PAGE  
1
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 


Review of the Sixth Dublin Thermal Treatment Plant CIG Meeting

Tuesday 21st May 2002

1.
Venue

Venue:
Ringsend & District Community Centre, Thorncastle Street.  

Time: 
7.30pm- 9.30pm

Date: 
21st May 2002

_____________________________________________________

2.
Participants

CIG Group Members

Facilitator: 
Lorraine O’Rahilly, Research Solutions

Non CIG Group Participants who contributed to the meeting:

Councillor Kevin Humphreys

Matt Twomey, Assistant City Manager

MCOS

Other: 

Members of the community

Introduction/Opening Comments

Lorraine welcomed the group, indicating that she knew they had had another meeting prior to this and so were under some time pressures. The group had asked her to be a little more formal and so she would only accept comments form the observers at 9.p.m. and hope to have the meeting concluded by 9.30pm

Approval of Minutes

First item on the agenda was approval of the minutes. This was particularly important, as they needed to be given to the legal team at this time – Agreed

Progress Report City Council:-  Matt Twomey

Matt thanked everyone for coming this evening and for the other meetings they had held. He recognized it was an imposition on their time. 

He wanted again to say that their involvement in the process would not infringe on their statutory rights when the consultation process moved from the voluntary to the statutory part of the planning process. The process to date had been very useful and DCC had learned a great deal. 

As the process was now coming to the end of the first phase there remained three things that were outstanding:

1. First was the CIG request for their own Solicitor –DCC had agreed to fund solicitors to look at the legalities of what had been done to date and to report back to the CIG. The legal team was now in place, he understood the CIG had held their first meeting with them this evening, and any information they required will be made available to them.

2. The second area that remained outstanding was the potential for the CIG to provide input into the scoping report. It was up to the CIG to decide whether this was something that they wanted to do.

However the window for commenting was now getting short. If they needed any ‘additional’ help to do this they should speak to Lorraine and Elizabeth.

3. The third area involved reporting back to community. One of the original expectations was that the group would communicate to the wider community in terms of any insights they had gained from experts they chose, or any other areas they felt important for the community to understand. 

Again this kind of reporting back would be given to the community without prejudice to statutory process –objections can still be made at any point.

Matt said that as the first phase of the CIG was now coming to a close it was important to take into consideration that 20 original CIG members had been selected by the Selection Committee, but now the numbers had dwindled and it would be important to get back to those kinds of numbers in the second phase and to go through some form of selection for new members. It will be important to know who of the existing members wishes to continue.

During the last ten days Matt had received an e-mail from Clare Wheeler asking DCC to stop the procurement notice. “I indicated this could not happen and we will be proceeding with the OJ notice in the next few weeks. What we are doing is selecting service providers from whom we can select the final provider”.

Question:  One member asked what Matt meant when he talked about something “being without prejudice to statutory process”. 

Answer:  He indicated that he was simply reminding the group that they were still in a voluntary phrase of the process and any decisions the group took now, such as in terms of reporting to the community would not preclude them from objecting during the statutory process.

Comment:  One member expressed extreme concern that Dublin City Council was “going ahead to advertise for thermal treatment as the group was only just beginning to work and has not yet got conclusions to submit from the group”. 

She assumed that the procurement process would not be asking for submissions that were either site specific, or thermal treatment specific, in order to compare thermal treatment with a whole range of options. There is huge opposition (to incineration) and opening up the options at the beginning could save taxpayers’ money.

Answer:  Matt indicated “that what DCC was doing here was implementing the plan as adopted by City Council, as had been communicated to the CIG from the beginning. The Waste Management Plan approved in 1998 includes targets for recycling, landfill and thermal treatment.  

Part of the recycling part of the plan has already been tendered. Procurement for the part of recycling that involves separate collection of biological waste, requiring two biological treatment facilities – one in north, one in south, will be going ahead next year. 

The procurement process that relates to thermal treatment (which does not necessarily mean incineration) is what is included in this OJ. While much of the discussion here has to do with thermal treatment other parts are proceeding.

Notwithstanding the request of the group there is no way to delay the tendering process as it is already behind time and DCC has to go forward. However it is important for the group to understand what is taking place at this time. 

All that is happening is a request for expressions of interest of potential service providers. The number of service providers will then be reduced from an estimate of 20 or more potential suppliers to a smaller number – (around four or five)”. 

Question:  A member of the group asked if it would be possible for the CIG to inspect the documents to see what was being requested.

Answer:  Matt indicated that he had no objection to the group seeing them.

Comment:  It was also stated that the European waste hierarchy indicated that prevention should come before waste to energy, and that required time to change the culture. 

