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1 Summary

This is an observation by Donabate Parish Council, the community council representing the Donabate-Portrane area, on Fingal County Council’s Draft Scoping Report for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (Rev. Nr. B), dated March 2007.
This observation is made under protest, as Donabate Parish Council has issues regarding the conduct of the SEA process. We disagree with the Draft Scoping Report that an SEA of the GDSDS is not legally required. We are of the opinion that proper opportunity for public participation should be afforded and we believe that the SEA process cannot exclude consideration of site-specific issues where specific sites are being considered, particularly in the case of Scenario 2C which proposes a regional wastewater treatment plant in the specific location of Portrane.

Assessment of Scenario 2C (Orbital Sewer to Treatment at Portrane) must consider the specific characteristics of Portrane which may impact on this proposed strategy. These include:-
· the particular situation of tidal flows of the potential receiving waters at Portrane,

· the Architectural Conservation Area designation of St. Ita’s Hospital Demesne, Portrane
· the special designations of the coastal area in Portrane, of Rogerstown Estuary (to the North) and of Broadmeadows Estuary (to the South)
· the existence on the Donabate-Portrane Peninsula of three designated beaches and two on the adjoining peninsulas

· the risk posed by the combination of the nearby mosquito breeding ground and the abundant local bird population of transmission of zoonotic diseases.

A number of aspects of the Draft Scoping Report itself cause us concern.
· It does not allow for examining the basis of the GDSDS forecast of the required treatment capacity. Do the population assumptions accord with national policies of “balanced regional development”? What reduction of the required wastewater treatment capacity can be achieved through policies to eliminate infiltration and misconnections?
· The range of options listed for consideration in the SEA process is too narrow. It does not include a strategy based on intermediately sized wastewater treatment plants between Strategy 5 (140,000 p.e.) and Strategy 6 (1,000 p.e.) nor on sub-divisions of this based on different discharge options.
· The Assessment Criteria under the Environmental Objective of Human Health does not include the risk to human health posed by odours, noise and insect-borne disease. 
· The Draft Scoping Report displays explicit bias in favour of large wastewater treatment works and ignores the potential benefits in terms of flexibility of small scale plants.
Donabate Parish Council concludes this report by suggesting specific revisions of the Draft Scoping Report to take account of the highlighted short-comings.
2 INTRODUCTION
2.1 Purpose of Report

This report is an observation by Donabate Parish Council on Fingal County Council’s Draft Scoping Report for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (Rev. Nr. B), dated March 2007. The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is being undertaken by Mott MacDonald Pettit Limited in association with ERM Limited on behalf of Fingal County Council. The Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) was undertaken by Dublin Drainage Consultancy, a joint venture between Hyder Consulting, PH McCarthy Consulting Engineers and RPS-MCOS (in association with HR Wallingford), on behalf of the seven local authorities in the Greater Dublin Region (Dublin City, Fingal, South Dublin, Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown, Meath, Kildare and Wicklow).

It is expected that this observation will be properly taken into account by Fingal County Council in the process of amending and adopting the Scoping Report and in the future conduct of the SEA process.
2.2 Donabate Parish Council

Donabate Parish Council, as a democratically elected community council representing the Donabate-Portrane area, has taken an active interest in the planning and development of our area. Over the years, we have made submissions on reviews and variations of Development Plans, on planning applications and on planning legislation and related matters. We have engaged with developers, landowners and their professional advisors and with officials from Fingal County Council (and previously Dublin County Council) in an effort to ensure the balanced development of our area. We have always promoted proper planning and sustainable development.

2.3 Observation Made under Protest
We make this observation under protest for two very specific reasons. Firstly, the limited opportunity afforded for public involvement in the process falls well short of the public participation promised. We are being invited to engage in a very limited manner (i.e. making an observation on a Draft Scoping Report) in a process which we see as being fundamentally flawed. We understand that no public consultation has been offered to other communities. Secondly the restrictive nature of the proposed SEA is untenable. It precludes consideration of site-specific issues while proposing a specific site (namely, Portrane) for one of the options to be assessed.

