be allowed to come down the local roads, that extra trucks will be feeding the incinerator and taking ash out to landfill again and that truck movements won’t really change as they won’t be using the Port Tunnel as they are going in a different direction.

Owen explained that in terms of traffic management the collection of data, cycle flows, accidents, speeds, parking etc are looked at and a preliminary design is produced.  The data identifies the problems and the designer’s design out the problems.  A safety audit on the drawings is then produced.   He went on to say that the designs are put out to public consultation and an assessment is made on the concluding comments and solutions made.  The proposals are then presented to the Area Committees in The City Council and then to a final design.  If you want to adopt a traffic management procedure that is typically what would happen.  There is already a traffic-calming scheme for this area.

A short discussion followed on the capacity of the Port Tunnel to take trucks and it was established that the only trucks that the Port Tunnel couldn’t take were three level car transporters and trucks from a specific company that has gone and bought trucks higher than Port Tunnel will be.

Owen was asked whether he could make a commitment that all trucks going to the incinerator would go through the Port Tunnel and he said that he was not in a position to say that.

Question: One of reasons for choosing this site was to minimise the refuse truck miles - do you do quantitative analysis on the truck miles? Is the Eastern Bypass considered an advantage to the position of the proposed incinerator?  

Response (Owen Madden): No a quantitative analysis is not done on truck miles. Proposed new roads are a factor in siting but I don’t think an EIS has been done on the Bypass yet.  There is no current proposal to build the eastern bypass. 

Lorraine asked Owen if he had been involved in anything to do with this proposed thermal treatment plant in the past and he said that he had not until today.

Comment: These are studies that we would have expected to be done in relation to siting.  The reports, which we have been given to read (Siting Study) talk about minimising truck miles and new roads, but Dublin Corporation are not aware of this, this is irregular.

There were then some comments about the capacity of the M50 as at times it is a car park, that there is no room in Ringsend for this type of site at all, that the system can’t handle any more traffic, and that the lead into the Port Tunnel won’t be able to handle the traffic levels either.  A suggestion was made that the incinerator should be put on the M50.

Comment Observer: What are you going to do with traffic calming in Ringsend as this has been ignored?

Response (Donal Mathews): A traffic-calming scheme was built over the last year or so.  It looks at the roads and the different functions of them, for example a small residential street would warrant serious traffic calming measures. Boundary roads function as major traffic routes and include emergency service routes, bus routes and therefore have less severe calming measures.  That is why Ringsend Road, and Irishtown Road has less severe traffic calming measures.  There is a facility to review the scheme and we take submissions on basis of the scheme and if the issues have not being properly addressed.

Comment: Church Avenue is one of the smallest roads and it takes lots of trucks, this is dangerous.  There are other bus routes in Sandymount which have some calming, why can we not have it.  Why was it not continued into Ringsend and Irish town?

Response (Donal Mathews): That is because it is one of the strategic routes for emergency vehicles.  Irishtown and Ringsend Road are boundary roads and are meant to carry traffic.  Sandymount is a mixed traffic residential route with Strand Road being a boundary.  Calming measures cannot be sever here.  There was some traffic calming on the  Sean Moore Road but we haven’t yet monitored speeds, if additional measures are needed we will look at it.

There were then some comments around the speed of vehicles, not being able to open windows, and houses shaking.  A comment was made about speed ramps on Nuttley Lane where the ambulances go but it was established that these are bus ramps that are less severe than residential ramps.  There were also some other issues raised about collection trucks using Tridenville Road and the safety issues around the health centre in Irish Town.

The group were told that if they were not happy with the traffic on their street they could make submissions to Donal Mathews or the Director of Traffic.

There was again a query about the trucks for the incinerator not using the Port Tunnel and how the tunnel will not affect the traffic locally.  Donal responded by saying to the group that they need to look at the other measures that would be implemented in the area and what their effect on traffic may be.  What effect the additional traffic will have too, you also need to ask what other planning applications are going in.

Question: There will be 380 trucks per day on that road.

Response (Donal Mathews): Not on that road, some will go across the toll bridge.  It was built to take some traffic.  

Comment: Truckers will not pay the toll so I don’t know how you make sure that they go down through the Port Tunnel.  The road needs monitoring for speed and pollution.  6-8 trucks per hour, 16 wheelers, is going to cause huge pollution and the children will be asthmatic within the year because the pollution is dreadful.

Donal went on to tell the group that they need to know about the infrastructure.

There followed some comments about how everyone did not want the incinerator and the City Manager still wants to go ahead.  It was said that the City are employed by Dublin people so they should listen to what people do/don’t want and that it is because recycling is too much of a struggle that they are not doing it.

Lorraine suggested that maybe the group should ask DCC to come back in and present to the group on some of these issues.

Some clarification was asked for on who would be considering the report from the CIG. Matt Twomey told the group that the builders of the plant would be asked to consider it in doing their legal EIA.  They would need to take into account any comments that this or any other group make about the proposal.  There are also decisions that have to be made by An Bord Pleanela, a licence from the EPA, and an energy licence from the energy regulator.

There were then some questions around how the decision on the proposal would be made, as there was a new Bill in January, which meant that the proposal would go straight to An Bord Pleanela and not go to the City Councillors.  Matt Twomey clarified that the old method is Part 9 and an EIA is required, under the old legislation the decision was made by the Minister.  Under the new Act the decision is made by An Bord Pleanela - the planning board.

Comment (Cllr Lacey): The decision to build an incinerator is still within the elected City Council.  DCC is pursing this proposal because they are acting under a political force – it is Dempsey that wants incineration.

Lorraine suggested that this was something that could be looked at with the legal team.

A question was asked about the possibility of having precise minutes of this meeting by next Tuesday.  Lorraine explained that the transcribing takes one week and then she needs to look at the gaps and then write it into something that is readable.  She went on to say that the CIG member said this was not consultation but she suggested the CIG go back to the first meetings that they had where there had been a lot of debate and discussion.  She explained that these last few meetings are more about information provision from experts.  She said that the next step was more consultative as the group have a lot more information and therefore there are more things to debate but that it is up to the CIG on how they want to take this forward.  

It was reiterated that the next meeting is on Tuesday 16 April at 7 pm.

Lorraine asked the group to then come back to Elizabeth and tell her how they want to proceed; she did ask if they could avoid the first two weeks of May as she is on holiday.

A comment was again made about the length of the meeting – it was 3 hours long.  The CIG member felt the meeting should be 1.5-2 hours long.

Lorraine suggested that this could be again put in the terms of reference.

Other issues that were raised were that people should not butt in to the debate but only speak when they are asked to speak and whether the group can visit an incinerator.

Lorraine suggested the group decide where and when they want to go next week and then provide an indication to Elizabeth.  She then thanked everybody for the time, special thanks to the experts and closed the meeting.