Answer:  Matt responded, “that in reality, because of the time scale, the composting and recycling part of the Plan will be well established before thermal treatment is in place.  In preparing the plan and showing the plan I would remind you that the same discussions took place in City Council in 1998 – and that the proposal to defer taking a decision on the plan until studies had been carried out was not adopted by city council”. 
Matt indicated, “that Dublin City Council was making good progress in recycling - 120,000 homes now have curbside collection. We have ten Bring Centers put in place for recycling, and two Civic Amenity sites put in place to improve recycling, as well as monthly separate collection for hazardous waste. This is enormous progress in the last two years”.

Comment:  Another member of the group expressed frustration and confusion about what was being said. “The group has only just met with their solicitors tonight. Things are moving too quickly for us”. It was felt that the solicitors needed time to source documents and that everything was being rushed.

Answer:  Matt indicated “that DCC was quite satisfied that legalities were correct, and they were quite happy to also have the group investigate this with their solicitor.  In terms of moving ahead with the procurement process it will be at least nine months before the procurement decision is made. 

We are moving ahead with all aspects including minimization, we have appointed the first recycling officer in the country to work with schools, and appointed recycling officers to work in different local areas”. Matt also indicated “that it was important to recognize that all around the world waste was increasing at an average of 3 % per annum. 

It is not realistic to believe that we are going to reduce significantly the amount of waste through those methods. It takes at least a generation. 

Process going ahead now is to put in place the necessary service providers – the timing provided ample opportunity to give community input”. 

Comment:  One member of the group felt that “they could not proceed with the other areas of the group’s mandate until they were able to decide if the process was legitimate”. She felt that “it would be a courtesy for DCC to wait and not proceed with the procurement notice and that DCC is moving ahead of the CIG, who has worked with DCC and stayed on board”.

Comment:  Another member indicated “that, in terms of recycling, where she is living in Corporation flats recycling has not even been started. Around me there are no kind of bins whether white or green or whatever. 

Half of Dublin have no bins we have no proof that what you say is true which is why we have got legal backing”. She also pointed out that the group had stayed with the process because they care about their community.

The facilitator indicated that although the group were asking for the procurement process to stop, Matt was saying that this can’t happen, but that there would be some time before final decisions were made. 

Comment:  Another member said “that it appeared to him that the group was stuck in the same point.  Although solicitors have been appointed it seems to be clear that this is not a legal process we are in. 

Since we are not a legal process all we can do is ask for a gesture, making contributions good bad or indifferent. It has become the consensus of this group in saying that we would appreciate if the Corporation could respond in kind and voluntarily suspend the procurement process until we can respond in a more meaningful fashion”. 

The facilitator said that it might be helpful if the group could provide further definition regarding what kind of time frame they needed in order to help both parties move forward.  “When do you think you would be ready to respond?”  

Answer:  A member replied that one of the reasons they were not ready from the very first meeting was that the questions they had asked had not been answered. Another member said “that it is going to be difficult to work as a group during the summer.  I would say practically that our work has to be done by the end of June or if not then the end of September.  We are the people and you are local government.  You say not going to prejudice anything we said.  I believe the Councilors voted for looking into the feasibility of thermal treatment. I think the tendering process should leave it very open, and see what comes back in terms of thermal treatment, biological treatment, landfill and other pretreatment. 

Then the whole thing would come back and you could compare a whole range of things”. 

Comment:  Several members of the group felt it would be unlikely that the solicitors could give them back the information they required in the time being proposed as they only met them earlier that evening.

Answer:  Matt said that in his view going back to September puts the whole process back further. He said that this is a project to deal with the waste we all created – don’t just look at us and say it is our job to get rid of all of the waste.  

Question:  Matt was asked if DCC had a contingency process in place if glass bottle factories close, or if the bottom falls out of waste paper market?

Answer:  Matt indicated “that contingency processes are not in the plan itself but can be dealt with. There would be options to export paper if not required for home market.  There is a subsidy built in if there is not a market.  You have to pay for someone to take it. 

There are uses for which most can be put, you may get a small return or you may have pay for it”.  He also indicated “that part of the original brief was to evaluate work done by Dublin City Council in choosing preferred site, and investigating the need for thermal treatment”. 

Comment:  A member commented that if DCC had not assessed the feasibility of the alternatives then they have not assessed the need for thermal treatment, by going down the landfill and waste minimization route. “I don’t think this group can give any kind of a decent report to assess need for thermal treatment if you just go ahead with procurement”.

