APPENDIXH

STAKEHOLDER SUBMISSIONS (REDACTED)
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Greater Dnblln Dralnage Projecr Manager
£/ RPS Group,

West Pigr Businesy Campus,

Dun Laggehairg,
Co. Duklin. 150611
Subrhlssion g the Greater Dublin Oralnage Injtidive Consultative Phase

[k 1% My considared opinicn that locating a Regional Wastewser Troatment Mant

It the Pertrane/Danababe area iz takally Inappropriate.

| cating sirch a facility on the peninsula will have calm:r:;phit cunsequences for the
Rogersown Estuary and perzicularly the Bird Life.

It should be noted that Rogerstona Ecteary is a Nationel Haritege Area, 2 Wetland site

of Intérnatiznal Im portance under 1he Rarnsar Conventdion and a Special Protection Area.
I beliewe thes sea if chosen would be in conflict with the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
797A03/EEC) also the EL Habitals Directive {992/45/EEC)

The cormmnity of Fortrane/Donabate agreed to extend the waste waker treatiment

plant in the area from 10.000pe to 67000 peopls equivalent thereby taking the eflyent
froma RushfLusk 5o the Nimby factor does net apphy.
Apart from the {orgdng, the negative impact such 2 large facllity woulkd have on [ocal
Commhity living is immeasurable. It will have 3 devastating effect on recreational and
I*i5ure pursuits, bowrlsm , deave an intolerable mark on the landscape, destroy a high
amenaky area, create magor Longestlon, Jestroy a beautiful rural setting.,
1 urge that due repard will be ghven to the ahove and thal you will take Portrane
out oF active conslderation for this project.

Tours Sincerely,
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Ciccaler Tablin Dramags Priggecl Maeaper
Cin REPS Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Lnin Luoghawe,

o Doublin,

Email; infodiereatercubhindraimage.s

Drear Sarddladom,
Portranc ahould nor e Jissatien Joc o oew cepional sewage plael and an sssecialed
outfall pipe This is bovause of the cexivonmental sensitiviey of the area.

Funrersiovn estunry, which s 1o5km frinm the srcg areviowsly proposed for the
repional sewage plant, 15w Nutional Hentage Ares, sl 3 Specid Profeciion Area and
8 Wallang Site of Internadionz] hopartance under the Kamsae Clonveotion. 16 iy ulsy a
Blatere Beserve and & Wildfowl Saoclwesy under the Wildlate Act 1976

Mome Xpe of the world s Brent Crecse popuolation neat in Reecrstosn, The Hids
Dirsetive was successhl in slopping e infll of Doblin Bay

I would strongly wege sou e consider allematove Locations Bir this Fwility.

Yours falthfully
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Creater Dublin Drainapge Project Manager
2o 'S ditoup.

Weat Fier Businezs Campus,

[Hin Laogaaire,

Coo. Thublin,

Enuil: wfodbecatztéublinérainage. i
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Forirane should mor the Toc acien for o new regicnil sewdpe plant and an desociaed
cutfall pipe. This i bizcsys of the envronmenta] sensigwvine of the arca,

Eogeratran catuzry, which s 1,5km fTom the area previcwsly propased for the
regional seware plant, 35 a Matiooal [eeiape Avea, and a Special Probsction Area atd
a Wetland Siwc of lnternacicnal Impettance under the Kamsar Conventien. 1t 15 also a
ssabure Foserve and a wildfow] Sanctuany under the Waldlite Awt 14974

Sarrowe 20 ol the warll’s Birerd Geese population nest in Rowerstiown. Thie Tinds
Dheective was sucoesiful au stopming the sl of Doldin Bay.

T wondd strongly urgs pou (o consider alternative locations Bor tlus il

v owrs Gth fully




Diear Sir or Madam

[ obgeet to the plannine of a monster sgwerape treatment plant in the Ponirane area for the
following reasoms

1. Therequirémenls of the EU Birds Directive (Cowncil Plircciive 79209 ERC) uml 1he
EU Hahitatz Lyircetive (B245TRC) wonld also appear i rule aul Ponttane 43 &
location for such o fecility, Indeed. there are a towl of eight Special Avess af
Conservation {$ACs) or Spevial Protection arcas [SPAs) within e 10km radins of
Portranc.

2. ltshould be noted that Firgal County Council his aleeady 5ot a precedent by deciding
oot 1o locate n foptball acadomy near Roperstown Batuary bocause alpolential deky
U fhig prodecied site, The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. Sae the following quutation from 1he manapec’s repaort:
[n this case the appropriate assessmend has found that 1o dircor impacts are expectad from
. the propesed development on the ACSFA/RKITARAMSAR. site (e Rogersivan
e Estuary}. tHowever the assessment did indicaie the potential for indireer impazte on
L weetiand berds listed in the cSAC/ST A/pNHARAMSAR due 10 distuthance from lighting,
noise atd human activiy, It alse fouut 1hat elthoogh he proposed development land is
cultivated land of low ecvlugical value in iisclf, it 3s a bulfer chat protects the
CRALYSIABMNITARAMEAR, Takug o aceaunt the cumulative efTects From other
catating and planned develupments in the arca, fhe poremis! Tor distorbance o binds ang
the erosion of the buffer, the appropriale assessment concludes that the proposal eould
result in negative Ungpacts 1o the designated sites, It is dillicult o quantfy these impacts
with currently available information, Thes means thal negative impacts could ot be raled
out at this slage even when approprisle mibgalion measurcs were 1aken inlo account. To
this evenl. and in accundance with the requercments of the dicective, the precaationany
principle musl be applicd. (For reference. see Minules of adjourncd meeting of Finual
Conty Council hold oo Tueaday 20dh May, 2008, Scotion FrA36/08, Sporting Fingal
: Faotball Academy Buildings and PMlaving Pitches - Manager's Report Pursuant to Par i 1
oo wikh Leesl Government ¢ Planming and Developroonth Act 20040,

' ':: . N Tho DonnbetePortrane peninsula is willing tn do s fair share, The area 15 1mking &
L 5400 ME plant But we will net be the dutping ground fot The cntire Bast Coast of
- Jrelaad,




4. A proposed foorball academy was rejected For near Rogersiown Earacy on the basis
of fhe precautivnury principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitis Diregiive, The council
harve set a procedent, The fact that Porrane was already recommended in the Greater
Dublin Strategic Drainage Sindy (GOSDS) means it ic wilikely to grt passcd An Dond
Pleanals. FPortrane would seem to hive baen pre-selected all slong. This means Again
selecting Portrane poves too big a planning tisk.

5. Some Hpe of the world's Brem Gecse population nest in Rogerstows. The Birds
Dhirective wus suceesstol in stopping the infill of Dublin Dav.

4. Rogemiown estuary, which ix 1,5km from the praposed sea-ape plant site, is 4

Matienal Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Arca and a Wetland Sits af

Intermwtiona] [mponance under the Ramsar Convention. Itis alao a2 Nan: Resenm

pnd & Wildfow] Samctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976,
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Drear Sir or Madam

L object to the planmmg of o monster sewerage treatment plant in the Porrane area for duwe
tollowing roasons

L. The requircmenia of the EL Binds Directive (Council Directive T #MEEC) and the
LU Huhitats Dircctive (99245 FEC) would also appear to nule out Portrane 35 8
[ocation Lor such a facility Indeed, there are » total of eighe Spesial Arcas of
Conservation (SACs) or Spocial Protection Aleas (SPAs) witlin a 10km redins of
Fotranc.

2. T shoald be noted ther Finpal Cowny Council has already s # presedent by deciding
1wl b Jucute a footbal] academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of porential tisks
lo this protected site. The County Manager spplied the precawtionary principlc of the
Hlabitats Drrective. See the following quotation from the manager's repott:

In this casc the appropriate assessment lus found that ne direet impasts ere expected From

the proposed development on the AC/SPAPNHARAMSAR sitz {ic Bogerstown

Estuary). Mowsver he agsessment did indicate the poteatial fir indirect imipacts on

wetland burds listed in the cSACSPAPNHARAMEAR due to distwbanee from lighting,

noize und human activiey, [t also faend that although e proposed development land is
cultivared Jand ol low covlegical value in itself, it s 3 buifer that protects the
exALSIA/PNHARAMEAR. Taking into acoounl the cumelative oftoots fom othor
exiating and placned developments in the ares, the potential for disturbance o birds and
1he erosivo al the buffer, the appropriate swsessmen concludes that the proposal could
resalt tm nsgranive impacts to the designuted <ites, It is difficall w quaniify Thase impacts
with currenily wvailable information, This means thal negative impacts could not he naled

Gt At Ehis slage even when appropeiale mirbgation measwrces wers mken into account. in

thiz event, and in accondance with the requirenents of the direetive, e PrECAnNGTIEnyT

priceiple wesl b upplicd, (For reference, see Minutes of adjourned mecting of Fuvpal

County Couneil held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Sectinn F/33640, Sporting Fingal

Frothall Acadeny Buildings and Plaving Pitches - Manager's Beport Pursuant to Part 1

with Local Giovernmeont (Planning and Development) Act 200405,

3. The DonabaicPonrane peninsala is willing 1o do its fair share. The area is wking 2
63,000 F'E placd. Tl we will ot be the dumping ground tor te entive East Coast of
Leeland.



4. A proposed Tobal] aczdemy wos rejecied for near Rogerstown Estuary on the hagis
ol the precaurionary principal, ag enshrined in the TU Habitats Directive. The eonnoil
have sel & precedent. The fact that Poctrame was already recommendcd io the Greater
Dublin Stralepic Drainage Study (GDEDE) means i is unlikely Lo pel passed An Bord
Fleanala, Portranc wculd s2em to bave heen pre-selected all alang, This means again
selevling Porrane poscs 1o b 3 planning sk,

2. Some I of the world's Brent Gesas population nest in Bogeratown. The Dinds
Dhrectivee wig succezatil in stopping the infill af Dublin Bay.

6. Engerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the propoded sewage plant 5, 15 a
MNaliona] Heritage Area, and u Special Protection Area and o Wetland Site of
Intemational Importanes under the Romsar Convention. [ s alsg 3 Natuee Ressrve
and o WAldtow] Sanctuary ander the Wildhfe Ace 107,

[ would appreciate your replyicomments




oo BHES Group, Wesl Fier Bus ness{ Camnpus,
[in LLaaghaire,
T Ouebling Trelad g J‘EHTEEH
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Ra: Sile assessmant process (o find a lm:at‘lﬂ-n for a monster sewage plant an the coagt
of North Duhblin

Diear Slrs,

| wrrite: walh reference o the above and requesl “or sulbmisskans fom the public. | would like o
submit the fallawing pcinls 85 argumanis against any prepesal b2 laeale this facility an he
Uoabale/Porivare peminsulac-

1}

2}

I vrauld subent inat he roquircinents ol the EU Birds Directive iCotined Directive
T4 RS And the BT Habitals Direcliva [F8245/EEC) provide & basis that
Lenabate/Harrane pennsula should not oe cons dered 12 be g sunakle acatian far
the nrapased facility on the basis that there are a total of bight Speoe Arags of
Conaervatan o500 of Speca Protecton Areas (SPAS within a = B radius af
MNonzbabke!Parrans

Fogerstown exiuary, which is 1 Skm from the proposad saweye plan sile, 1w a
Malkiral Herilage Area, a Special Piolaction Anea and a vetlaad Site of Internatonal
Impartance urder the Ramaar Convantion. IFis glkka 8 Mature Resanma and a i IdTowl
Sanctuary ureder the Wildli‘e At 12976, L Fas besen repored thal some 20 per cant of
the wonld s Brent Geese population nest ir Ragerstawn. Yoy will be aware that the
Birds Direchva wes suooessfal inestopoicng he ikhll ¢ Dabhin Bay

It ahiaulc pe robed that Fingal Cawnly Coucil has already 5ot o peeccdert by decddng
not 1o Iocats & football 2cademy near Roge-stowr Fauary brcause af potertial nsks
ta thiz prptected =ite The County Manager appla the presaotianacy araciale af he
Habitals Drecbve, See the fallowng quodatan from ke managers repot:

"Iy W L5 he S0eropnaie assessment has Qun al no dieec! impacte are
rxnRcian fram the propasen cavelopmant ort e cSACSCADN MARAMSAR sty
Fogarstonst Esluary). Rosayver Be assosament duT iedicaiz the poleqiiad for indiract
irnActs o welland hirds listed in #a c5A SASPADNHARAMSAR vue Jo deslerbanoe
froum) RHERG, wense and frurran achvily. (1 asoe fournd thal athowgh the propossas
cevelngrmant (and iz coihatad fand of fuw soologive! value i tsedl of o9 Suffar il
prolects the cSACASPARNHARAMEAS. Teking into accaunt the cumuiative effacis
from other axisiing and planned develoomemnts i ths area, e pedaenlial foe
disturirgnoe I Berdy and e erosaon oF tha Beffar, the sporachate assessment
conciides thal the pmpgsel oould resulf in negalive imcectz lo the desigraied

sifex, I 0w efiffiool o quaniify (frose imeacs with cureecly avasadng nfovmanch. This
means that negsaniva impacts cootd nat be miad aut 2 tee Sage aven when
Sppraprishe mibipalion roedsures WEre e rilo accourtt o his event, and i
Sroodance witl Mg requirements of (e direckue, fhs precacianary principie musf be
appited '

i[or reference, ges Minges of agjpurned meeting of Finga: Counly Council bald 44
Tuesday ZHE May, 2008, Secl on FI33508, Spoting Fingal Faatball Acadey
Buildings ard Flaying Mitghes — Manager's Report Purswant to Part 11 with Lacal
Gowarnrrartl [Planrng arnd Ceesloament) Act 2000)
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Busmussae of Donabate'Portrane are havily depandent on holidayrakers and "day-
trippers’ curing Ihe winter and higtk-seasan Any decsion to locate a m3jor regional
sewaga treaiment plank ba the peninsula cauld (and wel) have irrevaraityz
cansANUencEs for the nrninsula @ a halideyiday-tnp Inction,

It i alzo zubmittad -hat suen a major facility could hava a negative offec: cnour
bashae, wild life and sea habitat,

The Donmhbate!Poitrzne pentnsula 12 rural area and is Willing o dg itz Far share for
many enwironmertal and social intafives Tha area is alweady tak Ay 2 85 200 PE
olant to serve the needs of Partrane, Denabate Rush ad Eusk but, &5 & rratbar of
Aractica’ ‘omsties and in the inbarasts of fairness. it fs simpdy nor capuole o calcnrag
fui a larger fac-ity for & wider commaunity in the Greater Dublin and Leinsder area,

Any deciamn be keate the facility b tha ParraneDonbate peninsyla wil be siranghy
COpased by local resicent and businesses and will rasultin lenglhy and costly
apped’s AN Eerd Pleanala immediataly

In JeJrt af the Spregeing, | respactiully sugyest that the rural and unique envircnmant of the
DonabatePrabiane peningula & an uns.aitzble lecatsn far the gropased Ireatment faciily for a
VIl Gf ecencmic. sonic-ecanamiz, envrcnmental and ayutatle reasons.




27 June, 2011

Crreater Dublin Drainage Projfect Manager,
efer KPS Glroup,

West Prer Business Camypy,

Dyin Laoghaire

Re: Proposed Monsier Regiomad Water Treatment Plune af Portrane

Iesaar Sl e Adeaalcinn,

We wish 1o vutline our objection to the impasition of & Monster Sewage Treatment Plant
et e Domabate peninsufa on the following groumds:

Rewgerstewn Lxtuwary - v a Netional Herifage Site, o Special Protectlon Avea and o
Werland Stie of Internationa! fmporicnee under e Ramsar Convention.

Rogersiown Extwary — is protected by BU Bieds' Divective TOSBEEC
EU Hebitots Diveotive 99245/ EEC

20% of the worfd s Bren Geese population nesi in Rogerstown and is montiored by
peaple from all over the warld and is of vilal importance to RSPB. Birdwaich Ireland ard
other bird watching enthuslasts.

Within a 10km radiuy of Porirane there are eight categories of SAC's (Special Areas iaf
Comservation) SPA s {Special Proicction Areax) in addition to NHA and RAMSAR
Pesignations - SIGNED UP 70 BY IREFAND!

Stnee Rogersiown Extuary Is @ mere 15km from the site of the proposed Monxier
Freatment Plant the Impoct on this well-protecied area of Sciemiific importance wonled
trve o detrimenial affect on the whole peninsula and be disastrons on envivonmenial and
coological groumds,

Theve are § well-eatablished presvigions Colf Clubs - (Corballis, Beaverstown, The
Islererel, Borleanrvick wmd Pomabase) thai are wsedd by peopde from all arotind the East
Cerasi. A oo which are adfacest to the site of the proposed Treatment Mant, Wiat chince
then for the enfovment of o Golf oing with the odiows smell of sewage wafting arownd
the place; o one's cloihes and fn ome s moxieily”

Newhricge House and Park. again wsed by people from r_.-ﬂrwmq*ﬂ're—mﬁ;—:w--u—
Recipient

1= o S
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RPS| 22 un 20m

Froject Na,

Flle Raf,
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Wi Flow heaches amd a seenic Coustal Walk upsraded and kept by Fingal County
i el g e hesefit of vistiors amd locals

[ e anrenitfes are vitally impartand fo our commtity jor feixure, fourism and sporting

PR TS AR flreir fiermedotly sereilfeneil Hhmin

Wer Bcave conitdimead aborve thie ity Peasons wilng dhis morsteosisy showdel mer be imposed
W i il il LU FriFn s 1n .'.J-‘I”_l: |'I‘I||'l coeve for e II'|'|'PI'|_|'||'|.'|'I {oairis |'.'I

[N E AT

faseiherimore the proposal by Fingal Couniy © o il i 207 fo priad 0 Soceer Academy in
thit Trvver Natiire Beserve Dopeforiog o Rogersioness Bxiaey wisk rgi cled hecamse of the
derpevaacd HhEy e winkilad Jeave ain e ared and once aned for all proving the inporianece
af the Lxiuary!

Having inspected the area outlined on the map at the Consultation meeting ar Fingal
County Council Offices, perhaps consideration shoruld be given to the placing of this
Maonster Sewage Treamment Plant within the confires of Duliion Awport 1000 s of acres.

after all London Heathrow Alrport has such o Plasi ith a much greater PG capacity ol

Verrirw sincerely
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217 Jane, 2011
Greater [blin Drainage Project Manager,

ol REE Oroup,
West Prer Busingss Campus,
Dun L aighaire

Re: Pripuscd Munster Repional Water Treatment Plant at Portrane

Near Sir or Madam,

1 wigh tp vuline my objection w the impositien of a Monseer Sewape Treamment Plant an
the Lxonabate peninsula on the folfowing prounds:

Ragersiown Piluary — is 8 Nattonal Herilage Site, o Special Profection Ared and 2
Watland Jitc of Tnternational Impottance under the Ramsar Convention.

Ropgerstown Estuary — is protected by EL Birds’ Directive 79/409EEC
Bl Hahitals Krireclive 992 45'FFC

2000 of the world' 3 Teant Gese population ncst in Kogerstown amd is monitored by
people from all ower the waoeld and is of vital imparance to RSPE, Dirdvwarch [reland and
athar bird watchionge snthusiasts,

Within v 10km radivy of Porlrane there ane sizht categories of $A0C°s (Special Areas of
Conservalinnd S1A s (Special Mrotection breas) in additien i WELA and RAMSAR
Besipmations — SKINET 1P TO RY TRELATND

Snce Roguersiown Estuary iz & mete 1.3&km from the zite of the proposed Monster
Iraatment Plant the Impact on this weil-peotected area of Seientific importance wonld
have 3 detrimental alfec o Lthe whele penimsula and b dissstoous on envirenmenta! and
ewologicu| groundy.

There are % well-zstablished prestigious Crolf Clubs - (Corbafiliz, Beaverstown, 1he
Izland, Balcamick and Donabgte) thar ave used By people from all around the Tost Coasd
4 o1 which are adjacent (o the site of the proposed Treatment Plant. What chance then for
the enjovmant of a Golf ouring with the dreadful smell of sewape watting around 1he
place, om ane’s clothes and in one's postrils?

Mewhndge Huase and Park, agatn uscd by people from all around the notth counis.,




Blue Flag beeches and a scenic Coastal Walk upgraded and kept by Fingal Counly
Councit for the benefit of visitors and locaks,

These amenities are vitally impomtant o our community Rae kedsors, tourism and spagming
prrosprects i theses Fmanedally steadtened cimes,

We have putlined above the many reasons why this monsorosity should nob be impaosed
on ouer aved and will suppuoel Faimshare o wking this case w the Earopean Coarts if
I'It'ﬂl:!-i!{ETJ-'-

Furthermnote the proposal by Fingal Cowety Council in 20007 o pue o Soccer Avademy in
the Turvey Malore Reserve bordenng on Bowerstown Estreary was iejected hecause of the
impact this prapesal would haee an the arca angd once and tor all proving the importance
af the Estwary!

Yoz sipeergly
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22nd Sume, 2071
Ciesater Dwhlin Draingse Project Moragey,
s KPS Conongpe,
Wast Fier Business Campus,
Dy Locghaire

Re: Proposed Monster Replonal Waler Treatereny Plakl o Porirans

Ldecr Sir,

W il v oot line cnee olsfoctto ot impagition af @ Monster Sewage Treateend Plawt
et b Perrtrome/Darcbade preainselo for S filfewsme reavan s -

Renpeestonvn Sitsary - iy a Netlov! Heritape Site, o .S]mﬂ-:'.l'd'.f Pratection Areg ahd o
Wetland Site of mternaiional Importance wader the Romyar Compentiom and iz profecled
by B Bivds' Dircetive TWAWEE andd U Hulrirats Directive 992483 0EC

2% o the world's Bread Geeve popalotion sese In Rogerstawn and s monitered by
peonie from ol cree the weorld g is of vical imporiaace o BEFB, Birdwiriedh Ireland o
pther bird veadehinyg bodie.

As erdet Bird Wolcbers wha do regiidar brd cosres for Bivdwaich feeland, we feef that
EBC Springwaich Website siondd de mode aware of the proprved Mrsier Sewdare
Treetmer Plawt and of the peiential of this o destray o worldsremowned Bird Sanewarp
Springnigete h consiapily Righliphe the rogtes ioken b Breal Geese o dheir srieeafary
tearvedt float Greetiomd, Jocland and Carada fo Strangford Longh, Eogrerviowr Exrraqy
and glong the Sasr Coast of freland.

Within s [err radius of Portvans there ore eight categories af’ SAL s fipecial Arews of
Cermservartiom) SPA s (Spectal Protection dreasy fa addition o VA wind RAMSAR
Dhagionations, !

Mecguse Rogerstmer Extary is a mzre 1.3ker from the site of te peoposed Morster
Trectmment Plare e imtpect on s well protecied grea of Setentific imporiames wonld
furve a detrimental affect on the whole pemimada ond be disasivimes on ervironmemial and
coofogical srotaedy.

Furthersare e proposal by Fimgal Cournpy Copmcil fe X007 to pui o Sucesr dcadeey 6
the Turvey Nature Reserve hordering on Rowerstows Esiuary was refecied becowse of e
Frrwtct this propesal would have on the area and amoe and fir all proving the importance
of e Kxtuary!




e are very concermed ghowt the impact thay proposed Mosstar Sawage Trectmess Ml
wimlel fonve on the many feisere, emeironmertial and covlagieal assed which we dhe
residents of the peninsida vafue and enjoy il year round

Hlaving fved in thos area fhr the past 4 years we are nat preparced 1o oeeeds o g
massive wrmihitotion of otir muck appreciared envivonmen ang will suppart the
Fuirchare Creoup In iy ofiets (o appose the imposition of s mamséeesity in Porrane.,

Wo trust that our concerny will get your constdersd attention

Fourr gsincaraly,
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20" Juwe 2011

i e ldisbhwe-tirriTia e Profect Manager,
L .l.rlrlll.l I|.|r|||'l|"
Wik £l Iaeviniess Carmmpids,

{igm £ panigfairae

R Propoyed Monsier Regional Waier Treatment Plant af Portrane

I har Sie o Misdiim

{ by Barhindf off thi W winlt fo state that we
P LIENN 0 dik 1 JAR AR ERRT L T I.'.'r FHNIECET NGNS T .":-.r_'H'n:f'L"f:' Tr':,-:’nﬂfh'H."
Mlant on the Porteane /Donabate peninsula because it is blatantly wifair and
wncanstitutional to even consider impeosing such a hge plani on a small

ared that has so |'”1"!.|'i'll'-ET.I'”L-’H.I'.r.fI'_'-'-' SPOFIiRg, leisure amd emvironmental,

Rogerstown Estuary — is a National Heritage Sile, a Special Protection Area
and a Weitland Site of International Importance wnder the Kamsar
Canvenlion,

Raogerstown Extuary — is protected by LU Birds " Directive 7YV EEC
EL Habitats Direcrive 992/45/EFC

20 of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstows and is
wiconilored .IL.|_|.'JI'.I{-’(_.Illli',‘lt'_ll'-ni'r.'.l'.l'f all over the world and is of vital impaortance to
RSPE, Birdwaich Ireland and ether bird waiching enthusiasts. BRC
Sprinewaich Website is being informed of the proposed annifilation of a

A i R PR U L e g

taken by Brent Geese on their migratory travels from Grreenland, leeland
and Canada fo Strangford Lough, Rogerstown Estuary and along the Easi

Caoast ef Ireland.




Feade abitas® cilser P ciweioe #0ead weetided oo A DRere poicliits o Peartrane ifveee ave
eight veneppories of SAC s Speclal Avoge of Comwrvarion) SPA s (Saeeiol
Frarection Aveass in addition qa MUA and RAMEAN Designations -
SIGNEDN P TO BY TRELAND!

Sirrree Rererstenry Extugey is o peee L 5wm from thee vite oF the proposed
Marwice Treatmiont Pleast e anpract on this well pectectad onve of Saowatifie
impeortaree wemld fave a dotrimestal affeod o the whole pesinewle aad be
Alsestrcus on arvirmmiental ond acelagieal groumds

FPhere are T well-establivied prestigions ol Clids - (Clorbalils,
Becversrown, The fsfand, Bedcareick aumd Donclgter U are wsed D peoole
Fegan all cenred W Paxt Craadd, & of whiich ave aoiacoent o the site of the
ek Proorment Bland Whar chance thee for Pe enjooment of 0 Golf
Awting with the dreadind smell af sewage wofting aramed the piace, o gne’s
vlothe aagd i one v nostriie?

Menefsigdver Nogeve viored Froet, comaler pueed v paecapdee Srenns ald seeapinild 182 movth
P f-l'.rl'.':]-:.

St Play beactios ard o seenic Coonial Wedk upgroaded and kepe by fingal
Cripf) oot ﬁn' rhee ."'.'.:-.'Jf.lgﬂrf.’ r,-l.'r'vj.ﬁ'.l'."ru‘x coered Feeenaly

Fhese cmenivies are Wiall): isaorlant G our Cammmmnie for eivire, e
ang sporiing prospects B these Taancioliy eiaitened fimes

e Aoree autined above the mrmy redsoiny wiy s eronstrosioe showdd nof
he Jenprasged on o area ond will qifilione wigh FadievRore 0 fakfng ohis cose
e pthe Eurcgacasy Caurts i necessar

furtiermore e proposcd b Finga! Cowete Cowncil in 2007 10 put g Soccer
Avadenny iy Hr: Twevey Nesnee Resarvee bopderime oes Regrersionns Esfuary
wax pejected ovarve of e feageect (i preogsesod wondd fave on the area g

campe e ereped feaw auff :.'.*.lr:l_,l".rr.l.r.-'.r'.la'lsi Hhe O F n_'_."'.f.l'rr' 1"'.'.»'.".'.1.'::]-."

Frarges vieeeceedy,
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Cear Zir'Manam PP

wlars .
We arg submiitting the “cliesing comrents on aenalf of Mmﬁ of
whiesin will ba sent inthe post alse, Includad wilk ‘e hard copy ‘il be a copy of letber dated Aol 2007

addrzzsed (o Tingal Courty Coursil cpposing the aiting of 3 monster sewags site at Potrane The
SOHRITeS contaned theien ang 2 valid day e, 2011 as they wara in 2007,

I 3o 0n il wowld ke B ke e o Cann cOrm e s

1) The regurerents af the =L Hirds U restees (Counck Lirccive T3 0areERC) and ire BL Haoikals
Directive (9324 5/'EEC] wou'd alsa appest 1o rulz out Portrane as e lozation for such a faciihy Indesd
there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conserdaton e3AC) or Spesal Protection Areas {SPAS)
within @ 10km radius of Porrane.

Z1 1t sheuld be ackad thal Fingal Counly Council has already sel a prasedenl by decediig rt b loeate
& footbell acedemy nesr Rogerstown Estuary because of potencial rigks {2 this protected site The
Counts Manager appsed the precaulionary prncple of the Hakalats Directve, See the followleg
guatalion ram e manapgar'= repar

I iy caxe e appropidls assessnent bas found thal no dicacl imoacts e expected frorn the
propased deveigpment g1 the cPACEPARNHARAMSAR, sitel'e Fogetstown Esharyt Hewever the
assessmnent d+d Indicate the polendal far ivdewesl epacts on ywatland birgs islad o the

¢5A G5 PA/DMNHARAMSAR due b disturbanca from lighting. noise ane hurr an aclivty. 1t alsa faund
that athough the proposed development 1ard is cultiveted land of kbaw ecalegical value in t3ell, itiz a
buffar that sratecls the cSACSPAEKHAR AR SAR. Taking ntt 35s0unt the durm dlalve atesls ‘rom
ather existing ard plarned cevelagpments in the area_ e patestial for digiuranes ta b s and te
erasion of the balfer, the appropriate assessment concludas thal the proposal coud result ii nogatoea
impacis ke the designeled siies  11ia diffcul; b guantify these impaes with cumently gvailabls
informatlon. This meaans hat negabve mpacls ool d nob oe ruled cut at s skage aven shan
appropriate mitigetion meesyrea wer=2 a42an infs 2ecoant o thia evant ard in accerdancs with the
raqurerents of the directive, the sreca Jtionany prnciple must be applled

(For reference, zee Minutes of adjourned meet ng of Fingal Sounty Sowncil held on Tuesday Zi4h
May Z00B, Section F/3AE08, Syerting Finga Fosiba | Academy Buildings and Playing P tches -
Marnagers Repont Pusuant 1 Part 11 wilth Local Lzavermment (Flanning and Nevelcomenty Act 20000,

21 The ConabatePortrane’ Rush peninsulas are wilieg to da its fair share The areais taking a 63,000
PE planL But wea will rat be the dumplng geownd for See eatie East Coast of Inelad. In BLsh we ave
Ived with the blight that is Baleally Dump - ene of the {argest lancTills in Irelend serving the whale of
The Dublin area. Originally opened in 1971 she icgnce for the ooerglion of the dump was exlenced &
numbar of tmes, dasplta commilrents and assurancas of s clesure which finally happanad in 2003,
We now hzve a mouniain of 34 years waste to blot our lardscape for the future gereraticns

4] & prapased foatball academy was rajectad far near Rogerstowen Estuare o0 fhe basis of ihe
precadticnary panciagl, 35 enshnaed o the EU Habitats Directwe The councl have el 3 prezecenl
Thea Fact tal Parbarse was alrsady acont feridad m the Sragdlar Dubln Si@ategic Drainage Siody
{GDSDSY means iz unlikely 0 get paased An Bord Pleanals. Porrene would a2em 0 hgve baen
pra-salectad all alary. This £ aans ajain sslachng Portrane pases tae blg a planning risi.

6] Sone 20ps 27 the workl's Breat Geese population nestin Rogerstown. The Brds Directve was
successful i stappisg the indll of Gublin Eay

&) Rogerslown estuary, whizh is 1.5km ‘ram tha proposad sewage plant 312, is a Malional Heritage
Araa, 2nd & Soecat Prolectlon Aree and a yYelland Sile of [ntzenat onal fraciance under the Rawsar
Cornvertian. IE is alsg 8 Nature Reserve and a YWildltow] Sanctuary urder the Wildlife Agr 1975,



| waud ask you to take gll of the above into account wher cons.dering your rasperes and wé ok
fiarward fo hesring feom you in dus course, Please acknawledga safe receipt of th.a mail

.

Yours since-ely




30 Aprl, 2007

Draft Scoping Reporl on tha Strategic Envirenmental Assessment (SEA) of Lhe
Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS)

| wrig' ;0 advise that this letler s submitted on behalf of thﬂ_

VWi nriginally subrmitled an oppesition ta the arginal proposal by Fingal County Courcil ko
build a Yeqora: Waste Walar Treatment plan in Fortrane in 2003, This opposition
represented up e 1000 residents and househclds fram the Bush area, net necessanly in
the Rogerstawn area and was out togethe- at short retica, We are puthing this submussion
tanwand on the behalf of &1 of the paople whom wo represented the [ast ime.

Wire hzve livea wilh the bight 1hat is [ ovme for far too lo9g - ene ol the lages:

Iz adfills in lreland serving the whale af tha Dubin ares, Criginally opansadd in 1971 the
licence for the cperalion of the cemp nas been exlended a number of times, despite
o tmants and gsserances of its closure, We are now Iogking fonward to ks closure in
20089, We can then ook 1o restore Rogerstown Sstuany to s former beauly. WL is not rngit
that zf-ar having to put up with this blot cn the landscape far aver 34 years. that we now
face & dewalopment That will have a sevcre impact on Denzhate, Porrane and Rush,

The obvious point of reforence here 1 the example oF the Ringsend Wasto Wator
Treatmo-it facity. 1S wel documented that the plant in Ripgsond nas csused nothing bul
prallems since its establishment, There has besn a sigriticant mpact on the lancscapes.
the sezscape. far example, the qulls whe will ke feeding off the sewzqs, There have even
been complaints 10 the EL Commission such is the zevere impact it is having oo the local
comneeities 0 the area. So aftar taking mosi of Dublin's wasle To? s rmany years, how
ran we na targetad again to accepl and teat seways Trom all of these othar areas. This is
not a case of MIMB Y em (Mol in my back yard) hecause Balleally is already in aur back
yard Cor ower 34 years) .

