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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 Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012.
Donabate Parish Council opposes the following schemes, which are proposed in the Assessment of Needs.
· A Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant in Portrane
· A major “M50” sewer from West Dublin to this Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
· Diversion of excess flows from Swords and Malahide to this sewer
Deceitful procedures and a subversion of the legal requirements for public consultation were involved in interlinking the Assessment of Needs, the Fingal County Development Plan 2005-2011 and the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS).
The Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 is fundamentally defective. It misrepresents the GDSDS regarding the programme for implementing the three major schemes referred to above. It does not present the basic data required and consequently fails to assess the water services needs of Fingal for 2005 to 2012. The reasons stated for undertaking the review of the Assessment of Needs are not supported by the facts and the prioritised schemes listed above do not relate to the needs of Fingal or the stated objectives of the document.
The methodology of the GDSDS, on which the Assessment of Needs is based, is flawed. Only options based on large-scale, centralised wastewater treatment were explored. Potentially more sustainable options, based on smaller local treatment plants serving local needs, were ignored.

The potential for environmental damage is significant. The GDSDS suggests that a lower standard of treatment plant would be tolerated at Portrane than at other possible sites; this is completely unacceptable. The proposed schemes would generate major traffic problems for Donabate-Portrane, with its sub-standard road network. The location of the regional sewage plant disregards the Architectural Conservation Area designation of St. Ita’s Hospital Demesne and the special designations (HNA, SPA, SAC, Ramsar, Nature Reserve and Blue Flag) of the surrounding area. Genuine concerns about public health exist if the environs of the proposed treatment plant became a breeding ground for mosquitoes in an area with so many birds. Based on the experience of Ringsend, the smells in Donabate-Portrane and beyond will be unbearable.
The abysmal track record of Fingal County Council regarding infrastructure in Donabate-Portrane, especially the inadequate sewage treatment capacity, inspires little confidence.
Contrary to the claims made by Fingal County Council officials and the GDSDS consultants, the proposals fail to take proper account of the Polluter Pays and the Proximity Principles.

Donabate Parish Council 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, and demands that all references to the three schemes listed above be removed from the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 before it is adopted.

2 INTRODUCTION
2.1 Purpose of Report

This report is an observation by Donabate Parish Council on Fingal County Council’s Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 (dated June 2005). It is expected that this observation will be properly taken into account by Fingal County Council in the process of amending and adopting the Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012.

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.

3 Draft Assessment of Needs, GDSDS and Development Plan
3.1 Strategies of GDSDS Not Incorporated in Development Plan

On page 2, the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011 states “The Development Plan has fully incorporated the policies and strategies identified in the GDSDS” (emphasis ours). This single statement encapsulates the deceit involved in the preparation of the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011.

Firstly, The Development does not incorporate the strategies identified in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS). Rather, Objective WDO18 of the Development Plan is “To implement the policies developed for the Dublin Region by the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS)” (emphasis ours). The GDSDS clearly distinguishes between policies and strategies; The provision of a regional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane, an orbital sewer from West Dublin connecting to it and the diversion of wastewater from Malahide and Swords to this orbital sewer are all strategies, not policies, of the study.

3.2 Interlinking of GDSDS and Development Plan

Secondly, and probably more importantly, the method of incorporating Objective WD018 and one other relevant reference to the GDSDS in the Development Plan can only be described as underhanded. The other reference we refer to is the following statement on page 110 of the Written Statement of the Development Plan.

“The recommendations of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study for the long-term provision of wastewater treatment capacity for the Region’s needs will be published during the life of the development plan and may recommend the location in Fingal of a regional wastewater treatment plant to facilitate the long-term growth of the Dublin Region.” (Emphasis ours)

These statements were incorporated in the Draft Development Plan, which was adopted by the Council in June 2004. The first draft of the GDSDS was available to Fingal County Council officials in May 2004 but not to members of the public. So the full and true meaning of these statements was understood by the officials who prepared the Draft Development Plan but could not have been understood by the public who were invited to comment on it.  More damning still, when the Development Plan was adopted in May 2005, officials who had sight of the final GDSDS the previous month, knew that it was recommending (and not “may recommend”) the provision of a regional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane (and not at some undefined location “in Fingal”).

