
  

 

 
 
___________________________________________________________________  
 
MINUTES OF THE ENVIRONMENT STRATEGIC POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 

HELD ON 25th APRIL 2018 

 
1. Minutes of the meeting held on 29th March 2018 (Copy Attached) 

 
Order: Agreed 
 

2. Matters arising 
 
None 
  

3. Chairperson’s Business 

Note of thanks to issue to Thornton’s recycling for facilitating the Committee’s site 
visit 
 

4. Correspondence 

None 

5. Segregation of recyclables in Housing flat Complexes – Céline Reilly Executive 
Manager. 
 
Members made the following comments / observations 
 
On a point of order Mr. McCarthy noted that 4 separate communications issued in 
relation to Agenda items. This material must be issued one week in advance of the 
meeting to give the Committee ample time to consider the material (JMcC) 
 
Dick Brady responded we should issue the reports in a timely manner and he will 
endeavour to ensure this occurs (DB) 
 
Members made the following comments / observations in relation to the report that 
issued. 
 

 The deadline for receipt of tenders (flat complexes waste collection) is 30th 
April and there is concern among the current workforce about job security if 
Greyhound are unsuccessful (MOB) 

 There is an obligation on the successful tenderer to take on workers currently 
assigned to the service put out to tender (MOB) 

 Has the issue of private apartment complexes been addressed (CC) 

 Why would we not be aiming for 100% recycling of green waste instead of 
the 20% listed in the report (TMacV) 

 Are inspections carried out to ensure waste segregation (CB) 
 

 



Celine Reilly responded 
 

 The pre-qualification questionnaire is required by 30th April and not the 
Tender 

 It will take time to bring up the recycling rates, by way of example a resident 
of the 5th Floor with no lift would find it difficult to recycle. 
 

 
Order: Noted. Relist report for June meeting to include obligation on management 
companies and residents of apartment complexes to segregate waste.  
 

6. Waste Processing Procedure, James Nolan, Senior Executive Officer 
 
James Nolan advised the Committee 
 

 Depending on the bin type waste has an automatic classification 

 Mixed Dry Recyclables will go through a segregation process with the 
different waste streams being reclassified. 

 There is c38% contamination 

 Solid refuse fuel is being derived from the contaminants in the green waste 
which is sought by the cement kilns as an alternative fuel. 

 In Ireland there is c1.4m tonnes recyclable and C1.6m tonnes residual 
material produced annually 

 We don’t have the capacity nationally to treat all the residual waste 
produced. 

 The Waste to Energy Facility is not licensed to pre-treat the material at the 
facility but it is inspected to ensure it is compliant with the EWC codes. 

 
Member raised the following questions 
 

 What is the breakdown of the 38% contamination rate, can a situation arise 
where contamination reaches a certain level that the whole truckload is 
deemed contaminated. (MOB) 

 Are recyclables no longer extracted from black bin waste (MOB) 

 Is more recyclable material being processed at DWtE facility because of 
China’s refusal to accept exports (MOB) 

 Clarify what is Municipal Waste (RM) 

 Is 40 – 45% of material recycled and the target is 60% (RM) 

 This is a significant change in the disposition of the wastes that arise, if there 
are more detailed figures on the wastes that arise they should issue to the 
Committee (JMcC) 

 Are recyclables being incinerated (CC) 
 
James Nolan responded. 
 

 38% of all recyclable waste collected ends up being classified as 
contaminated. 

 The impact of China has no affect on the DWtE facility, there has been no 
change in the calorific value of the waste processed, and the facility is not 
designed to treat high calorific value waste. 

 Municipal waste is all the waste arisings (black, green & brown bin material) 

 The Eastern and Midland Waste Office will present on waste arisings in June 
 



 
 
 
 
Order: Report noted. Waste arisings in the region will be included in the Regional 
Waste Office’s report to be given at the June meeting. 
 

7. Ringsend Environmental Health Group. – John Kelly 

Members thanks Mr. Kelly for his presentation and raised the following points. 

