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Questions and Answers

Question: What happens to the fly ash after it has been put in storage?

Gunnar commented that he has a long background with regard to incinerators and is a Civil Engineer by trade.  He is Project Manager on the Dublin Waste to Energy Project.  He provided an example of an incinerator in Copenhagen, which takes 400,000 tonnes of waste and produces X tonnes of fly ash.  For a long time the Danish Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) let the fly ash be disposed of to landfill.  It was then decided that this practise could no longer go on.  Denmark has looked at developing a plant to make fly ash less hazardous.  There is a plant in Autriford which receives fly ash.  Another hazardous compound XX is added to it.  These two hazardous products neutralise each other and the resulting product is rendered harmless rather than harmful.  Fly ash is also taken to Germany and deposited in old mines to prevent subsidence of towns.

Dieter commented that an important question is ‘how will fly ash be handled, where will it go and how will it be handled’ there are ways to handle fly ash safely.

Question: Has a decision being made yet as to what will happen to fly ash from the Dublin plant?

Gunnar commented that there are a number of companies in the bidding process to develop and run the plant.  However their bids have not yet been received.  It very much depends on what the developer proposes to do – this is still unknown.  One option would be to treat it in a future plant in Ireland or treat it in plants in England or Norway.  This will be examined very carefully.

Question: You have said that scientific studies do not suggest that incinerators have harmful impacts on health.  It seems extraordinarily that all the studies that do suggest a link are ‘not scientific’.  I have had leaflets that say larynx cancer is more common within a 2 km radius of incinerators.  Do scientists with an unscientific interest carry out all these studies?

Dieter commented that there are a few studies around and published that suggest a correlation between incinerators and these diseases.  However it is not scientific to claim that these studies prove a relationship.  They show a correlation.  The linkage between incineration and any health impacts is extremely weak.  He said that he is not saying the study per se is weak but that the conclusion is.  A good scientist would not draw conclusions on a study of that type.  There are some studies where you do get very strong correlations, for example, with tobacco.  The reason it is unscientific to make strong statements is that the studies did not measure the chemical coming from the incinerator, for example, NOx (nitrogen oxide).  You need to ask whether the chemical was measured.  If there is asthma – how do you know it is the incinerator that is causing the disease when there is also a power plant, traffic, and other industries around.  The contribution of an incinerator to the overall load is negligible.  

Comment: These people are going on possible correlations.  There is inconclusiveness in the scientific findings but when you are potentially having an incinerator you look on the findings very differently.  I know that certain figures point to a general conclusion.

Dieter commented that if studies are carried out in an industrial area you will see higher levels of incidences than in rural areas – and that this is well known.  If someone builds an incinerator in that industrial location it is unscientific to blame the incinerator.  He stressed that he is confident of this because he can measure the emissions from the plant.

Question:  If there are scientific studies to suggest correlations, is it not worth taking these suggestions seriously and investigating them further?

Dieter commented that a UK Committee said ‘do not do any further studies’.  They said this because epidemiological studies cannot distinguish between background levels and incineration.  The studies cannot pinpoint background levels because there is more than 1% error variability in the measurements, which is higher than the possible effect from incineration.  Dieter concluded that this is his conclusion and that of the UK Committee and other Countries.

Question:  If in an industrialised area the incidence of diseases is higher then should incineration be added to the melting pot?  It is a drop in the ocean but it is another drop?

Comment:  Traffic will also add to the melting pot.

Dieter commented that from a toxicological point of view another drop is not important.  From a toxicological view point the products of incineration are dissipated everywhere (CHECK THIS)
Question: Where is the incinerator going to be?

PJ Rudden (Director, RPS-MCOS) commented that he was part of RPS-MCOS consultants who recommended the site.  RPS-MCOS are the authors of the Dublin Waste Management Plan for the four Local Authorities.  Part of the Plan is for 25% of the waste to be treated by thermal treatment.  Following adoption of the Plan by elected Members a siting study was carried out.  A long list of sites was examined and then a short-list of sites compiled.  The recommended site is a location next to the sewage treatment plant.  The site is partly occupied by Hibernian Molasses.  The potential developers for the thermal treatment plant are in a bidding process at the moment.  The Poolbeg site has been identified to them in the tender documents but they are at liberty to look at other sites if they wish.  After the bidding process is complete and a developer is appointed they will need planning permission from An Bord Pleanela to build there.  The site that has been identified is the preferred site but nothing is definite until there is planning permission from An Bord Pleanala and a licence to operate from the EPA.