3.3 Interlinking of GDSDS, Development Plan and Draft Assessment of Needs

The above statements, which were inserted in the Development Plan by subterfuge, were then used to justify a major infrastructural project of which the public, and in particular the community most effected, knew nothing. Finally, Fingal County Council is now attempting to have the Water Services Assessment of Needs adopted with unseemly haste before the GDSDS, on which it is based, has been made available to the public.

The conduct of this whole process has been shameful. Clearly, it been an attempt to subvert the legal requirements for public consultation and avoid true and informed community participation in decision making which has serious ramifications for the community.
4 Fundamental Defects in the Draft Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011
4.1 Misrepresentation of GDSDS

The Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011 is a ham-fisted misinterpretation of the GDSDS with regard to the programme for the three schemes which most concern us. These are listed (in order of priority) in the “Water Services Investment Programme 2005 – 2012” on page 18 as
· “Fingal Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant” (Scheme No. 4),

· “Orbital Sewer to West Dublin” (Scheme No. 5) and

· “Swords/Malahide Diversion to Orbital Sewer” (Scheme No. 19).

The costs of these schemes are €217m, €328m and €10m respectively. The first two of these are listed as priority schemes in the Water Services Investment Programme 2005 – 2007; the third scheme is listed in the Water Services Investment Programme 2007 – 2012.
The costs for these three schemes as quoted above correspond exactly with the GDSDS costs for providing the entire 850,000 population equivalent (PE) regional wastewater treatment plant at Portrane, the entire orbital sewer connecting to it from West Dublin and the Swords/Malahide Diversion to the Orbital Sewer. (The GDSDS costs these schemes at €140m, €218m and €6.5m respectively. With 15% for contingency, 20% for Planning, Legal, Consultancy and Land Acquisition and 15% for VAT, these total to €217m, €338m and €10m respectively.)

While there is some ambiguity in the GDSDS regarding the programme for the implementation of these recommendations (see item 5 below - Fundamental Defects in the GDSDS), it is clear that the entire provision of the three schemes listed above is not intended in the period up to 2012.

4.2 Assessment of Needs
It is reasonable to expect that a document titled “Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012” would include the following data.
· Identification of deficiencies or surplus in the existing capacity to serve the existing population of Fingal

· Inventory of currently planned schemes to serve the Fingal area and their capacities
· Projection of increase in demand due to growth in population and commercial/industrial development to 2012 for Fingal

Incredibly, in this so-called “assessment of needs” there is no examination or presentation of the existing deficiencies or surplus, the listing of currently planned schemes is disjointed and not collated or totalled and the only projected  population (or development) figures cited are for Fingal in 2006 and 2011 and for the GDSDS study area for 2002 (Census), 2011 and 2031.
However, from the limited and disjointed information presented, the following can be established with regard to wastewater treatment.

· Logically, it can only be presumed that there is no deficiency or surplus in the existing provisions to serve the existing population of Fingal as none is identified.

· There are current plans for an additional capacity of 95,000 PE (divided between 30,000 PE at Barnagheara for Balbriggan/Skerries, where construction is in progress and completion is expected in October 2006, and 65,000 PE at Portrane, where planning is well advanced and completion is expected in 2008).