 Monitoring for pm10 and pm2.5 should take place in Ringsend (CB) 

 Whenever the Air Quality was measured in Ringsend it was in breach of the 

standards (JMcC) 

 The machine that is measuring Air Quality in the recycling centre on Sean 

Moore Road is displaying information of an real time; no historic recorded 

data is available and it only measures for PM10 (JMcC) 

 We need proper Air Quality monitoring where the population lives, Dublin 1, 

2, 3 & 4. (JMcC) 

 

Order: Presentation Noted 

8. Air Quality Response to Motion at March Meeting  & report on the air quality 
monitoring stations in Dublin 1, 2,3 & 4– Céline Reilly Executive Manager  
 

'That this Environment SPC seeks to address the concerns of the residents of The 
Ringsend Environmental Health Group regarding the lack of effective monitoring of the 
environmental impact of the activities of existing commercial and industrial operations 
and potential new developments on the Poolbeg Peninsula on the local area and its 
community: Further details on their concerns can be found in the attached document, 
but specifically their questions are:   

              1.      Who is responsible for monitoring the AMBIENT Air quality in our area? 

 2.      What are the proposed (if any) locations for monitoring stations in Ringsend, 
 Irishtown and Sandymount Villages? 

 3.      When will this be done? 

 4.      Will the results of this monitoring (particularly PM2.5) be publicly available? 

5.      Will Noise, Vibration and Congestion studies be undertaken and will this data 
be   publicly available? 

Members raised the following questions / issues in relation to the report that was 
circulated. 

 

 There is a problem with monitoring in Dublin; I don’t accept that we are 
getting a good record of what is happening particularly in the inner city. (CC) 

 In the North Inner City with a population of 72,000 there is one monitoring 
station, is this sufficient to tell us what we need to know (CC) 

 Our monitoring network needs to be increased dramatically (CC) 



 Having a monitoring station at the Ordinance Survey Office in the Phoenix Park 
is meaningless (CC) 

 I don’t think it is correct to say that an exceedence of PM10 is required before 
we measure for PM2.5, if there isn’t big pms there may small pms(CC) 

 I checked the EPA website for the monitoring station in Coleraine Street and 
data was not available for 2016 / 2017 and to date (CC) 

 I have to disagree with almost everything presented by the manager (JMcC) 

 The notion that PM10 not being in exceedence is sufficient reason not to 
measure for PM2.5 is scientifically totally incorrect (JMcC) 

 PM2.5 is far more dangerous (than PM10) (JMcC) 

 There is no record of 2017 & 2018 data on the EPA website (JMcC) 

 We don’t have the right monitoring stations in the right places (JMcC) 

 The PM10 standard (in Ringsend) was breached during the measurement 
campaign between 2008 and 2010 (JMcC) 

 Will we have a proper EIS air quality study for the SDZ (JMcC) 

 The EPA website is not user friendly (CB) 

 What are the barriers to having additional monitoring stations (CB) 

 Why can’t we measure for PM2.5 in the existing stations (CB) 
 

           
           Céline Reilly & Dick Brady responded 
            

 It is a different piece of equipment to measure pm2.5 (CR) 

 The EPA decides where the monitors are installed (CR) 

 The EPA is the competent Authority, if it is felt that the type and number of 
monitoring stations is insufficient will be happy to pass the observations on to 
the EPA (DB) 

 In relation to the technical issues raised it is regrettable that our expert was 
unable to attend today. We will have him at a future meeting to address the 
issues raised. (DB) 

 
 
           Order: Report Noted. Martin Fitzpatrick, Principal Environmental Health Officer to  
           meet with John Kelly Ringsend Environmental Health Group. 
 
           The Chair to write to the EPA in relation to the lack of data available from the  
           monitoring stations 
 

 
9. Dublin Waste to Energy update report - James Nolan Senior Executive Officer  

James Nolan referred to issues that arose at the March meeting 
 

 Tecora System – It was stated that the system is not certified and it was 
queried how can the data be relied upon. The Tecora system is not utilised 
for compliance, all the compliance data is from the in stack testing which is 
the method used to meet the European standard. 

 The Tecora system is certified, it has an M certificate for qualitative 
measurement which is all it is required to do. 

 There have been six in stack tests to date which show the facility is compliant 

 When the waste characterisation report is complete we will have specific 
figures on the biomass fraction, this report will be circulated to the 
Committee. 



 There will be a special meeting held to deal with the Performance 
Demonstration test report and the Pre-commissioning test report.  It is likely 
to be August before the Performance Acceptance test report is available. 
 

Members raised the following questions in relation to the report that was circulated. 