Im relzhicn co the SEA we swou'd ke to make commcntz under the follawing headings:
1. Environmental Consideration

Rust: angd Ihe ~cignboie-ng acas of Donsbate, Porrans and Malahidea ara
envircnmentally sensibive areas. [t makes no gense W locate zuch a plantin such an arca.
Further, it appears that the SEA consvllanls bavs decided aot o lnok st spooilic
environmental impact ol leealing sach a plant & Portrane a2l its effect anthe
neighbouring 4reas,
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significant affacts or the envirgnment” of the plan or prograrmne, acsording to the ralevant
EU Diractive ardt lhe Slalulory Instruments transposing il ivto 17sh law  Indeed, tha
SCIPNO report says fpara 120 'The Main objective of the SEA Directive s to “provide for a
htgh level ol ordection for ibe envitanment end t2 contribute to the intcgration of
ehvirormental considerations nto fra prizperztion and adogtron of pians and EF OO mmey
will & view Lo promecting sus:ainahle developmers™ We herslore heleve that the
Prapused] process would be fatally llawed unlecs the sludy stoce is stgniticantly chenged,

/ / We agree with our neighoours that gn SEA, oy low and oy definition, must iook at "likaiy

Environmental izssues MUST he conzidared bocayse:

« Table 81 of tha QDraft Sooping Repod does nol menlion ENvironmental issues which
are key 1 the Rush, DonabatsPortrans and Malahide sroas:

*  Rogerstown Estoary is 2 Naboral Flerilags area and fs an internationally significant
Special Frolechon Area and 3 Wel'and Site of Imter~ational Importance under “he
RAMSAR Covwventinn, |tis alzo 3 Yature Rescrve an aWildfow| Sanctuary upger
tha Wildife Ack 1976,

« The Rush North and South beackes along with Racerstown estuary are wigely
ublised By our commumity ana *housards nf visitors, We have very aclive sailing,
divng and kitesurfing clubs which use al our marne faciities N & reqular basis.
Teily getivity and all these prasle will he sdversely afteered by the proposed
developrment,

» Sroadmeadew Estuary is a Special Proz=ction Arza;
» The beaches of Porrsng, Donabale ang halahide have achieved Blue Flag slatus.

L5 imperative tat 21 these 1ss.e4 must he spocificaly onns'dered in he SEA. Those
EmeTenmentan Glassificalions would be ot severs sk Gy 8 major warks [veated at Mortrane.
1115 ezsentizl cha! such issuss aro given prape’ consieration.

Biue Flag Beachas threatenad

A reginral sewage Ueatment slant at Sorrane t-reatens the Blue Flag status of Donabate,
Furlrane ard Malahids boachas, & siudy by Agua-Fact international Sorvices Ltrl, &
Galwvay-basan reacarch firm, has examired the potential impact of the. etfluent from he
tacility on water quality along the: coastline Agua-Fac! estimatec that tha N facility woaid
emit afflyent conzamning harmful faess) califorms, which would contamirate sea watar,
Lsing comguter madelling, the reporl has predicled that the comaminalion lewals in
Failruno and Sonacate would be in excess of that Allowed for Blue Flag status, "It 1= irkcaly
that these beaches would lose their blue flag etatus A3 4 result of Lhe propused discharga”,
tha report said. 1t also sad contaminated watnr dunrg the spring tide could threatan waker
quaiity at Malahide.

v he mport conaluded that the throe beachaes st Malahde, Pnrtranc and Danabate Al
riskec losing their Blue Flag status 1 the sowiage planl gues ahead.

Natural Habitats Directive

Fhe consultants whe ara conducling the SEA noed to have regand to Council Diregtive
HZI4ZEEC af 21 May 1992 un the conservaton of nabyral habitats and of wild fauna grd
florsa.

Mage & ol &



Armicle B (3) statay:
ANy pan o projest rot directy cennecad with or NeZCssary to lhe management
of the: wife but likely to haye = siomificant e4eot theroon, either individually or in
SOMD.nation with ather plans or projocts, shall be sUlect o approprisgta assessment
cf its imnptizations far the site in view of the site"s consamvating vbinctlives. In the ligh:
ul the conclusions of the assessmant of the iraplications for the site and slbjec: to
the pravisions of paragraph 4, she comparant natios| authorities shall agrea 1o tha
olan ar propasct only after having ascanained (hat it will nat adversely affect the
'Megrity uf the sile corcemed 2 d, it appropriate, after having obtained the O 16
cf lhe gene-at oublic.

El Birds Directive

The EU Birds Jirestive — Councit Direciiye TOMONCEC of 2 April 16579 mandales member
Fiales 0 corsenae, mamlain or restore the bintopes and habitals of birds by creating
proteciion zones maintaining the habtats; mantaining Soecial Protoction Arass in
favourable conseraticn slatus:; restonng destroved biotopes: and creating brotopes.
Crusially, the Birds Directiva dictates that maembar slates follow the proccdure anflined i

Aricle & of the Habila's Diroctjve far casying aul SEpRropriate assessments of o

Anviranmental impacts on $PA5. A proper SEA migsat have ogard te this,

A propar SEA must consider hoalth

The public health implicabions of the proposed plant 2t Portrane most be considerced if the
SEA 1S to bo carried out praperly This is because the siing of a regional sewage plant at
Parlrana poses mzjor risks tu puklic hesith rom flies anc Mosquitoes. Bragdmeaadow
Estuary and its contributories are a‘ready natorious breeding graunds for mosquitoes,
known locally as the "Maahide Masquile”.

The Suilding of a massiva sewage plant would Irad to an explosian in the popuylation o
masguteng, flies and other nusance insncts They would be attracted by the nutienterich
wiater found in clanfiers, sodimentstion ar=as and treatment basins ete. Thiz situation
would cause a health risk to residents and visitars o the area, Two acule, inflammatory
viral diseases (S Loyis Eroo pralits ancd YWesi Mile Yirgs Encaphalitis) zre transmitied wia
the bite of infocted mosquitces Infected MUSQUIDeS Carty vinses in their salvary glands
and infect suscoptible kirds during blood-feeding, Encophalits can be severs for inlarts,
fne 2ldeny and these wha are immnno-co MIprcmised.

2. Impact of Failure to Defiver

Tre key sk azacciated with this stralegy iz pot that tha implermertalons af o specic
sconasa will result in an anyronmenla.ly damaging solution Lut rather that fadyre
imelement the se'ecied solutian in aither sCOpe o lirme woulo

s Aequere the curtailmanl of AeLeszary development (housing, induziry ete) so as to
gvaid further overloading of ewisl ng faciliies.

« Resultin a very sigrificant reductios in racenving water ouzlity, as already overdoadod
facilites are connncled 1o fidher developments, ko avoid curtaifing eonstructian Aty
in the Greqmer Cubiin Areg

The eccnonyn: os well a8 e ErratnrTentsl costs of thase effects would be BN IMOE,
Tha Ringsend waste waler treatment plant s already operaling at 1173% of dns5ign
capacity, due wiha whally unpresictable Gétanth in new housing cormpletion since tha
Fapge S o 5



sapacity of that slant was decided. T-is sifuaticn wili ¢el warse. —Fus seiacling any
solaiorwilh & loeg [ead B efore any substantiab incam e nal addilional treatment
capacily i delivered is an swcremely high risk strategy 1t is arly necessay 1o reflect on [he
cument situation in Salway to recognise the nsks associated wilh sucn a stratagy.

The adopticn ot a sccnane requinng the devslopment of a singls 820,000 PE plant at
Farirann wnich roequires the corstruclinon ©f 4 major sewer. So~structed presdamimantly in

tunmel, with 3 number of pureping mefaces” must be recogrised a5 very gh sk due o
its exposure b

»  Segunng the appreyal of mallpls Local Authonties
«  Planning sk and dalay viz k3, Ringsend incineratoer, Corric gas held
»  [Cnanpges in the excrequer position N ihe oenod pnor tofs completon

Whila the adoption of a aclution myvalving & numbe of smalle plants mignl fail ke delivar
10N% ot the recuired addibonal capasity it the requirad tima, such a soiution

« Has a much higher probability of aelivering signifizant capacity increments within the
cverall projected reframs.

o Wallld mast probably deliver a lower cost solehion, weeh interest charges duneg
canstruction are factored ir.

v Would mosl cerlaanly regull in lowsar feas to consultznts.

We therrfore nanclude thai the Targets/assessinand cntaria propescd ton [aRiility snd
Deliverability ard Flanning Rizk in Table .1 on p 26 of the Heport are inapprooriake and
selectzd 19 produce salutions with maxirnum engineering and consu tancy input.

3. Traffic Nusiance

Sludge s the hig issus with sewage treatmeant works. & big sewacge plant still produces
tarnes and tonmes of sludga. A massive regional sewage plant al Parrane will produce
A0 rucks of sladge a day — Fat is more than ona 20 hour, 24 haurs 2 day, 362 days a
prAr. This figuee was advised Sy Donabale Parish Counali basod oh a bitafing by Fingal
County Councit 2ngineers whe advised on the number of sludge truck movements that
would be generaled by thie £5,000 PE olan: cumently plasned. They extrapolated this
figure to get 1he slidga sraffic voiumes for an 852,000 PE plant  In R.sh we da not have
the luxury of A large community centre suck as in Duenabste and residents of Rush
~zgularly sravel o Donabate o use lhe facilities there — gytmrastics, karate, efc plas tha 5
golf courzes — any mmpact ontraflic wl have ar imgact ar our ahilly to canfinua te use the
tacibtics in Bonaboaie.

Conclusion

WWe are whelly opposed to the idea of Iocating o single massive slanl of his kind
atywhers, The gxporicross in Mingsenc, on our awh doorstep andg that in Magden, in
L.ondor have drmonstrated that the rizks and environmantal effact are enorrmgus on tha
communties involved.  As we have pondsd out above, the nsks aasociated with the single
p ant souban are far areater than & mutiple plant solution — and *he econamic and

ey ronmentzl cost of faileee bz delver a so'ution in tima would be enommous.
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Further. to contemplate Eu I & s’ rgle large plam i an envircnmentally senstive grea
sugcosts that tho acthonties concerned have ~ol thoraght this izsee throudgh The omission
of saezific emarcnmenlyl factors relaling to the proposed sie from the Scaping study
sUGG05tS thal the aunhorities may plan Lo ride rerghshcd over the whole environmental
protection process, thus making the SEA g “sham®. We intend 1o support our neighbours
in Dorabale and ensure thal this issue is rised al a national 9ns legal lavel Iif neceswary if
Lhe comeacl due process is not fallgwed.

YLUrS SinCemy,
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Desr S vladano,
We appoae a0y move 1o [ocate o repionl sewase plant in Portrae.

The DonabatePortrane pennsala iy willing roodeo i fir shane The area iz taking 8
5,000 PE plunt. But we will o be the dwrpiog gooeed (o e wastewater of e
entire Lasi Coast of Ieland.

Aopraposed Football acadetny wras rejected thy near Rogerstowrn Esmuary on the bazis
of Lhe precaubiomnary principal, as enshomned i the EU Habiazs Dheecetive, The zouncil
havs st a presceslont The fact that Portrane was already recommendesd inthe Greater
Crublin Soulegic Trramae: Sty (GDEDEY imeure o unikely to g2l pasted A Iocd
Pleanala. Partranc wowld scem to have boen pre-selected all along This ecans again,
eelevring Portrine poscs too big a planming nsk.

Adiinponally, e requuements ol G BT Bieds Dicecuve {Couns] Directive
TOA0YEEC 4l the ELC Habitas Durective (99245 171C ) would also appear womle
out Porrane as a locateon for such o faciliere, indeed, there acc a sotal of cight Specal
Arcas of Conseryation (o5AC) of Spooial Protection A (5P withio a (O0kn
radiug of Poniranc.
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Dear SinMudam.

We wish to have the comuments below laben o accoounl s pard of Fiogal Coamty Cowneil's ~Egeiy
Comreiraion Coparigmiine™ om the Greater Doblin Dmimage initiative.

We believe the approach being taken, a5 described of dwe Greater Dublin Drainags website, is fimdanentalby
Aawed The webare atates:

The infrigtive tavolves the provisian of o few wadfewober freadamem? wevis, o morine cadfodl

and v draimgge meiwork i the nortern pari of the Crreater Dibdin dren
This ¢learly indicates that the approach of having a singhe “monster™ treatment plant oo the Figal coadline
ta predemmingd. The propesed location o facilitate a manne ontfall appears 10 be based on the pretest that
Bewape can be treated to 2 lessar qual ity Ihis is unacceptable. Failoee of 8 single “momter’ plant = likely to
be catastrophic. The locetion of 2 single “monst=r™ meabment plant in any community will engender
At cpposition; superence shows thal smaller Joekhsed plants are accepted by reasenablo people. For
all these resgons, wre are against the imposition of the proposed “monster™ plamt oo any conmuomity.

Notwithsianding these comments, Portrane shovld not the locaion for 8 mew pepional swape plant and an
assoriated outfalt prpe. ‘This is btcauze of the condrommental sensitivity of the area.

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km Fom the anca previously proposed for the regional sewage plant, s a
Matinmal Heritage Ared, a Speciaf Protsction Ares and 8 Wetland Sie of Infernationgl Tmportance under the
Ratm=wr Conveniion, Ik iz alsy s Mowre Beserve and 2 Wildiow! Sanctuany under e Wildhfe Act 1976,

Same 20" of the world's Breat {reese popuistion nest in Eogerdown. The Birds Direclive was succersful in
gtopping the infill of Dablin Bay.

We would sronghy urge you ho reconsider the approach being takoen and (o eodures thal fhe covircamentally
menaitive area of Portrane is not endangared by any proposal.

Yours Rithfully,
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Draar S Madion.
We gppese any oieve o locsie 4 repiobal sewape plant in Portrane.

The: BonabamPortrans pemnsala i willing e do its Gar skare, The arza 14 raking 4
G5.000 PE plaot. But we will not be the dumping proundd tor the wastewsier ol the
cotice Bast Ooust of Irglund.

A propensed football academy was regected for near Ragerstonen Estuacy on the basis
of e procancenany procipal, 88 ceshrincd in the BEL Habitats Dococtive. The conil
has sel i precedent, The fact that Portrans was already recommended in the Greater
Thiblin Stretepic Tonnasye Sondy (OTISTIEY means i1 amlikely s pet passed Ao Thord
Preanala, Portranc would seemn & have beok pressclected all along. This nwcans agaimn
szleciing Poctmane poses too big & planning risk.

Anlilativnally, the requirerents of the FTD Binds Directive [Coceetl Dhireclive
TANERC) and the BT Mabirats Ditactive {99243 EEC) woubd alao appear o 1ule
onrt Porrane 25 a location for such a facility. Indeed. there ate a toral of eight Special
Arcos of Conscrvation (eS5AC) or Special Protzetten Arcas (SPAS) withan o 10km
radius of Portranc,

¥ oy touly,
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ETS

Crreater Dublin Dramnage Project Manager
o RES Croonp,

Weyl Fier Busimess Campus,

[win Laerptiare,

Cro. Dublin,

Limail: infow preatesdublindrainae s, i

Mear Sicdadam,
We oppose any v S leate 8 reprional sewoge mlank e Porrane.

The DhmabatePonrane peningola @ salling wedo s Tair share, F2e area 15 ekihg a
65,000 'E plaot. But we will not be the duwmpine preowmd for e wasteswvarer of the
cotire bast Coast of Iecland,

A propossd foolball apademy wis rejected for near Rogerstown Bshuary on the basis
ut the precaotivrry pancipul, as coshonsd o the BT Eabitals Dhirective. The councl
bias sct a provedent. The Fact that Porcrane was alesady recoomiended i the Chealer
Thiblm Stratcpie Draingge Stody (G153 means 12 iz unlikely 1o gos prsacd Ao Bod
Meamila. Tuclrane would scemn 4 heve boen pre-selecled all abooge. This meeuns apgaan
selzoting Povans poses too big e planming sk,

A ddinonally, the requirepacnts of the EU Bivds Dirzoiive (Council Directiva
THAMEEECY and the EU Habuats Lrireciive (29245 BEC) would aluo appear 1o tule
owl Pogteene a5 a locaton tw such a facliye. ndeed, thepe am o total of cight Speoepal
Arcas of Cansetvaron (e8AC) or Special Protection Areas (5PA5) wilhim a 10km
radius of "ortrane.

Y owrs touly,
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[

Grcater Duolin Dirainage Project hManager
CAOYREP Croup

Weat I'ior Business Campars

Bn Langhaire

Co Thaalin

BDear Sirrdladain,

Fortrane should not be the losanon tor & new regional sowaee plane and an associaed
oullall pipe. This is because a7 the cnvircnmental sensitivity of the avca.

Boperstonn estoary, which 15 15 km Iromn the area presciously proposed for the
topional sewape plant, 14

1. A Mational Herifaze Area
. A Specin] Protection Aren
3 A Wetland Site of International Importance under the liamsar
Conventipn,
4. It is also o Mature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlifc
Act 1976,

Same 20 % of the worid's Beant Gesse population nest io Rogeesiown. The Birds
Dhircctive was suscessful e stopping the infidl of Dollin Bay.

1 wonld strongly urgs yon (o consider allemalive localions for this facility and take
The young peaple of Thnebate into corsideralion.

Yonrs faithfully
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FPS

Crmealer Dablin Dranage Poojcot Magager
C/O RSP Group

West Mer Buzinces Camprs

[in Lapghaire

i3 Duahblio

Brear Sir'hadam,

Ponrane should not be the location for a new repicnzl sewage plane and an associaced
enufall pipe. Thas 13 beeamese of the eovironmental scositivity of the area.

Baperstoam esloary, which 1s 1.5 km from the area previouwsly proposed for the
rapiotial sevagre plant, 35!

1. A Matwnel Herilage Aren

2. A Special Protection Area

3. A Wetland Sice of [nternational Imporiance under the lamsar
Cunventinm.

4. ILi% aiso 3 Walure Reserve and a Wiliifow] Sanctuary onider the Willdlife
et 1976,

Sone 20 % of the world's Brenl Geese population nest in Bogerstown, The Binds
Directive was successtul in stopping the infill of Duablin Bay,

1 would atronely urge you to consider alternative locarions tor this facility and take
the younge people of Donabate into consideraricn.

N omrs L hiolly
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Cireater Dublin Draimaps Project kanager
o RPS Group,

Wosl Pier Biusiness Campus,

e Lanphaire,

. Dublin,

Emiil: infoitereaterdublbindoan e, i

Drear Sie W adam,

W oppase aoy move 1o locate a eeglonal sewape plant i Portrane,

The Notsbare Pernrane peninsuls is willing to doits Fair shiane, The ares is aking a
15,0083 PE plant. Burwe will not he (e dommping groond for the dastewator uf the

centirs Faut Cevaal o Treland.

A prapesed focthall acadeiny was iejected tor near Hoperstown Estuary oo the basis
of the pracautionary principel, a8 sozhrioed in the EU Flabitats [orective. The caoncil
has zct a precedent, The fact that Portane was already recommendad m the Grearer
Cuhlen Stratepic Drainapge Slady (GOSDE} eeans it 15 unlikely to go passed An Bord
Fleanala. Porteang wonld scem to have beon pro-gelected all aleng, This mezans apam

zelecting Portrane peses 1o Ing o planning nsk.

Addelitionally, the regquirements af the T Tinds Doective (Counci] Duestive

"E?,d.ﬂﬂ.-TT{"‘_p amd e BT Tlalicats Ditactive (99204371500 would “||'i-:r APPCAT i mh

ot Portree ag a locaticn for such 4 facility, [ndeed. there are
Arsas of Conservam (¢83AC) or Special Profection Arsas

tadius of Portranc,
Register Ho.| 5
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EPS

Crreater Dublm Drainage Progect Manaper
Ciu RPS Coonp,

Best Pier Husiness Campis,

Dy Lacehaire,

Ce. Dublin,

Email: intodfersacrdublindrnagc.c

Diear Sac dlazlicn,
We oppose shy move o locare 3 regzicnal sewage plant in Portrace.

The TonahatePortrane penrmsala is willing toder its fair shars, The areq iy iaking s
15 000 P plar But we will wot be (e duroping groun] S the wasiesater of the
anora Lasl Coastaf [refand.

A proposcd foothall acadeny was rejcoeted tor noor Roesrstosn Estiary on the basis
ol the precantiomary preacipel, a3 enzhrined m the BU Habutals Directive, The counzil
has st o pricedent. The fagh that Mortzans wis already renommeanded m the Coreater
Duhlio Stratepic Deoinape Slody (OTSTYEY moars 15 wnhkely Lo get pacsed An Berd
Pleanaka. Portrzne wouold scem i have been pre-seleeted all alorg, Thiz means agppn
galecling Porrane roses ton big & planning risk.

Adehviomally, the recuarements of the ETD Binds Directive (Cooneil Direclive

1640%ERCY aud e EL Habitals Priveciive {552°42BEEC) wounld also appear to rube

our BForrane as 2 location for such a facility, Indecd, theme HIG & vl of clght 3poecial

Arews of Conservalon (¢3AC ) or Spevial Proecion Areas I:bfﬁiiﬁm'ﬂjn a 10k !
’ .. |

radius of Porrane. Sraedin £

Rugistar Mo VO

BRPSL 27 un

Frajatt No.
Flle Ref.

-
-\_.-\.l.l.-i

Y rowes teuly,




Mame
Alcdres®

Trnuil:
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RP5 . .
Freaner Dublin Dminsge Project Manager
Cdo RIS Omoup,

Wiewl Pier Business Camnns,

Diin Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin,

Eral: mta'd greaizrdublindraciaze. e

Drear Sarhfaelum,
W apese any move o locate 3 cegioona] sewaee plant i Portrenee.

The DunabaceTortrane peninsul is willing o do its fair shavs, The area is taking a
G300 PE plant. Bul we wilt noc b the dumpang ground for the wastewaler of the
cotre Last Coast of lrctand,

A proposes] Fonthall academy way rejochesd for noar Roparstoown Bsbuanye on the bagy
ol the precauliomary poocipal, as enshnned molbe TV T Tabitals Directive. The councl
has st a procedeat. 'Uhe fact that 1Mottea was alicady reconnnended i the Ceeate
Thihlin Seratewic Thrainape Seady (CddR135) means icis unlikely o get passed an Hand
Meanaka. Fortrane would Seem W have een pro-gelecied all aloong. This nieans apam
selecting Portrane potes too bip & plunmong risk.

Agdditionally, the requirements of che ETT Birds Dircctiee (Couneit Threetivi
THAMNMEECT and Lhe BV Habitaty Directive (9920 1EEC wsild also appear w tule

pul Poctrane a5 a leealion Br sucn a fambity, Indegd, Gere am a ok Znnen
Avreas of Conservation (cSACY or Special Peotection Arcas (SP; EF‘{'#HHM 2 1Dkm Age — &

tadius ot Portrane. . ;
Rogisis Moy <)

Y ours truly,
HPS 27 un
Project Mo. o
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Grcater Dublun $3raenage Moject Manager
Clo BPS Grooun.

West Mer Business Campus,

Dinm Tawghaire,

Cor. TubiTin,

Eradl ! ivdedeoseeatereda - levdrall . o

Dear SicMadam.
Pormiong should nor the location for o wew ropionil sowaee plant and an associated
el fanll pape. Thaw i becimse af The envirmmmental sensilvily of the area.

Raperslown msluary, which 15 [ 3k Eroro the acey previone]y proqusied for the
repaonal sawdpe plin 35 a Nationad Hevitape Ared, and & Special Pootection Arsa and
a1 Wetland Site of Intemational Imponance under the Bamsar Convention. Bt 2l8o o
Beuture Beserve snd g Wililfowl Sanctuary under the Widdhifc Acs 1474,

Bome M0po af the warld's Brent Gesse popolatien nest in Ragersteown. The Binds
Diractive was successfill in stopping the bl of Deblin Bay.

I wanld steemgly unge yom 1o comsiler altermative Incatisms for this faeline,

¥ours faithiully

Reripient i -
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Maome:

Address:

Finail:

Dhate:

I !

Girzuter Db Drainage Progec: Muanaper
Ao RPS Giroup,

West Picr Business Campus,

Lo Laowehaire,

L4, [hublin,

Famail: infosdsigraaterlpblindrai-nge. g

Crear sivviadam,
W gpposc any move to locae 2 regional sewape plant i Porteanc.

‘The DonubatePortrane peninsula 15 willing te do s taz shere, The arza i3 telone a
83 {H)0 PE prlant. Dut wé will noL be the domping groond tor the wastewater of the
artive Iast Coast of Ireland

A propescd Foolball acadeny was rejected for near Rogersiown Latusry ve the hasis
ol the precoutiorary principal, 03 enshinned in the LU Habitats Divective. The council
las sot a precedenl The fact thal Pomtrene was alresdy recommended i the Grearer
Diyblin Steatcgic Orminagze Swdy (ODSDEY aucans i is wodikeiy we ger passed Ao Rood
Plzanala. Portrans widd scem to bave boen pre-selecred all aleng. This mesns apain
selecliny Podtmne poses oo big a planning nsk.

Additianally, the requirements of e BL Birds Directive {(Counci] [ireotive

A0 ERC) and the EC Habitats Dhecetive [PRL45EEC) wanld also appear m nele
aut Portmans as a locanen for such a faclity. Indead, there are a total of sight Special
Areas pf Comacrvation (o341 or Speeial Protoction Arcas (51'As) withina L0xm

. radas of Porlrane.
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Address

Linail;

J}ab:;,.ErIE: l;ﬂi !

R[5

Circater Trubbm Dreainage Pooec?t Manayper
Coo BRPH g,

Weat Pier Bustness {am pus,

Iwin Laoghaire,

o, Dublim,

Timaal; in o ol abdmadraimayme

Drein Sirdhlada s,
We oppose say tnove o lacale a replonal sewape plarn in Portrane.

The DomabatePortrane penimanala ez willing oede its fair shore. The area o raking o
G3.000 PE planl. Bet we will not b the dyropang eean] foe be westescater of e
erlice Basl Cloast of Lretand.

A proposed foctball academy was vejected for near Boesrstown Estuary on the basis
ol the precauiionary priacipal, as enshrined in the BV Habitats Divective, The conne
hiasi szl o precedent, The fagt that Portrans was already recommended 10 the Crgiter
Drulelim Sdralegic Deonnape Study (OIXS0DEY means it s unbikely oo ged pissel An Bard
Fleanala. Porrane would scetn to have beoh pressclocled all along This mwcans agiuin
sulecting Dortrane poses 300 b 8 planoing risk,

Aduitionslly, the reguirerments af the T Binds Directive (Caunel] Direclive
TOARCEEC) and e BN Dlabitars Directive {092:45/EEC) would also appear to rule
oul Porirane a3 a localion for such a feeilily. [kdeed. there are 2 wniad of eight Special
Arcas of Conservation (o SAC) or Special Protoction Arcas (SPAs)y within o 10km
radiug of Forrane.

Retipiant v
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Acldress:

[ate:

EPS

Crrealer Dnalin Dramags Prinect YWanaper
o RPS Group,

Wesl Pier Business Caropus,

Do Laophaire,

Lo Dublin,

tonail; 1intodcorcatcrdub limdrunoee.ic

Crear Sacdlaclom,
We oppose ane oaodve 10 bocare a cepistial sewaps plant m Porrans.

The DonatatcPortrane pemmsela iz willing to do iz G share, The as iy akong a
85000 E plant, But we will not be the domping croond L the wastewsier of the
entire East Coast of Ireland.

A pronded Erathall acacemy was rejectod o near Rogorstown Latoacy on the basis
o the precomtionaey principal, as ensloined w the EU labitats Drcenve, The cowacil
has =ct @ precedent The tact that Portzane was already recommended o the Creater
Duhlin Strtegic Draimape Siody (G5 TE Y maans 10 e wolibesty we gt passed An Gord
Pleanala. Porrane would seem e have boen pro-selecied all alone. This maeans again
selecting Porhvane poses f20 big & planning 713X

Acleivionally, the requirenients af the ETT Binds Thrective [Conoetl Direclive

T A0VEEC]) und the EU Mabirals Ditzctive (39245 L BEC) seould alio appeann 1o 10le
out Purtrane as a lecation for such a facility, Indeed, there ate a toal of eighl Special
Areas of Conservation (cS5A0) or Special Protection Socas (SPAs) withom a 10km

rading of ForTanc.
- HEI‘.i]:IIrEﬂI' %}u 'E:_"EE "i! ‘SC'ILIJ"'.
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RPS

Cireater Duidion Cramags Prodece W
Clo BRPS Ciroup,

West e Businzss Campus,

Din Laoghaire,

Co, Dublio,

bBeonail: i lpgsmeeaterdublindr awge i

Dedr SicMadate,
Wi oppose any move to locare a cegicnal sewapz plant in Porerane.

The DwrssbulePorirane penmmamla o5 willing o do e Fait ghare. The ames 15 1:knp a
5,000 PE rlant. Bul we will oor e the durnping geound for the weasiewuatzr of the
anire Eost Coast of Ircland.

& proposcd tootball academy was rojccted tor near Koacerstewn Esmary on the bases
i the prevantonarny poneipad, as eushnned in the EU Habitatz Dhirective he coeacil
has act a precedenl The Tacl thal Porlcane was alrealy recommendsd in the Cirsater
Dbl steatzaaes Dhraaee Slody (ODSTXE Y ineine b e wndibely o poet passed Ao Tord
Fleanala Pocrong wodd scemn 60 have boen pre-selected all aleng. This means again
selecling Portmme poses Lot hip p planming oss

Additionally, the requitemars of the EU Birds Dicective [Coancil Diceclive

P4 40XBEECT and the LU Habitalz Directive (992°35°1EC) would also appear 1o ule
ot Bocteanes s & loeation for such a geiliby, Indeed, there are a total of eight Special
Aress ol Conservition (0SACT or Special Protection Areas (5PAs) vithie a 10km
radius ol Poriene.

" Y onurs gulv, Hﬂipim ’E}ﬂﬂ'ﬂ EI F&Jm :
Register No. i 5

RPS| 28 w2

Projuet Ho. i - L
Fila Ref, | i
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Address:

Email:

D 9—':]"[[.: I”

RIS

Creeater Dbl Divainage Project barage
i BES Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Lvin Laogharre,

Co. [hubklin,

Tl intawidpranterlubling rinage e

Drcar Sinddaslan,
We eppie Ay odive [0 1acate 3 repiomal seware plant in Porlrane.

Thz Donabace Portrane peninanla is willing to do its faor shara. The area is taking 2
65,000 PE plant. But wi will oot be 1he dumping pround for the wastewsater of tlic
entire East Coast of lreland,

A propesad focthall acaderny wias cajected for nénr Kogaestoon Bsfinry on the basis
of e precautionary principal, as ensheiced in the EU Habiats Directive. The comeil
bias sct a precedent. "Uhe Fact thas Portrane was already recommaended in the Greater
Muiblim Srraiewic Mrainage Soche GO IERTISY means it 1 unlikely o get pivsed An Bord
IMeanala. Porteane would seem 1o Bave been pre-selected all aloong, 'Fhis means agan
gelacting Torteane poses too b a plannne risk.

Additionally, the requitementy of the B Bindy Dimeciyve (Couameil Thitestive

FRANKTECT and the FL Habatars Direglive (992535710 would also appsear w rule
aut Porteane as a location tor such a tacility. Tndeed, thete are a toral of eight Special
Avrcaz af Conscrvaton {(e8ACT or Spocial Proteclion Arzas i -

radics of Portranc. Retlpient [Nl R
Register No.y "L

RO 10 5w 01
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FHe Raf.
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Address:

Email:

Date: 2L, i

mS

Crresder [deblin Drainaee Project anager
Cr RPS Grnip,

Wasl Pier Business Campis,

Driity Ladvphaire,

Co. Dublin,

Lmml: intee e reater dubidindrainaee. o

Drear Sarfhdaalinen,
We oppois any nwove o locate o repiona] aewsge pland in Partrane.

The DonabatePortrane peninscla iz williog to de is Tairshace. The area is rkiog a
65,000 PE plant, But we will nol b the domping erowsd for the wasteswier of the
eotry Eayt Ceast of lreland.

A propoaed Frotball academy was rejeched for neat Rogerstown Ezmany on ke basis
iof the procantonary principal, as enshoned i the T TTabifas Direclive. e council
has set a preccdent The tact it Portrans was alveady recosmusoded in the Goealer
Crublin Strategic Draimags Stdy (G518 means icis unbkely o get passed An Bocd
Pleanale. Posmranc would seem oo have been pre-selecled all along. This tocans adin
velevting Poritane peses oo big 4 planning nsk.

Additwmally, the rexirements of the BU Rirds Directive (Counet] Irective

ToAOSEEC) and the Bl Habitat Dorective [P925EBEC) wenld alse appesr 1o rule
cul Torrans ws o Jocatien foe such a Baeiliy. Tndeed, (ere an; a total raf :.,:ght Spro)]
Arcas of Conservation (e300 ) or Soecial Protacijon Arcas (&
radiuz ot Pormanc, Recipien?

£ hhe e
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Adhlrony:

Frmail;

Lrace:

KPS

Cireater Dublin Orzunage Moyjoct Manager
Cior RPS Clirtrug,

West Mies Business Canlpus.

Min Lagehare.
o Duladin.

Email; infoiisreterdublindrainage. iz

Bear Sir'vladan,
W oppuss any mese W locale a cegienal sewaie plnd in Tortrane.

The Morshate/Pomrane peninsuda is salling oo s Taic shacs, The daea s aking a
&3 ,0K PE plard. Tul we will mor be e Jomping ground for the wastewsser of the
eritire Jrust Coagl of Treland.

& proposed tootball academy was rojcetod for near Rogerstown Estuary vn the basis
of the precantionsy prineipal, 45 enshrned in the U Babitars Dicective. The council
has st u precedarnt The fact that Porteane was alecady recomunended in cha Oresicr
Duhlin Soateedc Drainape Smdy (GO0} means 1t w2 vehkely o oot passed An Bord
Flcanala, Porrane would scem w have been pre-sslected all alonp. This mean: apain
seleoting Poriring poses K6 big b planciag dsk.