· In addition, future potential expansions of existing wastewater treatment plants providing additional capacity of 75,000 PE are listed (Swords to increase from 60,000 PE to 90,000 PE, Malahide to increase from 20,000 PE to 25,000 PE and Balbriggan/Skerries to increase from 30,000 PE to 70,000 PE). Although the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2001 – 2012 lists these extensions, the extended capacities for Malahide and Balbriggan/Skerries are not specified and should have been. The figures quoted here are cited in the GDSDS as “Ultimate Design Capacity” for these plants.
· Figure 1 on page 4 of the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 shows population estimates of 242,000 for 2006 and 282,000 for 2011, an estimated increase of 40,000. Even with appropriate adjustments for growth from 2005 to 2012 and allowance for commercial/industrial development, the currently planned capacity of 95,000 PE (Barnagheara and Portrane) will more than cater for growth in demand in the period 2005 to 2012. The additional potential capacity of 75,000 PE from extension of existing wastewater treatment plants (Swords, Malahide and Barnagheara) could provide even further headroom.
4.3 Proposed Capacity of Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant

A statement of the capacity of proposed schemes would normally be considered a fundamental piece of information in an “assessment of needs”. Amazingly, the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs neglects to state the capacity of the proposed regional wastewater treatment plant. Was it omitted through oversight or deliberately to conceal the true intent? As the costings for the 850,000 PE regional plant recommended in the GDSDS and the regional plant listed in the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs exactly correspond, it can only be assumed that their intended capacities also correspond.
4.4 Mismatch of Outcomes and Objectives

The Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011 concludes that the objectives of the proposed investment programme are:

· To facilitate the projected increase in population and to support economic development in Fingal (emphasis ours) 

· To facilitate the implementation of Fingal County Council’s Development Plan 2005 – 2011

· To remedy deficient services to existing customers

· To provide high standard of environmental protection and to meet statutory environmental objectives as identified in the GDSDS
As established at section 4.1 above, Scheme No. 4 in the Water Services Investment Programme 2005 – 2012 (namely, Fingal Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant) is the same regional wastewater treatment plant recommended in the GDSDS with a capacity of 850,000 PE. However, the projected population in the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011 for 2011 is shown as 282,000. (The basis of this projection is not indicated.) Clearly this scheme, which alone is more than three times the required capacity to serve the entire projected population of Fingal in 2011, does not relate to any of the stated objectives, as quoted above. By extension neither of the other two schemes referred to above, namely the orbital sewer and the Swords/Malahide diversion to it, relate to these objectives.
4.5 Flawed Rationale for Current Review of Water Services Assessment of Needs

The completion of the GDSDS (in April 2005) and the adoption of the Development Plan (in May 2005) are the reasons stated for reviewing the Water Services Assessment of Needs (in June 2005), which had previously been adopted in 2003.

The reference to the 2005 Development Plan is completely spurious. There is nothing new in this which necessitates a review of the Water Services Assessment of Needs. The population projections for Fingal cited in the Development Plan simply reiterate those in the Regional Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area. These projections were already available and presumably taken into account in the Water Services Assessment of Needs 2003 – 2012.

With regard to the GDSDS, it is premature to base a review of the Water Services Assessment of Needs on this study. While officials, who have been privy to and engaged in the preparation of the GDSDS, may be familiar with its contents, members of the public are not. A copy of the study was not available to us until 12th October 2005, nine days before the extended deadline for public observations on the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011.

4.6 Careless Presentation

In the version on the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 available on Fingal County Council’s web-site, two of the tables (Water Services Investment Programme Achievements 1999 – 2005” and “Water Services Investment Programme 2005 – 2012”), which are vital to unravelling the rationale of the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011, are presented in such a misaligned format that it is next to impossible to comprehend them. This careless presentation is unacceptable and thwarts informed participation by the public in the process.
5 Fundamental Defects in the GDSDS

Our comments on the GDSDS are of necessity limited by our limited access to it. Although the completed study was available to officials of Fingal County Council since April, it was only made available to members of the public on 12th October 2005. However, there are significant three defects which are relevant to our consideration of the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 - 2011.
5.1 Ambiguity in Programme for Implementation of Recommendations

The first defect which we wish to highlight relates to ambiguity in the GDSDS concerning the programme for implementing the three recommended schemes listed in section 4.1 above. On page 190 of Volume 1, the following statement is made:

“The development of the new Portrane regional plant is envisaged in two stages, the first stage for an estimated 400,000PE in 2013 and the second stage to 880,000PE at 2024. In the first stage, the orbital sewer to Blanchardstown would be provided together with the connection from South Dublin.”