Answer:  Matt again said “that this work had already been done in the original feasibility report. It concluded that thermal treatment is a proven technology.  In international experience thermal treatment plants exist in every capital city in Europe except Athens and Dublin.

Thermal treatment is an existing technology and these reports were presented to elected reps and to yourselves. That work has been done”. 

Question:  Matt was asked whether “DCC didn’t have to go back to public representatives before they tender”? 

Answer:  He indicated that he had written a letter to the group outlining his reply to this question – “there is a requirement to go back before a tender is awarded, not before the selection process takes place”.

Question:  Matt was asked whether, “once a potential contractor put in an original expression of interest, was DCC obliged to select one?

Answer:  Matt responded “that they were not obliged to accept any or all if that is the outcome. They may conclude that none of them are suitable.  If that happened they would have to try again. It was important to understand that a Waste Plan was now in place and the officers now had a statutory responsibility to get each part of the plan, as approved by elected members in place. 

This included getting recycling, composting, and thermal treatment in place. Our target date for doing this for thermal treatment is already three to four weeks behind date.

The process that is being put in place now should result in an appropriate number of final candidates being in place by late September”.

Comment:  A member of the group again indicated that she felt “it was a dangerous strategy to not compare thermal treatment with other options”. 

Answer:  Matt responded again “that DCC had done that investigation. There is no land for landfill available for the City of Dublin.  Two existing plants are about to close in the next couple of years, the only place is in Kill and that expires in 2004. 

Landfill will continue to be critical; everyone here is saying they don’t want a thermal treatment landfill beside them. I would say no one wants a landfill site near to them either. The answer is that we have looked at other options. 

At the time of the Plan we were land-filling over 90% of waste – if we continued like that we would need five landfills the size of Kill. 

Does anyone here believe that we could get approval for that kind of number of landfills to deal with waste?”

Question:  A member of the group asked whether they could not export the waste like they could do with glass?  

Answer:  The response was that this is not possible under EU restrictions

Question:  Matt was asked if he believed Poolbeg is the ideal place in the whole of the country for a thermal treatment plant. 

Answer:  He indicated “that it is a safe and proven technology, and he believed this was the most appropriate site”.

Question:  He was then asked about the traffic involved and nearness of families living nearby. 

Answer:  He indicated that in other locations across Europe people were living far closer to waste to energy plants than anyone here.

Question:  A member of the group asked whether “there was a law that said that waste has to be disposed of in Dublin City? Can it not be disposed of in the hinterland?  If has to be disposed of in Dublin surely we will also have to dispose of fly ash and bottom ash, which is toxic, in Dublin?”

Answer:  Matt indicated that that there is a EU legal requirement for the principal of proximity. This says you must deal with waste in your own area.

Question:  Matt was then asked whether thermal treatment was a foregone conclusion? 

Answer:  Matt responded by saying that thermal treatment, with energy recovery, is part of the plan. 

Question:  Questions were again asked about the suitability of the site in terms of traffic. 

Answer:  Matt indicated that the siting study had gone in to that –yes there is an issue with traffic, which will have to be dealt with – that is the purpose of the EIS.  “We have to convince An Bord Pleannala that all the impacts have been identified and that we have appropriate mitigating measures available. 

We also have to convince the EPA, that we can comply with all statutory requirements in terms of emissions etc”.

Question:  A CIG member then asked if the procurement documents and tendering companies would be put to the community. 

Answer:  Matt responded that all proposals would be analyzed, and a short list prepared. They would then be invited to put in detailed proposals and then be selected by City Council. 

Question:  Further clarification was asked as to whether this would involve the executive or full Council. 

Answer:  Matt said it will go to the Executive and then final approval by City Council.

Comment:  Non CIG members were then invited to provide a comment and one reminded the group “that it is not the community that generates the majority of the waste but industry generates the vast amount of waste generated in this country – and we have allowed them to cop out. If they participate in the Repak scheme they will not be required to pay the huge charges it costs to dispose of waste. 

We do not object to the waste from Ringsend, but we object to it from all of Dublin City”. She pointed out that each of those areas “have their own County Managers who should be obliged to take care of their waste – and that each authority should have its own incinerator”.

“This area has already been a landfill – I understand Matt has to do a job but County Managers should be held accountable for their own waste”. 

Another member indicated that she had already suggested that three incinerators, rather than one, would be the better option.

Comment:  Councilor Kevin Humphreys commented that he wasn’t on the Council when the plan was adopted but his understanding is that the thermal treatment option has to come back to the Council.

If the Council hadn’t adopted the plan, everything would be in the hands of the City Manager.

Answer:  Matt reminded the group that “the plan was adopted by the City Council and was given to you as it is.  Look at it for yourselves and it says that 25% of the waste would be thermally treated. 