These issues, which are dealt with more fully in paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3 below, go to the heart of public credibility in this SEA process. A perception of deception has been generated by the process to date of proposing a regional sewage plant in Portrane. The reasons for this are outlined in our observation dated 19th October 2005 (a copy of which is included in the appendix) on Fingal County Council’s Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012. Consequently, there is a high and understandable degree of scepticism in the community of the bona fides of this SEA process. It remains for Fingal County Council and its consultants to ensure the future conduct of the process dispels this accusation of “a ready-up”.
3 Comments on SEA Process
3.1 Legal Requirement to Undertake SEA

Paragraph 3.2 of the Draft Scoping report states:

It is however, important to note that no statutory obligation to undertake an SEA applies to the GDSDS. Nevertheless, this SEA is being completed in accordance with the requirements of the underpinning legislation.
On the contrary, we believe that there is a legal obligation to carry out a SEA in this case as the GDSDS is a “plan or programme” which is likely to have “significant environmental effects”. In addition, the elected representatives of Fingal County Council directed that a SEA would be undertaken.
3.2 Public Participation during SEA Process
The Environmental Protection Agency document “Development of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Methodologies for Plans and Programmes in Ireland (2001-DS-EEP-2/5)” clearly indicated that decisions made during the Screening Process should be made available to the public prior to commencement of the Scoping Report. In addition it advises on the benefits of “effective public consultation / participation”. Sadly in the case, not alone has the Screening Process been finalised but the Scoping Report has been advanced to completion of a draft and only now has any opportunity been afforded for public involvement. This has been limited to commenting on the Draft Scoping Report and falls a long way short of public participation. This is a long way short of what was promised to us before this process began and is completely unacceptable.
3.3 Refusal to Address Site Specific Issues
Paragraph 2.2 of the Draft Scoping Report, which deals with Assessment Methodologies, states:

The Environmental Report will not be recommending site(s) for the preferred option. Site-specific issues and potential impacts on specific receptors will be addressed at the appropriate stage in the planning process.
Given that one of the proposed options (namely “Scenario 2C – Orbital Sewer to Treatment at Portrane”) suggests a specific location, it is imperative that in assessing this option the specific characteristics of Portrane are taken into account. These include the following.
· The characteristics of the potential receiving waters at Portrane taking account of tidal flows and the existence of Burge Bar (East-West aligned) to the North and Hoskyn Bank (North-South aligned) to the East and Lambay Island which are likely to inhibit dispersal and adequate dilution

· The designation of St. Ita’s Hospital Demesne in Portrane as an Architectural Conservation Area and related objectives in the Fingal County Development Plan 2005 – 2011
· The designation of the coastal area in Portrane as a proposed NHA (Portraine Shore, Site Code 001215)
· The designation of Rogerstown Estuary, to the North of the Donabate-Portane Peninsula, as a National Heritage Area (Site Code 000208), a Special Protection Area (Site Code 004015), a candidate Special Area of Conservation (Site Code 000208), a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention and a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act, 1976

· The designation of Broadmeadows (aka Swords or Malahide) Estuary, to the South of the Donabate-Portane Peninsula, as a Special Protection Area (Site Code 004025), a proposed National Heritage Area (Site Code 001215) and a candidate Special Conservation Area (Site Code 000205)

· The existence on the Donabate-Portrane Peninsula of three beaches designated under the European Communities (Quality of Bathing Waters) Regulations, 1988 – Portrane Beach, Tower Bay Beach and Donabate Beach – and two on the adjoining peninsulas – Rush South Beach and Malahide Beach.
· The existence nearly of a notorious breeding ground for mosquitoes nearby, namely Broadmeadows Estuary, and the abundant bird population in the Donabate-Portrane area (Rogerstown Estuary, Broadmeadows Estuary, Newbridge Demesne and St. Ita’s Hospital Demesne), many of which are migratory, posing risk of transmission of zoonotic diseases from birds to humans through the mosquito vector.