However, Table 12.3 on page 169 of the GDSDS (which is partially repeated in Table 2.2 on page 9 of the Draft Assessment of Needs) attributes the total cost of these schemes under the heading “2031 Cost” and none under the heading “2011 Cost”.
The GDSDS Indicative Strategy Programme (Figure 14.2) indicates the following programmes for the three schemes.

· Portrane Wastewater Treatment Plant Phase 1: Planning 2007-2010; Construction 2011-2012
· Portrane Wastewater Treatment Plant Phase 2: Planning 2021-2023; Construction 2024-2025
· Orbital Sewer: Planning 2006-2008; Construction 2009-2012
· Swords/Malahide Diversion: Planning 2022-2023; Construction 2024-2025
5.2 Size of Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant

The second matter relates to the ambiguity about the capacity of the proposed wastewater treatment plant at Portrane. It is variously described as “850,000PE”, “population equivalent of 850,000 or more, if required” (on page 125 of Volume 1) and “880,000PE” (on page 190 of Volume 1).
5.3 Methodology

The third defect, which is more fundamental, relates to the methodology of the study. The study proposed, analysed and assessed eight scenarios or strategies. Amazingly, all of these were minor variations on the basic theme of large-scale centralised wastewater treatment based on conventional technologies. The options examined can be summarised as:

· Expand Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant to 2,800,000 PE,
· Expand Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant to 2,160,000 PE and construct a regional wastewater treatment plant at Portrane with a capacity of 850,000 PE

· Expand Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant to 2,160,000 PE, construct wastewater treatment plants at Portrane (450,000 PE) and in South Dublin (350,000 PE)
Further variations proposed are based on different methods of conducting the wastewater to the various treatment plants.

The study failed to consider options based on any of the following potentially viable principles:

· Small-scale local treatment plants with appropriate treatment to facilitate local discharge
· Small-scale local treatment plants with remote discharge, whether collective or individual

· Alternative treatment technologies, e.g. source separation of urine, faeces and industrial waste; reed bed; constructed wet-lands

· Wastewater minimisation through universal, and possibly grant-aided, installation of dual-flush toilets
6 Damage to the Environment

6.1 Reliance on Large-scale Centralised Wastewater Treatment

Even though the incantation of “sustainability” is repeated liberally in the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011, a policy which relies exclusively on conventional large-scale centralised wastewater treatment cannot be termed sustainable. This is in a marked contrast to the approach advocated for stormwater. The full implementation of SUDS principles, including local on-site retention, filtering and percolation of stormwater, would constitute a genuinely sustainable method of stormwater management.

Experience with a similar wastewater treatment strategy in Ringsend clearly demonstrates that such large-scale wastewater treatment plants present large-scale problems. The lives of residents of Ringsend have been blighted by regular intolerable odours from the nearby plant. On occasions these smells have been experienced up to 10km from the plant. The beach close to the Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant is polluted by effluent from the plant.

6.2 Inferior Standard being Proposed for Portrane WwTP

The GDSDS, on which the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2011 is based, implies that a lower standard of treatment plant would be acceptable in Portrane than at other locations.

On page 140 of Volume 1, the GDSDS suggests that a wastewater treatment plant at Grange Castle “would need to be covered and equipped with odour control systems, to minimise environmental impact” (emphasis ours). On page 176 it is suggested that any treatment plant in the Lucan/Clondalkin area “would be required to satisfy all of the environmental criteria appropriate for a modern plant within an industrial zoned area (full enclosure and noise / air emission controls)” (emphasis ours). On page 138, it suggests that a wastewater treatment plant, possibly located at Ballyowen Park, would need “state of the art technology to produce a high quality effluent suitable for discharge to the River Liffey upstream of Islandbridge” (emphasis ours).
None of the highlighted phases or similar concepts is mentioned in relation to the proposed Regional Watewater Treatment Plant at Portrane. This approach is unacceptable. Why should the Donabate-Portrane community accept a second-rate treatment plant designed to a lower standard than would be applied elsewhere?
6.3 Traffic Nuisance
The road network on the Donabate-Portrane Peninsula is struggling under the burden of the existing traffic. It is in incapable of taking the likely level of additional traffic generated by these proposals, both during the construction phase and the on-going operation and maintenance.