 Can we have an update on status of the Commissioning report that was 
issued to the EPA (JMcC) 

 Can we have a commitment that the Waste Characterisation report will issue 
to the Committee when it is complete. (JMcC) 

 The ash being handled by Rialta – is this in compliance with the planning 
permission (JMcC) 

 The EPA accepted (from DWtE) the root case to the event on 7th June was a 
lime spill – The Spillage was Flue Gas Treatment Residue. (JMcC) 

 The EPA state that the cause was inappropriately fitted door seals but on 
Page 4 of the EPA report the true cause was is stated “there was an error on 
the valve controlling the circulation of lime from the bag house; the error 
resulted in greater volumes of lime being recirculated. The volume of lime in 
the hoppers was such that it exceeded the level of the access hatches” 
(JMcC) 

 The root cause of the incident was that the plant was being operated 
incorrectly, it was not properly programmed. (JMcC) 

 The software system was reloaded and the recirculation % defaulted to 100, 
it should have been 80%, it is now set at 60%.( JMcC) 

 I have asked the EPA to retract the report and correct it (JMcC) 

 What is the status of the Commissioning report that issued to the EPA (JMcC) 

 What is the status of the refinancing report (JMcC) 
             
             James Nolan responded. 
          

 Rialta is in compliance with the planning permission 

 Clarification of the Commissioning report will issue 

 The refinancing report will go to the Corporate Policy Group and to the SPC 
thereafter 

 
Order: Report Noted. See Appendix 1 below a copy of  Mr. McCarthy’s email to the 
EPA 
 
 

10. Dublin District Heating Systems update report – Victor Coe, Senior Executive Engineer 
 
Member raised the following question in relation to the report that was circulated. 
 

 Will legislation be required to support the business model for DDHS (NOM) 
 

Victor Coe & Dick Brady responded 

 It is not clear if new legislation is required, it is being examined by the Law 

Agent (VC) 

 The need for new legislation of regulation change will not stop us moving 

forward with the project when we find a model that can deliver the project. 

(DB) 

 



 

Order: Report Noted, further detailed report to issue at the June meeting of the 

Committee. 

 

11. Strategic Water Supply – Irish Water. Sean Laffey, Head of Asset Management and 

Claire Coleman, Project Communications Manager 

       

Members thanked the Irish Water Official for the presentation and raised the 

following questions     

  

 How many schools in the Dublin region use harvested rain water (COM) 

 It can take some time to have leaks repaired (COM) 

 People are concerned in relation to houses with lead piping (COM) 

 Real time water usage and demand was previously available, can this be 

reinstated (CC) 

 Water usage is tracked by economic growth in the EIS, how can this be 

squared with the carbon targets we have to meet, if we are to meet the 

targets water consumption needs to be detached from economic growth.  

(CC) 

 In relation to leakage, in Zurich where 2% of the network is replaced 

annually, is it harder to replace the network in a high density city like Zurich 

than a medium density city like Dublin (CC) 

 What material is being used in replacement pipes (CC) 

 Earlier iterations of the plan provided for a significant reservoir in the 

Midlands – this has been dropped, in the absence of a reservoir a large 

amount of water will be extracted from the Shannon in the summer 

months, are the ESB ok with this (CC) 

 The Water Framework directive is cautious about transferring water from 

one river basin to another, what is Irish Water’s view on this (CC) 

 Prior to Irish Water there was a wide disparity between the Local Authorities 

in relation to unaccounted for water. South Dublin brought leakage levels 

down to c16% , can more be achieved by additional pipe replacement / 

repair.(MOB) 

 An education programme around rain water harvesting should be 

introduced. (MOB) 

 Are there guidelines in place on the type of pipes developers should use 

(MOB) 

 Could a comparison on domestic, corporate and institutional usage issue to 

the SPC (TMacV) 

 How much water would be expected to be saved through the education 

programmes (TmacV) 

 Can we have the actual cost for Thames replacement (JMcC) 

 Clarify the cost ratio at1-7, replacement v fix and find (JMcC) 

 Could a full data set behind the graphs issue to the Committee and for the 

forecast analysis (JMcC) 



 Who should produce a cost benefit analysis for rain water harvesting, this 

SPC can make representations to the appropriate authorities  / minister 

(JMcC) 

 Why should the ESB get money for water that the Nation needs – who owns 

the water (JMcC) 