· The existence in the vicinity of Portrane of shell-fish harvesting for human consumption.

· The restricted vehicular access to Portrane for construction traffic and removal of sewage sludge. A regional wastewater treatment plant of the size proposed in Scenario 2C would generate in excess of 40 truck-loads of sludge per day.
We believe that these issues would have a strategic impact on any plan or programme proposing to site a regional sewage treatment plant in Portrane and must be taken into to account in an SEA which includes such an option.
4 Comments on Draft Scoping Report
4.1 Questioning the Basis of the GDSDS

The Draft Scoping Report fails to include two fundamental issues regarding the GDSDS for consideration in the SEA process. Firstly, the population assumptions and projections on which the study is based must be questioned. They appear to be based on an extrapolation of the current population growth of the Greater Dublin Region without taking account of the basic commitment of the National Development Plan and the National Spatial Strategy to “balanced regional development”.  The uncertainty of such predictions is an essential component in the consideration of the proposed options and would, we believe, favour a strategy based on incremental provision of infrastructure. Secondly, the predictions of required sewage treatment capacity appear to ignore the benefits of effective policies to elimination infiltration and misconnections. If such possibilities are not properly taken into account there is a real danger of recommending unnecessary expenditure of public money on redundant infrastructure.
The SEA process must be widened to consider the impact of both of these issues.

4.2 Need to Expand Options under Consideration
The Draft Scoping Report correctly recognises the overly restricted range of options considered in the GDSDS. Donabate Parish Council and a large number of other community organisation and individuals in the Donabate-Portrane area also cited this short-coming in their submissions regarding on Fingal County Council’s Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012. The Draft Scoping Report proposes broadening the options to be considered to include six additional Scenarios, namely:
· Scenario 4: Single Regional Wastewater Treatment Works in the North Dublin Region discharging to the Irish Sea off the North Dublin coastline via Orbital Treated Effluent Pipeline.
· Scenario 5A- Multiple Local Wastewater Treatment Works discharging locally either to Surface or Groundwater (e.g. 6 no. 140,000 population equivalent).
· Scenario 5B - Multiple Local Wastewater Treatment Works discharging via an Orbital Treated Effluent Pipeline to the Irish Sea on the North Dublin Coastline (e.g. 6 no. 140,000 population equivalent)
· Scenario 6A - Community Based Wastewater Treatment Plants discharging either to Surface or Groundwater [e.g. 850 no. 1,000 (approx.) population equivalent]
· Scenario 6B - Community Based Wastewater Treatment Plants piped via Treated Effluent Orbital Pipeline to a Coastal Discharge [e.g. 850 no. 1,000 (approx.) population equivalent]
· Scenario 7 – ‘Do Nothing/Minimum’ Scenario
Scenario 4 is basically the same as the GDSDS preferred option apart from actually naming Portrane as the intended location of the Regional Wastewater Treatment Works. Scenarios 5A and 5B are marginal step-downs from the GDSDS Scenario 2A. Scenarios 6A and 6B are almost laughable or are they cack-handed misinterpretation of the community preference as expressed in most of the 2,500 submissions on Fingal County Council’s Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012. 
We are amazed that, having decided to expand the range of options under consideration, the one suggested by the vast majority of the 2,500 community submissions on Fingal County Council’s Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 was not included. Donabate Parish Council, and many others, proposed an alternative and more sustainable approach, based on smaller local treatment plants serving local needs in line with the Polluter Pays and the Proximity Principles. While no particular capacity was cited, it was clear in the context of the proposed 65,000 p.e. plant to serve Donabate-Portrane and Rush-Lusk, that the envisaged capacity would lie between the extremes of 1,000 and 140,000 proposed in the Draft Scoping Report options. We now wish to make it very clear that the key to this intermediate option is sizing the local plants to serve local needs. Thus a single capacity cannot be cited and it would be inappropriate to do so. While plants of 1,000 p.e. may be suitable for a small number of isolated rural communities, it would not be viable for expanding and more populated areas. For example a strategy of 20 or more individual plants on the Donabate-Portrane Peninsula makes little sense. This Intermediate Strategy, which we are suggesting, must allow for a degree of flexibility in the proposed capacity. It should also have possibly three variations (or Scenarios) based on:

· discharging locally either to Surface or Groundwater;
· discharging via a Treated Effluent Orbital Pipeline to a Coastal Discharge or other suitable receptor; and
· discharging locally to either Surface or Groundwater or via multiple Treated Effluent Pipelines to a Coastal Discharge or other suitable receptors, as appropriate to each location.
Our preference, based on the Proximity Principle, is for the first of these scenarios. We have suggested the second only to match the range included in Strategies 5 and 6 of the Draft Scoping Report. We have suggested the third to acknowledge the possibility that it may not be practicable to discharge locally at some of the potential sites. We wish to ensure that this Strategy is not prematurely rejected due to perceived problems with discharge from some potential locations.

4.3 Need to Broaden Assessment Criteria under Human Health Objective
In Table 6.1, the Draft Scoping Report comments on the Proposed Environmental Objective of the SEA regarding Human Health by stating:

The inadequate treatment of raw sewage can result in human-health impacts if pollution of groundwater, surface waters and marine waters arises. The size and scale of the population in the Greater Dublin Area is such that it is essential that all wastewater arisings (sic) are treated to appropriate standards, over and beyond the 2031 timeframe of the GDSDS Strategy.

We believe that this is approach to human health is too restrictive. The issues of disease transmitted by insects (e.g. West Nile Fever, Eastern Equine Encephalitis, Malaria, Dengue) and the impact of smells and noise on human health (rather than just as nuisance factors) must also be considered.
4.4 Need to Broaden Assessment Criteria to Include Appropriate Site Specific Issues
Table 6.2 of the Draft Scoping Report outlines the proposed indicators and targets in regards to the SEA environmental objectives, as listed in Table 6.1. We are concerned that targets are not set for three Environmental Objectives, namely Material Assets, Cultural Heritage and Landscape. The Draft Scoping Report argues in relation to each of these Objectives that:
This objective is site-specific and, thus, will be considered when alternative site(s) have been identified (not part of the GDSDS SEA).
However, in the case of Scenario 2C (“Orbital Sewer to Treatment at Portrane”) a specific site is named. Therefore, in assessing this option the site-specific issues of a strategic nature (as listed in paragraph 3.3 above) must be addressed. Consequently Table 6.2 must be expanded to include targets for the Environmental Objectives, namely Material Assets, Cultural Heritage and Landscape.

4.5 Bias in Favour of Large Treatment Plants
Table 6.2 of the Draft Scoping Report displays an alarming bias in favour of “the lowest number of wastewater treatment plant sites” (i.e. large wastewater treatment plants). The Targets / Assessment Criteria set for Environmental Objectives relating to Air and Climatic Factors state:

The strategy option with the lowest number of wastewater treatment plant sites will perform better against this objective. 
The Targets / Assessment Criteria set for Environmental Objectives relating to Deliverability and Planning Risk state:

The greater the number of sites, the greater the planning risk and the lower the relative deliverability of the strategy option.
Firstly, such built-in bias in favour of certain strategies is completely unacceptable and the motives for their inclusion are highly suspect. These must be removed from the Scoping Report and, more importantly, from the SEA process. Unfortunately, it will be difficult to convince the community that this bias does not permeate the entire SEA process given the manifest mind-set of those commissioning and preparing the SEA as indicated by these and other similar statements.