6.4 Effect on Receiving Waters at Portrane
In their presentation to the Donabate-Portrane community on 4th October 2005, Fingal County Council officials and consultants claimed that a sea outfall of 600 metres in length would be suitable for discharging effluent from a regional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane to the Irish Sea. On the contrary, inspection of marine chart L(D3)5042 confirms that the maximum depth achievable at this distance from the mean high water mark is in the order of 2 metres. In addition, the existence of Burge Bar (East-West aligned) to the North and Hoskyn Bank (North-South aligned) to the East is likely to inhibit dispersal and adequate dilution may not be achieved.
6.5 Effect on Architectural Conservation Area

St. Ita’s Hospital Demesne, the site specified in the GDSDS for the 850,000 PE regional wastewater treatment plant, is designated as an Architectural Conservation Area in the Fingal County Development Plan 2005 – 2011. See Objective HO16 on page 142 of the Written Statement. The location of a regional wastewater treatment plant in this area would not comply with the following objectives of the Development Plan regarding Architectural Conservation Areas.
“To ensure that any development, modifications, alterations, or extensions affecting a protected structure, adjoining structure or structure within an ACA are sited and designed appropriately, and are not detrimental to the character of the structure or to its setting or the general character of the ACA”. (Objective HP10)
“Development within Demesne ACAs should be such that it does not negatively impact upon the designed and natural landscape, the setting of structures within the Demesne or mature trees and wildlife which contribute positively to the character of the ACA. The original landscape design intentions are to be respected.” (Page 5 of Appendix D)
6.6 Effect on Areas of Special Designation (NHA, SPA, SAC, Ramsar Site and Blue Flag) 
The coastal area in the vicinity of the proposed site for the regional wastewater treatment plant is designated as a proposed NHA (Portraine Shore, Site Code 001215). The outfall to the Irish Sea would of necessity pass through and therefore adversely affect this area.
Rogerstown Estuary, which is about 1.5 km. from the proposed site, is a National Heritage Area (Site Code 000208), a Special Protection Area (Site Code 004015), a candidate Special Area of Conservation (Site Code 000208), is designated as a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention and a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act, 1976. Broadmeadows (aka Swords or Malahide) Estuary, about 3 km. from the proposed site, is a Special Protection Area (Site Code 004025), a proposed National Heritage Area (Site Code 001215) and a candidate Special Conservation Area (Site Code 000205). How does the location of a regional wastewater treatment plant of the size propose accord with these designations?
There are five beaches designated under the European Communities (Quality of Bathing Waters) Regulations, 1988 within five kilometres of the proposed site – Rush South Beach (3km distant), Portrane Beach (1km distant and previously a Blue Flag beach), Portrane, Tower Bay Beach (1.5 km distant), Donabate Beach (1km distant and currently a Blue Flag beach) and Malahide Beach (5km distant and also currently a Blue Flag beach). What effect will a regional wastewater treatment plant of the proposed size have on these beaches?
6.7 Breeding Ground for Mosquitoes
Given the coincidence of the following facts, the public health implications of siting a regional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane must be afforded serious consideration.

· The environs of wastewater treatment plants can provide a breeding ground for mosquitoes as demonstrated by the experience at Mogden Wastewater Treatment Plant in London.
(See the local community’s web-site (http://www.mogden.org.uk/) and the web-site of Thames Water, the operators of the plant,

(http://www.thameswateruk.co.uk/UK/region/en_gb/content/Section_Homepages/Section_Homepage_000479.jsp?SECT=Section_Homepage_000479).
· The Broadmeadows Estuary is a notorious breeding ground for mosquitoes.
· There is an 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.
· The primary means of transmission of zoonotic diseases from birds to humans is through the mosquito vector.
7 Fingal County Council’s Track Record

Fingal County Council’s track record with regard to infrastructural provision in Donabate-Portrane does not inspire confidence. Several examples will make the point.