Agldiciernally, e regunemenis of the EU Bards Lecetive (Couneil Directive
T:409EECT and the U Habirats Ditcehive I"WP-’HJF}FC} wuul | alse H[EPEAr L mIL
our Portrane as a lecation for such a faciliy, Tnaleed, :

Arcas of Conseration (oSACH or Speoial Peotectim PRI A 5 mtt‘.—ml a Ik
radiug of Portranes. : M ..
Register g, -
RP 3|2 oo
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Recipient I@w}mv_f_;trﬁjm MM
Register Hi.‘ : Acddress:
RPS!1 JuL m t

Project Hn-l- I Ir Eenail:
Fila Rel. ! |

P I —n l

Lrate: 2= THawa. T

EPS :
Cireater Thiblin Dieamage Project Manager
Cro RPS Toaup,

Wiest Fier Business Camgpus,

Mo Laoghaire,

Co. Pmblin,

Fmall; intodeereatcrdullindraima e w

Dewn Savbadac,
W ppose any move to lockie 4 repional sewars plant in Pordane.

The Lanabare/Porirane pemnscla is willing ro da its £ar share. The area s takme a
f5 00 'R plant, But we wilt not be the dumping coound tor the wastewatzr of the
aotires Tast Coast of Treland.

& proposed foatball avadeiny was rejeeled Bor near Rogersierwn Futiary on the hasis
of the precanlionary principsl, as enslnined in the EU Habitaws Diiective. The cooocil
has set a pracedent The fact shat Portrane was slready vecommended i the CGreazer
Croblin Seratoyie Draimape Suedy (GRSTIRY means it 2 walilely we pst passed An Baord
Plzanala, Pomirane would seem o have been pre-selecied all along, This areans again
selectmp, Portrane poscs too big 4 platning risk

Additimally, the requirements of the EU Birds Chrective (Counel] Lirective
HANXEEC) and the EL Tabitatd Darective (920450 120 seaulid also appear o mole
out lertrans &5 a lacaten for such a fBacalty. Indeed, thare are a el of eight Special
arcas of onscrvanon {o5ALCT ar Special Protectian Areas {S1MWAE) wthin a Lkm
radiug of Mfortmne,

¥ oauws ruly,




Sent: riday, Aprnl 15, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Fairshare group opposes siting of regional WWTP in Portrane
Attachments: Fairshare-submission-Dec 6.doc

Fairshare

Campaigning to stop a monster sewage plant being dumped on the Portrane/Donabate peninsula

Friday, April 15,2011

Mary Murphy

Greater Dublin Drainage
Dublin

Ms Murphy,

| am writing to you as the co-ordinator of the Fairshare campaign, based in the Portrane-Donabate are and set up to oppose the
citing of the new regional sewage plant in Portrane.

Asyou are aware, the 2005 GDSDS recommended that the wastewater treatment plant be located in Portrane.

Fairshare is against the imposition of a regional sewage treatment plant on the unique and ecologically sensitive
Donabate/Portrane peninsulain North County Dublin.

Fairshare is neither unreasonable nor anti-development. The people of the Portrane/Donabate peninsula have agreed to take a
65,000PE sewage treatment plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk. Work is ongoing on the construction
and pipe-laying for this plant at present, causing considerable disruption on the peninsula.

It is the strong and unanimous view of the community that a regional sewage treatment plant serving areas as distant as Meath,
West Dublin and South Dublin is both unfair and unsustainable. The community is prepared to take its share and no more.

Please find attached a 2007 submission made as part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment into the 2005 GDSDS document.
Please keep me informed of further developments and feel free to contact me.

Y ours faithfully,



Please think of the Environment befor e printing this email.

khkhkkhkkkhkhhhkhkhkhhhhhhhhhhhdhhhhhhhhhddhhhhhhhhdhdhhhhhhdhdhddddhhdddkdhdxkxkxxx

Private Confidential & Privileged

This Email and any files and attachments transmitted with it are
confidential and/or privileged. They are intended solely for

the use of the intended recipient. Any views and opinions expressed
are those of the individual author/sender and are not necessaril

chred or endorsed bym or any
associated or related company. The content of thisEMail and any file
or attachment transmitted with it may have been changed or altered
without the consent of the author. If you are not the intended
recipient, please note that any review, dissemination, disclosure,
alteration, printing, circulation or transmission of this Email and/or
any file or attachment transmitted with it, is prohibited and may be

unlawful. If you have received this Email or any file attachment
transmitted with it in error, please notif

|

, by Emailing

or contact :

This footnote aso confirms that this email message has been swept by
F-Secure for the presence of computer viruses.

kkhkkkkhkkkhhkkhkkhhkhkkhhkhkhhkhkkhhkhkkhhkhkkhhkkhkhhkhkhhkhkhhkkhkhhkhkhhkhkkhhkkhhkhkkhhkhkkhhkhkhhkhkkhkhkkhkkkikk*x*%

Registered in Ireland
No: 153066



Submission made under protest
by
Fairshare
on the
Draft Environmental Report
for the
SEA of the GDSDS

December 2007



Section

11
12

51
512
513
52
53
54

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7

9.1
9.2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION
Fairshare
Grounds for objection

Failure of the competent authority to comply with statutory requirements
regarding the geographical scope of the environmental report

EU and Irish law on SEAs

Geographica scope of programme not taken into account

Failure of competent authority to comply with statutory obligations regarding
public participation in strategic environmental assessment process

Factual errorsin environmental report

Public consultation process meaningless

Failure of the competent authority to produce an environmental report
of sufficient quality to meet the requirements of the regulations
Fairshare-commissioned reports not understood

Failure of the competent authority to accurately summarise the
findings of a hydrodynamic study carried out by the UCD Centre for
Water Resources Research

Inaccurate summary of original report

Modelling exercise not calibrated

‘Difficult to predict’

Dubious conclusions drawn

Fairshare hydrodynamic study dismissed

Contradictory and inconsi stent

Failure of the competent authority to reflect the at risk status of
Broadmeadow Estuary when evaluating the suitability of Portrane
for adischarge pipe from aregiona WwTP

Risk assessment required by EU Directive

Rivers at risk

Estuaries at risk

Costal waters

Transitiona waters

Sensitive waters require better than secondary treatment

Neutral assessment hard to explain

Failure of the competent authority to recognise the existence
of anumber of protected species in the Donabate/Portrane area
Seals and rare plants

Failure of the competent authority to assess the 16 strategic
drainage options using scientific, objective and consistent criteria
Assessment criteria subjective

Different standards for different areas

Some beaches are more equal than others

Failure of the competent authority to carry out arisk assessment
before arriving at a preferred strategic drainage recommendation
Malfunction amajor risk

Why arisk assessment is needed

Page

e

(o206 [ \V]

~N ~

o

12
12
12
12
12
12
12
13

13
13

14
14
14
15

15
15
15



10 Failure of the competent authority to assess the energy demands

of the different strategic drainage options considered 16
10.1 Keeping energy consumption down 16
10.2 Economies of scale 17
10.3 Fuzzy thinking on emissions 17
11 Failure of the competent authority to conduct a cost-benefit

analysis on the 16 strategic drainage options considered 18
11.1  Costings are contained in the GDSDS 18
12 Failure of the competent authority to include the elimination

of inflow/infiltration/exfiltration as a strategic drainage option 18
12.1 Need for regional WwTP questioned 18
13 Failure of the competent authority to address water

consumption issues 20

14 Failure of the competent authority to address the proximity

Principle 21
14.1 Principle has been abandoned 21
15 Failure of the competent authority to avoid a bias towards

alarge treatment plant solution 22
151  Big not necessarily best 22
15.2 Diametrically opposite conclusionsjust asvalid 23
16 Conclusion 24
APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Water Quality Report, Portrane, Co Dublin prepared by Aqua-Fact International Services
Ltd, Galway, Ireland.

Appendix 2: Initial Review of Final Srategy Report & Draft Scoping Report for Srategic
Environmental Assessment prepared by Pick Everard, architects, consulting engineers, project
managers, surveyors, of Leicester, England.

Appendix 3: Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan, preparted by A.
Dowley as part of the GDSDS, June 2004.

Appendix 4: Energy Demand & Operational Cost Review, Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study
for Fairshare, 30 November 2007.

Appendix 5: GDSDS - dudge production, email from Mark Colby of Pick Everard to Fairshare, May
2007.



1. INTRODUCTION

1. 1 Fairshare

Fairshare is a single-issue campaign group dedicated to representing the people of Portrane, Donabate
and the surrounding communities in opposing the imposition of a regional sewage treatment plant on
the unique and ecologically sensitive Donabate/Portrane peninsulain North County Dublin.

Fairshare is neither unreasonable nor anti-devel opment. The people of the Portrane/Donabate peninsula
have agreed to take a 65,000PE sewage treatment plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush
and Lusk. However, it is the strong and unanimous view of the community that a regiona sewage
treatment plant serving areas as distant as Meath, West Dublin and South Dublin is both unfair and
unsustainable. The community is prepared to take its share and no more.

1. 2 Groundsfor aobjection

Fairshare notes Fingal County Council’s (September 2007) Draft Environmental Report for the
Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study prepared by Mott
MacDonald Pettit Ltd in association with ERM Ltd. We refute the findings of this report and strongly
object to the preferred strategic drainage option identified, on the following grounds:

1. Failure of the competent authority to comply with statutory requirements regarding the
geographical scope of the environmental report.

2. Failure of the competent authority to comply with its statutory obligations regarding public
participation in the strategic environmental assessment process.

3. Failure of the competent authority to produce an environmental report of sufficient quality to
meet the requirements of the regulations.

4. Failure of the competent authority to accurately summarise the findings of a hydrodynamic
study carried out by the UCD Centre for Water Resources Research.

5. Failure of the competent authority to recognise the at risk status of Broadmeadow Estuary
when evaluating the suitability of Portrane for a discharge pipe from aregional WwTP.

6. Failure of the competent authority to recognise the existence of a number of protected species
in the Donabate/Portrane area.

7. Failure of the competent authority to assess the 16 strategic drainage options using scientific,
objective and consistent criteria.

8. Failure of the competent authority to carry out arisk assessment before arriving at a preferred
strategic drainage recommendation.

9. Failure of the competent authority to assess the energy demands of the different strategic
drainage options considered.

10. Failure of the competent authority to conduct a cost-benefit analysis on the 16 strategic
drainage options considered.

11. Failure of the competent authority to include the eimination of inflow/infiltration/exfiltration
as a strategic drainage option.

12. Failure of the competent authority to address water consumption issues.

13. Failure of the competent authority to address the proximity principle.



14. Failure of the competent authority to avoid a bias towards a large treatment plant solution.
Thisis due to the failure of the competent authority to make objective, scientifically verifiable
observations on the performance of large treatment works versus smaller WwTPs.

2. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO COMPLY WITH STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS REGARDING THE GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

2.1EU and Irish law on SEAs

The proper content and format of a strategic environmental assessment is clearly set out by both the EU
Directive (Directive 2001/42/EC) and Irish law. Article 12(1) of the European Communities
(Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004 (S.I. No. 435 of
2004), states that:

Subject to sub-article (2), an environmental report under article 10 shall identify,
describe and evaluate the likely significant effects on the environment of
implementing the plan or programme, or modification to a plan or programme, and
reasonable alternatives taking account of the objectives and the geographical
scope of the plan or programme, or modification to a plan or programme, and for this
purpose, the report shall-

...(c) contain the information specified in Schedule 2.

2.2 Geographical scope of the programme not taken into account

The Draft Environmental Report of the SEA looks at 16 different strategy options for the future
drainage of the Greater Dublin area, including a "do nothing" option. Six of the options involve the
construction of a large treatment plant (between 450,000PE and 850,000PE) at Portrane, Co Dublin,
and the pumping of raw sewage along a 22km orbital sewer. A further two options involve treatment of
sewage in the areas where it is generated (i.e. outside North County Dublin) and the transporting of the
treated effluent along 22km orbital sewer for outfall at Portrane.

Of the 16 options considered as part of the SEA process, seven of the options propose a large-scale,
single plant as the solution to the drainage needs of the Greater Dublin Area. This single plant is
recommended to be located in either Potrane (six of the options considered) or at an unspecified
location in the Northern Greater Dublin area. The Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Area consists of
the local authorities of Dublin City, Fingal (North Dublin), South Dublin, Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown
and the adjacent counties of Meath, Kildare and Wicklow.

The area covered by these seven local authorise is geographically large and contains vast tracts of
undeveloped land, industrial areas and existing wastewater treatment plants (WwTPs). Yet, the Draft
Environmental Report restricts its recommendation for the preferred strategic drainage option to the
siting of an 850,000PE single, regiona sewage plant at an unspecified location in the Northern Greater
Dublin area.

Locations in parts of Dublin, other than the northern part, were not recommended for WwTP while
Meath, Kildare and Wicklow were excluded from initial consideration by the SEA consultants as the
location(s) for treatment works. Fairshare submits that the consideration of the location or locations of
the treatment works should include the entire Greater Dublin (GDSDS) region and not just the
Northern Greater Dublin area.

3. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO COMPLY WITH ITS STATUTORY
OBLIGATIONS REGARDING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE STRATEGIC
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS



3.1 Factual errorsin Environmental Report

Fairshare lodged a valid submission, dated May 2007, to the competent authority, Fingal County

Council. This submission was made in response to a notice under Article 11(1) of the European

Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 2004 (S.I.

No. 435 of 2004), which invited submissions or observations in relation to the scope and level of detail

of the information to be included in the environmental report. Extending to 80 pages, the submission

included two independent environmental reports prepared by internationally recognised consultancies,

which were specially commissioned by Fairshare:

1. Water Quality Report, Portrane, Co Dublin prepared by Aqua-Fact International Services Ltd,
Galway, Ireland (Appendix 1).

2. Initial Review of Final Strategy Report & Draft Scoping Report for Srategic Environmental
Assessment prepared by Pick Everard, architects, consulting engineers, project managers,
surveyors, of Leicester, England (Appendix 2).

Under Article 12(1) of the European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and
Programmes) Regulations 2004 (S.I. No. 435 of 2004), the Environmental Report is required to:

(b) take account of any submission or observation received in response to a notice under
article 11(1).

Serious factual errors in the Environmental Report for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the
Greater Dublin Srategic Drainage Sudy provide irrefutable evidence that the Fairshare submission
has not been properly read by the competent authority or its contractors, proving beyond reasonable
doubt that the Fairshare submission cannot have been taken into account.

Making the point that Broadmeadow Estuary is ecologically important, Section 5.1 of the May 2007
Fairshare submission clearly states that this estuary is aso known as Swords or Malahide Estuary, as
follows:

Broadmeadow Estuary (sometimes called Swords or Malahide Estuary) is about 3km from the
proposed site.

However, the Environmental Report repeatedly lists Broadmeadow Estuary and Malahide Estuary as
two separate and distinct water bodies when they are in fact aternative names for the same estuary.
This error is consistent throughout the environmenta report (see Section 6 — Selection of the Preferred
Strategy: 6.3 Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna, pages 106 to 111; 6.4 Population and Human Health,
pages 11 to 112; 6.5 Water, pages 113 to 114). The failure of the competent authority to comply with
its statutory obligations regarding public participation is a serious procedura flaw which may warrant
judicia review of the strategic environmental assessment process.

3.2 Public consultation process meaningless

The failure of the consultants conducting the SEA to take into account the views of Fairshare has
prompted the group to lodge a complaint with the EU Petitions Committee of the EU Parliament (the
reference for the complaint is Petition No. 842/2007). This submission will also form part of the EU
complaint from Fairshare. Also, because the submissions made by Fairshare up to now have been
dismissed, this latest submission is being made under protest.

4. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO PRODUCE AN ENVIRONMENTAL
REPORT OF SUFFICIENT QUALITY TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
REGULATIONS



4.1 Fair share-commissioned reports not under stood
Under Article 12(1) of the European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and
Programmes) Regulations 2004 (S.I. No. 435 of 2004), the Environmental Report is required to:

(c) be of sufficient quality to meet the requirements of these Regulations.

However, the Environmental Report is clearly of insufficient quality to properly assess the likely
significant effects of implementing the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Strategy.

Firstly, the serious geographical error discussed above suggests that the consultants engaged by Fingal
County Council are not at al familiar with the north County Dublin coastline. Five of the eight original
drainage options identified by the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Strategy include the devel opment
of awastewater treatment plan at Portrane, which is very close to Broadmeadow Estuary (3km). Within
this context, it is reasonable to assume that the Environmental Report should be very clear about the
exact location and detailed ecological characteristics of Broadmeadow Estuary. However, the
Environmental Report repeatedly lists Broadmeadow Estuary and Malahide Estuary as two separate
and distinct water bodies when they are in fact alternative names for the same estuary. This error is
consistent throughout the environmental report (see Section 6 — Selection of the Preferred Strategy: 6.3
Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna, pages 106 to 111; 6.4 Population and Human Health, pages 11 to 112;
6.5 Water, pages 113 to 114).

Further evidence that the Environmental Report is of insufficient quality to properly assess the likely
significant effects of the programme is the consultants' total lack of understanding of environmental
reports undertaken by the independent consultants of international renown engaged by Fairshare
(discussed below).

These factors indicate that the consultants engaged by Fingal County Council were either not
competent to undertake an environmental report or did not devote sufficient time and effort to
producing areport of sufficiently high quality to meet the requirements of the regulations.

5. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO ACCURATELY SUMMARISE THE
FINDINGS OF A HYDRODYNAMIC STUDY CARRIED OUT BY THE UCD CENTRE FOR
WATER RESOURCESRESEARCH

5.1 Inaccurate summary of original report

The preferred strategic drainage strategy recommended in the Draft Environmental Report is to build
an 850,000PE plant at an unidentified location in the North Dublin area and have a costal outfall pipe at
an unidentified location on the North Dublin coastline. The Draft Environmental Report states:

Subject to an appropriate outfall selection process with associated validatory hydrodynamic
modelling this scenario is considered Neutral.

(This neutral rating is arrived at under the Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna, See section 6.3, page 109;
Population and Human Health, 6.4, pages 112 to 115; and Water, 6.5, on pages 114 to 116).

The Draft Environmental Report claims that a hydrodynamic modelling exercise done by the Centre
for Water Resources Research (CWRR) in University College Dublin (UCD) shows the suitability of
discharging treated wastewater into the Irish Sea at Portrane, and elsewhere aong the North Dublin
coast line.

The full title of this UCD report is not supplied in the Draft Environmental Report. Fairshare requested
a copy of the original report from the consultants carrying out the SEA. It took three weeks for the
consultants to produce the report. Originators of the draft Environmental Report Paul Kelly and Olan
Howell told Farishare they did not have the UCD report to hand. Mr Kelly told Fairshare the report had
to be retrieved from storage at Fingal County Council’s offices. It transpired the report is entitled



Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan. It was prepared by A. Dowley
in May 2001 as part of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS).

On the topic of discharging into the Irish Sea at Portrane, the Draft Environmental Report states that
the UCD water modelling study has

...identified the suitability of this approach subject to the appropriate necessary further
investigations required related to bathymetric, hydrodynamic and water quality data.

(See Section 6.3, from pages 109 and Section 6.4, on page 114 of the Draft Environmental Report
where this phraseology is repeated a number of times).

It should be noted that the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS), which was published in
2005, had initially summarised the Centre for Water Resources Research on which the assertion about
the suitability of Portrane as the location for an outfall pipe is based (See Section 8.5 of the GDSDS,
under the heading Receiving Waters, on pages 79 and 80).

However, neither the GDSDS nor the Draft Environmental Report accurately reflect the findings of
Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan prepared by the Centre for
Water Resources Research at UCD. This inaccurate interpretation of the report has led the consultants
conducting the SEA to overstate the case for locating an outfall pipe at Portrane and/or somewhere else
on the North Dublin coastline. Fairshare feels the summaries of the water quality modelling report in
both the GDSDS and the Draft Environmental Report are selective and unfaithful to the original. For
this reason, we have included the Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to
Balbriggan as part of our submission (See Appendix 3).

The Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan specifies a number of
limitations on the modelling exercise not mentioned in the GDSDS or the Draft Environmental Report.
Here are two of the caveats listed in the report prepared by the Centre for Water Resources Research,
but not mentioned in the Draft Environmental Report:

5.1.2 Modelling exercise not calibrated
Importantly, it states on page 98 of Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to
Balbriggan that the

North Dublin model has not been calibrated or validated.

Thisis hugely significant as no confidence can be taken from any results of a modelling exercise which
has not been benchmarked against other research/information. It is not that information is not readily to
hand; the report admitsin Section 7.9, on page 100, that there is “wealth of existing data for this costal
zone’. A modelling exercise commissioned by Fairshare, carried out by Aqua-Fact International
Services Ltd in March 2007, was calibrated.

5.1.3 ‘Difficult to predict’
Fairshare feels it is noteworthy that the author of Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from
Bray to Balbriggan states on pages 98 that:

There is no bathymetric, hydrodynamic, or water quality data available for the Broadmeadow
estuary or the Rogerstown estuary available to the modellers. There are no flows available for
the contributing streams. It is therefore difficult to predict with any confidence the responses
toincreasing loadsin these water bodies. [Our italics]

The GDSDS does acknowledge this point about the lack of data available for the Broadmeadow

Estuary (but not Rogerstown). It goes on to state that “it is difficult to predict with any confidence the
responses to increasing loads in thiswater body.” [Our italics.]

5.2 Dubious conclusions drawn



The Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan in section 6.4 under the
heading North Dublin Mode looks at the impact of discharges from various existing sewage plants
(looking at both current discharge volumes and additional discharge levels due to planned expansion of
the WwTPs) on the North Dublin coastline. However, only at Portrane does it consider the impact on
coastal waters of a large-scale plant. Under the heading Portrane Magjor Options in section 6.4.4, the
report looks at two scenarios for Portrane — an outfall pipe discharging from a 168,192PE sewage plant
and an outfall pipe discharging from a 624,617PE plant. No impacts from other discharge pipes
associated with large-scale treatment works are considered under the section headed North Dublin
Model (Section 6.4).

The sewage treatment works recommended for Portrane in the GDSDS and considered in the Draft
Environmental Report is an 850,000PE plant — some 36pc larger than the 624,617PE plant modelled by
the UCD Centre for Water Resources Research. No mention of this large discrepancy is made in the
Draft Environmental Report. Y et the Draft Environmental Report concludes that a discharge pipe from
an 850,000PE WwTP at Portrane would have a “neutral” impact on the surrounding waters. Fairshare
feels that drawing conclusions about a modelling exercise done to gauge the impact of a discharge pipe
from a621,617PE plant for an 850,000PE plant is dubious.

Fairshare also challenges the conclusion that a discharge pipe from an 850,000PE WwWTP at Portrane
would have a“neutral” impact on the surrounding waters, when the UCD report states in Section 6.4 on

page 98:

There is no bathymetric, hydrodynamic, or water quality data available for the Broadmeadow
Estuary or the Rogerstown Estuary available to the modellers. There are no flow data for the
contributing streams. It is therefore difficult to predict with any confidence the responses to
increasing loads in these water bodies.

Fairshare also feels it is unjustified to conclude, as the Draft Environmental Report does, that its
recommended preferred strategic drainage option of an outfall pipe somewhere on North Dublin
coastline is supported by the UCD Centre for Water Resources Research paper. In fact, the only
location for an outfall pipe from a large-scale treatment works considered under the section headed
North Dublin Model in the UCD modelling paper is at Portrane (see Section 6.4).

Please note that no other data or studies are cited in the Draft Environmental Report to back up the
argument that Portrane or the North Dublin coastline are suitable locations for a discharge pipe from an
850,000PE WwWTP.

Therefore, Fairshare considers the following statement made in Section 6.14 (page 134) Selection of
Preferred Strategic Drainage Option of the Draft Environmental Report to be inaccurate:

The Irish Sea adjacent to the Northern Greater Dublin Area poses significant opportunities to
select an appropriate outfall location whose suitability can be determined based on standard
and acceptable hydrodynamic modelling techniques. Based on previous assessments
conducted by the Centre for Water Resources Research at University College Dublin the
suitability of the coastal discharge approach has been confirmed subject to appropriate
necessary further bathymetric, hydrodynamic and water quality data investigations required
when selecting a particular coastal outfall location.

This statement must be deleted from the Final Environmental Report.

5.3 Fairshar e hydrodynamic study dismissed

As part of the public consultation phase of the draft Scoping Report of the SEA, Fairshare had a
hydrodynamic modelling exercise carried out by Aqua-Fact International Services Ltd, of Galway. This
study looked at the likely impact of an outfall pipe on the Portrane, Donabate and Malahide beaches
from discharges emanating from an 850,000PE plant. (See Water Quality Report, Portrane, Co Dublin
prepared by Aqua-Fact International Services Ltd, Galway, Ireland, in Appendix 1.)

The Aqua-Fact International report was modelled on the basis of a 600m outfal pipe from an
850,000PE WwWTP. In an ora presentation to representatives from the Donabate-Portrane community



on October 4th, 2005, officials, including engineers, from Fingal County Council (the contracting
authority for the SEA) stated that an outfall pipe of this length would be suitable for discharging
effluent from aregional wastewater treatment plant in Portrane to the Irish Sea.

Aqua-Fact estimated that the new facility would emit effluent which would contaminate sea water.
Using computer modelling, the report has predicted that the contamination levels in Portrane and
Donabate would be in excess of that allowed for Blue Flag status. The Aqua-Fact report states in
section 5.3, page 30:
It is likely that these beaches would lose their blue flag status as a result of the proposed
discharge.

It added that contaminated water during the spring tide could threaten water quality at Malahide.

The Draft Environmental Report states that this Aqua-Fact report is “premature” as no design for the
plant, or volume of discharge, has been produced. Fairshare takes issue with this dismissal of areport it
had commissioned and points out that:

* The AquaFact report is calibrated unlike the Centre for Water Resources Research report
which the Draft Environmental Report relies on to dismiss the Aqua-Fact report. (Please note
that the references to a “wealth of data’ in Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from
Bray to Balbriggan indicates that it is not difficult to validate and calibrate a water modelling
report);

+ The Fairshare-commissioned report was carried out by an independent, reputabl e consultancy;

+ The Aqua-Fact report is based on discharges from an 850,000PE plant, and not a 621,617PE
plant;

+ The authors of the SEA Draft Environmental Report have no competency in hydrodynamic
modelling, therefore it isinappropriate for them to dismiss the Aqua-Fact report.

+  The contractors engaged by Fingal County Council to conduct the SEA did not have a copy of
the Report on Water Quality Modelling in Dublin from Bray to Balbriggan to hand when
requested by Fairshare. Therefore, it is likely the contractors conducting the SEA were relying
on secondary sources (i.e. the summary of the UCD study in the GDSDS). This may explain
why a distorted version of the modelling report has been used to dismiss the Fairshare-
commissioned Aqua-Fact water modelling exercise.

5.4 Contradictory and inconsistent

In conclusion, the Draft Environmental Report states that the hydrodynamic modelling done for
Fairshare by Aqua-Fact on the likely impact of an outfal pipe on the Portrane, Donabate, Malahide
beaches is “premature” as no design for the plant, or volume of discharge, has been produced.
However, the Draft Environmental Report claims (inaccurately) that a hydrodynamic modelling
exercise done by the Centre for Water Resources Research (CWRR) in UCD shows the suitability of
discharging into the Irish Sea at Portrane and elsewhere along the North Dublin coastline. Fairshare
submits that it is contradictory and inconsistent to dismiss the Aqua-Fact report while claiming the
CWRR report supports the concept of costal discharge in North Dublin. Additionally, the claims made
for the CWRR modelling exercise are not supported by the facts for the reasons outlined above.

6. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO REFLECT THE AT RISK STATUS
OF BROADMEADOW ESTUARY WHEN EVALUATING THE SUITABILITY OF
PORTRANE FOR A DISCHARGE PIPE FROM A REGIONAL WWTP

6.1 Risk assessment required by EU Directive

Both Broadmeadow Estuary (also known as Malahide or Swords Estuary) and Rogerstown Estuary are
at risk from pollution, according to the Eastern River Basin District (ERDB) project. The ERBD
carried out a series of risk assessments which were required under the provisions of the EU Water
Framework Directive (2000/60/EC). (See Section 5.5.3 on pages 75 to 78 of the Draft Environmental
Report for asummary of Eastern River Basin District risk assessment findings).



The Donabate/Portrane area falls within the Nanny-Delvin catchment as part of the Eastern River Basin
District. It should be noted that:
+ thefollowing are Special Areas of Conservation (SACs): Lambay |sland, Rogerstown Estuary,
and Broadmeadow/M al ahide Estuary;
+ thefollowing are Special Protection Areas (SPAS): Lambay Island, Rogerstown Estuary, and
Broadmeadow/Mal ahide Estuary;
the following are recreational waters. Donabate and Portrane;
Broadmeadow Estuary is classified as having Nutrient Sensitive Waters, according to the
Eastern River Basin Didtrict.

6.2 Riversat risk

The Broadmeadow and Ward Rivers, which feed into Broadmeadow Estuary, are “probably at risk”,
according to the Eastern River Basin District project. The same applies to the Ballyboghil River, which
feeds into the Rogerstown Estuary. (See section 5.5.3 of the Draft Environmental Report, from page 75
to 78, and Final Characterisation, September 2005 Eastern River Basin District Project.)

6.3 Estuariesat risk

Rogerstown Estuary is “probably at risk” on the basis of both point source, and morphological
pressures. The most significant point source risks were considered to be municipal WwTPs and CSOs
(combined sewer overflows) and the most significant morphological element was considered to be
intensive land-use, according to the Eastern River Basin District project.

Broadmeadow Estuary was considered to be 1a “at risk” on the basis of multiple pressures. Thisis the
highest risk rating used as part of the Eastern River Basin District assessment. Broadmeadow Estuary is
“at risk” from both WwTPs and CSOs, and “at risk” on impoundments. It is “probably at risk” due to
intensive land-use and coastal defences, as well as being “at risk” for OSPAR (dangerous’hazardous
substances) and UWWTD (the Urban WasteWater Treatment Directive) sensitive water status.

6.4 Costal waters

Broadmeadow Estuary is considered 1a“at risk” on the grounds of impoundment caused by the railway
line embankment. (See Final Characterisation, September 2005 Eastern River Basin District Project,
Section 6.7.2). Under the heading Nutrient Sensitive Areas, Broadmeadow Estuary is assessed as 1a“at
risk” (See Section 6.10 of Final Characterisation).

6.5 Transitional waters

Broadmeadow Estuary is rated as 1a “at risk” under this heading. Rogerstown Estuary is rated as 1b
“probably at risk”. (See Figure 5.5, on page 81, of Draft Environmental Report; and Table B5 in
Appendix B of Final Characterisation, September 2005.).

6.6 Sensitive water srequire better than secondary treatment

It should aso be noted that the EU Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC) specifically
requires that more advanced treatment than secondary treatment is required for agglomerations greater
than 10,000PE in designated sensitive areas and their catchments. We can find no mention being made
of thisin the Draft Environmental Report.

6.7 Neutral assessment hard to explain

Given the foregoing, Fairshare fundamentally disagrees that it could be “considered as neutral” to
discharge treated effluent from an 850,000PE WwTP plant at Portrane, given that Portrane is straddled
by “at risk” Broadmeadow Estuary and “probably at risk” Rogerstown Estuary. (Draft Environmental
Report, Section 6.3, page 108). Please note that Portrane is 3km from Broadmeadow Estuary and
1.5km from Rogerstown Estuary.



Fairshare also considers it inconsistent and inaccurate to claim that the coastline around Portrane is
suitable for the discharge of treated sewage from an 850,000PE WwTP, citing for support alimited, un-
calibrated and inaccurately summarised UCD Centre for Water Resources Research report, while
failing to mention the at risk/probably at risk assessment of Broadmeadow and Rogerstown estuaries
and other risk assessments assigned to the North Dublin coastline.

Any consideration of Portrane, or the anywhere else on the Fingal coastline, for discharge must take
into account the risk assessments carried out as part of the Eastern River Basin District as required
under the provisions of the EU Water Framework Directive. The Draft Environmental Report does not
show any evidence of having taken the ERBD data into account when assessing various options despite
setting this down as one of its assessment criteria. For example, in Table 4.2, Environmental Indicators
and Targets/Assessment Criteria, under Water, on page 56, it states:

The assessment of potentia significant impact to receiving waters will be based on areview of
existing data from the WFD Eastern River Basin District Project, EPA water quality data and
reports, and local authority data.

However, when it comes to Section 6, Selection Preferred Strategy, under the headings Biodiversity,
Flora and Water (section 6.3, pages 106 to 111) and Water (section 6.5, pages 113 to 117) no mention
is made of ERB Project data, nor is there reference to EPA or local authority data. Despite this, the
Environmental Report asserts that Portrane and an unidentified site in northern Greater Dublin are
suitable as locations for costal discharge from for a regional WwTP. Fairshare considers it significant
that the only data mentioned is the limited, un-calibrated and inaccurately summarised UCD Centre for
Water Resources Research report referred to in Section 5 of this submission.

Fairshare also submits that it contradictory and inconsistent that the concept of discharging from a
regiona WwTP at Portrane is considered “neutral” when the Draft Environmental Report states in
Section 6.3 Biodiversity, Floraand Fauna (page 106) that the preferred

..strategy should not significantly impact on European designed sites (SACs and SPAs) and
other Designated Sites (e.g. sensitive waters, bathing waters).

As outlined already in this section, Broadmeadow Estuary (3km from the site proposed in the GDSDS
for a regional WwTP) and Rogerstown Estuary (1.5km from the site proposed in the GDSDS for a
regional WwTP), along with Lambay Island (5km from Portrane), have SAC and SPA designations.

In conclusion, a“neutral” weighting assigned to discharging into the sea at Portrane is not supported by
an objective consideration of the facts. The failure to mention the ERBD risk assessments under
Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna and under Water renders the document flawed. The risk assessments of
the two estuaries need to be specificaly taken into consideration when selecting a preferred drainage
strategy. It bears repeating that Broadmeadow Estuary (a SAC and a SPA) is “at risk” from pollution.
The Draft Environmental Report must be radically amended to give due regard to this fact.

7. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO RECOGNISE THE EXISTENCE OF
A NUMBER OF PROTECTED SPECIESIN THE DONABATE/PORTRANE AREA

7.1 Sealsand rare plants

There are a number of protected species in the Donabate/Portrane area. Two plant species, which are
legally protected under the Flora (Protection) Act, 1999, occur at Rogerstown: Hairy Violet (Viola
hirta) and Meadow Barley (Hordeum secalinum). In addition, the Green-veined Orchid (Orchis morio)
is to be found at Rogerstown estuary. Rogertown has been a breeding site for the Little Tern. Fingal
County Council’s biodiversity officer has announced plans to reintroduce the breeding of the Little
Tern at Portrane beach.



Lambay Island supports the only breeding colony for Grey Seal on the east coast. Seal populations may
be at risk from human-induced threats [according to Grey Seals: Status Monitoring in the Irish and
Cdltic Seas, Maritime Ireland/Wales INTERREG Report No 3].

The existence of these species is not mentioned in the Draft Environmental Report. Fairshare considers
it to be a significant omission not to mention protected species in a strategic environmental report.

8. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO ASSESS THE 16 STRATEGIC
DRAINAGE OPTIONSUSING SCIENTIFIC, OBJECTIVE AND CONSISTENT CRITERIA

8.1 Assessment criteria subjective
The criteria used to assess the 16 options in the Draft Environmental Report of the SEA are qualitative
and are therefore subjective.

Evidence of this can be gleaned from the fact that the early part of the Draft Environmental Report
goes into a lot of detail on the environmental characteristics of North County Dublin, including the
ecological importance of the Portrane, Malahide, Donabate area. It then rates as a neutral or minor
neutral the siting of a plant and outfall pipe in Portrane.

Fairshare notes that options 1A and 1B (expand Ringsend) are rated a major negative under the heading
Population and Human Health (Section 6.4, on page 112) because expanding that WwTP would impact
on the beaches at Dollymount, Sandymount and Merrion Strand. This contrasts with the rating given to
options 2B, 2C, 3C, 5B, 6B, 7B and 4 (most of which involve a large plant at Portrane, or discharge
somewhere else on the North County coastline). These options are rated a neutral, despite the report
acknowledging the amenity vaue of the beaches at Portrane, Donabate and Malahide. Therefore, it
must be concluded that the ratings have been applied in an ad hoc, subjective and inconsistent fashion,
perhaps to meet some instructions (which are unspecified in the tender document for the SEA and not
outlined in the Draft Environmental Report) from the contracting local authority.

8.2 Different standardsfor different areas

Another example of the subjective and inconsistent application of the ratings applied to various options
can be found under Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna (Section 6.3, pages 106 to 111). Here the report
concludes expanding Ringsend is a “major negative” because of the Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) and Specia Protection Area (SPA) European designations of nearby Bull Island.

We have quoted the following paragraph in full (reproducing it exactly as it appears in the Draft
Environmental Report, replete with editorial errors) because we fedl it is a good example of how the
criteria used to assess the 16 options are being applied in a haphazard and inconsistent manner. In
Section 6.3, under the heading Flora and Fauna, on page 108 it says:

Option 2B is a similar strategy to Option 2A with the exception that the discharge from the
350,000 p.e. WWWP in South Dublin (Grange Castle) would be via the Grand Canal Storm
Cell and Grand Cana By-Pass culvert for discharge to the River Liffey Estuary. Based on the
influence that water quality has on the characteristics of water dependent ecologica
designated site it is considered that this option poses unacceptable risk to Dublin Bay with
particular reference to North Dublin Bay and South Dublin Bay pNHA, Howth Head SPA
Dolphing/Dublin Docks pNHA, North Bull Island Nature Reserve and Wildlife Sanctuary,
North Dublin cSAC, North Bull Island SPA, South Dublin Bay cSAC and Sandymount
Strand/Tolka Estuary SPA. Similar to Option 2A the provision of a 450,000 p.e. WwTP on the
North Fingal Coastline (Portrane) would also have to be considered in the context of the
designated ecological sites in the area. Subject to an appropriate outfall selection process and
validatory hydrodynamic modelling the principle of a marine discharge cannot be discounted.
Considering the likely direct impact on Dublin Bay as a result of the discharge via the River
Liffey Estuary this scenario is considered as Major Negative.



What the above paragraph appears to state is that there are a number of proposed National Heritage
Sites (PDNHA), candidate Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC), and Specia Protection Areas (SPA)
that would make it unacceptable to discharge from a WwWP in South Dublin.

But Portrane has two estuaries, both with SPA and and SAC designations. Despite this, the Draft
Environmental Report in the next paragraph to the one quoted above rates discharging at Portrane as a
“neutral”. This, even though the report specifies that the preferred drainage strategy “should not
significantly impact on the European designated sites’ (Section 6.3, page 106). Therefore, Fairshare
submits that the above quoted paragraph and the neutral rating assigned to discharging from Portrane
(in the paragraph following the one quoted above) indicates that the Draft Environmental Report is
inconsistent, contradictory and selective in the applications of the ratings criteria used to assess each
option. The same standards must be applied to each area if the credibility of this SEA is not to be
damaged beyond repair.

Fairshare submits that siting a major WwTP on top of SACS/SPAs is a major negative, whether those
SACg/SPAs are at Bull I1sland or Broadmeadow Estuary.

8.3 Some beaches are mor e equal than others

Fairshare notes that under Population and Human Health two options are rejected and rated “Major
Negative” (Options 1A and 1B) because of the impact on Dublin Bay and on the beaches at
Dollymount, Sandymount and Merrion Strand.

But other options that involve locating either a 450,000PE or 850,000PE WWwTP at Portrane (Options
2A, 2B, 2C, 3C, 5B, 6B and 7B) are rated as neutra despite the amenity value of the beaches at
Portrane, Donbate and Malahide. These three beaches either have or had in the recent past Blue Flag
status and are used extensively especialy during the summer months for sailing, swimming, wind
surfing etc. (See Section 6.4, pages 111, 112). Fairshare asserts that thisis a selective application of the
ratings.

9. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT A RISK ASSESSMENT
BEFORE ARRIVING AT A PREFERRED STRATEGIC DRAINAGE RECOMMENDATION

9.1 Malfunction amajor risk

No risk assessment appears to have been done on the likely impact of the preferred strategic drainage
option of a large, regional WwT plant and associated orbital sewer. However, the Environmental
Report merely mentions that a discharge pipe needs “adequate dispersal characteristics’ (Section 6.5,

page 115).

9.2 Why arisk assessment is needed

A risk assessment is necessary to properly weigh up each strategic drainage option. The failure to carry
out a risk assessment has led to an incomplete and distorted assessment of the various options. This
distortion has resulted in the SEA consultants promoting the merits of a single large treatment plant.
Fairshare feels a proper risk assessment would throw cold water on the merits of single, regional
WWwTP. Thisis because a proper risk assessment would consider:

+ mafunction, asthe breakdown of a single, regional WwTP will leave an enormous void in the
treatment capacity of the Greater Dublin region. Multiple WwTPs, on the other hand, would
have a much smaller impact should one or even two of them malfunction. Also, the potentia
impact of a failure in one large WwWTP as opposed to a small plant would have greater
potential consequences to human health.

+ theimpact on receiving waters of large volume discharges. The malfunction, temporary shut
down of aregional WwTP for maintenance, or aterrorists attack, would all likely lead to large
volumes of untreated wastewater being discharged directly into the sea. Such an event would



amount to an ecological catastrophe. On April 23, 2007, a falure of a pump at the Seafield
WWwTP in Leith, Scotland, caused the discharge of 1,000 litres per second of diluted but
untreated sewage to be poured into the Forth of Firth. The City of Edinburgh Council was
forced to issue an emergency warning to people in the area. Members of the public were
warned to keep out of the water and not to eat fish or shellfish from the Firth. The Marine
Conservation Society said there was widespread loss of marine life. (See ‘Sunday Herad’,
Scotland, April 24, 2007).

+ therisks associated with pumping untreated sewage along a 22km orbital sewer. The GDSDS
— Final Strategy Report admits that the long distance transfer of loads increases the
risks/consequences of system failure. (See GDSDS, Section 11.6.6, page 164). A treated
effluent orbital sewer, on the other hand, would pose a significantly lower risk.

In conclusion, Fairshare notes that a risk assessment was not carried out on the 16 options and
specifically the preferred strategic drainage option of a single, regiona WwTP with associated 22km
orbital sewer. Numerious submissions at the Scoping Report stage of the SEA expressly called for just
such an assessment to be conducted. Fairshareis of the view that had arisk assessment been carried out
a different preferred strategic drainage recommendation would have been arrived at. The failure to
carry out arisk assessment is a major omission and has led to an incomplete and flawed assessment of
the 16 options and a faulty recommendation.

10. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO ASSESS THE ENERGY DEMANDS
OF THE DIFFERENT STRATEGIC DRAINAGE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

10.1 Keeping energy consumption down
The Draft Environmental Report sets out as one of its assessment criteria the selection of a preferred
drainage strategy based on minimising energy consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) production (see
Climatic Factorsin Section 6.7, page 117).

This section goes on to state that it is not possible to determine the actual energy demand for each of
the strategic drainage options considered. It claims this is because of insufficient engineering design
information. The section continues:

Instead, the relative number of WwTPs is being used as a proxy indicator for this objective.
Strategic drainage options with relatively lesser numbers of WwTPs (e.g. 1 - 10) will perform
better against this objective, as it is likely that there will be less energy consumption when
compared with the likely pumping and electricity consumption requirements associated with
decentralised (and as a consequences more) drainage and wastewater treatment facilities. On
the countering side, strategic drainage options with relatively greater numbers of WwTPs (e.g.
15/20) will not perform as well under this Environmental Objective.

Fairshare commissioned international engineering consultants Pick Everard to estimate the likely
energy consumption of @) asingle 850,000PE plant; b) seven plants providing 850,000PE in total; d) 15
plants providing a total of 850,000PE of treatment. Pick Everard reported that a regional WwTP
solution would have greater transfer pumping requirements than a de-centralised solution (i.e. a large
number of WwTPs). (See Energy Demand & Operational Cost Review, Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Sudy for Fairshare, 30 November 2007, in Appendix 4). The Pick Everard cost review
states in section 1.2 Options:

The pumping requirements to convey large flows to a single location for treatment are likely
to be significant, and require some consideration before the proposed proxy indicator can be
sued with confidence.

The Pick Everard cost review estimates the energy demand (principally electricity consumption) and
running costs for the additional pumping which would be required for a centralised solution or number



of WwTPs, and then balances this against the additional sludge tankering costs and manpower costs of
ade-centralised solution. The Pick Everard review statesin Section 1.3.1, Energy Demand:

Energy demand or power consumption requirements for the WwTPs is likely to be closely
proportional to the population equivalent and hence treatment capacity for the works. If this
treatment capacity is split across several works, the total power consumption is unlikely to
change significantly.

The report concludes, in Section 1.5, Summary, that the additional energy demand associated with the
energy demand associated with a centralised solution can be estimated to be of the order of SMW. This
is due to the additional transfer pumping requirements. Assuming typical power costs, an annua
additional cost of €1.53m for a centralised solution would not be unreasonable.

There are additional operating costs associated with a de-centralised solution, principally sludge
tankering and manpower costs, which would counter the additiona energy demand differences. Taking
these factors into account, an approximate additional operational annual cost for a centralised solution
could be estimated to be of the order of €0.45m.

The Pick Everard review acknowledges that a number of broad assumptions have been made to arrive
at thisfigure, and awhole life cost assessment of each option will be required to provide more certainty
of the figures. But the review concludes (again in Section 1.5):

However, it is apparent from the above that assuming that the less WwTPs an option has, the
less energy it will consume is not necessarily correct, and therefore using the relative number
of WwTPs as a proxy indicator for energy consumption is unsafe.

It is aso apparent that the development of alesser number of WwTP sites may not necessarily
achieve cost effectivenessin terms of operational costs, including those for energy demand.

10.2 Economies of scale

Fairshare also finds it bizarre that the Draft Environmental report can state that it is not possible to
determine the energy demands of different options while at the same time referring to economies of
scale (Section 6.7, page 118):

Options 7A and 7B have a greater number of WwTPs (i.e. 15 no.) and associated
infrastructure resulting in a likely reduction in overall energy efficiency, due to reduced
economies of scale and increased energy demands from the greater number of WwTPs.

It is either one or the other — if energy consumption cannot be cal culated how can the consultants know
when economies of scale come into play?

It should also be noted that it may be technically feasible to incorporate a greater proportion of
renewable energy sourcesinto a series of smaller plants than one large one.

10.3 Fuzzy thinking on emissions

Fairshare submits that it is not valid to assume that a small number of plants will produce less
greenhouse gas than a large number; nor can you suppose the opposite. No effort was made to calculate
the like emissions from the various options. This has led to fuzzy conclusions being drawn; conclusions
which have no basisin scientific fact. (See Section 6.7, Climatic Factors, on page 118.)

11. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT A COST-BENEFIT
ANALYSISON THE 16 STRATEGIC DRAINAGE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

11.1 Costings are contained in the GDSDS



The Draft Environmental Report states, erroneously in the view of Fairshare, that there are no cost
estimates, either capital or optional, for the various options. The GDSDS — Fina Strategy Report, April
2005, has an entire chapter devoted to costs: Chapter 12, Proposed Works and Cost Estimates. The
existence of this chapter contradicts the claim in the Draft Environmental Report that it is not possible
to assess the 16 optionsin terms of costs. Table 12.3, on page 170, in the GDSDS — FSR summaries the
costs associated with siting aregional WwTP in Portrane and constructing a 22km orbital sewer. It can
be seen from this table that the lion’s share of the €989.5m total costs (which is made up of costs of
€255.7m up to 2011 and €733.8m to 2031) is made up of expenditure on sewerage infrastructure
(piping and pumping stations). For example, the West Dublin to Portrane part of the orbital sewer will
cost €218m by 2031. The 9B South Dublin PS and rising main to orbital sewer will cost €64.7m, the
Meath catchments to the orbital sewer will cost €18.3m etc. Granted much of this expenditure will be
needed whatever drainage option is selected, but it needs to be pointed out that the table states that just
€140m of the overall €989.5m cost is attributable to aregional sewage works at Portrane.

The consultants engaged by Fingal County Council have failed to provide costs associated with the
construction of seven WwTPs (Options 5A and 5B) and the costs associated with constructing 15
WwTPs (Options 7A and 7B) and the costs of building 850 WwTPs (Option 6A and 6B). However, in
Section 6.12, Economic Factors (pages 125 to 126) , of the Draft Environmental Report, it is stated that
fewer plants will lead to “cost effectiveness’. In the absence of the rigorous attribution of costs to the
various options this cannot be regarded as anything other than a subjective statement. A rigorous cost-
benefit analysis needs to be carried out before any conclusions can be drawn. Otherwise, it is merely
the opinion of Fingal County Council’s consultants that is being promoted. (The costings contained in
Chapter 12 of the GDSDS, and the research used to build up this section of the GDSDS would provide
a starting point for this cost-benefit process) Any consideration of costs when considering the
appropriate number of WwTPs must take into account other economic factors such as the impact on
tourism and related businesses from the scale of the plant, odours, flies, mosquitoes, and loss of the
Blue Flag Status of beaches.

In conclusion, Fairshare can find no independent, verifiable evidence in the Draft Environmental
Report to base the claim that 850 community-sized WwTPs will be more costly to build and operate
than a single, regional WwWTP. Nor is there any basis for the claims that seven or 15 WwTPs will be
less cost effective than a single, regional WwTP. A standard cost-benefit analysis would have been a
more exacting way to determine the relative costs of the different options. The failure to carry out this
exercise out renders the conclusions arrived a in Draft Environmental Report questionable.
Additionally, the report is fundamentally flawed in not recognising that local treatment is more
sustainable from an economic and environmental point of view.

12. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO INCLUDE THE ELIMINATION OF
INFLOW/INFILTRATION/EXFILTRATION ASA STRATEGIC DRAINAGE OPTION

12.1 Need for regional WwTP questioned

As part of an 80-page submission to the Scoping Report phase of SEA process, Fairshare
commissioned aleading international expert on sewage treatment to write a report on the proposal for a
regiona sewage plant at Portrane in the GDSDS. The report was written by Duncan Green of British
engineering consultancy Pick Everard. (Initial Review of Final Strategy Report & Draft Scoping Report
for Strategic Environmental Assessment prepared by Pick Everard, architects, consulting engineers,
project managers, surveyors, of Leicester, England). Mr Green is recognised as a leading authority on
wastewater treatment, and acts as an expert witness for privatised utilities Thames Water and Severn
Water in court cases.

The Pick Everard report states that there is a fundamental question about the need for aregional facility
inthe GDSDS area. It states:

If the recommendations in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study are adopted it will
result in the construction of a new waste-water treatment plant, the capacity of which will
effectively equal the volume of ground and surface water entering the sewerage system.



(Source: Initial Review of the Final Srategy Report & Draft Scoping Report for Strategic
Environmental Assessment — Pick Everard, April 2007)

Infiltration is a major issue for Greater Dublin, Pick Everard concludes from the evidence in the
GDSDS. Between a third and a haf of the flow in the foul sewers which arrives for treatment is
infiltration and does not require treatment. Pick Everard notes that removing the need to treat this level
of infiltration from the sewerage system would mean there is no need for aregional plant at Portrane.

The Pick Everard report adds that drains which deal with storm or rain water have been incorrectly
linked into foul water sewers carrying water to treatment facilities in the Greater Dublin area. This
storm water should not require sewage treatment and should be able to flow directly into rivers or
lakes.

Mr Green's report concluded that there was no need to build a regiona WwTP in North Dublin. In
other words, the need for a new regiona plant for Greater Dublin would disappear if existing plants
stopped treating vast quantities of storm water and ground water. Mr Green notes that the GDSDS in
Section 3.4.1 points out that infiltration for the Ringsend WwTP catchment is 2011 litres/sec. At adaily
sewage discharge per household of 650 litres, 2011l/s corresponds to 267,300 households. The GDSDS
in Table 1.1 puts the current household size at 2.92. The infiltration, therefore, equates to a PE of
780,516, or 90pc of the PE figure for the proposed regional WwTP, Mr Green stated. (See Initial
Review of the Final Strategy Report & Draft Scoping Report for Srategic Environmental Assessment —
Pick Everard, Section 2.3.)

The need to limit infiltration, or storm water overflow, is specifically mandated in EU Directive
91/271/EEC (the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive). In Annex IA, it states that collecting
systems for urban systems must be put in place. The collection system must comply with Annex |A
which states:

Collecting systems

Collecting systems shall take into account waste water treatment requirements.

The design, construction and maintenance of collecting systems shall be undertaken in
accordance with the best technical knowledge not entailing excessive costs, notably regarding:
- volume and characteristics of urban waste water,

- prevention of leaks,

- limitation of pollution of receiving waters due to storm water overflows.

The EU Water Framework Directive is dso relevant. A booklet entitled Water Matters on the
implementation of the Directive was published by 12 locad authorises and the Eastern River
Basin District in June, 2007. The Eastern River Basin District booklet states on page 13 the following:

The potential impacts of pollution from increased urbanisation areas was voiced by the
Advisory Council as a particular problem in the Eastern Basin. The subject of combined sewer
overflow spillage and run-off from road networks into the Basin's estuaries, rivers and canals
was also of concern. In addition to this, questions were raised as to the basis of design of
combined sewer overflows, in that examination of the receiving water body’s ability to
assimilate overflows should receive higher consideration. Increased urbanisation and
impermeable areas alow storm water to reach drainage networks faster than before. The
recelving sewer networks may be unable to cope with the influx and there is an increased
potential for localised flooding. Increased storm flows, previoudly attenuated by undeveloped
land can increase the occurrence of combined sewers overflowing to surface water.

Despite the requirements of the EU Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive and the EU Water
Framework Directive, and Pick Everard's references to the volume of ground and surface water
entering the system, the SEA consultants engaged by Fingal County Council are dismissive about the
needs to eliminate leaks and the impact this would have on the size of any regional treatment facility in
Portrane. The SEA consultants state the following:



Even alowing for the elimination of dl inflow/infiltration/exfiltration, there will still be a
requirement to provide treatment capacity for 850,000p.e., in whichever treatment strategy is
recommended.

(See Submissions Report — Further to the Draft Report of the Srategic Environmental Assessment,
Greater Dublin Srategic Drainage Sudy, June 2007, Section 3.4, pages 8 to 10).

The Draft Environmental Report does not include the elimination of inflow/infiltration/exfiltration as
one of its strategy options. This leads Fairshare to conclude that the SEA process has been steered
towards alarge plant/orbital sewer solution.

13. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO ADDRESS WATER
CONSUMPTION ISSUES

13.1 Water consumption can bereduced

Fairshare feels Inflow/Infiltration/Exfiltration (I/I/E) is of particular relevance in light of expected
water shortages in the Greater Dublin area in the years ahead. Dublin City Council, on behalf of eight
local authorities in the Greater Dublin area, is currently looking at two proposals to provide sources of
water for the region post 2016. The proposals are:

1. The piping of water from the River Shannon, which will then be treated;
2. The desdlination of seawater, requiring a major plant on the east coast of Ireland.

An SEA into these proposals was completed in July this year (See Major Source SEA Satement,
Dublin City Council, July 2007). At the time of writing, no final decision has yet been taken on which
option to pursue.

The context for these proposals is the expectation that 2.5m people will be living in the Greater Dublin
Area by 2031 (See Investigating Potential New Sources of Water For The Greater Dublin Area — Post
2016, Dublin City Council, July 2007). It is estimated, by Dublin City Council, that the average water
requirement for the Greater Dublin Area is 550m litres a day at the moment, with this demand set to
rise to 800m per day by 2031. Peak requirement is estimated at 880m litres per day.

The greater Dublin area currently gets water from the Rivers Liffey, Vartry and Dodder. But new
sources of water will be needed by 2015/6, according to the eight local authorities on the east coast of
Ireland. Additional supplies of 80m galons per day (350MI/d) will be required. Otherwise, water
shortages and curtailment of economic growth will be unavoidable, according to Investigating
Potential New Sources of Water For The Greater Dublin Area — Post 2016.

There is some disagreement between the GDSDS and the Major Source SEA Statement referred to
earlier on the proposals to meet future water needs for the Greater Dublin Area. The GDSDS assumes
that per capita consumption is 222.6 litres a day (according to calculations in the Pick Everard report
prepared for Fairshare).

On the other hand, the Greater Dublin Water Supply — New Major Source Development, Strategic
Environmental Assessment, Interim SEA Statement, May 2007 (under the section headed Demand
Projections) concludes that per capital consumption is 145 litres per head, a day. It further points out
that there is customer leakage of 50-60 litres/property/day. Distribution leakage of 33% of water
production in 2005, is set to fall to 20% by 2031, it adds.

The Fairshare-commissioned Pick Everard report points out that over time, water consumption levels
can be reduced by environmentally sustainable policies that encourage lower domestic water usage. In
the UK, where they have water metering, water consumption per capita is 150 litres per head, per day.
Pick Everard states:

Adopting a per capita consumption of this level would clearly have a significant impact on the
required hydraulic capacity of the future treatment facilities.



(See Initial Review of the Final Strategy Report & Draft Scoping Report for Strategic Environmental
Assessment — Pick Everard, Section 4.1 in Appendix 2).

This reduction in water consumption is required by the EU Water Framework Directive. In Article 9,
under the heading Recovery of Costs for Water Services, it states:

Member States shall take account of the principle of recovery of the costs of water services,
including environmenta and resource cots, having regard to the economic analysis conducted
according to Annex |11, and in accordance in particular with the polluter pays principle.

The Water Framework Directive goes on to state that member states shall ensure by 2010 that water-
pricing policies arein place as incentives to ensure water is used efficiently.

Fairshare feels the SEA process into the GDSDS has been compromised because of the failure to
address water consumption issues. Thisis particularly relevant when there are plans to drain the River
Shannon to supply water to the Greater Dublin Area. Measures to lower demand for water will have a
major impact on the demand for wastewater treatment capacity. A proper SEA into the GDSDS would
look at the water consumption issue.

14. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO ADDRESS THE PROXIMITY
PRINCIPLE

14.1 Principle has been abandoned
Theinternationally accepted definition of sustainable development is:

Development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.

It is not sustainable, and contrary to the proximity principle, to have raw sewerage travel up to 22km
from South and West Dublin and parts of Meath to North County Dublin. Raw sewerage becomes
septic when left untreated for long periods. Numerous pumping stations would be needed to get it to
Portrane.

Perversely, the GDSDS actually invokes the proximity principle for rejecting one of the options
(Option 3C). It says, in Section 11.6.6 on page 164:

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

Despite this statement, the GDSDS confusingly still managed to recommend siting a regional sewage
plant in Portrane — a recommendation which necessitates the long-distance transfer of loads from South
Dublin and further a field. The Draft Environmental Report of the SEA into the GDSDS alters this
recommendation to an unspecified location in the Northern part of Greater Dublin, which will also
necessitate the building of an orbital sewer in addition to six pumping stations. This preferred drainage
strategy isin direct conflict with the proximity principle.

The attitude of the consultants carrying out the SEA can be gleaned from the Submissions Report —
Further to the Draft Report of the Srategic Environmental Assessment, Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Sudy, June 2007. In section 3.9, page 14 it is stated:

EQUITY, SUSTAINABILITY AND THE 'PROXIMITY PRINCIPLE'

Issues Raised

Many submissions commented that it was not sustainable, and contrary to the 'proximity
principle’ to collect sewage from County's Meath, Kildare and Wicklow and transport it to



Portrane. These submissions also stated that "raw sewage becomes septic when left untreated
for long periods'.

Response

The "proximity principl€e is a solid waste management concept which was developed from a
genera set of waste management principles, including, self-sufficiency; producer
responsibility and the polluter pays principle; principle of sustainable development; and the
precautionary principle. Scannell (2006) Environmental and Land-Use Law notes (p. 690)
notes that the proximity principle requires that an integrated network of solid waste disposal
installations is required to enable waste to be disposed of in one of the nearest appropriate
installations, by means of the most appropriate methods and technologies in order to ensure a
high level of protection for the environment and public health. The basis for the proximity
principle is the reduction of the potential environmental impacts and financial costs of moving
solid wastes.

In relation to the treatment of wastewater arisings, the proximity principle can be useful,
athough as noted aboveit is primarily a solid waste management concept. The 16 no. strategy
options to be assessed in the Environmental Report range from single facility strategies
(options 2C, 3A, 3B, 3C and 4); smaller, regiona scale-facility options (option 2A); multi-
regional/catchment-based facilities (options 5A and 5B); community-based facilities (6A and
6B), localised facilities (7A and 7B) and the 'Do-Nothing' (8). The development of a wider
range of strategy options (in comparison to those in the GDSDS Final Strategy Report) and
the subsequent assessment of all 16 Strategy Options is a consideration of the proximity
principle, but it is a consideration of the proximity principle along with a range of other
environmental considerations.

In assessing each of the 16 Strategy Options, the strategy which emerges as the preferred
option will be the option which performs best across al the Environmental Objectives but will
aso have regard for the general application of the proximity principle notwithstanding its
specific focus on solid waste.

In relation to sewage going septic in pipelines and long distance pumping of wastewaters, this
is ascenario which is catered for in drainage infrastructure and wastewater treatment plants all
over the world. Specific design requirements can be integrated into the design process to
prevent against septicity and odour impact.

Fairshare submits that as many of the strategy options considered in the SEA Final Scoping Report and
the strategy recommended in the Draft Environmental Report involve the use of a 22km orbital sewer
that this indicates that that there is a bias towards large plant/orbital sewer solutions and this is in
conflict with the proximity principle. The SEA process has failed to give equal consideration to more
sustainabl e solutions which accord with the proximity principle. And the SEA consultants appear to be
dismissing concerns about the proximity principle, as evidenced from the response in the 'SEA
Submissions Report'.

Fairshare submits that the preferred strategy recommended by the SEA is in direct conflict with the
proximity principle.

15. FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY TO AVOID A BIAS TOWARDS A
LARGE TREATMENT PLANT SOLUTION

15.1 Big not necessarily best

The SEA Draft Environmental Report demonstrates a clear bias towards large plant solutions. Of the
16 strategy options considered, seven involve plants of greater than 450,000PE, a further two involve
treatment plants of 140,000PE, two strategy options involve expanding the existing Ringsend plant,
and one strategy option involves "doing nothing". Another strategy option, and the one recommended



as the preferred strategic drainage option in the Draft Environmental Report, is listed as northern
Greater Dublin, but an exact location for this option is not outlined.

There are just four strategy options listed that involve smaller, sustainable plants, and two of those
options involve constructing a 22km orbital sewer for outflow of the treated effluent at sea. (See Draft
Environmental Report, section 3.2.2, from page 14 to 43.)

The Draft Environmental Report explicitly states that there is a preference for larger plants. In Section
4, SEA Methodology, Table 4. 2, under Déliverability and Planning Risk on page 62, it is stated:

Options with a relatively large number of facilities will not perform as well against this
Objective in comparison to Options which have ardatively smaller number of sites. The basis
for thisis that the greater the number of sites, the greater the risk that all of the Strategy will
not be delivered and constructed due to potential delays (site selection and acquisition,
planning process, procurement, construction, operation etc) with afew of the sites.

Fairshare submits that the consultants engaged by Fingal County Council to conduct the SEA have not
serioudy looked at the alternatives to large, regional plant solutions. It would appear that smaller plant
strategy options have been added from the Draft Scoping Report stage as comparators to the proposed
large-plant solutions in the GDSDS. The consultants engaged by Fingal County Council then used
these to baseline the large-plant options proposed in the GDSDS. The logical outcome of this skewed
process was that the large plant optionsin the GDSDS were judged to be the optimal solutions.

Also, under Material Assetsin the same section (page 59), it is claimed that smaller number of plants
will perform better under this “environmental objective’. Also in the case of Air (page 57) and
Climatic Factors (page 58), there is the same bias in favour of alow number of WwTPs,

15.2 Diametrically opposite conclusionsjust asvalid

Fairshare takes issue with what it regards as subjective and incorrect assumptions being made by the
consultants engaged by Fingal County Council and outlined in the Draft Environmental Report about
the desirability of having single, large WwTP. Fairshare submits that:

¢ Itisjust asvalid to argue that a single, large WwTP will be more difficult to deliver than a
range of smaller ones (Deliverability and Planning). Witness the acceptance of the
Donabate/Portrane community of a 65,000PE plant to treat the sewage of Rush, Lusk and
Donabate and Portrane. On the other hand, the community on the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula has fought a ferocious campaign against the GDSDS recommendation that a
850,000PE plant be sited in Portrane.

¢ |tisjust asvalid to argue that a smaler number of WwTPs will have fewer problems with
odours (Air). There have been numerous on-going problems with odours from the Ringsend
WWwTP plant (see Section 5.6.1, Draft Environmental Report, pages 93, 94). Although there
have been odour problems with the Swords WwTP (60,000PE), odour problems have not been
noted with other small and medium sized WwTPsin the Fingal area.

+ Itisjust asvalid to argue that a smaller number of WwTPs will consume less energy than a
single, large one (Climatic Factors). A larger, regiona WwTP (as recommended in the Draft
Environmental Report) will need at least six pumping stations as part of a 22km orbital sewer.
This will be highly energy intensive, whereas smaller, localised WwTPs may rely partialy or
wholly on gravity to convey the sewage for treatment.

* Itisjust asvalid to argue that a single, large WwWTP will have a greater impact on material
assets than a smaller number (material assets are defined as public and private assets, and
areas of economic, public and recreational importance, in the Draft Environmental Reprot).
Sludge is a mgjor issue with any size of WwTP, but the larger the plant, the more sludge is
produced. Calculations carried out for Fairshare by UK engineering and environmental
consultancy Pick Everard estimate that an 850,000PE WwTP could produce as many as 43
truck movements of sludge aday (See Appendix 5 for a detailed calculation by Pick Everard).
This will mean increased congestion, more greenhouse gasses being produced, the need for
more road maintenance, and more expense in terms of buying and maintaining trucks. Also,



the breakdown of a large plant will have a maor negative impact on areas of public
recreational importance.

In conclusion, the preferred drainage strategy in the Draft Environmental Report fails the test of
sustainability. Proposing large plants and proposing to pump raw sewage 22km could not be considered
sustainable and is at variance with the proximity principle. There a clear bias towards large plant
solutions in the SEA Draft Environmental Report, something which conflicts with the stated aim of an
SEA of "protection for the environment". Fairshare submits that the assumptions made in relation to
the performance of large WwTPs are subjective and just as open to aternative conclusions. Fairshare
and other groups in the Donabate/Portrane made submissions at the Draft Scoping stege of the SEA
process pointing out the large plant bias and appealing for a fair and open-minded assessment of the
various plant options. Fairshare contends that the consultants engaged by Fingal County Council have
approached the SEA exercise with a large plant bias and have come to a flawed conclusion about the
need for asingle, regional WwTP. The large plant bias strips much of the credibility from the process.

16 CONCLUSION

This submission has been made under protest because of the decision of the SEA consultants, likely
steered in this direction by Fingal County Council, to ignore a previous Fairshare submission (which
included specially commissioned technical reports) made in May this year at the Draft Scoping Report
stage. Serious factua errors in the Environmental Report for the Srategic Environmental Assessment
of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study provide irrefutable evidence that the Fairshare
submission has not been properly read by the competent authority or its contractors. Therefore, the
SEA process has failed to comply with statutory obligations regarding public participation.

Consideration of the location or locations of the treatment works should include the entire Greater
Dublin (GDSDS) region and not just the Northern Greater Dublin area.

Fairshare takes issue with the claim in Draft Environmental Report that a hydrodynamic modelling
exercise done by the Centre for Water Resources Research (CWRR) in University College Dublin
(UCD) shows the suitahility of discharging treated wastewater into the Irish Sea at Portrane, and
elsewhere aong the Northern Dublin coastline. The UCD report is limited, un-calibrated and
inaccurately summarised. For this reason, the UCD report cannot support the claims being made for it.
In contrast, the Fairshare-commissioned report by Aqua-Fact International, is calibrated, was carried
out for an 850,000PE plant and was conducted by a reputable, independent consultancy.