Secondly, it can be reasonably argued that these assumptions are simply inaccurate. With regard to the Environmental Objective of Air, there have been numerous and on-going complaints about odours from Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Works but we are not aware of any complaints of odours from the existing plant at Portrane. In relation to the Environmental Objective of Climatic Factors large plants will incur the additional energy consumption in providing and operating large diameter pumped sewers and providing additional transport for large-scale sludge removal to distant locations, whereas smaller plants may rely partially or exclusively on gravity feed and sludge removal is on a smaller of more local scale. Regarding the Environmental Objective of Deliverability and Planning Risk it should be noted that a proposal for a 65,000 p.e. plant at Portrane met with relatively little opposition as it was seen as necessary to accommodate the local existing and future needs of Donabate-Portrane and the neighbouring communities of Rush-Lusk. However, you can be assured that a Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant in Portrane will receive concerted and vigourous opposition as it would be viewed as unfair and unreasonable.
Given this level of commentary in the Scoping Report in favour of large scale plants it is inexcusable that the benefits of small scale incremental provision of infrastructure is not highlighted under the Environmental Objective of Flexibility.
4.6 Need to Broaden Consideration of Flexibility Objective
The section of Table 6.2 of the Draft Scoping Report dealing with the Environmental Objective relating to Flexibility must be expanded to properly reflect the inherent flexibility of small scale incremental provision of infrastructure to respond to phasing requirements and/or changed circumstances, be it an upward or downward revision in treatment capacity requirements. One cannot build an Orbital Sewer half-way to a Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant half-way through the strategy period. Equally, once built large scale infrastructure is redundant if predicted capacity requirements prove to be exaggerated.
5 Conclusion
5.1 Concerns about the Conduct of the SEA Process
Donabate Parish Council is very concerned about the conduct of the SEA process and consequently we make this observation under protest.  We believe that an SEA of the GDSDS is legally required and that greater opportunity for public participation must be afforded, especially to Donabate Parish Council and other community organisations representing the Donabate-Portrane area, who have displayed a desire and willingness to engage in the process of considering drainage strategies for our area, the Fingal area and the Greater Dublin Region. The SEA process cannot be allowed to preclude consideration of site-specific issues where specific sites are being considered.

5.2 Suggested Revision of Scoping Report

We are also concerned about the content of the Draft Scoping Report. For the reasons highlighted in Section 4 of this report, the Draft Scoping Report must be revised to take account of the following matters.
· The Scoping Report must allow the SEA process explore the basis of the GDSDS forecast of the required treatment capacity on two fronts. Firstly, the population assumptions and predictions must be examined in light of national policies and strategies favour “balanced regional development”. Secondly, the possibility must be investigated of greatly reducing the required treatment capacity through implementation of policies to eliminate infiltration and misconnections.
· The Scoping Report must expand the range of options to be considered in the SEA process. These should include an intermediately sized strategy (based on local wastewater plants of a variable but appropriate size to serve local needs) between Strategy 5 (based on plants of 140,000 p.e.) and Strategy 6 (based on plants of 1,000 p.e.). This strategy should be sub-divided into Scenarios based on three discharge options, namely local discharge, remote discharge by a single orbital pipeline and remote discharge by multiple effluent discharge pipelines.
· The Assessment Criteria under the Environmental Objective of Human Health must be broadened to provide for the SEA to investigate the risk to human health posed by odours, noise and insect-borne disease associated with any or all of the options under consideration. 
· The Scoping Report must be revised to require (and nor exclude) the investigation of site-specific issues of a strategic nature where a specific site are under consideration. This applies particularly in the case of Strategy 2C, which specifically names Portrane as the location of a regional wastewater treatment plant.

· The explicit bias in favour of larger wastewater treatment works evident in the Draft Scoping Report must be removed from the Final Scoping Report and, more importantly, the future conduct of the SEA process must ensure that this apparently inherent bias is not permitted to distort the outcome of the process.
· The potential benefits of incremental small-scale provision must be given due weighting under the Flexibility Objective.
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