7.1 General Examples

After twenty years of development for thousands of people in the Turvey area of Donabate, Fingal County Council has still failed to provide a footpath from this area to the centre of Donabate.
The newly created junction between the R132 (previously the N1) and the realigned Turvey Avenue still fails after almost two years to cater for traffic from Dublin turning into the adjoining major industrial development and for traffic leaving this area turning northwards.
The dump at Baleally has contravened its licence on a number of occasions; the bird-kill a few years ago caused by botulism from the dump is just one example.

After two years no enforcement action has been taken to ensure that the new railway bridge in Donabate is finished as required by the permission granted (i.e. wrought iron railings, stone parapet cappings and approach gradients properly finished and suitable for wheelchair users).

7.2 Examples relating to Wastewater

More relevantly, the history of wastewater treatment in Donabate-Portrane has been a litany of obfuscation, prevarication, procrastination and neglect by the local authority. In 1994, a council report acknowledged that the existing wastewater treatment plant in Portrane was “over-loaded”. Yet over the subsequent ten years Fingal County Council granted planning permissions doubling the number of dwellings in the area but implemented no improvement to the wastewater treatment plant until this year. Why should we believe that Fingal County Council is capable of overseeing the design, construction, commissioning and management of the second largest wastewater treatment plant in the country?

On a positive note, our recent meeting with Mr. Mulcahy, Senior Engineer Water Services Department, was the first occasion on which we received honest and forthright answers to our legitimate queries concerning the operation and proposals for wastewater treatment in Donabate-Portrane. Previously we had found it necessary to refer our unanswered queries to the Ombudsman. Unfortunately, Mr. Mulcahy’s remit did not extend to the proposals for a regional wastewater treatment plant and he was unable to enlighten us about these proposals.

8 Polluter Pays and Proximity Principles
In their presentation to the Donabate-Portrane community on 4th October 2005, Fingal County Council officials and consultants claimed that their policies were based on the “Polluter Pays Principle”. On the contrary, we believe that a proper application of this principle would not result in the wastewater from most of Fingal and parts of Kildare and Meath (850,000 PE) being dumped on this community (with a maximum population of 35,000 in 2031).
The following quote on page 164 of the GDSDS cited the Proximity Principle as a reason for rejecting Option 3C.

“Long distance transfer of loads from development (South Dublin) via city network, Dublin Bay and onwards to Portrane conflicts with proximity principle for sustainable development and increases risks / consequences of system failure).”

However, the recommended option, which also includes long distance transfer of loads from South Dublin and other far-flung areas, similarly breaches the Proximity Principle.
9 Conclusion and Suggested Alternatives

Donabate Parish Council is utterly opposed to three of the major aspects of the Draft Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012. These are the provision of a regional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane, an orbital sewer from West Dublin connecting to it and diversion from Swords and Malahide Wastewater Treatment Plants to this orbital sewer. We believe that these proposals, and the procedures and reports on which they are based, are fundamentally flawed. Our reasons for opposing these proposals are outlined above.

We propose that a genuinely sustainable approach should be adopted with regard to the wastewater treatment requirements for the wider Dublin Region. Instead of a centralised treatment plant at Portrane (or any other location), a series of small local treatment plants, designed, constructed and operated to the highest standards, should be provided. This would allow for proper local accountability and the possibility on appropriate sites, for incorporation of, or later conversion to, less conventional and more sustainable treatment methods.
To this end, all references to “Fingal Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant” (Scheme No. 4), “Orbital Sewer to West Dublin” (Scheme No. 5) and “Swords/Malahide Diversion to Orbital Sewer” (Scheme No. 19) should be removed from the Water Services Assessment of Needs 2005 – 2012 before it is adopted. These schemes do not relate to the needs of the Fingal area and therefore do not fulfil any of the objectives of the Water Services Assessment of Needs.
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