 Can the studies being carried out as part of the Planning Permission be made 

available to this SPC (JMcC) 

 What happened taptips.ie (CC) 

 How much will the project cost & and how much will it cost to operate 

annually (CC) 

 Why was the reservoir moved (NOM) 

 What is the planning permission process (NOM) 

 This SPC will be happy to make representation in relation rain water 

harvesting but we require the details to do so (NOM) 

 Will bills issue to householders to pay for water given the extensive costs 

(EM) 

 

Sean Laffey and Claire Coleman responded 

 

 We have no figures on rain water harvesting in schools (SL) 

 Rain Water harvesting has a huge part to play going forward but Irish Water 

has no statutory powers to impose conditions to install harvesting systems 

(SL) 

 As part of the lead replacement programme pipes will be dosed with 

orthophosphate which will line the lead pipes to ensure the lead does not 

enter the drinking water (SL) 

 Lead water main replacement is being rolled out across the country but 

there is not a huge take up from householders. (SL) 

 Real time information for water usage / demand will be examined. (SL) 

 In relation to carbon targets we are looking at how our energy for the 

Shannon Scheme is sourced with a focus on renewables (SL) 

 The ESB is required by law to keep the water in the lake at a certain level –

The water that Irish Water will be taking will come from the ESB’s 

generation allowance. Irish water will have to pay the ESB for the water 

extracted (SL) 

 The inter catchment water transfer will be dealt with as part of the planning 

permission (CC) 

 The Shannon is a resilient river whereas rivers in the east are vulnerable to 

Climate Change, this project will relieve the pressure on the Liffey and other 

rivers (CC) 

 The initial assessment was a desk based environmental assessment, detailed 

on the ground environmental assessments showed that the midlands 

reservoir was not sustainable (CC) 

 As raw water is being extracted there was a risk of transferring invasive 

species from the Shannon (CC) 



 IW communications unit is putting together an Education Programme and 

rain water harvesting will be included in this (SL) 

 South Dublin Co. Co. was one of the lead Authorities in relation to leakage 

reduction (SL) 

 IW requires developers to use HDPE pipes. (SL) 

 Best European Cities would have leakage of c10% but these cities generally 

were re-built after the war (SL) 

 Not sure if it is appropriate to give potential statutory stakeholders  the 

planning pack in advance of it being submitted (SL) 

 The project cost is €1.3bn with running costs of €30m pa. (SL) 

 The current water sources have served Dublin well but with expansion, 

economic and population a new water source is required. (SL) 

 

 

Order: Presentation Noted. Follow up items from Irish Water are below 

(I) Report on Water Conservation Awareness Campaign to issue to the 

Committee 

(II) Report on water savings where rain water was installed harvesting to issue 

to the Committee 

(III) Details on Thames costing figures to issue to the Committee provided they 

are not commercially sensitive. 

(IV) Data behind graphs in the presentations to issue to the Committee 

(V) IW to return to the Committee Q1 2019 to update the Committee on the 

project’s progress 

 

12. A.O.B. 
 
None. 
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 Appendix 1 
 
Hello Ciarán, 

 

Please place the attached email on the record of the Environment SPC. 

 

Regards, 

Joe 

 
Joe McCarthy 
An Taisce 
086 245 6788 
 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: Joe McCarthy <joemcc@me.com> 

Subject: EPA Report on the spillage incident of 7th June 2017 in DWTE 
Poolbeg 

Date: 25 April 2018 at 14:22:53 IST 

To: Simon Buckley <s.buckley@epa.ie> 

Cc: wcu@hsa.ie 
 

Hello Simon, 

 

I have received a copy of the report on the EPA investigation of the spillage incident 

of 7th June 2017. 

 

The report has no cover page, no author and is undated.  The relevant reports and 

notifications listed in the appendix are not attached. 
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The contents of this report are surprisingly incomplete and inaccurate. 

 

The report makes a serious error by describing this incident as a lime spillage 

throughout.  The spillage was Flue Gas Treatment residue.  It was not just a lime 

spill. 

 

My email to the EPA dated 28 June 2017 draws your attention to the nature of the 

material spilled (see copy below). 

 

The incident was in fact a Loss of Containment of FGT residues as described in the 

EIS for the plant in Section 13.5.10 and Section 13.7.14. 