Fairshare notes the assigning of a neutral rating to discharges from a regiond WwTP plant at Portrane
despite the Eastern River Basin District Project findings that Broadmeadow River, Broadmeadow
Estuary and the costal waters at Broadmeadow are at risk of pollution. This is the highest risk
assessment assigned under the provisions of the EU Water Framework Directive. The failure to even
mention this risk assessment under Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna and under Water renders the
document flawed. It also indicates its conclusions are unscientific and so should be rejected. Fairshare
can only conclude that the failure of the SEA consultants to point out the pollution risk to
Broadmeadow Estuary means that their independence has been compromised by commercia
considerations.

There are a number of protected species in the Donabate/Portrane area. The existence of these species
is not mentioned in the Draft Environmental Report. Fairshare considers it to be a significant omission
not to mention protected speciesin a Strategic Environmental Report.

The criteria used to assess the 16 options in the Draft Environmental Report of the SEA are qualitative
and are therefore subjective. Fairshare aso submits that the ratings have been applied in an ad hoc,
subjective and inconsistent fashion, perhaps to meet some instructions (which are unspecified in the
SEA tender and not outlined in the Draft Environmental Report) from the contracting local authority.

Fairshare finds it extraordinary that a risk assessment was not carried out on the 16 options and
especially the preferred strategic drainage option of a single, regiona WwTP with associated 22km



orbital sewer. The failure to carry out a risk assessment is a mgjor omission and has led to an
incomplete and flawed assessment of the 16 options and a faulty recommendation.

Fairshare commissioned an internationally recognised consultancy to test the claim in the Draft
Environmental Report that fewer WwTPs will use less energy than a single, large one. The Fairshare-
commissioned energy and optional cost review concluded that it is not safe to assume a lesser number
of WwTPs will be more cost effective than alarge number. Additionally, Fairshare finds it inconsistent
and contradictory that the Draft Environmental Report can state that it is not possible to determine the
energy demands of different options while at the same time referring to economies of scale.

Fairshare submits that the consideration of the location or locations of the treatment works should
include the entire Greater Dublin (GDSDS) region and not just North County Dublin and parts of
Meath. The failure to consider the entire GDSDS region means the Environmental Report contravenes
the EU Directive on SEAs and Irish law.

Fairshare feels the SEA process has been compromised because of the failure to address water
consumption issues.

The Draft Environmental Report does not include the elimination of inflow/infiltration/exfiltration as
one of its strategy options. This leads Fairshare to conclude that the SEA process has been steered
towards alarge plant/orbital sewer solution.

Fairshare submits that as most of the strategy options considered in the Final Scoping Report and the
strategy recommended in the Draft Environmental Report involve the proposed construction of a 22km
orbital sewer that this indicates that that there is a bias towards large plant/orbital sewer solutions. This
isin conflict with the proximity principle.

Finally, Fairshare submits that the assumptions made in relation to the performance of large WwTPs
versus smaller plants are entirely subjective and just as open to aternative conclusions.
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Sent: uesday, May 31, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie; peter.oreilly@fingalcoco.ie
Cc: manager@fingalcoco.ie
Subject: Fairshare letter on ASA process

FAIRSHARE

OUR SHARE AND NO MORE

CAMPAIGNING TO STOP A MEGA SEWAGE PLANT BEING DUMPED ON PORTRANE

Monday, May 31, 2011

Peter O’ Reilly

Senior Engineer,
Fingal County Council
Swords

Co Dublin

Mr O’ Relilly,
| am writing to you as the co-ordinator of the Fairshare campaign, based in the Portrane-Donabate area, and set up to
oppose the citing of the new regional sewage plant in Portrane.

Asyou are aware, the 2005 Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Strategy (GDSDS) recommended that a new regional
wastewater treatment plant be located in Portrane. A Strategic Environmental Assessment (May, 2008) into the
GDSDS removed Portrane as the preferred location and recommended that the plant be located in an unspecified
location in the northern greater Dublin coastal area. However, it did not rule out Portrane.

We understand consultants Jacobs/Tobin and RPS have now been contracted by Fingal County Council and six other
local authorities on the east coast of the country to conduct an alternative site assessment (ASA) process to select a
location for aregional sewage wastewater treatment plant, and associated orbital sewer, in the northern greater Dublin
area, as part of the Greater Dublin Drainage Strategy.

As Portrane had already been pre-selected in the 2005 GDSDS as the location for this regional treatment facility, we
feel it incumbent on you to now exclude Portrane from the sites being considered. By definition, an alternative site
selection process should solely look at alternative sites.

The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there are atotal of seven
Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km radius of Portrane —
Rogerstown Estuary SPA (code 04015); Rogerstown Estuary cSAC (code 0208); Broadmeadow/Swords Estuary SPA
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(code 04025); Malahide Estuary cSAC (code 0205); Baldoyle Bay SPA (04016); Baldoyle cSAC (code 0199);
Lambay Island SPA (code 040) and cSAC (code 0204).

The Strategic Environmental Assessment (May, 2008) into the GDSDS and the ongoing attempts to keep Portranein
the assessment process smack of a determination to ensure Portrane emerges as the selected location, despite the close
proximity of protected estuaries at Rogerstown and Broadmeadow/Malahide.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy
near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did
indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development
land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein itself, it is abuffer that protects the
CSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
developmentsin the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It isdifficult
to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be
ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and
in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section
F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager’ s Report Pursuant to Part 11
with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

In addition, any ASA process risks being tainted and lacking in credibility if Portraneis not excluded due to the fact
that it has already been pre-selected as the location for the treatment facility. Should Portrane be selected as the site of
choice this would suggest a pre-determined outcome and lead to the conclusion that the ASA was simply “going
through the motions” process to justify this decision and give the appearance of objectivity.

If Portrane is not excluded from the sites being considered as the location for the regional treatment facility we intend
to take High Court review proceedings, and if that is not successful we will appeal to the Supreme Court, and to the
European Commission.

You are, therefore, being put on notice by Fairshare that a failure to exclude Portrane from the ASA process will result
in legal action, something that could involve considerable time delays and expense for the seven local authorities
seeking to progress the Greater Dublin Drainage Strategy.

Y ours faithfully,

C.C. David O’ Connor, county manager, Fingal County Council.
Please think of the Environment before printing this email.
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Sent: onday, Ju , :
Subject: Fairshare query on tfuding of Greater Dublin Drainage project

Attachments: Fairshare-funding query.doc

Fairshare

Campaigning to stop a monster sewage plant being dumped on the Portrane/Donabate peninsula

Monday, July 4, 2011

Elizabeth Arnett

Director,

Project communications,

RPS/ Greater Dublin Drainage
Dun Laoghaire,

Co Dublin.

Dear Ms Arnett,

We in Fairshare understand that the Greater Dublin Drainage initiative aims to provide strategic drainage
infrastructure for the greater Dublin area. We understand that the initiative involves the provision of a new wastewater
treatment works; a marine outfall, and a new drainage network in the northern part of the GDA.

We understand this project will be delivered via a public-private partnership with a private consortium being awarded
acontract to design, build, and operate (DBO) the infrastructure.

Fairshareis anxious to know: a) the overall cost of this project; b) how this public infrastructure is to be funded; c)
will it be fully funded by the private sector, or involve a mixture of public and private funding; d) if there is amixture
of private and public funding, what is the percentage breakdown of this mix?

Specifically, will the contract awarded for this project be:
e adesign-build and operate (DOB) contract, or
e adesign-build-finance and operate (DBFO) contract, or
e adesign-build-finance and maintain (DBFM) contract?

Asthis project is one of the largest infrastructural undertakings in the State at the moment Fairshare feelsit is
important that thereis clarity on the funding plans for same.

Thank you,



Please think of the Environment before printing this email.
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Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: manager@fingalcoco.ie

Cc: peter.oreilly@fingalcoco.ie; info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Fairshare seeks deadline extension for consultation process for Greater Drainage
process

Fairshare

Campaigning to stop a monster sewage plant being dumped on the Portrane/Donabate peninsula

Wednesday, June 16, 2011

David O’ Connor
County Manager
Fingal County Council
Swords

Co Dublin

Mr O’ Connor,

Campaign group Fairshare is anxious to encourage as many people as possible in the locality to engage in the consultation process
being conducted at present by Greater Dublin Drainage. The deadline for submissionsis Friday, June 24, as you know.

People in the Donabate/Portrane area are anxious to make submissions but are having difficulty getting up to speed again on what
is complex topic. Also, there has been a short lead-in time of just two weeks from the announcement of the consultation process to
its start.

Fairshare requests a two-week extension to the deadline for the non-statutory process.

This has been facilitated by your council in previous consultation processes pertinent to the peninsula.

| await your reply.

Thank you.

CcC Peter O’ Rellly, senior engineer, Fingal County Council
Elizabeth Arnett, Dublin Drainage (RPS).



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Fairshare submission - acknowledgement needed
Attachments: Fairshare submission June 2011.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find enclosed the final Fairshare submission as part of the so-called Greater Dublin Drainage
initiative. This submission islodged under protest as the entire process has been compromised by inaccurate
and misleading information disseminated by Fingal County Council and its agents/consultants.

Please acknowledge receipt of this document.




FAIRSHARE SUBMISSION

Fingal Co. Co. Consultation in relation to so-called Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Development.

Friday, June 24, 2011

Introduction

Fairshare is opposed to the proposed development of an 850 kppe wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) in Portrane, Co. Dublin on the bases of: (a) rationality and common sense,
(b) fairness and equity, (c) economic sustainability, and (d) environmental conservation.

Firstly, it is our opinion that the proposed scheme makes no common sense, even if we,
as a nation, were not facing the worst economic crisis in the history of the state. While
we want to build some development capacity in the Greater Dublin Area (GDA), why
would we *hang’ this vital potential on one massive WWTP, when rational thinking would
suggest that spreading the ‘load’ makes more sense, from the perspectives of capital
expenditure, investment potential for success, targeted growth and sensible
development. Have we not learned the lessons of lazy thinking in the last decade?

Fairshare suggests that building a massive WWTP to service the apparent needs of seven
different local authorities is extremely inequitable — who will benefit (and how?) from
Fingal Co. Co.’s acceptance of the burden of treating and disposing of other authorities’
wastewater? The taxpayers of Donabate and Portane are to carry the can for all the
other towns in this so-called region - is that natural justice?

One of the basic tenets of Sustainable Development is that growth must be based on
carrying capacity — this proposal suggests that growth in Kildare is based on the carrying
capacity of a small rural peninsula (and its foreshore) some 50km to the Northeast.
Have we, as a nation, lost all perspective and reason when our public officials expect us
to accept this patent nonsense as ‘the greater good’?

And, to cap it all, this wonderful plan has chosen, as a location for a huge WWTP, a site
right alongside some of the most important (and statutorily protected) ecological sites in
the GDA. These sites are, rightly, protected by the state and the EU to allow access for
observation, learning and enjoying nature for our citizens — how does the development
of a malodorous sewage plant alongside: (a) protect the sensitive, exceptional ecology,
and (b) foster the human analysis that is its due?

Fairshare implores those in Regional Planning to learn from our recent mistakes — we
cannot follow uncontrolled development with crazy development. It is not a solution -
we deserve more from our public officials, and we will get what we deserve.

Lazy, Disingenuous or Dishonest Proposals?

The project website (www.greaterdublindrainage.com) claims that “Greater Dublin
Drainage has its origins in the key findings of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage
Study (GDSDS)”. This is, at best, extremely misleading, and at worst, a barefaced lie.
It is patently not one of the key findings of the GDSDS, which sought to examine, in the
main, the options to avoid flooding problems in Dublin into the future. The proposed
project may have been dreamt up by the same people involved in the GDSDS, but to
suggest that it was connected with the obviously sensible national policy to undertake
the GDSDS is laughable (at best).

The project website introduction goes on to claim that “the need for Greater Dublin
Drainage is firmly established in National, Regional and Local Planning Policy”. To
elaborate, it suggests that “this project is one of the key infrastructure projects required




to support the National Development Plan, the National Spatial Strategy, and the ‘Smart
Economy’ objectives of Government”.

The National Development Plan (2007-2013) outlines many projects, conceived in
different economic circumstances, designed to assist the nation’s development. It does
not include this proposal. The National Spatial Strategy (2002-2020) (NSS) does say
that “residential development located at greater and greater distance from where people
work, are not sustainable in the longer-term — economically, socially or
environmentally” and “investment funded by the Exchequer on foot of the NSS will need
a sufficient level of economic growth to generate the required resources” and “it is ...
unsustainable that an undue weight of future population growth in the State should take
place in or adjoining the GDA"”, but it does not make any reference to this proposed
project. Building Ireland’s Smart Economy (2008) makes reference to several
infrastructure projects in Ireland - this proposal is not one of them.

To us, as citizens, this is disingenuous at best, and is not what we pay our taxation to
provide in terms of communication from our public officials. So why is this project so
important to our local authorities (and their consultants) that it requires this type of
promotion? Is it a shameful effort to harness the excess effluents generated by the
unbridled housing developments allowed by our Planning Authorities in Dublin, Kildare,
Meath and Wicklow in ‘one fell swoop’? Is it a last, vain, face-saving attempt from our
public officials to try to meet the requirements of the EU Urban Drainage Directive (of
1991), twenty years too late, with no capital in the public purse? Is it a result of an
economies-of-scale proposal from a private company, under the auspices of a public-
private-partnership (PPP) to try to absolve the past sins of our planners at the taxpayers’
expense?

Whatever it is; it is not informing the public appropriately for a meaningful consultation
process.

‘Steering’ the Options

If we take, at face value, the requirement for wastewater treatment capacity to aid
future development in counties Kildare, Wicklow, Meath and Greater Dublin, is the
proposal to treat all this effluent together really the best option?

The ‘Options Assessment’ in reality presented three alternatives: (1) an 850 kppe WWTP
in Portrane, (2) an 850 kppe WWTP, ostensibly situated somewhere else, and (3) seven
smaller WWTPs located in their supply districts. All are assumed to feed an orbital
sewer, discharging somewhere in the Irish Sea. All are ‘scored’ similarly, except in
relation to Flexibility and Planning Risk.

Option (1) is described as ‘Minor Positive’ in terms of Flexibility, as it will allow the
authorities to place all the eggs in one basket and develop it in @ modular fashion on a
needs basis, while Planning Risk is described as ‘Major Negative’, as Portrane had not
been seen to have been chosen in an equitable fashion.

Option (3) is described as ‘Minor Negative’ in terms of Flexibility, as it will offer
additional flexibility in the system, but apparently will not allow the discharge to the
orbital sewer of untreated effluents, and may require additional pumping requirements.
Planning Risk is described as ‘Minor Negative’ as it will require seven planning
permissions instead of one.

Thus, the preferred Option (2), which we will call ‘Portrane (but not just yet)’ has the
benefits of *‘Minor Positive’ in terms of flexibility (see Option (1)) and *Minor Positive’ for
Planning Risk, as it will allow a process to be completed to choose Portrane as the
optimum site for the project.

So, on the face of it, the Option (B) that best meets the tenets of Sustainable
Development, i.e. local carrying capacity, structured development and meeting
development needs, has been ‘marked down’ on Flexibility for being more flexible than
the favoured option, and marked down on Planning Risk because the planners want to



allow development in areas that, apparently, cannot ‘deliver’ planning for their own
WWTP. So much for Sustainable Development which is actually National Policy, unlike
the proposed project!

We, as a nation, are now in different times to those when this proposal was mooted -
our development needs are different, our investment capital is different, thus our
approach must change accordingly.

Fairshare proposes that realistic options for the development of additional capacity for
economic and social development in the GDA be assembled and examined by
parties/agents that do not have an economic ‘conflict-of-interest’ (or have such conflicts
removed by their exclusion from subsequent design, build and operate elements of the
project/development). These options, for clarity, should be appropriately costed/valued
(using the methodology already prepared on behalf of the state') prior to their
presentation to the public as a consultation topic.

Learning Our Lessons

Our public officials do not have a good track record in commissioning WWTPs on this
scale - their failings in relation to their only other attempt in the history of the state are
well documented, in relation to Ringsend. The issue of foul odours from the plant took
six years to address, and the chronology of the site’s development has been a catalogue
of poor design, poor commissioning and poor management. The previous Minister’s
report® on the issue is sobering reading for any community that would be expected to
live with such incompetence.

The report found that the plant (the largest such investment in the history of the state)
had been poorly designed and inadequately sized. It found that the local authority’s
expectations of the plant operations did not match the plant they had commissioned;
thus the local authority (and the taxpayer) bore the burden of ‘fixing’ the six-year odour
problem.

Fairshare proposes that the local authorities involved undertake a complete, open and
full cost-benefit analysis of the Ringsend WWTP in comparison to other WWTPs in the
GDA, on the basis of cost per treatment unit, including an appropriate assessment of
environmental and social cost, and that this analysis informs the decision-making
process in relation to developing additional WWTP capacity in the GDA.

1 Economic Evaluation of Water Supply & Waste Water Projects — Cost-Benefit Analysis Methodology (DKM
Consultants, Aquaverra Research, ESRI, 2004)

2 A Review of and Report on Certain Matters in relation to Dublin City Council’s Ringsend Wastewater
Treatment Plant (Brendan Fehily, 2008)




Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: Manager@fingalcoco.ie

Cc: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie; peter.oreilly@fingalcoco.ie

Subject: Fairshare warns county manager

Attachments: DUBLIN DRAINAGE.jpg; Fairshare letter on submissions June 2011.doc

Fairshare

Campaigning to stop a monster sewage plant being dumped on the Portrane/Donabate peninsula

Thursday, June 23, 2011

David O’ Connor
County Manager,
Fingal County Council.

Dear Mr O’ Connor,

| wrote to you viaemail on June 15, 2011, seeking an extension to the deadline for the non-statutory consultation
process as part of the so-called Greater Dublin Drainage process. You replied in an emailed letter, dated June 20 last,
refusing that request.

Fairshareis now putting you on notice that it intends to take legal advice in relation to the refusal of the competent
local authority to extend the deadline in line with Article 6, Section 3, of the Aarhus Convention (on Access to
Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters) which states:

The public participation procedures shall include reasonabl e time-frames for the different phases, alowing
sufficient time for informing the public in accordance with paragraph 2 above and for the public to prepare
and participate effectively during the environmental decision-making.

The refusal to accede to the Fairshare request for an extension to the deadline, given the short two-week lead-in time
to the consultation process, exposes the process as a sham. Fairshareis of the view that the consultation is merely a
cynical exerciseinitiated to flush out the arguments to be made by the community ahead of a planning
application/appeal so the competent local authority can bein a position to counter those arguments at a planning
appeal before An Bord Pleanala.

It is aso worth noting that previous requests for extensions to deadlines for consultation processes from Fairshare
and/or the community in Portrane/Donabate were granted — namely consultations on the draft Scoping Report of the
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the GDSDS (Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study) in 2007, and
the draft Environmental Report of the SEA on the GDSDS in 2007/2008.

Fairshareis also putting you on notice, as county manager of the competent local authority, that we intend to raise at
any public planning appeal hearing, should Portrane be identified as the location for a regional wwtw and/or marine
outfall, the serious concerns we have about the false and misleading information being issued by said competent local
authority and/or its agents (consultants) during the current non-statutory process. Contrary to information on the
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website www.greaterdublindrainage.ie (we have attached a “ screen grab” of the relevant page) the proposed project is
highly speculative and is not in the process of evolving as a consequence of any national policy. We understand that
thiswebsiteisajoint initiative of Fingal County Council and its consultants/agents RPS.

Under the section headed ‘ Project Introduction’” on the aforementioned website what is referred to as “the Greater
Dublin Drainage initiative’ is defined as follows:

The initiative involves the provision of:
A new wastewater treatment works;
A marine outfall, and
A new drainage network in the northern part of the GDA.

This page of the website goes on to state the following:

The need for Greater Dublin Drainage is firmly established in National, Regional and Local Planning Policy
in the following ways.

National Economic Policy: This project isone of the key infrastructure projects required to support the
National Development Plan, the National Spatial Strategy, and the * Smart Economy’ objectives of
Government. The inclusion of Greater Dublin Drainage in the Department of Environment, Heritage and
Local Government’'s Water Service Investment Plan (WSIP) Programme, emphasi ses these commitments.
Environmental Policy: The project is necessary to meet the Water Framework Directive (WFD) criteriaand
the related EU Directives and National Regulations related to water quality.

Regional Policy: The Regional Policy Guidelines (RPG) support the National Policy objectives for socio-
economic development and environmental improvement. The Loca Development Plans make provisionsin
support of the Policy, including the drainage policies and guidelines of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage
Strategy.

It is quite extraordinary, misleading and disingenuous to state that there is a demand/need for this project stated in the
documents listed above. The competent local authority is only too well aware that the need or otherwise for a new
regional sewage treatment works, a marine outfall and an orbital sewer isnot referred to at all in the National Spatial
Srategy 2002-2020, the Smart Economy document, or the National Development Plan 2007-2013.

As aready stated, the refusal to grant an extension to the deadline for the non-statutory public consultation processis
in contravention of the Aarhus Convention and specifically the need to allow “reasonable time-frames for the different
phases’. Further, the provision of false and misleading information as part of the non-statutory public consultation
process renders the process null and void.

Additionally, you are put on notice that should Portrane be identified as the location for the regional treatment works
and/or marine outfall this false information presented by a competent local authority as part of a non-statutory process
will form one of the central planks of our objectionsto any granting of planning approval.

Please note that | will be forwarding this letter to the Minister for the Environment, Community and Local
Government and local public representatives.

Y ours faithfully,

Please think of the Environment before printing this email.

kkhkkkkhkkkhhkkkhhkkhkhhkhkhhkhkhhkhkkhhkhkhhhkhkhhkhkhhkhkhhkkhkhhkhkhhkhkhhkhkkhhkhkkhhkhkkhhkhkhhkkhkkk,kkxk,kx*x%

Private Confidential & Privileged



Sent: onday, May 30, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Cc: peter.oreilly@fingalcoco.ie

Subject: FW: Fairshare made the Indo tomorrow !!

Attachments: Screen shot 2011-05-29 at 21.51.10.png; Screen shot 2011-05-29 at 21.51.10.jpg
Elizabeth,

See today Irish Independent for a piece and a picture on the new Fairshare campaign.

Please think of the Environment before printing this email.
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Private Confidential & Privileged

This Email and any files and attachments transmitted with it are
confidential and/or privileged. They are intended solely for

the use of the intended recipient. Any views and opinions expressed
are those of the individual author/sender and are not necessaril

chred or endorsed bym or any
associated or related company. The content of thisEMail and any file
or attachment transmitted with it may have been changed or altered
without the consent of the author. If you are not the intended
recipient, please note that any review, dissemination, disclosure,
alteration, printing, circulation or transmission of this Email and/or
any file or attachment transmitted with it, is prohibited and may be

unlawful. If you have received this Email or any file attachment
transmitted with it in error, please notif

|

, by Emailing

or contact :

This footnote aso confirms that this email message has been swept by
F-Secure for the presence of computer viruses.
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Sent: riday, June 10, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage website has some major omissions

Elizabeth, Mary,

| was looking at the website www.greaterdublindrainage.com. | notice in the section Publications a list of links — see

below.

| feel it is @ major omission not to provide links to the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive. The North Dublin
coastline is littered with Natura sites. Surely, it is important to be fair here and include the two directives mentioned as

they will have a material impact on the selection of a site.

Background Materials

Please find some relevant background materials that may be of interest.

Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study

Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study

Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)

Planning & Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act, 2006

Water Service Investment Programme (2010-2012)

Building Ireland’s Smart Economy

Our Good Health

EU Water Framework Directive

Regional Planning Guidelines for Greater Dublin Area

National Spatial Strateqy




National Development Plan 2007-2013

Please think of the Environment before printing this email.
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From:

Sent: Hon!ay, !une !! !!!! !!! !H
To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Cc: F
Subject: e: Submissions Recelved

Joanne,
Could you also acknowledge as submissions all letters/submissions sent to RPS and the county manager of

FCC by Fairhare in the past three months. | make it four letters/submissionsin total. In particular, | am
anxious that the 2007 Fairshare submission, in response to the draft environmental report of the SEA into the
GDSDS s counted; asis the letter pointing out that Portrane should be excluded from the ASA process as it
was already pre-selected and there has been a precedent established not to build near Rogerstown estuary;
and also the letter sent last Thursday pointing out the failure of the submissions process to have regard to the

Arrhus Convention and the issuing of misleading information by FCC and its agents as part of the
submissions process. All of these letters/submissions were emailed from&

Thank you.

www.fairshare.ie
Facebook: Fairshare Portrane.




Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: "Early Consultation Opportunity” on Greater Dublin Drainage initiative
Attachments: Letter to RPS 21Junll.jpg

Please find attached a scanned version of our submission to be considered as part of
Fingal County Council's &#8220;Early Consultation Opportunity&#8221; on the Greater Dublin
Drainage initiative.

A hard copy will be sent by post.



APs,

areater Dublin Drainage Project Manager,
~'o RPS Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Jun Laoghaire,

-0, Dublm.

Zmail: info@greaterdublindrinage. ie
21* June 2011
Jdear SirMadam,

We wish to have the comments below taken into account as part of Fingal County Council’s “Early
Tomsuliation Opporfunity” on the Greater Dublin Drainage initiative,

We believe the approach being taken, as described on the Greater Dublin Drainage website, is fondamentally
lawed. The website states:

The inifigtive imvolves the provision of a new wastewaler freatment works, a marine outfall

aned new drainage nefwork in the northern pari of the Greater Dublin Area.
his clearly indicates that the approach of having a single “monster” treatment plant on the Fingal coastline
s predetermined. The proposed location to facilitate a marine outfall appears 1o be based on the pretext that
wwage can be treated to a lesser quality; this is unacceptable. Failure of a single “monster™ plant is likely to
»e catastrophic. The location of a single “monster” treaiment plant in any community will engender
itrenuous opposition; experience shows that smaller localised plants are accepted by reasonable people. For
Ul these reasons, we are against the imposition of the proposed “monster”™ plant on any community.

Jotwithstanding these comments, Portrane should not the location for & new regional sewage plant and an
issociated outfall pipe. This is because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

togerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the area previously proposed for the regional sewage plant, is a
“ational Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area and &8 Wetland Site of International Imporiance under the
Lamsar Convention. 11 is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfow] Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976,

some 20% of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in
topping the infill of Dublin Bay.

Ne would strongly urge you to reconsider the approach being taken and o ensure that the environmentally
ensitive arca of Portrane is not endangered by any proposal.

fours faithfully,

_




Sent: uesday, June 21, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Donabate/Portrane peninsula

By Post and Email

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

21% June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following
points as arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered
to be a suitable location for the proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a
Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is
also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some
20 per cent of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. You will be aware that the Birds
Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager
applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s
report:

“In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did
indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development
land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CcSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult
to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be
ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and
in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. “

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008,
Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager’'s Report
Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and “day-trippers” during the
winter and high-season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula
could (and will) have irreversible consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea
habitat.
5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and

social initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate,
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Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of
catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident
and businesses and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic,
environmental and equitable reasons.

Yours faithfully




Sent: riday, June 24, :

To:

info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject R

Dear Sir/Madam,

group would like to make a submission to the Greater Dublin drainage project to remove

v [
the Portrane/Donabate Peninsula from the site selection process.

We believe that the naming previously of Portrane as a suitable site a few years back compromises the fairness of the
current process, leading to a feeling of a pre determination or pre selection of the outcome.

m has been involved in environmental projects in conjunction with Fingal Co. Co, including the
rawing up of a biodiversity plan which includes a wetlands project which is happening at the moment in Portrane.
Wetland areas are very sensitive environmentally and changes in drainage, water levels or pollution can destroy the
habitats for the flora and fauna that reside there.

A project the scale of the proposed plant would have serious implications to the wetlands and other ecologically
sensitive areas on our peninsula.

Surely the reguirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC)
would preclude a devel opment such asthis from this area?

Indeed the FCC county manager commented at the time on the decision to not locate afootball academy 3 years ago

“However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birdslisted in the
CSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAM SAR dueto disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity”

And so the precautionary principal applied. In fact the wording was that “the precautionary principle must be applied”.

| would urge you to also see that in this instance the precautionary principal MUST be applied and that further consideration of
Portrane as a suitable candidate is a waste of time and resource on your part as the siting of a plant here simply could not be
allowed to happen.

supports other residents and community groups on the peninsulain urging you to remove Portrane from the
Site selection process.

Y ours sincerely



Sent: unday, June 12, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Dublin Drainage Orbital Sewerage Plant

To whom it concerns,

| feel compelled to submit this email to you with regards the proposed orbital sewer that is currently under
consideration and for which you have requested feedback from the public. I, like every other person living in
the Donabate / Portrane peninsula are massively opposed to this outrageous, ill thought out, badly conceived
Monster sewerage treatment plant. | find it difficult to understand why Fingal CC are so gung ho to impose
this upon the people that they purport to work for. Of course areas outside of Dublin will pay Mr O'Connor
and Fingal CC to take their waste away and North County Dublin will suffer. We all are extremely aware of
the mess that was and is the Ringsend treatment plant which was at that time a'state of the art’ facility. If this
plant get's the go ahead, | am certain that the very same issues will affect us but on an even greater scale
given the scope of the orbital sewer planned.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we
will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

As noted on your website

‘A new orbital sewer isrequired to bring waste water from the west of the GDA and to accommodate future
development and new industries in areas around Blanchar dstown, Lucan, Clondalkin, Mulhuddart, East
Meath and Kildare.'

David O'Connor statesthat ' We hope that by offering the public this very early chance to have their say on
the criteria that should be taken into account before any locations for the project are placed on a map, we can
build the infrastructure Dublin needs in partnership with the people who need it most.

Portrane/ Donabate have the 65,000 PE plant being currently built ( which will take waste from Rush
& Lusk ) and we need this orbital monster plant the least. Therefore locate it in one of the areas as noted by
Mr O'Connor.

Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the

cumul ative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It isdifficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
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out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches— Manager’s
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Devel opment) Act 2000).

The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would aso appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there are atotal
of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cCSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km radius of
Portrane.

A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanaa. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

20pc of the world' s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in
stopping theinfill of Dublin Bay.

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a
Special Protection Areaand a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention. Itis
also aNature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| trust that my comments are noted and | hope that Fingal CC do not underestimate the depth of feeling in
this area concerning this project. We are doing our bit already but no more. Y ou really couldn't hope to pick
amore inappropriate area than our peninsula.

Sincerley,



Sent: rday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Cc: !II!!i!!I!II!!I

Subject: eedback about Sewage Plant
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

A chara,

I wish to submit some concerns regarding selection for a large Sewage plant in North
County Dublin.

1. Lack of public awareness

One of the failures in the development of the Ringsend plant was a lack of public
awareness regarding what was actually happening. I appreciate for this project there have
been notifications in local newspapers, the Fingal websites, twitter etc. However public
awareness is still very low. People are very busy. Unfortunately, they don't always have
time to read the local papers. I only found out about it through a local website
www.donabateportrane.com.

It would have made sense to have simple information leaflets where footfall was high such
as Supervalue. This was not done.

The public consultations should have been arranged when people could attend them. They
were all arranged when people are at work (or when they'd be minding their children). If
you finish work at 6.00 you only get home for 7.00 which is when all the public
consultations actually ended. They should have been on weekends or later in the evening.

There seems to be absolutely nothing on the part of 'Greater Dublin Drainage' to ensure
they have got their information across. They appear to be working off some very inaccurate
assumptions; that they have notified people sufficiently when they clearly have not. What
percentage of people living in the area do they think have a good knowledge of this
project? Have they set a goal for this? Are they sure they have met it?

2.

There are very large number of young families in Donabate / Portrane. This can be verified
from census data from the CSO. It is dangerous to have heavy goods vehicles (that would
inevitably come with the construction of a large sewage site) in areas where there are a
large number of small children.

Any Sewage plant in Portrane would mean that the large Lorry's and large vehicles etc
would have to pass four schools. Three primary; one Secondary.

Surely this is dangerous.

3.

In addition to the above, the roads into and out of Donabate / Portrane are extremely
narrow and not suited for large vehicles. Hearse Road and Turvey Road are so narrow they
are dangerous to cycle on.

Donabate is one of the few parts of Dublin that it is too dangerous to cycle out of. More
heavy vehicles means the chances of a serious accident for anyone brave enough to cycle

are seriously increased.

4.



Again because of the narrow roads, there is nowhere where a large lorry could make a 180
degree turn. What happens in the case of an accident and a Lorry has to turn?

5.

It is difficult to ascertain the environmental impacts of such a large project. I
contacted Greater Dublin Drainage several times looking for peer reviewed scientific
papers on the matter. I was told they are not at that stage yet. To me this makes no
sense. Surely this would be the very first stage. What is the point in trying to select
the most appropriate area without consulting the best available international scientific
work on the treatment of sewage and making sure the public understand they are doing that?

If the science is not explained and understood it is difficult to contribute
constructively.

6.

Even in the very unlikely case there is no adverse environmental impacts from a large
sewage plant there is a public perception about them. The Ringsend plant has been well
documented as emitting unpleasant odours particularly in 2007. This is admitted by Dublin
City Council and there is plenty of information about it on their website.

Donabate /Portrane thrives on the perception of a well kept, clean, suburban village with
a rural feel to it. It already has a reputation for caring and contributed back to the
community with the establishment of various centres for troubled youths.

In the boom, there was more development in Fingal than anywhere else in Ireland. Most of
this was of a very poor standard and happened without the development of much needed
facilities. Donabate / Portrane doubled in population but sadly did not receive any extra
facilities. For example: No library, no dart, no police station, no direct bus into town,
no extra sport facilities such as tennis court or zoned land for sthe development of any
other sports. Mother and toddler groups can find it difficult to even find somewhere to
meet up. The local drama club had to use golf club which is now closing down and is now
relying on a using pub. This is all ridiculous and indicative of gross negligence
regarding planning. Profit for developers first, people last.

It is imperative that this project is dealt with in the most professional manner. The
country has been ruined through a major lack of sustainable planning and reckless economic
policies. This project can't use the banks and developers as a scapegoat. I cannot
emphasise enough the importance this project is done fairly and that the public are kept
on board to exactly what is happening.




Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: FW:
Attachments: [Untitled].pdf

From:

Sent: 24 June 2011 08:52
To:

Subject:
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From: W
Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Fw: Proposed sewage plant in Portrane
Dear Sir/Madam,

As [ | s horified to hear of a proposed monster sewage plant in the area.

| completely object to this proposal for a number of reasons:

As a we have the responsibility to look after our own
waste, not the waste of the Greater Dublin area (which | believe includes a population of other County
Councils and up to 1.5m people).

As a keen sea angler, this project will devastate local marine life. I am also keenly aware of the

strong tidal movements in the area (e.g collapse of the rail line at malahide), and the sheer
volume of waste being discharged will inevitably be washed back up

into Rogerstown and Malahide estuaries and beaches from Howth, Portmarknock and up to Rush and Skerries.

m, where a phenomenal range of winter duck and geese
species spend their winter.Rogerstown Is a protected wildlife area under law, and the proposed
development will devastate the wildlife in the long term.

Infrastructure of Donabate/Portrane peninsula is not suitable for a plant of this size, which is clearly
seen at the moment with road blockages, traffic lights and trucks constantly holding up traffic. A short
journey normally taking 5 minutes can take up to twenty minutes now. Indeed a football academy to
be located near Rogerstown estuary was not granted plannin g by Fingal CoCo, due to the
potential wildlife impac

o | expectto be kept updated on the proposal and | want a prompt reply to my concerns

Regards,



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Fw: Sewage plant update

To whom it may concern:-

| oppose any move to locate aregional sewage plant in Portrane for the following reasons:-

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility.
Indeed, there are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas
(SPAS) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches— Manager’s
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE plant. But
we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’ s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was



successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay .

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,
and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention.
It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Fwd: [Fwd: Objection to Monster Sewage Treatment Plant for Portrane

Dear Sir / Madam,

We understand that you are currently in the process of carrying out a site assessment to find a
suitable site for a monster sewage treatment plant (circa. 850,000 PE) to be located
somewhere along the North Dublin coastline.

F the beautiful Donabate / Portrane peninsula for the past seven years, we
the unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly
unsuitable as a possible location for such afacility.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais already taking a
65,000 PE plant which will cater for our immediate neighbours.

However....we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland, and as
such, we will strenuously oppose any attempt to locate such a monstrosity on our
beautiful peninsula.

We believe our argument is quite clear and definitive. Please see below detailed rationale:

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such
afacility. Indeed, there are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cCSAC) or Specia
Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not
to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this
protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats
Directive. See the following quotation from the manager's report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected
from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie
Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect
impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that athough the
proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein itself, itisa
buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the

cumul ative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the
potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage
even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and
in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must
be applied.



(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday
20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing
Pitches - Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and
Development) Act 2000).

3) As previoudly outlined above, the Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair
share. The areaistaking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the
entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a
precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane
would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses
too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive
was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay .

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National
Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International |mportance
under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under
the Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards,




From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

| ues!ay, !une !!, !!!! !!! !!L

info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
D n Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

21st June, 2011

Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of
North Dublin

Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would
like to submit the following points as arguments against any proposal to locate this facility
on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) I would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that
Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the
proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation
(cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International
Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl

Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the
world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. You will be aware that the Birds
Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding
not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to
this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected
from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown
Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting,
noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is
cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CcSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other
existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and
the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts
with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In
this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary
principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on
Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings
and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-
trippers? during the winter and high-season. Any decision to locate a major regional
sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible consequences
for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our

1



beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for
many environmental and social initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant
to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger

facility for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly
opposed by local resident and businesses and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to
An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of
the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment
facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: greater dublin drainage

1.all sites of special interest as identified in the county development plan should be excluded as a location
for WWTP.<?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />

2. Heathrow airport has WWTP within its confines as has Barcalona why not Dublin Airport?.Site does not
have to be coastal .the proposed Dart from Clongriffin to Airport could include a discharge pipe for the
treated waste to the coast

3.Inland Sites should be considered such as at the Nevitt site of new land fill

4. why has Bremore Balbriggan not been included as port is being developed here why not WWTP and
outfall .

5 There is no reason why WWTP and outfall must be sited together.

These are points | feel should be taken into account when consultants are considering possible
locationsfor WWTP.

Best Possible practise rather than minimum standards should be applied. It is Cheaper to do it right
initially rather than have to rectify shortcomings and failings as happened in Ringsend.



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage
Dear Sir/Madam,

Fingal council currently faces various options for the development of Donabate and Portrane. One of these
optionsis the building of a huge sewage plant. Thisis a path of industrialisation, it will involve trucks, roads
and, as night follows day, other industrial uses will follow thisone. Thiswill lead to an industrial land use
for the peninsula.

An alternative option would lead to an area of sustainable living, recreation and wildlife. Fingal is a council
with atrack record of commitment to the environment and biodiversity. It has made steps down this path
already in refusing afootball stadium on the Donabate peninsula, due to environmental concerns, and
instead developing an ambitious and imaginative plan for a nature park on the site. The Rogerstown park
was heralded at the time for its vision and foresight. It would be a major tourist attraction not just for the
wider region but for the country. The plans for bridges over the estuary, pedestrian links with Newbridge
and the village, parking facilities, allotments, look-out towers, anew park on the old Baleally site, picnic
areas, an interpretative centre, 8km of woodland and grassland trails - would make this an amenity up there
with any in the country. In very constrained fiscal times Fingal has been slowly but steadily confirming its
commitment to this plan. Other ambitious plans, at various stages, include a cycleway that would connect
Malahide and Donabate. If Donabate/Portrane is chosen as the site of the sewage plant, it will create a
precedent for industrialisation and all of these plans for recreation and protection of wildlife will be for
nothing. All of the work that has gone into them will be for nothing and the ultimate long term dividend for
the council will be much less.

Regards,



Sent: ursday, June 09, 6:49 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage Project
Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing to you to oppose the selection of Portrane/Donabate peninsula for the proposed Sewege Plant. Our
peninsula is home to several beautiful beaches, a protected wildlife sanctuary and a raft of flora and fauna which
would be immediately under threat though the development of this Plant.

Also, our peninsula is widely used by Dubliners living in the surrounding areas as a place to spend recreational
time with the family using facilities such as Newbridge Park and the beaches. These facilities provide much needed
commercial activity and supports hundreds of families financially.

Using the Ringsend Plant as an example, it is very clear that these Plants should not be built at all and the
burden of the waste shared locally i.e. not a 'host site' and if such a large Plant is required, then it should be situated
away from urban areas or places of natural significance.

| trust that a company such as Jacobs/Tobin and RPS will make the right decision.

Regards




Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie; info@fairshare.ie
Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage Project / Massive Sewage Plant
Attachments: Fairshare letter.doc

Hello

Attached is a letter of submisson regarding my objection to the above proposed site in Donabate/Portranre peninsula.

Thank you

h



22" June, 2011 Email: -

Jacobs/Tobin and RPS

The consultants

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin

RE: Greater Dublin Drainage Project / M assive Sewage Plant

Dear Sir/Madam

| am writing to you regarding my objection to the location (suitable site) of the above project being
considered to be located at the Donabate/Portrane peninsula, Co Dublin.

| would like to say that | feel a massive plant is not the solution to Leinster area sewage problems. |
feel smaller plants should be located in severa areas around Leinster. This is not an issue of “not in
my back yard” as | feel the Portrane plant in the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair
share. At present this plant is taking a 65,000 PE plant but | feel the Donabate/Portrane peninsula
should not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

Within the Donabate/Portrane peninsula there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation
(cSAC) or Specia Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane. The requirements of the
EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC)
would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility.

| feel although Portrane was aready recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study
(GDSDY) | think An Bord Pleanalawill not approve planning permission for a massive sewerage plant
or as you call it Drainage Project in the Donabate/Portrane peninsula because Fingal County Council
has set a precedent with regard to the recently proposed football academy which was rejected for near
Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats
Directive.

Fingal County Council felt that there were potentia risks to this protected site. The County Manager
applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See minutes of adjourned meeting of
Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football
Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

| trust the above submission will be accepted as my objection and | would be grateful for any updates
from yourselves which your study/survey/research may find why the Donabate/Portrane peninsula
would be suitable site.

Yourss ncereli,



Sent: uesday, June 21, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Cc: m
Subject: reater Dublin Drainage Project - Feedback - Recelpt Require
Attachments: Feedback 2011 - GDDP.wps

Dear Sirs,

| have attached my original submission to the Draft Scope outlined by Fingal County Council back in 2007.
The issues remain the same for Donabate/Portrane in this new round of consideration. | have also
forwarded the email below sent to Paul Smyth in 2007.

Please note that two areas have changed since 2007

1. Population predictions.

As| clearly recall from avery well represented meeting with the local community back in 2007, Fingal
presented population predictions to justify their wish to take on sewage treatment for the Greater Dublin
area. Considering that all other national government decisions are being reworked to suit latest census
figures, this decision should be revisited.

2. Current Works on Portrane Road to upgrade existing Water Treatment Plant.

Thiswork is currently being conducted at great inconvenience to local businesses and residents. Itisa
miracle that no child has been injured in the process of thiswork. The roads and footpaths remain unsafe.
While Fingal remain unable to manage relatively small projects, they should not be entrusted with the
management of anything on the scale planned in the Greater Dublin Drainage Project.

Donabate/Portrane is not a suitable area for the planned Drainage Project. However, | must state very
clearly that Ireland should not see a Monster Sewage Treatment Plant built in any locality.

Please confirm receipt of my email.
Regards,

Date: 11 April 2007 14:06

Sub'| ect: GDSDS stratii - Size Matterd!

Before | spend my time writing along and detailed email in response to the Draft Scoping report for the
SEA on the GDSDS strategy | would first like a response to my open question below.

Ireland does not need another monster Sewage Treatment plant. Given the level of mis-management
currently in operation in existing sewage treatment plants and highlighted in arecent EPA report, | am
flabbergasted to think that any county council would agree to attempt to take on the management of such a
large scale plant as proposed. Of particular mention in the EPA report was the current lack of recording and
accountability for the management and disposal of sludge. Why would Fingal County Council agree to
build a monster plant to take waste from councils that do not have existing transparency in their waste
management process?

1



| am also disappointed to read this month that Swords treatment plant, which has recently been upgraded and
had money pumped into it, was allowed to run for six weeks with malfunctioning sludge pumps. The
resulting noxious smells permeated through the local community for SIX WEEKS before Fingal council
admitted a problem. There will be a further wait before the problemis fixed.

| am therefore lead to believe the the problems detailed in the EPA report are not purely to do with lack of
development of old treatment works. It is my belief that we do not have adequate management and
accountability in operation in the existing system.

Thisisafundamental issue which should be considered in the SEA.

And so to my open question.....\Why isa Monster Plant the answer to any proposal for Sewage Treatment in
Dublin if we have no available expertise to manage the proposed solution?

Thank iou and regards,



Copy of 2007 Submission - Feedback on Plans for North Dublin Sites to host Monster Sewage Treatment Plant.

To:

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group

West Pier Business Campus

Dun Laoghaire,

Co Dublin

Submission on the Draft SEA Scoping Report of the Greater Dublin Srategic Drainage Strategy.

To:

From:




Executive Summary

We_ , strongly oppose the development of the sewage treatment plant in
Portrane. Wefed that it is being proposed against the will and wish of the people of Portrane/Donabate. It is proposed to be of a scale which
isinconsistent with the policy of treating waste locally. Based on information supplied, waste will travel over 22km from source, to be treated
in Portrane. With a projected population of 20,000 people over the next ten years, we feel that agreeing to accept an increase of the current
waste treatment capability to 65,000 ppe is a significant acknowledgement of the seriousness of the treatment of waste and the need for each
community to do it’s part, and should be accepted by Fingal County Council as such. We feel that Fingal county council should be lobbying the
six regions from which the waste is planned to come, on behalf of the people of Portrane/Donabate, in order to convince them to act similarly in
accordance with best practice and reasonableness. Also, the Department of the Environment should not be given the authority to waste public
money on a consultant’s report that is seriously flawed, inequitable and invalid. Given that Portraneis proposed as a potential location for a
monster sewage treatment plant in >50% of the scenarioslisted, why arethe environmental impacts on Portrane not measured in this

SEA? Our recommendation isthat this decision be made at central government level duetoits scale and certain impact on Ireland’s
natural resour ces.

Thereforethissubmission ismade under protest. Our expectation, as a stakeholder in this process, isthat we will receive a written
responseto the points detailed below.



The following list of pointsisto be included as a submission on the contents of the draft SEA Scoping Report of the Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Strategy.

The following known significant environmental considerations will not appear in the final SEA .....

1

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5 km from the proposed sewage plant site, is aNational Heritage area, and a special protection area, and
awetland site of international importance under the Ramsar Convention. It isaso a Nature Reserve and awildfowl sanctuary under the
wildlife act 1976.

Donabate' s and therefore the greater Dublin area’ s material assets will not be considered. Namely;

a)
b)
c)

d)

Blue Flag Beaches at Portrane and Donabate

6 Golf Courses

(astaken from the Fingal County Council Website) Newbridge Demesne covers an area of 150 ha. (370 acres).

* The park was designed by the Wexford landscape gardener Charles Fritzell about 250 years ago.

* The parkland is a good example of an eighteenth century landscape park with perimeter woodland belts and fine vistas across
lawns and wildflower meadows.

* Newbridge House #built by the Cobbe family in the mid 1700s is open to the public and is a fine example of Georgian
architecture. Itisafoca point inthe park and the cobbled courtyard includes a restaurant, and a range of interesting
outbuildings.

* Other visitor attractions include Newbridge Traditional Farm #where you can see old breeds of farm animals, as well as displays
of machinery were part of Irish farming life in previous centuries.

* The Walled Garden has extensive orchards and a collection of old Irish apple varieties.

* Two 19th Century glasshouses have recently been restored and sections of the walled garden have been replanted with
herbaceous borders.

* The Park aso includes amajor Children's Playground and Sports Pitches.

Broadmeadow Estuary is listed as a nutrient sensitive waterway in the EPA’s most recent report — Urban Waste Water discharges
in Ireland — A Report for the years 2004 and 2005. As published on 12" March 2007.



w

The Portrane road, which will be the main access point for the proposed sewage treatment plant, is a minor, narrow, and winding road.
Thisroad is also an access road for Donabate/Portrane’ s three Primary schools, proposed secondary school, community centre, credit
union, and Portrane beach. Asaresult, the current volumes of traffic are significant and any additional heavy goods vehicles using this
road as access to the proposed plant pose risks not confined to public safety and the environment.

There would be no need for the proposed Portrane plant if a proper policy on leaks and storm water getting into foul water pipes was
implemented. Half of what flows into Ringsend treatment works is the result of rain and storm water getting into the foul water piping
system.

The proposed plant poses major risks to public health from flies and mosquitoes.
It is not sustainable, and contrary to the proximity principle, to have raw sewage travel up to 22km from Meath, Kildare and Wicklow to

Portrane. Raw sewage becomes septic when |eft untreated for long periods.  Numerous pumping stations would be needed to get it to
Portrane.



Detailed Submission Points

Scoping | Scoping Report related quotation Comment

Report

Referen

ce

11 “Adequate wastewater collection and Note: according to the proximity principle when treating sewage, raw sewage becomes
treatment is mandated by numerous septic when left untreated for long periods. Thiswould be the case with sewage travelling
national and European legidative up to 22km from Meath, Kildare and Wicklow to Portrane.
instruments.”

11 “The preparation of the GDSDS was There would be no need for the proposed Portrane plant if a proper policy on leaks and
necessary as the economic successsince | storm water getting into foul water pipes was implemented. Half of what flowsinto
the 1990’ s has resulted in the foul and Ringsend treatment works is the result of rain and storm water getting into the foul water
storm water drainage infrastructure not piping system.
keeping up with the demands of ongoing
population growth and expansion of the
Greater Dublin Region.”

11 “The SEA may recommend that thefinal | Given the scale of works proposed and the potential impact on Irish citizens, this decision

strategy in the GDSDS be amended.
Such adecision is the responsibility of
the seven local authorities within the
Greater Dublin Region as depicted in
Figure 1.1 below”

should be escalated to governmental/national level.




12 “It is however, important to note that no Thisis an apparent contradiction. What are the implications on the submissions received
statutory obligation to undertake an SEA | fromthe public? If there are no implications and the statement has no relevance, then it
appliesto the GDSDS. Nevertheless, should be removed from the document. Any relevance should be clarified in the
this SEA isbeing completed in document itself.
accordance with the requirements of the
underpinning legislation.”

Figure Please outline the relevant process flow and stages if this plan is rejected.

1.2

127 “Monitoring begins with the adoption of | Clarify the period of monitoring in thisinstance. What processes are in place in cases of
the plan or programme and continuesfor | major breaches? What is considered, and who considers, a‘significant’ effect on the
the duration of the plan or programme” environment?

1.3(1) “Determination and consultation on the This objective creates aflawed SEA.
likely significant environmental issues This strategy area should be amended to look at the impact on the key areas outlined in the
within the strategy area, namely thearea | proposalsin the GDSDSi.e. Portrane/Donabate. The approach outlined hereis not
illustrated in figure 1.1 above” equitable.

13 “It should be noted that public What are the implications on the submissions received from the public? If there are no

consultation is not required under the
SEA regulations and is being undertaken
to ensure that the public can provide
input into the scope of the
Environmental Report and the SEA
process.”

implications and the statement has no relevance, then it should be removed from the
document. Any relevance should be clarified in the document itself.




2.2 (1)

“The determination of the likely
significant effects on the environment
will be based on qualitative assessment
under a series of environmental
objectives, which are presented in
section 6.”

Clarification needed on the term “significant effects”. Who is responsible for the decision
asto what is determined “significant”?

2.2(1) Please clarify the heading under which the effect on the existing road infrastructure will be

considered.

22 (1) The methodology should aso reference the EPA report — Urban Waste Water dischargesin

Ireland — A Report for the years 2004 and 2005. As published on 12" March 2007.
Please note that Broadmeadow Estuary islisted as a nutrient sensitive waterway.

2.2 “It isimportant to note that the Asaresult of this statement the SEA is seriously flawed. Thisis not an equitable
assessment is focussed on the approach given the vast area covered in figure 1.1, and the frequency with which Portrane
strategic/high-level effects, rather than appears in the scenarios under review. For example; the population of donabate/portrane
site-specific issues...... Site specific may be 100% adversely affected by an environmental breach and this breach would not hit
issues and potential impacts on specific the radar in the overall greater Dublin area population. Thiswould result in any major
receptors will be addressed at the local issue not being highlighted as significant against the entire population in figure 1.1.
appropriate stage in the planning
process.”

3.1(3) “To develop tools for the effective Please also note the recommendations in the EPA report published on 12" March 2007.
management of the drainage systems Specifically the requirement for staff training, adequate documentation and processes
including Geographical Information required to manage a treatment centre.
systems (GIS), network models and
digital mapping”

3.1(4) “Thus giving confidence in the Were these predictions stress tested against the inaccurate predictions used for the basis of

predictions”

Ringsend capacity?




3.2 “appropriate level of accuracy” Please clarify thisin quantitative terms.

3.3 “Planning and Development Act (2000)” | Thiswas updated in 2004

3.3 “The GDSDS strategy can bethought of | Asagreed by who? When was this strategy document voted on?
as adrainage strategy document for the
Greater Dublin Region”

4.1 “The data gathering and catchment Was the data verified? (Ref Ringsend as previously)
modelling tasks are not considered to be
within the scope of the SEA”

51 “In addition, the baseline data (and Asaresult of this statement the SEA is seriously flawed. Thisis not an equitable
indeed, the Environmental Report and approach given the vast area covered in figure 1.1, and the frequency with which Portrane
whole SEA process) will focus on appears in the scenarios under review. For example; the population of donabate/portrane
relevant strategic and significant may be 100% adversely affected by an environmental breach and this breach would not hit
environmental issues rather than the radar in the overall greater Dublin area population. Thiswould result in any major
site-specific issues.” local issue not being highlighted as significant against the entire population in figure 1.1.

6.2 “It is not possible to consider Thisinvalidates the SEA process.
site-specific effects (such as cultural
heritage) at this strategic assessment
stage, as such effects are more
appropriately considered during the
consideration of alternative sites as part
of the preparation of a planning
application”

Table Population Note: Pleasereview against future planned population expansion rather than impact on

6.1 current population numbers.




Table

Under which heading will the impact on the existing road network and infrastructure be

6.1 considered?
Table Under which heading will the managerial and personnel requirements be considered?
6.1 Also the availability of required personnel in relation to scale of scenarios etc.
Table “The number of wastewater treatment Thisisnot accurate. The frequency with which atreatment plant/plantsislikely to fail
6.2 plants will be used as a proxy indicator should betheindicator. This could be determined by complexity of solution, lack of
Air for this objective’.....” The strategy management capability etc etc.
option with the lowest number of
wastewater treatment plant sites will
perform better against this objective, as
there will be arelatively lower number
of potential odour sources”
Table “While not possible to determine the Not avalid assumption if not possible to quantify.
6.2 actual energy demand for each strategy
Climatic | option...... " * The strategy option with
Factors the lowest number of wastewater

treatment plant sites will perform best
against this objective”




Table

“Thisareais site specific and thus, will

Thisinvalidates the SEA. Portraneis listed as a potential site in >50% of the scenarios to

6.2 be considered when alternative site(s) bereviewed. Asfor recreational impacts,

Material have been identified (not part of the a) Blue Flag Beaches at Donabate, Portrane and Malahide

Assets GDSDS SEA)” b) 6 Golf Coursesin Donabate

¢) (Astaken from the Fingal County Council Website) Newbridge Demesne covers

an areaof 150 ha. (370 acres).
* The park was designed by the Wexford landscape gardener Charles Fritzell about 250
years ago.
* The parkland is a good example of an eighteenth century landscape park with perimeter
woodland belts and fine vistas across lawns and wildflower meadows.
* Newbridge House #built by the Cobbe family in the mid 1700s is open to the public and is
afine example of Georgian architecture. Itisafocal point in the park and the cobbled
courtyard includes arestaurant, and a range of interesting outbuildings.
* Other visitor attractions include Newbridge Traditional Farm #where you can see old
breeds of farm animals, as well as displays of machinery were part of Irish farming lifein
previous centuries.
* The Walled Garden has extensive orchards and a collection of old Irish apple varieties.
* Two 19th Century glasshouses have recently been restored and sections of the walled
garden have been replanted with herbaceous borders.
* The Park aso includes a major Children's Playground and Sports Pitches.

Table As Above

6.2 Also

Cultura Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, isaNationa

Heritage Heritage area, and a special protection area and a wetland site of international importance

under the Ramsar Convention. It isalso aNature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976.
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Table As Above

6.2 EPA report — Urban Waste Water dischargesin Ireland — A Report for the years 2004 and
Landsca 2005. As published on 12" March 2007. Please note that Broadmeadow Estuary is listed
pe as anutrient sensitive waterway.

Table Under which heading will existing road infrastructure be considered?

6.2

7.3 “Thefirst three authorities are the only What are the implications on input received from the remaining seven authorities and the

bodies with whom scoping consultation
islegally required’

public? If no implications then the statement should be removed. Alternatively any
implications should be stated in this document.
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Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Letter
Attachments: [Untitled].pdf

Please find attached a letter from myself, a resident ofj |l

Kind Reiards,



Mame
Yildiness

Ermanl

Date:

4 R

Circater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/o RPS Group

West Per Business Campus,

[in [...Il.l:'.'\,i 1EIre,

Co,; Dublin,

Ema: inlodcopréaterdublindra

Dear Sir/Madam,
Wi opposs any mave o locate o r.'_|_'§-'-_-|.'|| sewage plant in Portrane

Uhe Donabate/Portrmne penmsulis 15 wilhng to do its fair shore, The prep 16 taking 1
LM PE plant. But we will not be the d imping ground for the wastewater of the
catire EBast Coast of Ireland,

\ proposed foothall academy was rejectad Tor near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis
of the precautionary princrpal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Direetive, The council
s set a precedent. The fact that Portrance was already recommended in the Greate
Dubln Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely 1o get possed An Bord
Pleanule. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This meuns again

selectmg Portrane posies too big o plunning risk

\dditronally, the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Birective

T EEC) and the EU Habitats Dircetive {99245 EECY would also appear to rule
oul Portrane as a location for such a fucility. Indeed, there are a total of cight Special
Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Arcas (SPAs) within a | 0km

radiug o Portmane

¥ ours fruly,




From:

Sent: ae!nes!ay, !une !! !!!! !!! AM
To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Cc: *

Subject: ocation or Monster sewage Plant

| would like to express my concerns about the proposed location of the “Monster Sewage Plant” in Portrane.

We are a small community located in an idyllic location where the local population have worked hard to present the
area in an attractive light for the promotion of Tourism and the use of our Beaches and Parks.

We have many areas that are Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs)on the
peninsula or close by and it is the feeling of the people that the location of such a monster sewage plant would be
detrimental to these areas.

We also have a Blue flag Beach in Portrane and we are working towards Donabate Beach achieving this standard,
with a “Monster Sewage Plant “ in the locality the possibility of having usable beaches is brought into question.

| also list the following reasons as to why such a monster sewage plant wouldn’t be suitable on the Donabate /
Portrane Penninsula

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate
the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from
lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative
effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative
impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In
this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section
F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11
with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we
will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary principal,
as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already
recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord
Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too
big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in
stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a
Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.






Sent: unday, June 12, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: LOCATIONS FOR VITAL NEW DRAINAGE AND WASTE WATER TREATMENT
INFRASTRUCTURE

Dear Sirs,

| am writing to you with regard the Waste Water treatment Plant and the possible location of thisplant in
Portrane. North county dublin does not need to have this facility imposed on the area. Stop this maddness
and listen to the people.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there
are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km
radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches— Manager’s
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Devel opment) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE plant. But
we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.



4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,
and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention.
It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Locatoin of Monster sewage plant
Dear Sir/Madam
,and have lived in Portrane since I was 2.I love Portrane's clean
beaches and I think it is a lovely area to live in.
However,I am not happy about the Monster sewage plant,and that you even considered putting it in this wonderful

area.l really don't want to grow up with it in my area.

Yours sincerely,

I



Sent: uesday, May 31, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: looking for info on proposed sewage plant

i was reading an article on a site and i would appreciate it if you could send me a link to the proposed sites
of this new plant or any pdf that is available due to the fact i will be out of the area on the dates of the
meeting Open Day: 7th June(Swords), 8th(Blanch),14th(Balbriggan),16th (Swords) all 2-7pm.

Thanks



Sent: ursday, June 09, 2011 3:18 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Monster Sewage Plan - Donabate and Portrane

I would like to raise a strong objection to the proposed siting of a monster sewage plant in Portrane. This would have
an enormous impact on the communities of the peninsula not to mention the wildlife of Rogerstown Estuary, a
protected national heritage site.

We already have a plant so | do not see why we have to do more than our fairshare and become a dumping ground
for the entire east coast of Ireland. The impact on the quality of our beaches and the sea should not be ignored.

Regards

! concerne! resident



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Monster Sewage Plant

Dear Greater Dublin Drainage

| disagree to a monster sewage plant being put in Donabate or Portrane- so | go out to play alot but |
can not if it smells bad. Also | do not want to wake up to afoul smell every morning, would you?? (which
will happen if you put a monster sewage plant in Donabate or Portrane.) There is already work being done
on our sewage plant to take in local towns and the roads have disimproved with the roadworks for this!! It's
dangerous enough crossing the road without the roadworks. Thiswill only get much worse for a monster
sewage plant!!! One of the best things about living hereis the beaches. | am really worried that a monster
sewage plant will mean we can't use them.

| strongly object to what you could be doing to Donabate and Portrane. We aready did our
FAIRSHARE taking in sewage from Skerries, Lusk and Rush.
So please pick somewhere else!!!

Y ours faithfully



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: MONSTER SEWAGE PLANT - NOT IN PORTRANE
Attachments: SewagelLet2011B.doc

Please find attached letter regarding location of regional sewage plant.



23" June, 2011
RPS
Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/o RPS Group
West Pier Business Campus
Dun Laoghaire
Co. Dublin

RE MONSTER SEWAGE PLANT
Dear Sirs,

Portrane should not be the location for any new regional sewage plant and an
associated outfall pipe. This is because of the environmental sensitivity of the
area.

Rogerstown Estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act,
1976.

Some 20 per cent of the world’s Brent Geese population nest is in Rogerstown.
The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

This previously proposed location is wholly unsuitable.
I would strenuously urge you to consider alternative locations for this facility.

Yours faithfully,

I



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Monster Sewage Plant

| an_ who lives in Donabate.

I would hate the monster sewage plant to be put in Donabate because it won't be a nice placeto live.

We aready have a sewage plant in Donabate. Since last year they have been doing work to make this
bigger. It meansthereistraffic al thetime and it is not safe walking to school.

Sometimes there is a horrible smell too. | am looking forward to this work being finished so the roads won't
have holes anymore.

It would not be fair if we got another even bigger plant here.

We have aready done our fair share.
Put it somewhere else please.



Sent: ednesday, June 22, 2011 11:49 AM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Monster Sewage Plant

21 % June 2011

RPS

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/O RSP Group

West Pier Business Campus

Dun Laoghaire

Co. Dublin

Dear Sir/Madam,

Portrane should not be the location for a new regional sewage plane and an associated outfall pipe. Thisis
because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the regiona sewage plant, is:

1 A National Heritage Area



2. A Special Protection Area
A Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Some 20 % of the world’' s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful
in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

| would strongly urge you to consider aternative locations for this facility.

Y ours faithfully




Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Monster Sewage Plant
Importance: High

21% June 2011

RPS

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

C/O RSP Group

West Pier Business Campus
Dun Laoghaire
Co. Dublin

Dear Sir/Madam,

Portrane should not be the location for a new regional sewage plane and an associated outfall pipe. Thisis
because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the regional sewage plant, is:

A National Heritage Area

A Special Protection Area

A Wetland Site of International I mportance under the Ramsar Convention.

It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

pODNPE

Some 20 % of the world’ s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful
in stopping theinfill of Dublin Bay.

| would strongly urge you to consider aternative locations for this facility.

1



Yours faithfully



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: New Greater Dublin Wastewater Treatment Plant & Works
Dear Sir/Madam,

| believe that Fingal County Council's proposal for alarge scale wastewater treatment plant & associated
outfall in Portrane should not be allowed to proceed.
The main reasons for this are because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

1) Thereareatotal of eight Specia Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS)
within a 10km radius of Portrane. The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would rule out Portrane as a location for
such afacility.

2) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent
with this decision.

3) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping theinfill of Dublin Bay.

4) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage
Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the
Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act
1976.

Also, the fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study
(GDSDS) meansit isunlikely to get passed by An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-
selected all along. This means, from your point of view, that selecting Portrane would pose too big a
planning risk.

| am aware that a solution has to be found to provide long term sustainable wastewater drainage and
treatment for the Greater Dublin Area. | believe that the best solution is to have a number of smaller plants
serving the surrounding areas. We are willing to do our fair share. Asyou know, we already have agreed to
the 65,000 PE plant that is currently under construction.

| would strongly urge you to consider aternative locations and solutionsto thisinitiative.

Yours faithfully




Sent: ednesday, June 22, 45 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: New Wastewater Treatment Works
Dear Sir/Madam,

| believe that Portrane should not be the location for the new regional sewage plant and associated outfall.
Thisis because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

1) There are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS)
within a 10km radius of Portrane. The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would rule out Portrane as a location for
such afacility.

2) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent
with this decision.

3) Some 20pc of the world' s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

4) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is aNational Heritage
Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the
Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act
1976.

Also, the fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study
(GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to get passed by An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-
selected all along. This means, from your point of view, that selecting Portrane would pose too big a
planning risk.

| am aware that a solution has to be found to provide long term sustainable wastewater drainage and
treatment for the Greater Dublin Area.

We are willing to do our fair share. In fact, we already have by agreeing to the 65,000 PE plant that is
currently under construction.

| would strongly urge you to consider aternative locations for this facility.

Yours faithfully




Sent: uesday, June 21, 43 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: No sewage plant for Portane

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
D n Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

21st June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) I would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the proposed
facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.

You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CcSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and day-trippers during the winter and high-season.
Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible consequences for
the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social initiatives. The
area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater
Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident and businesses
and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an

unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable
reasons.

Yours faithfulli



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: North Dublin Sewage

To whom it concerns,

As - resident | wish to object to the massive sewage plant that may be planned for our
peninsulas. The peninsula is a beautiful natural environment. It is a peninsula with seawater of a standard
that has gained a blue flag.

This is not the case in beaches in the Ringsend area.

Portrane seems to be seen by Fingal County Council as an area which will absorb problems of Leinster.
We have a Detention Centre, Sofia Housing Project, & Grove House. That is a lot of problems per head of
population. No sewage plant we have enough .



Sent: ednesday, July 0b, 45 AM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Obijection to locate a regional sewage plant in Portrane
Attachments: _

Dear Sir/Madam,

I wish to strongly oppose any move to locate a regional sewage plant in Portrane. It
seems insane to even consider Portrane when there are a total of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

Yours sincerely



Sent: rday, June 24, :
To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: jection to Monster Sewage Treatment Plant for Portrane

Dear Sir / Madam,

| understand that you are currently in the process of carrying out a site assessment to find a suitable site for a
monster sewage treatment plant (circa. 850,000 PE) to be located somewhere along the North Dublin
coastline.

Asaproud resident of the beautiful Donabate / Portrane peninsulafor the past seven years, | feel the unique
environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly unsuitable as a possible
location for such afacility.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais already taking a 65,000 PE plant
which will cater for our immediate neighbours.

However....we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland, and as such, we will
strenuously oppose any attempt to locate such a monstrosity on our beautiful peninsula.

We believe our argument is quite clear and definitive. Please see below detailed rationale:

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there
are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km
radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager's report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the

cumul ative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches - Manager's
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Devel opment) Act 2000).



3) As previoudly outlined above, the Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful
in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay .

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,
and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention.
It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfow! Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards,




Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Objection to Monster Sewage Treatment Plant for Portrane
Dear Sir / Madam,

We understand that you are currently in the process of carrying out a site assessment to find a suitable site
for amonster sewage treatment plant (circa. 850,000 PE) to be located somewhere along the North Dublin
coastline.