Question: The plant is to treat 25% of Dublin’s waste.  Why should we be put under this serious health danger for only 25% of the waste or is 25 meant to be 75%?  25% seems a tiny figure for huge expenditure.

PJ Rudden (Director, RPS-MCOS) commented that 25% is after recycling is exhausted.  The remaining waste will be incinerated or landfilled.  He commented that people who will live near to the landfill sites would also have their concerns about living next to landfills.  He also highlighted that if the plant receives planning and licensing it would be 6 years before it would be operational.  He went on to say that the issues being raised are fundamental questions and not for this meeting.  In some places of Europe there has been too many incinerators built.  The competition in Ireland will be between landfill and incineration - not competition with recycling.

Question: I am interested in children. If you were a woman and living next to the incinerator, would you be happy to live next to it? / I’m a woman with no children.  If you had 12 children and lived on Pigeon House Road, with the traffic problems would you raise children there?
Dieter commented that he did not agree that there are health problems related to incineration.  Traffic is always an issue.  This has to be taken into account in the EIS (Environmental Impact Statement), as estimates have to be carried out of additional burdens in the EIS.  When we talk about chemicals coming out from a plant there is no risk.

Comment: I do not know about incineration and the health effects.  If you can say that the incineration itself is not a health hazard then that narrows down the issues for me, as there are lots of lorries going down the road that the site is on already.

Question: Do you know the effects of dioxins from traffic?  Given the substantial increase in traffic there will be effects, and what will be the impacts from that increased load?

Dieter commented that waste is not the main source of dioxins.  Fly ash would be transported in order to dispose of it.  The waste companies have a lot of experience of doing this so that is not a problem.

Gunnar commented that in the discussions around planning it has been discussed that fly ash will probably go about 200 metres on land and then get shipped out.

Question: Waste will be coming from all over the area and converging on the peninsula here. I drive an old car and I can’t afford a new one and I am belching out so much pollution.  I see all the fumes coming out on a night when I walk my dogs.  Will that be bad for our health?

Dieter commented that his recommendation would be to read the EIA when it is produced.  He also pointed out that he would also be reading it.  He suggested that the implications for traffic management in order to relieve the situation should be looked at.

Question: The plant is a capacity of 4-500,000 tonnes – what will be the fly ash from a plant that size?

Gunnar commented that there would be approximately 6-7,000 tonnes of fly ash.  The fly ash will be wet so that it does not blow around and then it is containerised for transport.

Question: Does the average lorry carry 20 tonnes going in?

Gunnar commented that discussions had involved talking about getting the waste transferred.

Question: Is it probable that the fly ash will be shipped out? 

Gunnar commented that bidders have more idea what they will do but that they all seem to think that they will take the ash out by ship at the moment.

Question: You said that the plant would be 4-500,000 tonnes – will the waste come in by lorry?

Gunnar commented that the final bids had not been received yet so it is not known exactly how things will run.

Comment: All of the solutions for fly ash seem to be finite.  

Gunnar commented the German mines welcome fly ash to stop the Cities from collapsing.  New technology is being developed everyday.  There are currently two processes that can be used that render fly ash harmless.  If it does a good job in neutralising another harmful substance then two harmful substances become harmless.

Question: Have any incinerators been closed in Germany?

Dieter commented that a number of incinerators were closed, as they did not meet the EU requirements that came into operation in 1989-90.  Now the Country has 52 modern incinerators, which are enough to incinerate the residue waste, and incineration is no longer a public issue.  People recognise that there is no public discussion going on.

Question: How will we know that the dioxin levels are being measured and that they are not exceeding regulations?  With the Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) we know it is not working as can smell it in the air.  How will we know when the incinerator is not working and who will be accountable?