It also said feasibility studies were being carried out to assess technical options and so on. What was also raised was whether that plan authorized or agreed to an incinerator or a thermal treatment plant at any particular location and the answer is no. 

The reason for that is that a thermal treatment plant or a biological treatment plant or a civic amenity site has its own procurement and planning process to go through. So the plan decided the overall objectives, the policy and so on and then you implement it through specific regulations. 

So there is no difference in what Kevin is saying because it was set out in a letter from Councilor Dermot Lacy and I set out the other side of the argument in the letter that I gave you”.

In response to a question Matt indicated that the final go ahead still has to go back to City Council – if Council does not adopt the implementation strategy for the plan then it reverts back to the City Manager. 

Comment:  A member of the group said “he firmly believed that people in Dublin, if given a chance could reach recycling targets similar to those in the States and Canada where they had reached 70% within three years. Then there would be no need for an incinerator for 750,000 tonnes a year”.  

Answer:  Matt pointed out that we were giving people a chance to recycle and the target in the plan is 59%.

Comment:  Another member said that the incinerator “if you ever get it”, will be disposing of industrial waste as well as domestic waste.

Answer:  Matt responded that this would only be a small amount. Industries dispose of their own waste and pay for it to be disposed of. 

The facilitator then asked the group to go back to the request from Matt to hear back from the community – she understood that Matt was saying that there was still time to feed in to the tendering process if the tendering process went ahead.

Matt confirmed that the group could still influence the documents and that is why there is no need to slow down the initial selection process. If the group could finish their work by September 15th they could still provide input to the tendering process.

Question:   “If we as a group with our legal team discover that we are not making satisfactory progress – will tendering process go ahead”?

Answer:  Matt said “the advert in June would happen but that there is an opportunity for the committee to have its report written by Aug/Sept time to feed into the 4-5 companies that will be short-listed and invited to tender.  Your document will feed into that stage and you can influence that stage because of that”. 

Comment:  Another said that they wanted to ensure that the tendering process was not site specific and not restricted to thermal treatment – more recycling and reduction of waste and pretreatment as an option. 

Question:  Another asked “what would happen if we are not ready by August or early September?  We don’t have a clue how long the legal process will take”. 

It was also indicated that the group had come to some decisions in their earlier meeting and now they were making different decisions.

It was agreed that the group would have a meeting to prepare for the next meeting, which was suggested should be held on Tuesday the 2nd of July 2002.

Comment:  Matt said that as some members of the group had expressed their interest in leaving because their original commitment had only been for five or six meetings, it would be important to hear from each member of the group whether they were willing to stay on to the end of this stage of the process, and be interested in continuing in the next phase of the project.

Comment:  In terms of filling the spaces one member said that he thought the group should have a say on who should come on board as there is a group here now.  We have a right now to say if we can nominate people on. 

It was also pointed out that there already existed a backlog of people who had originally put their names forward but who were not selected.

It was suggested that perhaps a new selection committee could be appointed, maybe made up of one of the original selection committee members and one from the existing CIG, for continuity, and a new selection committee member who was new to the process to provide an impartial view.

The group was then asked, in preparing for the final meetings whether they wanted to go on future site visits and whether they still wanted speakers – such as the meteorologist – to come to their meeting.

Several indicated they wanted to go on site visits (Elizabeth pointed out that their should be a minimum of three members of the CIG per visit) and it was agreed that they would indicate their interest by the end of the following week. 
There might also be an option if they could not go of asking some of the people to come to Dublin.

It was agreed that they would ask to hear from the meteorologist and also perhaps ask the traffic people to come back as they didn’t appear to know what they were talking about. Another member said that she would like to hear from Karen Dubsky”. 

It was agreed that the group would meet on their own to discuss the issues raised and to here Ciaras report on SELCHP. It was agreed that the group would meet the next Tuesday.  

Next CIG Meeting

It was also agreed that the group would have a break during June and that the next would be on the 2nd of July and would be in the same format as this one - a meeting of the group on their own starting at 6.15 with their solicitors and a full meeting starting at 7.30 p.m.

Matt offered to provide them with any help they needed from Elizabeth or Lorraine to get their work done.

Other Issues

Councilor Kevin Humphreys brought apologies from Dermot Lacey who could not be there and wanted to say that he felt “the committee had done a fantastic job and wanted publicly to thank them”.

One CIG member asked for any letters that had been received from members of the group. To be made available to the group. 

The material from DCC was handed over to the legal team. One or two other reports were being copied and would be handed over by the early part of next week.
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