As proud residents of the beautiful Donabate / Portrane peninsulafor the past seven years, we feel the
unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly unsuitable as a
possible location for such afacility.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais already taking a 65,000 PE plant
which will cater for our immediate neighbours.

However....we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland, and as such, we will
strenuously oppose any attempt to locate such a monstrosity on our_beautiful peninsula.

We believe our argument is quite clear and definitive. Please see below detailed rationale:

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there
are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km
radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager's report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developmentsin the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches - Manager's
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) As previoudly outlined above, the Donabate/Portrane peninsulaiswilling to do itsfair share. The areais
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.
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4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanaa. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful
in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay .

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,
and a Special Protection Area and aWetland Site of International | mportance under the Ramsar Convention.
It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards,




Sent: ursday, June 160, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Objection to Portrane as site for regional sewage plant

I absolutely object to the consideration of Portrane as the site for the regional sewage plant catering
for 850,000 people. We are already taking our fairshare by locating the 65000 PE sewage plant. As a
resident of il we have endured traffic restrictions for quite a time now on the portrane road if
the regional plant is built this would make the traffic situation unbearable in donabate.

Portrane is totally unsuitable for the following reasons:

1) The requirenments of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would al so appear to rule out Portrane as a | ocation
for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation
(cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radi us of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football acadeny near Rogerstown Estuary because of potenti al
risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of
the Habitats Directive. See the followi ng quotation fromthe nanager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessnment has found that no direct inpacts are expected
fromthe proposed devel opnent on the cSAC/ SPA/ pNHA/ RAMSAR site(i e Rogerstown Estuary).
However the assessnent did indicate the potential for indirect inpacts on wetland birds
listed in the cSAC SPA/ pNHA/ RAMBAR due to disturbance fromlighting, noise and hunan
activity. It also found that although the proposed devel opnent land is cultivated | and
of | ow ecological value initself, it is a buffer that protects the

CSAC/ SPA/ pNHA/ RAMBAR. Taking into account the cunul ative effects from other existing
and pl anned devel opnents in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessnent concludes that the proposal could
result in negative inpacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
i npacts with currently available information. This neans that negative inpacts could
not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate nmitigation nmeasures were taken
into account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirenents of the directive,
the precautionary principle nust be applied.

(For reference, see Mnutes of adjourned neeting of Fingal County Council held on
Tuesday 20th My, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academry Buil di ngs
and Playing Pitches — Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Governnent
(Planni ng and Devel opnment) Act 2000).

3) The Donabat e/ Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking
a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dunping ground for the entire East Coast of
I rel and.

4) A proposed football acadeny was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of
the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council
have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Geater
Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) neans it is unlikely to get passed An Bord

Pl eanal a. Portrane would seemto have been pre-selected all along. This means again

sel ecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Sone 20pc of the world' s Brent Ceese popul ation nest in Rogerstown. The Birds
Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5kmfromthe proposed sewage plant site, is a

Nati onal Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wtland Site of
International |nportance under the Ransar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a
Wl df oWl Sanctuary under the Wldlife Act 1976.

Regards







Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Plan for regional sewage plant at Portrane

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
RPS Group

Dear Sir/Madam

| wish to state that | am firmly opposed to the proposal to locate aregiona sewage plant in the lovely
seaside village of Portrane.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsula has already taken it's fair share so we should not be made the dumping
ground for the entire east coast of the country.

A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council has set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategy Drainage Study meansit is unlikely to get passed
An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been preselected all along. This means again selecting
Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

Also the requirements of the EU Birds Directive and Habitats Directive would also appear to rule Portrane

out as alocation for such afacility. There are 8 special areas of conservation or special protection agears
within a 10km radius of Portrane.

Y ours faithfully



Sent: uesday, June 21, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: portrane/donadate

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
D nLaoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

21st June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find alocation for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the
following points as arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the
EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be
considered to be a suitable location for the proposed facility on the basis that there are atotal of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Specia Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of
Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a
Special Protection Areaand a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. Itis
also aNature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some
20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. Y ou will be aware that the Birds
Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager
applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did
indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR dueto
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed devel opment
land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein itself, it is abuffer that protects the
cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult
to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not
be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Devel opment) Act 2000).
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3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-trippers? during the
winter and high-season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula
could (and will) have irreversible consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and
sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulaisrural areaand iswilling to do its fair share for many environmental
and social initiatives. The areais aready taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate,
Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable
of catering for alarger facility for awider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsulawill be strongly opposed by local
resident and businesses and will result in lengthy and costly appealsto An Bord Pleanalaimmediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the
Donabate/Portrane peninsulais an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of
€conomic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable reasons.

Y ours faithfully



Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Portrane should only process its fairshare

To whom in may concern

| am distressed to discover that Portrane may once again be considered for a'all of Dublin' (and Lord only
knows where else) waste-water treatment plant. We have, as a community, already accepted a 65,000 PE
plant and have had to put up with months of disruption on our roads. It has also been noted by me, asa
regular beach walker, the impact on the seabed of the activity that has taken place between Portrane and
Lambay. The vast increase on debries and seaweed washed onto the beaches could not possibly have been
just coincidence.

It istotally unacceptable that this small peninsula should be subjected to the waste products from such avast
region asis being proposed. | don't want to even get into my feelings on the proposal when this was last
raised, that waste from other districts would be 'trucked' in. | will not stand quietly by and allow the
development of a plant of this size OR one that includes the transporting and transferring of waste of this
nature. Thisissimply to much. You cannot possibly assure me that this plant will be unseen and un-smelt,
not to mention the potential of accidents with thistype of lorry and the inevitable results.

How on earth can afootball academy (may 2008) be refused a site in this area due to the sensitivity of the
environment and the heritage of the natural inhabitants of Rodgerstown estuary and yet the same council
even consider Portrane as a possible site for this plant.

| am disgusted to even be having to write thisletter. | thought we had this resolved when we agreed to
permit asmaller plant for the immediate surrounding areafor Piped waste only. | don't agree with the
principle of these monster plants that inflict the waste of an entire region on one community and | certainly
don't agree with it coming here. | feel asacommunity we are being literally 'dumped’ on and it is simply
not acceptable. | think you will find that the residents of this community will not be quite in their objections
to this proposal.

Your very, very sincerely

—
m—



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Proposal to siting of 850,000pe Sewage Treatment Plant in Portrane Area
Dear Sir/Madam,

| oppose any move to locate aregional sewage treatment plant in Portrane, The Donabate/Portrane
peninsual iswilling to do itsfair share which istaking a 65,000pe plant to meet the needs of not just
our own but also the surrounding communities. However, | do not want my community to be the
dumping ground for the wastewater and by products of the entire eastern area of the Irish coast. The
following are a number of points which support my objection to this ridicul ous project.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there
are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km
radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risksto this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAM SAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
CcSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches— Manager’'s
Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE plant. But



we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary
principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane
was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to
get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again
selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay .

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,

and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.
It isalso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards,



Sent: uesday, July 05, 2:16 AM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Cc: !!IIIiI!!!II!II!IIIii'!II!IIIIIIIIIIIII
Subject: roposed Monster Sewage Plan

Dear Sirs,

On the Tuesday 7th June last - exactly four weeks ago, my husband and I attended the
'Consultation' at Fingal County Offices in Swords in respect of the proposed Monster
Sewage Plant and were shown the map outlining the area where, within the marked boundary,
it is proposed to site this Plant.

The 3 representatives who were there to enlighten us could not answer the questions my
husband and I put to them. They consequently wrote our questions on a Form and noted our
names, addresses and 'phone number promising to telephone us with the appropriate answers
before the deadline of the 24th June when the consultation period ended.

Since then of course, no such answers were provided to us by either letter or 'phone by
Fingal County Council or the 3 representatives who attended the Consultation. It was our
understanding that the exercise was to provide information to the public in a democratic
way. Because this was not done, it is blatantly obvious now that the whole Consultation
process is invalid since the provision of information was the supposed purpose of holding
these Consultation Information meetings in several areas in the County, in the first
place.

It is now quite clear that it was never intended to provide the answers to these
reasonable questions and this whole consultation process was just an exercise of going
through the motions in an attempt to hoodwink the residents of the Portrane/Donabate
peninsula into thinking that this was being done on a fair and equitable basis. 'Fair' and
'Equitable’ are words that are obviously not in the lexicon of any of the agencies trying
to foist this monstrosity on an area which has been lauded for its Environmental, Leisure
and Ecological amenities, of which you are well aware and which are protected by European
Directives and Laws signed up to by the Irish Government.

We are Septuagenarians who have better ways of using the precious time left to us than
having Fingal County Council waste it by an exercise that was both dishonest and
misleading. There were 5 other people at Fingal Offices at the same time, aslo asking
relevant questions in relation to this 'Consultation' farce.

We would therefore be obliged if you could kindly advise as to what exactly was the
purpose of these 'Consultations' since it obviously was not meant to seek feedback from
people who would be greatly and adversely affected by the proposed imposition of this
monstrosity on our doorstep but rather seems to be a P.R. exercise on behalf the
Consultancy Firm and Fingal County Council.

Yours faithfully,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Cc:

Subject: ortrane Sewage Dump
Dear Sir/Madam,

Asaresident of Donabate, which is situated right beside Portrane, | was horrified on learning of a proposed monster sewage plant
in the nearby area of Portrane.

No contact has been made to the local residents of the areas of Portrane nor Donabate by the local authorities which would have
me believe that this matter is being pushed under the radar and treating us residents as ignorant to what goes on in their own local
areawhich of course you should be aware is not the case at al.

| and my family completely object to this proposal on the following grounds:
e  Quality of lifefor my family and myself
e Infrastructure of Donabate/Portrane peninsula as completely unsuitable for a plant of this size

e Impact on the environment - health, pollution, increased traffic levels, risk to wildlife, potential accidents, location near a
growing community and much much more............

It is my understanding as to the following issues:

e  Therequirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC)
rules out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. There are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special
Protection Areas (SPASs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

e Fingal County Council has aready set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary
because of potential risksto this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive.

o 20% of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in stopping theinfill of
Dublin Bay.

e Rogerstown estuary is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention. It is aso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Please note that | will be communicating my concerns to the local and national media including contacting al local and elected
TD’swho have been seriously silent on this matter which | find unacceptable.



Asaresident of the area | would expect to be kept updated or informed where | can get further information and would request a
speedy reply to my concerns.

Regards,



Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Proposed sewage plant for Donabate/Potrane Peninsula

Sir/Madam,

| am a resident in | llf and on behalf of my family I wish to strongly oppose the consideration for the Donabate
and Portrane peninsula as the location for this "super " sewage treatment plant. We have done our fair share in
accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive interruption to our daily lives with appalling roadworks which
seem to have no end to them.

As an alternative, why cant sewage from other regions be processed locally and the remaining treated water be piped
to the nearest coastal location.

I would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought, perhaps one with less impact on society and nature is
appropriate.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the
potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting,
noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative
effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that
negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section
F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11
with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will
not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary principal,
as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already
recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord
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Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big
a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in
stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a

Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

I welcome your acknowledgement of this email and your comments.

Regards,



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Proposed sewage plant in Portrane
Dear Sir/Madam,

As a resident om | was disgusted to hear of a proposed sewage plant in the area. Not only is
there a proposal for a smaller dump, there is also a proposal for a monster dump. There has been no communication
regarding this from any authority which clearly shows that this is being pushed under the radar

| completely object to this proposal for a number of reasons:

e Quality of life for my family and myself as we live in- in Portrane.

o Infrastructure of Donabate/Portrane peninsula is not suitable for a plant of this size, which is clearly seen at
the moment with road blockages, traffic lights and trucks constantly holding up traffic. A short journey
normally taking 5 minutes can take up to twenty minutes now.

= Impact of this plant on the environment - Health, quality of life, pollution, smell, level of traffic, risk to
wildlife, potential accidents, location near a growing community. We [ersonally moved away from a
heavily built up area to Portrane to potentially take on a 'Monster Sewage Plant'. this is simply not
acceptable. As residents of North County Dublin we have the responsibility to look after our own
waste, not the waste of the Greater Dublin area (which | believe includes a population of other County
Councils and up to 1.5m people).

= The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) rules out Portrane as a location for such a facility. There are
a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS)
within a 10km radius of Portrane.

= Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site.
The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive.

= 20% of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown, which | can
see from my kitchen window. The Birds Directive was successful in stopping
the infill of Dublin Bay.

= Rogerstown estuary is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is
a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a
Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar
Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976.

I will be communicating my concerns to all local and national media along
with all local and elected TD’s who have been worryingly silent about this

| expect to be kept updated or be informed where | can get further information
and would like a prompt reply to my concerns

Regards,



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: proposed sewage plant in Portrane/Donabate.
A Chara,

This small peninsula of Portrane/Donabate is not a suitable part of North
Co. Dublin for the proposed Monster Sewage Plant.

Is it NOT ENOUGH that we are prepared to accept a 65,000 PE plant to include Rush and
Lusk,without being expected to agree to this proposal for a Monster Plant to cater for the
Greater Dublin and Leinster areas.

This is MOST UNFAIR to the residents of Portrane and Donabate and the many holiday
visitors.

We already know about the problems in Ringsend. We do not want to
see them repeated in this beautiful little peninsula.

We are proud of our lovely beaches and many of us have worked with the Fingal Council for
a clean-up operation on an annual basis.

Now we have our Blue Flag at Portrane beach. We wonder what is

We wish to lodge our objection most vehemently.



Sent: uesday, June 14, ‘48 PM
To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Cc:

Subject:

Dear Sir/Madam,

As a resident ofm | was disgusted to hear of a proposed sewage plant in the area. Not only is
there a proposal for a smaller dump, there is also a proposal for a monster dump. There has been no communication

regarding this from any authority which clearly shows that this is being pushed under the radar

| completely object to this proposal for a number of reasons:
Quality of life for my family and myself
Infrastructure of Donabate/Portrane peninsula is not suitable for a plant of this size

Impact of this plant on the environment - Health, quality of life, pollution, smell, level of traffic, risk to wildlife, potential
accidents, location near a growing community

The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) rules out Portrane as a location for such a facility. There are a total of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown
Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of
the Habitats Directive.

20% of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the
infill of Dublin Bay.

Rogerstown estuary is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special
Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| will be communicating my concerns to all local and national media along with all local and elected TD’s who have
been worryingly silent about this

| expect to be kept updated or be informed where | can get further information and would like a prompt rely to my
concerns

Regards,

I”'I






Sent: unday, May 29, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: RE: Grater Dublin Drainage Scheme
Emma,

Sorry I have been difficult to contact - | have been interviewing this week and necessarily out of phone contact. You can
always leave a message for me on my office ansafone.

| am still unaware of the location of the Blanchardstown consultation - perhaps you can advise? | would like to get along
to speak in person to you or your colleagues but need to know the location of the Blanchardstown public consultation.

Thank you for the links provided. | have word searched the documentation and find no mention of "anaerobic”
"digestion” and wonder if this was considered?

Can | suggest that your experts be asked to review the recent advances in anaerobic digestion at low temperatures
which have enormous potential to deliver eco-friendly and net energy positive treatments of domestic sewage? The
Irish tax payer (through the researchers at NUI Galway) is investing heavily in this research, it would be a shame if its
benefits were to be discovered abroad whilst we at home waste scarce resources building outdated infrastructure for the
want of adequate investigation at planning stage.

Furthermore, there is very good research available on the adaptability of those systems to deal with food processing
and industrial wastes, two additional loads on the current water catchments which could usefully be relieved, especially
in the context of climate change. Doing nothing in relation to those existing sources of pollution in the context of
declining water levels as a result of climate change is likely to return our rivers to unacceptable levels over time. Those
waste streams, and projected additional industrial waste streams, need to be taken into account and dealt with in the
context of any such plan.

| would cite two research papers which indicate the technologies currently available, or likely to become available within
the planning timeframe of the infrastructure contemplated, which question the quality of the research conducted to date
and may have significant benefits in terms of odour mitigation and energy consumption:

Anaerobic co-digestion of household waste and sewage sludge - cost effective sustainable waste management
http://oldweb.northampton.ac.uk/aps/env/Wasteresource/1997/Mar97/97mar38.htm

Perturbation-independent community development in low-temperature anaerobic biological wastewater
treatment bioreactors
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/bit.22507/abstract

Please advise the venue details for Blanchardstown.

Reiards,




Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of
North Dublin

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin,

Ireland

22nd June, 2011

Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the proposed
facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.
You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager's report:

"In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. "

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches, Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate / Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and "day-trippers" during the winter and high-
season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible
consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social initiatives. The
area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater
Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident and businesses
and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

7) | would assume proper planning would require the proposed plant to be constructed at an adequate level above sea level, in
order to negate disastrous affects of the "200 year storm" criteria. As you are aware this stipulation covers construction of other
facilities in close proximity to the coast. Portrane is a relatively low lying area, storm surge, & potential failure of the pipe will cause
a significant health hazard to the local residents & indeed the schools which the pipe would be laid adjacent to.
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Unfortunately this scenario is not without precedence in Fingal. In September 2003, St. Fintans School in Sutton had to close
due to raw sewage entering the school caused by a pipe failure at a new pumping station.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an
unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable
reasons.

Yours Sincerely,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of
North Dublin

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

23rd June, 2011

Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the
coast of North Dublin

Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. |
would like to submit the following points as arguments against any proposal to
locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that
Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for
the proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of
Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of
International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve
and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that
some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. You
will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin
Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of
potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary
principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s
report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are
expected from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie
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Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect
impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the
proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a
buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the
potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage
even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle
must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on
Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy
Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and
day-trippers during the winter and high-season. Any decision to locate a major
regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible
consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our
beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for
many environmental and social initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE
plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of
practical logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering
for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be
strongly opposed by local resident and businesses and will result in lengthy and
costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment
of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed
treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and
equitable reasons.

Yours faithfull




Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: info
Subject: Re: Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage- First phase of Consultation closes 24th June 2011
Dear Emma,

Thank you for your email. | have circulated this among some residents that | think may be
interested in the issue.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Kind reiards

----- Original Message -----

From: "info" <info@greaterdublindrainage.ie>

To:

Sent: Tuesday, 14 June, 2011 17:48:48 GMT +00:00 GMT Britain, Ireland, Portugal

Subject: Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage- First phase of Consultation closes 24th June 2011

As you may be aware, Fingal County Council commenced an initial consultation on the Greater Dublin drainage
initiative with all stakeholders on 25" of May 2011. The Greater Dublin Drainage initiative aims to provide the
drainage infrastructure that the Greater Dublin Area needs to continue to develop, both socially and economically.
This phase of public consultation will close on the 24" of June 2011.

In this phase of consultation, Fingal County Council is seeking feedback from all interested stakeholders on issues or
concerns that should be considered in determining the locations of the three elements of the Greater Dublin Drainage
project.

The Council is determined to ensure that the most appropriate and suitable locations are selected for Greater Dublin
Drainage, and that all interested stakeholders be consulted with and involved in the decision making process.

If you know any groups or individuals that are interested in this project or that you feel we should contact, please let us
know or pass our contact details on to them.

Interested stakeholders can participate in this phase of consultation in a variety of ways:

In writing: by submitting feedback in writing to: Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager (c/o RPS Group, West Pier
Business Campus, Dun Laoghaire, Co. Dublin, Ireland)

Online: by emailing us at info@greaterdublindrainage.ie or by visiting www.greaterdublindrainage.ie

Phone: 1890 44 55 67

Public Information Days:



To date three Public information days have taken place during this phase of the non-statutory consultation, with one
more to be held:

e 16th June, Fingal County Council, Swords 2pm-7pm

The Greater Dublin Drainage initiative involves the provision of a new wastewater treatment works, a marine outfall
and new drainage network in the northern part of the Greater Dublin Area. Without this initiative, the potential for the
development of essential resources and facilities, such as schools, hospitals, industry, businesses and homes, will be
severely restricted throughout the Greater Dublin Area — a scenario which is unthinkable for a capital region.

Kind regards,

Emma
On behalf of Greater Dublin Drainage



Sent: ursday, June :

To: mfo@greaterdubllndralnage ie
Subject: Re: Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage- First phase of Consultationcloses 24th June 2011

Thank you Emma.

----- Original Message -----

From: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
To:
Sent: Thursday, 16 June, :00 GMT Britain, Ireland, Portugal

Subject: Re: Subject: Greater Dublln Dramage First phase of Consultationcloses 24th June 2011

Thank you so much for your response and for circulating it to interested residents.

We will keep you updated as the project progresses.
Kind regards,

Emma

On behalf of Greater Dublin Drainage.

on wed 15006711 914 P | <"

Dear Emma,

Thank you for your email. | have circulated this among some residents that | think may be
interested in the issue.

| look forward to hearing from you.

Kind regards,

----- Original Message -----
From: "info"

Sent: Tuesday, une, 2011 17:48:48 GMT +00:00 GMT Britain, Ireland, Portugal

Subject: Subject: Greater Dublin Drainage- First phase of Consultation closes 24th June 2011

As you may be aware, Fingal County Councilcommenced an initial consultation on the Greater Dublin drainage
initiative with all stakeholders on 25"of May 2011. TheGreater Dublin Drainageinitiative aims to provide the
drainage infrastructure that the Greater Dublin Area needs to continue to develop, both socially and
economically. This phase of public consultation will close on the 24" "of June 2011.



In this phase of consultation, Fingal County Council is seeking feedback from all interested stakeholders on issues or
concerns that should be considered in determining the locations of the three elements of the Greater Dublin Drainage
project.

The Council is determined to ensure thatthe most appropriate and suitable locations are selected for Greater Dublin
Drainage, and that all interested stakeholders be consulted with and involved in the decision making process.

If you know any groups or individuals that are interested in this project or that you feel we should contact, please let
us know or pass our contact details on to them.

Interested stakeholders can participate in this phase of consultation in a variety of ways:

In writing:by submitting feedback in writing to: Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager (c/o RPS Group, West Pier
Business Campus, Dun Laoghaire, Co. Dublin, Ireland)

Online:by emailing us atinfo@greaterdublindrainage.ieor by visitingwww.greaterdublindrainage.ie

Phone:1890 44 55 67

Public Information Days:
To date three Public information days have taken place during this phase of the non-statutory consultation, with one
more to be held:

e 16th June, Fingal County Council, Swords 2pm-7pm

The Greater Dublin Drainage initiative involves the provision of a new wastewater treatment works, a marine outfall
and new drainage network in the northern part of the Greater Dublin Area. Without this initiative, the potential for the
development of essential resources and facilities, such as schools, hospitals, industry, businesses and homes, will be
severely restricted throughout the Greater Dublin Area — a scenario which is unthinkable for a capital region.

Kind regards,

Emma
On behalf of Greater Dublin Drainage



Sent: ednesday, June 22, 50 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Ref. Proposed Sewage Treatment Plant, North Dublin
Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to you in relation to the above proposed sewage treatment plant in North
Dublin, in particular to the possibility of Portrane being short-listed as a possible site
for the location of this plant.

I could list the points of the environmental impact such a treatment plant would have, but
I would ask you to consider the cost involved to the lives of the people on the
Donabate/Portrane peninsula. To locate such a facility here would mean that our children
would no longer be able to play sport on pitches behind the cliffs. It would also mean
that the many people who walk along our cliffs daily and the visitors who come at weekends
would be deprived of a fantastic natural amenity. It seems absurd that Fingal County
Council would send Biodiversity officers to our schools to bring our children birdwatching
to this area and then propose to locate a facility that would destroy such activities.

Donabate and Portrane have already accepted a sewage treatment plant the capacity of which
far exceeds the number of people living on this peninsula and this should be enough.

When you are making your decision on this I would ask you to ask yourselves this question:
if this sewage treatment plant was proposed for the area you live in, how would you feel?
While we are being told that the health of the people of Dublin and the development of our
city's infrastructure depends on a new sewage treatment plant, I would ask you to consider
that the people of Donabate and Portrane (including the many children who enjoy life on
this peninsula)are also citizens of Dublin and have an entitlement to a safe, healthy life
and if you must construct a plant of this size (which is debatable, needs could probably
be better served by several, smaller treatment plants), please locate it in a place where
there is minimal impact both to the surrounding environment and people's lives.

Yours sincerely,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: regional sewage plant
Attachments: Letter to GDDPManager.doc.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached letter opposing to the proposal of imposing a regional sewage plant on the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula. The proposed plant is unfair. The community is prepared to take its share. The people of the
Donabate/Portrane peninsula have already agreed to take a 65,000PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane,
Donabate, Rush and Lusk.

Kindest Regards,

L
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Drear SirMvadam,
We oppose any move o locate a regional sewage plant in Portrane

I'he Donabaie/Portrane peninsula is willing to do itz aar share. The arca 15 tuking a
65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the wastewater of the
entire East Coast of [reland

A proposed foothall academy was rejectad for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis
of the precautionary pnncipal, as enshrned in the ELF Habitats Directive. The council
has set o precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommeénded in the Greater
Dublin Strategic Drninage Study (GDSDS ) means it 15 unlikely to get passed An Bord
Pleanaly. Porirane would seem 1o have been pre-selecied all .||u-".5 Fhis means agmm
sglecting Portrane poses too big 4 planning risk

Additionally, the requirements of the EL Birds Dhrective (Cooncil Directive
TAN9/EEC) and the FU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear o mle
out Portrane as-a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight Special
Arcas of Conservation {eSAC) or Special Protechon Arcas (SPAs! withina | Okm
radius of Porrane

Yours truly,




Sent: ednesday, June 15, : M

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage

Sir/Madam,

I am a resident in Donabate and on behalf of my family I wish to strongly
oppose the consideration for the Donabate and Portrane peninsula to cater for
hundreds of thousands of people within the county and surroundings (I believe
up to 850,000).

We have done our fair share in accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive
interruption to our daily lives with appalling roadworks which seem to have no
end to them.

I would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought, perhaps one with
less impact on society and nature is appropriate.

In these challenging times we need to ensure the things in life that are free
(parks,beaches,sporting grounds) and suchlike are in no way compromised by
dumping a massive sewage plant in such a location.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC)
and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out
Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within
a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of
potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation
from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are
expected from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie
Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for
indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological
value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
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developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal
could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to
quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that
negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate
mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance
with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held
on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy
Buildings and Playing Pitches - Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire
East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the
basis of the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats
Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already
recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is
unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-
selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a
planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The
Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of
International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| welcome your acknowledgement of this email and your comments.

Regards,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant

Attachments: 0022_001.pdf

Hello

Please see attached letter opposing Donabate as location for new Sewage Plant, thanks

_
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Sent: uesday, May 31, 2011 6:32 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant.

To Whom it may concern,

Rush does not want any sewage plant in it. We already have enough experiments with
Eirgird. So please find somewhere else to put it.

Thanks



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant - Comment

Residents Group

Dear Sir/Madam

W are subnmitting the followi ng comments on behal f of the - Resi dents G oup, a
copy of which will be sent in the post also. Included wt copy will be a
copy of letter dated April 2007 addressed to Fingal County Council opposing the siting
of a nonster sewage site at Portrane. The coments contained therein are as valid
today in 2011 as they were in 2007.

In addition we would Iike to nmake the foll owi ng coments:

1) The requirenments of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would al so appear to rule out Portrane as a | ocation
for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation
(cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radi us of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football acadeny near Rogerstown Estuary because of potenti al
risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of
the Habitats Directive. See the follow ng quotation fromthe manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessnment has found that no direct inpacts are expected
fromthe proposed devel opnent on the cSAC SPA/ pNHA/ RAMSAR site(i e Rogerstown Estuary).
However the assessnent did indicate the potential for indirect inpacts on wetland birds
listed in the cSAC/ SPA/ pNHA/ RAMSAR due to di sturbance fromlighting, noise and human
activity. It also found that although the proposed devel opnent land is cultivated | and
of | ow ecological value initself, it is a buffer that protects the

CSAC/ SPA/ pNHA/ RAMBAR. Taking into account the cunul ative effects from other existing
and pl anned devel opnents in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessnent concludes that the proposal could
result in negative inpacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these
i mpacts with currently available information. This neans that negative inpacts could
not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate nmitigation nmeasures were taken
into account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirenents of the directive,
the precautionary principle nmust be applied.

(For reference, see Mnutes of adjourned neeting of Fingal County Council held on
Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academny Buil di ngs
and Pl aying Pitches — Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Governnent
(Pl'anni ng and Devel opnent) Act 2000).

3) The Donabat e/ Portrane/ Rush peninsulas are willing to do its fair share. The area is
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dunping ground for the entire East
Coast of Ireland. In Rush we have lived with the blight that is Balleally Dunp - one of
the largest landfills in Ireland serving the whole of the Dublin area. Oiginally
opened in 1971 the licence for the operation of the dunp was extended a nunber of
times, despite commitnents and assurances of its closure which finally happened in
2009. W now have a mountain of 34 years waste to blot our |andscape for the future
gener ati ons.

4) A proposed football acadeny was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of
the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council
have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Geater
Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) neans it is unlikely to get passed An Bord

Pl eanal a. Portrane would seemto have been pre-selected all along. This nmeans again

sel ecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Sone 20pc of the world' s Brent Ceese popul ation nest in Rogerstown. The Birds
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Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5kmfromthe proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetl and Site of
International |nmportance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a
Wl df oWl Sanctuary under the Wldlife Act 1976.

I would ask you to take all of the above into account when considering your response
and we | ook forward to hearing fromyou in due course. Please acknow edge safe receipt
of this mail

Yours sincerely




Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: SEWAGE PLANT - PORTRANE NOT THE LOCATION
Attachments: SewagelLEt2011P.doc

Please find attached letter regarding the above and noting my concerns.



23" June, 2011

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/o RPS Group

West Pier Business Campus

Dun Laoghaire

Co. Dublin

RE MONSTER SEWAGE PLANT
Dear Sirs,

Portrane should not be the location for any new regional sewage plant and an
associated outfall pipe. This is because of the environmental sensitivity of the
area.

Rogerstown Estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act,
1976.

Some 20 per cent of the world’s Brent Geese population nest is in Rogerstown.
The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

This previously proposed location is wholly unsuitable.
I would strenuously urge you to consider alternative locations for this facility.

Yours faithfully,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: SEWAGE PLANT - PORTRANE NOT THE LOCATION!
Attachments: SewagelLet2011A.doc

Please find attached my letter regarding the above and noting my serious concerns.



23" June, 2011

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/o RPS Group

West Pier Business Campus

Dun Laoghaire

Co. Dublin

RE MONSTER SEWAGE PLANT
Dear Sirs,

Portrane should not be the location for any new regional sewage plant and an
associated outfall pipe. This is because of the environmental sensitivity of the
area.

Rogerstown Estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act,
1976.

Some 20 per cent of the world’s Brent Geese population nest is in Rogerstown.
The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

This previously proposed location is wholly unsuitable.
I would strenuously urge you to consider alternative locations for this facility.

Yours faithfully,

I



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: SEWAGE PLANT - Portrane not the location!
Attachments: SewagelLet2011M.doc

Please find attached letter regarding the above.



23" June, 2011
RPS
Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
C/o RPS Group
West Pier Business Campus
Dun Laoghaire
Co. Dublin

RE MONSTER SEWAGE PLANT
Dear Sirs,

Portrane should not be the location for any new regional sewage plant and an
associated outfall pipe. This is because of the environmental sensitivity of the
area.

Rogerstown Estuary, which is 1.5 km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act,
1976.

Some 20 per cent of the world’s Brent Geese population nest is in Rogerstown.
The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

This previously proposed location is wholly unsuitable.
I would strenuously urge you to consider alternative locations for this facility.

Yours faithfully,



Sent: ursday, June 160, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant

Dear Sir/Madame,

| am a resident inm and on behalf of my family I wish to strongly oppose the consideration for the Donabate and Portrane
peninsula to cater for hundreds of thousands of people within the county and surroundings (I believe up to 850,000).

We have done our fair share in accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive interruption to our daily lives with appalling
roadworks which seem to have no end to them.

I would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought; perhaps one with less impact on society and nature is appropriate.

In these challenging times we need to ensure the things in life that are free (parks, beaches, sporting grounds) and suchlike are in
no way compromised by dumping a massive sewage plant in such a location.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would
also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation
(cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of
the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report;

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the
dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary principal, as
enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the
Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to
have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.



5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of
Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection
Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfow!
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Please advise that you have received our correspondence and we would be grateful if you could comment on this
matter.

Yours sincerely,



Sent: ednesday, June , .

To: Info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant
Attachments: Letter To Fingal Co Co..doc

Dear Sir / Madam,

Please find my attached letter for your overview

Regards




Sir/Madam,

| am a resident irF and on behalf of my family | wish to strongly oppose the consideration for
the Donabate and Portrane peninsula to cater for hundreds of thousands of people within the county
and surroundings (I believe up to 850,000).

We have done our fair share in accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive interruption to our
daily lives with appalling roadworks which seem to have no end to them.

| would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought, perhaps one with less impact on society
and nature is appropriate.

In these challenging times we need to ensure the things in life that are free (parks,beaches,sporting
grounds) and suchlike are in no way compromised by dumping a massive sewage plant in such a
location.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed,
there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS)
within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate
a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The
County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following
guotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the
assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
CcSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found
that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a
buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from
other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative
impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when
appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance with the
requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th
May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches —
Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act
2000).



3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE
plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent.
The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study
(GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been
pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage

Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar
Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| welcome your acknowledgement of this email and your comments.

Regards




Sent: ednesday, June 15, :08 AM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage plant

Sir/Madam,

I am a resident in _ and on behalf of my family I wish to strongly
oppose the consideration for the Donabate and Portrane peninsula to cater for
hundreds of thousands of people within the county and surroundings (I believe
up to 850,000).

We have done our fair share in accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive
interruption to our daily lives with appalling roadworks which seem to have no
end to them.

I would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought, perhaps one with
less impact on society and nature is appropriate.