Dieter commented that we know that incinerators of modern type and technology can meet the EU requirements.

Question: Are there any incidences where modern plants have been closed down?

Dieter commented that he was not aware of any cases like that.  He said he was aware of studies where dioxin monitoring had been carried out on-line over a three week period, or so, and that the levels were lower than the regulations.

Question: Are there any countries that do not build incinerators or who have banned incinerators?

Dieter commented that the Germans were not building any more incinerators as they had enough.  Belgium closed its old incinerators because they did not meet the requirements of legislation, as the filter technology was not good enough.  It is important to remember that we are talking about ‘old incinerators’ and not ‘modern/new incinerators’ – where the technology is more advanced.

Gunnar commented that he had built his first incinerator in 1963.  There are old types which have been closed down as they did not meet the legislative requirements.  Cars are a good example, now we have catalytic converters and get more mileage etc.   Technology advances all time.  Cars are better now than they were 20 or 30 years ago and it is the same with incinerators.  The EPA has increased the requirements.

Question: Are there incidents where incinerators with the new technology don’t meet the requirements?  How will we know if it will meet the standards?

Question: Can new incinerators guarantee standards?

Dieter commented that he is not aware of any case where a modern incinerator could not meet requirements or was closed down.  There was one case of a bunker fire and it was an incident which had been built into the Risk Assessment.  A bunker fire is an unlikely event which produces a lot of smoke.  This may cause the release of toxic chemicals.  In a worst case scenario a bunker fire would last for a few hours half an hour or so.  

Question: Why are people objecting to incinerators if there are no dangers?  

Dieter commented that in various countries people are not objecting to incinerators.

Question: Why are people in Ireland objecting?

Dieter commented that he had not seen any objections in recent publications.  We are discussing incineration here and it is very justified.  Keep in mind that the technology is the same in all countries and need not change.

Question: We want to be very sure of what we are getting into.

Question: I heard a fig that 360 truck journeys a day, 7 days a week for 30 years. Would this have a more detrimental effect than the incinerator?  

Dieter commented that transport studies would have to be part of the EIA and the EIA should consider additional traffic management.  You need to look at what kind of trucks - do they have diesel exhausts, what kind of engine etc. 

Comment: It is hard to believe that all these trucks are not going to have an effect or an impact.  There has to be a serious health impacts from the trucks alone – there needs to be a study!

Question: How far would you build an incinerator from the resident population?

Dieter commented that there are regulations about how close the plant can be to a residential area.  Maybe 200-500 meters or so – this would depend on the Local Plan.

Question: The incinerator is going to go down on the Poolbeg Peninsula.  There is only one road down – how will that take traffic?  The road is good up to Pigeon House Road.  What about the fumes coming from the lorries?

The facilitator explained that Dieter was a health expert not a transport expert and would be unable to answer that.

Dieter commented that the community would have to ask the provider of the plant or the people providing the studies.  Look at the number of trucks, which areas they are going through etc.

Question: Where does all this rubbish come from?

Comment: Dublin City Council, Fingal and South Dublin.  When the site was picked they thought the bypass would have been built and the port tunnel.

Question: Does Dieter have expertise on the levels of dioxins from trucks? What level of dioxin would there be from x number of trucks, how does that compare with EU standards?

Dieter commented that it is almost not detectable from normal analysis.  Dioxin emissions were a problem when scavenging compounds were added to fuel.  These are now banned and from that time on there was no measurable dioxin emissions from fuel.  Another issue is the formation of particulates.  Diesel exhausts contain particulates and these are of environmental concern.  

Comment: The second biggest bar in the table of air pollution from the presentation is traffic.  Traffic is more than motor engine exhausts.  I have doubts about some of the estimates of sources of pollution.  I am not sure how they came to these figures.

Question: The other things coming out of diesel engines are harmful to health?  

Dieter commented that he would prefer the implementation of filters in diesel exhausts in trucks.

Question: There are 52 incinerators in Germany – what size are these?

Dieter commented that 400,000 tonnes is the average.  The smallest is 150,000 tonnes and the one in Munich is 700,000 tonnes.  They have to fit the community that they are serving.
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