 

There is no reference in the report to the compliance by the operators with the 

procedures for accidents or for spillages as detailed in the Emergency Response 

Procedure for the plant at: 

 Section 3.3   DWTE_ERP_003_ Spills_ Hazardous/Non-Hazardous Material 

Release  

 Section 3.4   DWTE_ERP_004 Injuries and Medical Emergencies  

Although there are some references to timings in the EPA report there is no detailed 

timeline of the incident. 

 

The cause is incorrectly stated as: “The incident occurred because of inappropriately 

fitted door seals”. 

 

The actual cause is given in para 5 of page 4 of the report: 

 

“ … there was an error on the valve controlling the recirculation of lime from the 

baghouse.  

The error resulted in greater volumes of lime being recirculated to the baghouse.  

The volume of lime in the hoppers was such that it exceeded the level of the access 

hatches.  …" 

 

Note the repeated use of the word lime here instead of FGTR. 

 

The incinerator operators did not notice that a setting of 100% recirculation was in 

place for residue recirculation.  The build up of FGT residue caused the residue to 

burst out of the hopper when too much residue had accumulated after four days of test 

firing of the plant. 

 

The incorrect placement of the door seals had little to do with the incident.  They were 

a consequence of the faulty operation of the plant.  The excess FGTR would have 

burst out anyway. 

 

The basic sequence is evident in the EPA files as follows: 

 Software reload of DCS system 

 The DCS had a faulty setting of 100% recirculation of residue from hoppers to 

reactor 

 Operation for four days with no FGTR removal from the FGT system 

 Volume of retained FGTR rose above the level of the access hatches 



 No alarm on excessive levels in the baghouse hoppers 

 Access door burst open 

 2 tonnes of FGTR spilled causing a toxic cloud to envelope adjacent 

contractor staff. 

The EPA should reject the cause offered by DWtE. 

 

The EPA should reissue this report to identify: 

 

 the actual sequence of operation,  

 the root cause of the accident,  

 the failure to follow written procedures for handling major accidents, and  

 assess the likely toxic consequences of exposure to FGTR for the workers 

involved. 

 

In particular the report should not use the words “lime” or “lime spill” when the 

incident in fact was about “FGTR” and was in fact a “Loss of Containment of 

FGTR”. 

 

I look forward to your response and receiving an updated report suitably signed and 

dated, with all required attachments. 

 

Regards, 

Joe 

 
Joe McCarthy 
An Taisce 
086 245 6788 
 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: Joe McCarthy <joe.mccarthy@me.com> 

Subject: Urgent - Poolbeg Incinerator incident - EPA licence W0232 

Date: 28 June 2017 at 13:22:25 IST 

To: s.buckley@epa.ie 

Cc: wcu@hsa.ie 
 

Hello Simon, 

 

I obtained copies on Monday of the reports logged on the EPA LEAP portal in 

Richview for Licence W0232 - the Dublin Poolbeg incinerator. 

 

From a detailed analysis of these documents and of the logged excel spreadsheets it is 

clear that 100% of baghouse fly ash residue was being recirculated during each waste 

firing on Line 1 until after the major incident on 7th June. 

 

This means that the powdered activated carbon (PAC) in the residue was being 

repeatedly circulated to the semi-dry reactor where it was picking up increasing 

amounts of dioxin and mercury. 

 

There is no reference in any of the DWtE reports or analyses sent to the EPA to the 

presence of this carbon containing quantities of toxic substances. 
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Please query the quantum of PAC involved and obtain an estimate of the quantity of 

dioxin likely to be in that fly ash which was then released from the baghouse hoppers. 

 

The contractor workers removing scaffolding were exposed not only to lime but also 

to PAC in the cloud of ash rising up. 

 

It is urgent that these casualties be assessed for exposure to the toxic PAC which 

contained dioxin and mercury. 

 

I can provide a list of the relevant documents and spreadsheets to assist in your 

analysis of this major incident. 

 

I will be raising these details in public this afternoon at the DCC Environment 

Strategic Policy Committee on which I sit as a Member appointed by An Taisce. 

 

This email is also copied to the Workplace Contact Unit of the HSA to be forwarded 

to their inspector dealing with this incident. 

 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

 

Regards, 

Joe 

 
Joe McCarthy 
086 245 6788 
An Taisce 
 

 
 