In these challenging times we need to ensure the things in life that are free
(parks,beaches,sporting grounds) and suchlike are in no way compromised by
dumping a massive sewage plant in such a location.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC)
and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out
Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within
a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of
potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation
from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are
expected from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie
Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for

1



indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological
value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal
could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to
quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that
negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate
mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance
with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held
on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy
Buildings and Playing Pitches - Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 20090).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire
East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the
basis of the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats
Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already
recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is
unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-
selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a
planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The
Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of
International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| welcome your acknowledgement of this email and your comments.

Regards,



Sent: uesday, June 21, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage plant North County Dublin
A chara,

Regarding the assessment process to find a location for a sewage plant
| am really concerned the public are not been informed about exactly what is going on.

| only found out about this from a community website (see: http://www.donabateportrane.com/)

My understanding is that there were public consultations arranged but they were arranged when most
people were at work.

For example, the consultants appointed to find a site for the plant held an open day in County Hall, Main
Street, Swords (the offices of Fingal County Council) this Thursday (June 16) between 2pm and 7pm. | only
get home from work at 7pm. | am sure | am not the only person as there are usually a few hundred getting
off the train | get. | think it is outrageous that such a significant project can go ahead and it can be so
difficult for people to find out about it. | would hate to think that Fingal think there is public apathy about
this project when the reality is Fingal have made it too difficult for most people to even keep up to speed
with what's happening regarding it.

| suggest you make it possible for the public to engage with the process. Have your open days on a
Saturday.

Kind Regards

'_‘ |



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindraiHage.ie
Subject: sewage plant objection/Portrane

Dear Sir/Madam,
Portrane is NOT a suitable site for putting a large sewage works.
It only needs an ounce of common sense to realise this!

It is not rocket science and | do not know why anybody would
even consider it! Doh!

1.The land is low-lying and on a flood plain - therefore NOT
suitable

2.1t is a protected consevation/bird sanctuary area - therefore
NOT suitable

3.lt is a holiday area with beaches - therefore NOT suitable

4.1t is already suffers with severe traffic congestion - therefore
NOT suitable

| strongly insist you look at the alternatives.

Yours Faithfully,



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage Plant Proposal Donabate/Portrane
Dear Sirs,

I write with reference to the request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

Blue Flag Beach

1) Portrane/Burrow Beach is one of only two beaches on the Dublin North coast awarded the Blue Flag in 2011. “The
Blue Flag is an internationally recognised eco-label, awarded to beaches and marinas with excellent environmental
management”. This signifies that not only is the water quality good enough for bathing, but also demonstrates the
residents genuine respect and appreciation for the beach by volunteering their time to help with beach clean ups,
building safe public walkways and also erecting fencing to help protect the dunes from coastal erosion. The Blue Flag
status is part due to such community efforts. Portranes Blue Flag record has thus been recognised internationally and
if lost it becomes more than just a local issue.

Tourism & Activities

2) The beach is also vital for encouraging the much needed growth in the tourism sector. The issue of tourism growth
in Ireland has become increasingly important in recent years and a Blue Flag beach is the perfect tool to help
advertise and promote Dublin and County as an attractive holiday destination. The Beach Management Plan details
the benefits of the Burrow beach as it is an ideal location for recreational activities and is used regularly by walkers,
runners, swimmers, water sports enthusiasts, holiday makers and those who just wish to relax and unwind. Travel
information websites echo these sentiments and advertise the beach as a place worth a visit. This outlook should be
encouraged and enhanced rather than potentially destroyed.

Education

3) The Burrow beach and surrounding estuary harness the potental to educate communities and schools alike

about environmental issues such as eco systems, flora and fauna. It provides a unique opportunity in which schools in
Donabate, Rush and Lusk etc can use the area as a live location for learning. This may coinside with a wild life park
which | believe was under discussion for the area. The local council also held successful tree planting days on the
grounds near to the estuary. One would believe this demonstrates the direction that many see the area developing
and progressing in the future.

Birds Directive

4) 1 would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable
location for the proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

pNHA, SPA and SAC

5) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special
Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the
world's Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in
stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager's report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the
potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting,
noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
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ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative
effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative
impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In
this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section
F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11
with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

Businesses

6) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and 'day-trippers' during the winter and
high-season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have
irreversible consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

7) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea
habitat.

Existing Works and Fairness

8) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social

initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but,
as a matter of practical logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility
for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic,
environmental and equitable reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Sewage works in Donabate Portrane peninsula

To the Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager (c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus, Dun Laoghaire, Co.
Dublin, Ireland)

I am writing to inform you of my opposition to the sighting of any large sewage works on the Donabate Portrane
peninsula. It would be totally out of keeping with the surrounding environment and will have a detrimental impact on
the beaches and coastline which are used by thousands of families from Fingal and surrounding areas during the year
and especially in the summer months. Please don't vandalise our beautiful coastline and make it unusable by the local
community or as a major tourist attraction in North County Dublin. Who would want to visit a beautiful beach with a
huge sewage plant located next to it. | certainly don't think this would look good in a tourist broacher. The sewage
plant would also have a devastating impact on the local community with the increased number of lorries, smell and
debris coming from the site.

Please also take into consideration the following points

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. .

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will
not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the precautionary principal,
as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already
recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord
Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big
a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in
stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a
Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.




Sent: ednesday, June 22, 53 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Site assessment - Donabate/Portrane

Dear Sir/Madam,

| believe that the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is the wrong location for the proposed
850,000 PE sewage plant. The following reasons are given :

1. The shoreline is used heavily by both the local and non-local population for a variety
of activities ranging from walking, swimming, fishing, diving, surfing, bird-watching...
The building of a plant of the size proposed would damage this vital amenity.

2. There are two pristine beaches on the peninsula. They are too precious to put at risk.

This is a residential area with more land zoned for home building in the future.

4. The location of a Natural Heritage area close to the proposed plant.

w

Regards,




Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North
Dublin

Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the proposed
facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.
You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-trippers? during the winter and high-
season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible
consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social initiatives. The
area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater
Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident and businesses
and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an
unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable
reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: ursday, June 23, 25 AM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North
Dublin

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

22nd June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the proposed
facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.

You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-trippers? during the winter and high-
season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible
consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social initiatives. The
area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater
Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident and businesses
and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an
unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable
reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the Coast of North
Dublin

Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the Coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following
points as arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) | would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable
location for the proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special
Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the
world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in
stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed
development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate
the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from
lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of
low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds
and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative
impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were
taken into account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary
principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section
F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11
with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-trippers? during the winter
and high-season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will)
have irreversible consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.
5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social

initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but,
as a matter of practical logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility

1



for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donabate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident
and businesses and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic,

environmental and equitable reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: unday, June 26, 133 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such a
facility. Indeed, there are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special
Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

Submission:



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:

Submission:

!a!ur!ay, !une !! !!!! !!!! PM

info@greaterdublindrainage..ie
Submission

Dear Sir/Madam, | am writing to you because | am extremely concerned by the plansto build a
large regional sewage plant on the Portrane/Donabate peninsula. The site is not suitable for
such aproject for the following reasons: 1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive
(Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) rule out Portrane
as alocation for such afacility. There are atota of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC)
or Special Protection Areas (SPASs) within a 10km radius of Portrane. 2) Fingal County Council
has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate afootball academy near Rogerstown
Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The proposal was rejected on the basis
of the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. 3) Some 20% of the world' s Brent
Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill
of Dublin Bay. 4) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is
aNational Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International
Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. 5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do its
fair share. The areais already taking a 65,000 capacity plant to serve the needs of Donabate,
Portrane, Rush & Lusk. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of
Ireland. Y ours sincerely,



Sent: rday, June 24, :10 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:
Submission: Please do not locate the monster Sewage treatment plant in Portrane




From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:

Submission:

!n!ay, !une 24,2011 11:39 AM

info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Submission

Dear Sir/Madam, | wish to make a submission that Portrane/Donabate peninsula be excluded
from the forthcoming site selection process for the 850,000 pe sweage treatment plant. The
Donabate/Portrane peninsulais an environmentally sensitive area. Rogerstown estuary, isa
National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International
Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. Indeed, there are atotal of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (CSAC) or Specia Protection Areas (SPASs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.
Thiswoud lead me to preclude that the peninsula should not even be considered as a potential
candidate. |, along with many community members have been following devel opments on the
proposed 850k pe sewage works over the years. We are active and vocal and we are well
informed. We have no illusions what this plant would mean for our peninsula. It would be a
blight on our landscape and a disaster for our status as an ecologically sensitive area. The
construction of afacility of this size would have a huge impact on our residents also.We are
already putting up with enormous disruption with the building of the 65k p.e plant in Portrane,
which we did agree to accept even though it treats an areafar exceeding our local area. The
citizens of the peninsula are tired of being a dumping ground for projects that are not suited for
our area, but we are not tired enough to fight any proposal to foist thison us. | urge you to
consider all aspects of the plan on our peninsula when assesing suitability. Let not the
availability of cheap land, the cost of abuild and availability of coastline outweigh the
environmental and human cost of building a plant on our peninsula. Le meas,



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission
Attachments: Submission.doc

Please find attached submission...



Submission

This submission is made with a passion for the community that | live.

Consultation and engagement

| livein Donabate and Portrane with my friends and neighbours. Like any other
community we are entitled to enjoy self-determination through our elected
representatives and voluntary groups. Planning decisions and the provision of national
infrastructure should only be considered when meaningful consultation is provided for
the views of the community. Thisimplies the Critical infrastructure bill of 2006 is
undemocratic and dilutes the powers of our representatives.

With regard to this project, since 2005 there has been no meaningful consultation with
the community. Fingal County Council and its acting consultants may argue
differently when if comes to consultation. | have no doubt that statistics can be
produced regarding consultation; thisiswhat | term “abox ticking exercise”

There islittle and meaningful consultation with groups. Recently four public
consultations were held by RPS and Fingal County council between 14:00 and 19:00
during aweek day. The people of Donabate and most communities have family and
work engagements and found these times difficult to engage.

If meaningful consultation was engaged and the sprit of consultation was upheld
Finga county council would have consulted with the community on Saturday or out
of office hours and would |eaflet residents and associations and the community
council for the residents to engage in the process.

The recent consultation process which | was reminded was not statuary, highlights the
cynical approach that is taken to meaningful consultation and proper engagement.

In fact funds should be provided for the community to engage professionals to get a
better understanding. It would not be unreasonable to conclude that a deliberate
attempt to compl ete the process and disregard the views of the community. A recent
reguest by the community council was refused by the county manager to extend the
submission date. Thisis most surprising.



Site selection
The processisflawed .

In March 2005, Portrane in north Dublin was identified in the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study as the preferred site for the new municipal sewage plant to
satisfy the region’s growing needs. The inclusion Portrane in the GDSDS did not
take into any consideration of the local community or people living in the area. This
report cost 10 million and no extensive public consultation was conducted for this

report
In November that year, Fingal councillors voted to reject the plan and ordered that the

drainage study, which had cost €10 million and involved intensive analysis over five
years, be reviewed.

Portrane Area

Portrane is a peninsula that is surrounded by 2 estuaries .

1. The Rogerstown Estuary
2. The Broadmeadows Estuary

The Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, isaNational Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Areaand
aWetland Site of International |mportance under the Ramsar Convention. Itisalso a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Additionally, the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule
out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed, there are atotal of eight Special
Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Specia Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km
radius of Portrane.

This was reinforced by the county manager in arecent decion regarding a proposed
football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. Fingal coumty
councill has set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the
Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) meansit is unlikely to get passed
An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all aong. This
means again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk. The county manager
clearly understands the importance of the area by using the precautionary principle.
The manager should use his powers to highlight the precautionary principle again in
relation to this project.



Quotation from the report on the proposed soccer academy

The Manager then gave a detailed summary of this report and concluded that in
light of this directive (Habitats Directive 992/45/EEC) it was now back to the
drawing board to consider other sites. In the course of a prolonged discussion on
this item during which issues raised by the members were responded to by the
Manager and Mr. Gilbert Power, the Manager stated that it was his intention to
carry out a baseline study for the County Development Plan in relation to the
effect of this directive on future planning for the area.

The Manger continued the assessment for a proposed football academy did
indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
CSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human
activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated
land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
CSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other
existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to
birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that
the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult
to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that
negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate
mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance
with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.

http://www.fingal coco.ie/minutes/meeting fulldoc.aspx?id=854

A Significant Scientific interest area

Minister of State at the Department of the Taoiseach (Mr. N.
Treacy): Rogerstown Estuary has been designated a special
protection area for birds under the EC Birds Directive (Article 4 of
Council Directive No. 79/409 EEC). It is also included in the list of
Wetlands of International Importance, established under the terms
of the Ramsar Convention. The area has also been a statutory
wildfowl sanctuary, no shooting area, for over 17 years. In 1988
part of Rogerstown Estuary was established as a National Nature

1. Reserve under Statutory Instrument No. 71 of 1988.

Please see below order 1988 citing the Rogerstown estuary as a significant scientific
area

Taking into consideration of the order 1988 the planning risk is demonstrated to be
too big to consider citing aregional sewerage treatment plant serving 800,000ppe

Mr NOEL TREACY, Minister of State at the Department of Finance, after
consultation with the Minister for Agriculture and Food, the Minister for the Marine
and the Commissioners of Public Works in Ireland, being satisfied that the land
specified in Article 2 of the following order, being land to which section 15 of the



Wildlife Act, 1976 (No. 39 of 1976), applies, includes a marine ecosystem which is
of scientific interest and that the said ecosystem is likely to benefit if measures are
taken for its protection and that it is desirable to establish the said land as a nature
reserve and that the proper management of the said land as a nature reserve would not
be precluded by any interest of any other person in or over the said land, for the
purpose of conserving the said ecosystem hereby, in exercise of the powers conferred
on me by section 15 of the said Act, the Wildlife (Transfer of Departmental
Administration and Ministerial Functions) Order, 1987 ( S.1. No. 156 of 1987 ), and
the Finance (Delegation of Ministerial Functions) Order, 1988 ( S.I. No. 30 of 1988),
order asfollows:

2. (1) ThisOrder may be cited as the nature Reserve (Rogerstown Estuary)
Establishment Order, 1988.

The Ramsar convention and what does it mean.

The Convention on Wetlands came into force for Ireland on 15 March 1985. Ireland
presently has 45 sites designated as Wetlands of International I mportance, with a
surface area of 66,994 hectares. The Fingal Area has only two wetlands protected
under the Ramsar convention. These are the Broad meadow Estuary and the
Rogerstown estuary. The citing of aregiona sewerage treatment plant will
compromise the status and would be classed as environmental vandalism within
Europe. A European objection will be supported by me and the community

Extracts from Website showing protected wetlandsin the Fingal area

Broadmeadow Estuary. 11/06/96; 546 ha; 53°27'N 006°10'W. An estuary cut off
from the sea by alarge sand spit. The site includes well-devel oped saltmarshes, salt
meadows, rocky shores, awell-developed outer dune ridge and sand mudflats exposed
at low tide. Vegetation consists of alarge bed of eelgrass (Zostera noltii and z.
angustifolium) and extensive mats of green algae (Enteromor pha spp., Ulva lactuca).
The estuary is an important wintering site for numerous species of waterbirds. The
Brent goose population is of international importance. The high numbers of diving
birds reflects the lagoon-type nature of the inner estuary. Human activities include
water sports. There is amarina and some housing. Ramsar site no. 833. Most recent
RIS information: 1995.

Roger stown Estuary. 25/10/88; Dublin; 195 ha; 53°30'N 006°08'W. Special
Protection Area EC Directive; Nature Reserve. A small tidal embayment sheltered
from the sea by a broad sand and shingle spit. Extensive areas of mud, sand and
gravel are exposed at low tide. The mudflats support beds of green algae
(Enteromorpha) and Spartina anglica. Numerous species of large numbers of
wintering waterbirds use the tidal flats and the site is internationally important for



Branta bernicla hrota. Human activities include bait-digging and shellfish collection.
Ramsar site no. 412. Most recent RIS information: ?.

WWW.ramsar.ie

Eirgrid and its implications

Eirgrid's recent decision not to route the interconnector east west interconnector 500
mw cable cables through the Rogerstown estuary demonstrates their sensitivity to the
community and the environment. Their decision was underwritten by an bord pleanna
with concerns for the environment. In their assessment they list the Natura sites
nearby

Lambay Island SPA (4069), Cpac (0204)

Skerries Island )4122)

Rogerstown Estuary SPA (4015) and Csac(0208)

Broadmeadow / Swords Estuary SPA (4025) AND Maahide Estuary Csac
(0205)

Eirgrid made reference not to disturb the eco systems of the Rogerstown estuary.

The estuary was a planning risk for Eirgrid and could have jeopardised the entire
project. The same applies for this project.

| request that you do not consider Portrane assitefor the
regional Sewerage Treatment plant.

—



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

Attachments: Fairshare template letters.doc



Date; 23" June 2011

RPS

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
Cl/o RPS Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin,

Email: info@qgreaterdublindrainage.ie

Dear Sir/Madam,
Portrane should not the location for anew regional sewage plant and an associated
outfall pipe. Thisis because of the environmental sensitivity of the area.

Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the area previously proposed for the
regional sewage plant, isaNational Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and
aWetland Site of International | mportance under the Ramsar Convention. It isalso a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Some 20pc of the world' s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds
Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

| would strongly urge you to consider aternative locations for this facility.

Y ours faithfully




Sent: ursday, June 23, :04 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

First name:
Last name;
E-mail:
Address:
Dear Sirs, | would like to object to the sewage treatment plant for the following reasons, some
Submission: 20 pc of the worlds Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. Rogerstown iswithin 1.5km

from the proposed sewage plant site.lt is a nature reserve and a wildfowl sanctuary under the
wildlife act 1976. regards



Sent: ursday, June 23, 2011 4:31 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE

Submission: plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.



Sent: uesday, June 21, 41 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission

First name:
Last name:
E-mail:
Address:

The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do itsfair share. The areais taking a 65,000 PE
plant which is already causing major upheaval to infastructure within Donabate and Portrane
but we should not be a dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland. The requirements

Submission: of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as alocation for such afacility. Indeed,
there are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas
(SPAS) within a 10km radius of Portrane. The areaiis



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission Donabate Portrane Community Council
Attachments: DPCC submission 20110624 sewage plant.doc

I attach a submission from the Donabate Portrane Community Council

h



Donabate Portrane Community Council Submission to Greater
Dublin Drainage Project Team

June 2011

Donabate Portrane Community Council calls on the Regional Authority, the six local
authorities that it comprises, and Fingal County Council in particular, to exclude Portrane
from this site selection process for the following reasons:

1. During the original project to determine the type of waste water treatment process to be
adopted by the Regional Authority of the 15 options considered, Portrane was identified
as the location of choice in 7 of these. Portrane was also the only site identified in the
process. This pre-selection of Portrane clearly compromised the original project and
resulted in the decision to carry out an alternative site-selection (ASA) process. Should
Portrane be selected as one of the sites to be considered in this ASA process, we
believe this project would also be compromised. Excluding Portrane would make a
statement about the objectivity of the process and send a clear signal to the public that
the Regional and Local Authorities have not pre-ordained the site for the mega sewage
plant.

2. Portrane is clearly unsuitable as a site for a major infrastructural project especially a
waste water treatment plant of this scale. There are a total of eight Special Areas of
Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of
Portrane (details provided below). In order to comply with the requirements of the
European Commission Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) it is imperative that Portrane is not selected as a site for a major
waste water treatment plant and therefore should be excluded from this ASA.

Details of cSACs and SPA/Ramsar sites within a 10km radius (approximately) of
Portrane:

Rogerstown Estuary SPA (code 04015)

This site extends from the Newhaggard Bridge to the seaward side of Portrane. The
SPA is a fine example of an estuarine system, providing both feeding and roosting areas
for a range of wintering waterfowl. Rogerstown Estuary SPA site is of high conservation
importance, with an internationally important population of Brent Geese and nationally
important populations of a further 10 species.

Rogerstown Estuary candidate Special Area of Conservation (code 0208)

Extent of site is similar to the SPA. Site is specifically selected for Estuaries and Tidal
mudflats, three types of salt marsh (Atlantic, Mediterranean, Salicornia mud), as well as
various dune types.

Rogerstown Estuary is a relatively small, narrow estuary separated from the sea by a
sand and shingle bar. The estuary is divided into two distinct parts by a causeway and
narrow bridge, built in the 1840s to carry the Dublin-Belfast railway line. The estuary
drains almost completely at low tide.

The intertidal flats of the outer estuary are mainly of sands, with soft muds in the north-
west sector and along the southern shore. Associated with these muds are stands of the
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alien cordgrass Spartina anglica. Green algae (mainly Enteromorpha spp. and Ulva
lactuca) are widespread and form dense mats in the more sheltered areas.

The area of intertidal flats in the inner estuary is reduced as a result of the local authority
refuse tip on the north shore. The sediments here are mostly muds, which are very soft
in places. Cordgrass is widespread in parts, and in summer, dense green algal mats
grow on the muds. In the extreme inner part, the estuary narrows to a tidal river.

Salt marshes fringe parts of the estuary, especially the southern shores and parts of the
outer sand spit. Common plant species of the saltmarsh include sea rush Juncus
maritimus, sea purslane Halimione portulacoides and common salt marsh-grass
Puccinellia maritima. Low sand hills occur on the outer spit.

Rogerstown has long been known as an important site for wintering waterbirds.
Detailed winter counts commenced in the late 1980s and continue today as part of the
Irish Wetland Bird Survey (I-WeBS) co-ordinated by BirdWatch Ireland. For counting
purposes the estuary is divided into 23 subsites. In the most recent published review
(Crowe 2005), the site is listed of international importance for its population of light-
bellied Brent geese, and also because it regularly supports in excess of 20,000
waterbirds. It is nationally important for a further 16 species. Most of the birds commute
on a daily basis between the inner and outer estuaries, usually in response to tidal state
or disturbance.

This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting a
population of European importance of Golden Plover, a species listed on Annex | of the
Directive.

The site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) by
supporting populations of European importance of the following migratory species: Brent
Goose.

Broadmeadow/Swords Estuary SPA (code 04025)

This site extends from the Broadmeadow river (just below M1) to eastwards of Malahide
village. The Broadmeadow/Swords Estuary SPA is a fine example of an estuarine
system, providing both feeding and roosting areas for a range of wintering waterfowl.
The lagoonal nature of the inner estuary is of particular value as it increases the diversity
of birds which occur. The site is of high conservation importance, with an internationally
important population of Brent Geese and nationally important populations of a further 12
species.

Malahide Estuary candidate Special Area of Conservation (code 0205)

Similar in extent to the SPA and of importance for a range of estuarine habitats which
are listed on Annex | of the Habitats Directive. These include various types of sand
dune and salt marsh habitats.

Baldoyle Bay SPA (04016) (and Ramsar site)

Baldoyle Bay extends from just below Portmarnock village to the west pier at Howth, Co.
Dublin. It is a tidal estuarine bay protected from the open sea by a large sand-dune
system. Two small rivers, the Mayne and the Sluice, flow into the inner part of the
estuary.

Baldoyle Bay is of high ornithological importance for wintering waterfowl, providing good
quality feeding areas and roost sites for an excellent diversity of waterfowl species. It
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supports an internationally important population of Pale-bellied Brent Geese, and has a
further seven species with nationally important populations.

Baldoyle Bay cSAC (0199)

The cSAC site is similar in extent to the SPA and is of importance for a range of
estuarine habitats which are listed on Annex | of the Habitats Directive. These include
estuarine mud flats and various types of salt marsh habitats.

Lambay Island SPA (040) and cSAC (0204)

This large island, situated c.5 km offshore, is an internationally important site for
breeding seabirds. The site is also designhated as a cSAC for the Annex | habitat
seacliffs and for a breeding population of grey seal (Annex Il species).

There would be a significant risk of potential impacts under the following
headings should Portrane be selected as a site for the 850K PE plant:

e Loss or disturbance to habitats

¢ Risk to water quality during construction works

¢ Risk to water quality during operation of scheme
¢ Disturbance to birds during construction phase
¢ Disturbance to birds during operation phase

The peninsula is already experiencing significant disturbances due to the 65K PE plant
currently under construction. A larger plant would pose an unacceptable risk and cause
the destruction of and disturbance to habitats and birds, during construction and
operation of such a plant.

3. Consistent application of the Precautionary Principle: Fingal County Council have
already acted responsibly to protect Rogerstown Estuary by applying the precautionary
principle in relation to a proposal to site a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary
because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager’s report:

“In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are
expected from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site
(i.e. Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for
indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that although the
proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a
buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area, the
potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage
even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle
must be applied.”
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(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on
Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy
Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

It would be inconsistent of the Competent Authorities if they did not apply the
Precautionary Principle and exclude Portrane as a possible site due to its close proximity
to so many SACs/SPAs.

4. The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a
65,000 PE plant serving the four towns/villages of Donabate, Portrane, Rush and Lusk.
We are already suffering major inconvenience from the construction of this plant. It
would be unreasonable to expect us to take on the responsibility for treating the waste
for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

While DPCC acknowledges that the terms of reference of this ASA limits the consideration to
that of identifying a site for a single 850K PE waste water treatment plant, we still hold the
view that this is a flawed approach. And for the record we wish to reiterate our view that a
single mega treatment plant is not the most sustainable option, nor the best solution, for the
Irish public. Current waste water treatment technologies are such that this approach is not
the best option and smaller plants dealing with local populations waste should be the
preferred option. DPCC again call on the Competent Authorities to ask responsibly and
exclude Portrane from this ASA.
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Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Submission in relation to the "Dublin Drainage Scheme"
Attachments: ATTOO0007.txt

Dear Sir/Madam,

As a resident of Donabate on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula | am calling on the Competent Authorities to exclude
Portrane from the alternative site selection process (ASA) for the following reasons.

1) The unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly unsuitable as the location
for a massive waste water treatment plant.

2) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cCSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

3) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football
academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from
the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary).
However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds
listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human
activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the
area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated
sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means
that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation
measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements
of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th
May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches —
Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act
2000).

4) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE
plant to service DOnabate, Portrane, Rush and Lusk. It is entirely unreasonable for us to be
asked treat the waste of the entire East Coast of Ireland.

5) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a
precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic
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Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would
seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a
planning risk.

6) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

7) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a
Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Yours sincerely,



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission in relation to the "Dublin Drainage Scheme"

As a resident of Donabate on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula | am calling on the Competent
Authorities to exclude Portrane from the alternative site selection process (ASA) for the following
reasons.

1) The unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly
unsuitable as the location for a massive waste water treatment plant.

2) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such a facility.
Indeed, there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection
Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

3) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to
locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected
site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the
following quotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from
the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary).
However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds
listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human
activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the
area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate
assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated
sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means
that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation
measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements
of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th
May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches —
Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act
2000).

4) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a 65,000 PE
plant to service DOnabate, Portrane, Rush and Lusk. It is entirely unreasonable for us to be
asked treat the waste of the entire East Coast of Ireland.



5) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a
precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would
seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a
planning risk.

6) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a
Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a
Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

Yours sincerely,



Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission objecting to the consideration of Portrane for a large scale Sewage Plant.
SEA SCOUTING 63 DUBLIN, 14" PORT DONABATE SCOUTS

Donabate Scouts strongly object to any further planning to increase the already agreed 65,000 PE plant or
the location of afurther massive sewage plant. The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais doing its fair share with
this development and it would be grossly wrong to turn this facility into a much larger plant. It is tempting to
go for the cheaper option in the current economic climate but long term it would be a disaster for our area.
We know many groups and people have submitted their views. We want to submit our objection based on
our use of the natural amenities on our door step.

The Aim of Scouting isto encourage the physical, intellectual, social and spiritual development of our
young people. Thisis achieved through awell planned Scouting programme that is based on many things
and one of these isthe use of the out of doors. In Scouting we believe that the out of doorsisthe best ‘ class
room’ allowing us to provide limitless scope and challenge. In the outdoors young people are faced with real
situations to which they have to respond using their own solutions. Outdoor education allows young people
to be themselves and to be creative so that their personal and social skills can develop uninhibited.

Donabate Scouts are very fortunate to have wonderful amenities which we use to the fullest —

e Our beaches and cliff walk in Portrane and Donabate are a treasure trove unequalled. We use these
for orienteering, marine studies, swimming, fishing, hiking, kayaking and sailing.

e In Turvey Hide beside Rogerstown Estuary, we use this area for backwoods skills. Here we are able
to instruct our Scouts in survival skills such as the uses of plants and trees, making shelters, learning
to light fire using many different techniques, backwoods cookery, camping and bivouacking*.

e Broadmeadows Estuary provides us with a safe alternative environment for water-based activies
where our Scouts are instructed in kayaking, canoeing, sailing, learning to navigate and how to work
on engines.

e Ballymastoneis another amenity that we use for hiking, track & trail, orienteering, studying of wild
life and nature.

The Country Codeis one that our Scouts use with all of our outdoor activities and ‘leave nothing but
memories’ isour motto. Thisis something this sewage plant cannot do. This peninsulais a special areaand
we appreciate all it offers us. Our young people are able to use it for their development. Do not let this plant
become an issue that they will have to fight against.



* Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection
Areaand aWetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has aready set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of
the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed devel opment on
the cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for
indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and
human activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other
existing and planned developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the
appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult
to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out
at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance with
the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,

Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches — Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Devel opment) Act 2000).



Sent: ednesday, June 22, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission on site assessment process for a major sewage plant in Fingal

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager
c/o RPS Group,

West Pier Business Campus,

Dun Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin,

Ireland

22" June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| am writing to make a submission with regard to the above. | am totally against any proposal to locate such a facility
on the Donabate/Portrane Peninsula, my reasons are outlined as follows:

1) There are a number of businesses on the Donabate/Portrane Peninsula which are heavily dependent on visitors
to the area who come in pursuit of leisure activities/relaxation, these businesses employ local people. Up until
recently the peninsula boasted six golf courses, unfortunately due to the economic downturn, one of these golf
courses had to close its doors. The remaining five golf courses, still attract large numbers of visitors along with their
own club members. There is also a hotel , that is very successful as a wedding venue due primarily to the fantastic
scenery/location. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could only have
terrible consequences for the peninsula as an area that people would choose to visit and spend their money, which
in turn would have a negative effect on the local community.

2) There are eight Special Areas of Conservation/Special Protection Areas within a 10km radius of
Donabate/Portrane, which when the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the
EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) are taken into account prove that the Donabate/Portrane Peninsula should not
be considered a suitable location for the proposed facility.

3) Rogerstown Estuary, which would only be 1.5km away from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National
Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar
Convention. Locating such a facility on the Donabate/Portrane Peninsula would threaten the wild life and sea habitat
that are presently here.

4) There are two beaches along with Newbridge Demense on the peninsula which attracts large numbers of visitors
every year. Should such a major facility be located in the area it would have a negative effect on the enjoyment that
the people of Fingal and further afield can have when they visit our beaches and Newbridge Demense.

5) The residents of Donabate/Portrane are willing to do their fairshare and are already taking a 65,000 PE plant to
serve the needs of Donabate, Portrane, Rush and Lusk. Donabate/Portrane is a small rural area that when looked at
logistically and in the interests of fairness, is simply not capable of catering for a such large facility to cater for a
wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

In light of the above, | would suggest that the rural and unique environment of Donabate/Portrane make it an
unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility.

Yours faithfully






Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: submission re sewage facility

Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of
North Dublin

Dear Sirs,
I write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public.

I am totally opposed to Portrane being considered in this process as I run a small
business [ - thc crea. I
am convinced that such a facility would have severe negative impacts on the quality of
water - Portrane has just been re-awarded its blue flag, air and noise here.

I would also like to submit the following points as arguments against any proposal to
locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula:-

1) I would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive

(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to
be a suitable location for the proposed facility on the basis that there are a total of
eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National
Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance
under the Ramsar Convention.

It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has
been reported that some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in
Rogerstown. You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the
infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not
to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this
protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats
Directive.

See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected
from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary).
However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds
listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human
activity. It also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of
low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR.
Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in
the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the
appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even
when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in
accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied. ?



3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-
trippers? during the winter and high-season.

Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and
will) have irreversible consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our
beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for
many environmental and social initiatives. The area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to
serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a
larger facility for a wider community in the Greater Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly
opposed by local resident and businesses and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to
An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, I respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of
the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an unsuitable location for the proposed treatment
facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable reasons.

Yours faithfully



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Submission to Greater Dublin Drainage Early Consultation Opportunity from Donabate
Portrane Community Council

Attachments: DPCC OBJECTION Jun-11.pdf

Hi,

see attached submission to the Greater Dublin Drainage Early Consultation Opportunity from the Donabate
Portrane Community Council.



Donabate Portrane Community Council

Donabate Portrane Community Councel,
¢'o Donabate Portrane Community Centre,
Portrane Rosd
Donaebaole,
Co Dubbin
Greater Dublin Draimage Project Manager,
c/o RPS Uroup,
West Pier Business Campus,
Drin Laoghaire,
Co. Dublin, Ireland

23" June 2011
Re Greater Dublin Drainage Early Consultation Opportunity

Dear SiriMadam
Monabate Porrana Community Council s 3 registerad representative body for the community of
the Donabate Porfrana Paninsula

The Donakate Portrane Community Council strenuously oppose any propo sal 1o site & reglonal
gawage plant in Portrane designed fo cater for the projected B50 000 PE of the: six combinad
county councits of Fingal Courty Councll, Dublin City Council, Meath County Council, South Dublin
County Council, Kidare Caunty Council and Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council

Concern about impact on Envirgnmeant

The Donabate Portrans peninsula has unigue environmental attributes which maks it feghly
unsuitable 35 a location for a regional sewage treatment facility of this scale, There Is cumently 3
sewage treatment facility being constructed which has baan designed to cater for 65000 PE
composing of tha existing and projected growth in population of Donabate, Portrane, Lusk and
Rush

The population of Donabate and Portrang per G50 census 2006 was 7,031 peopla.

The National Parks and Wildiife Service have yet to pubiish the Conservation Pan for the
Rogerstown Estuary as stated on ther websits
hitto: {fwww. npws. le/media/npwslefcontent/imagesiprotectedsiies/ng tiraZ O00/MFD0401 5, paf

The ‘precsutionary principle” as enshnnad in the ELI Habitats Diractive should be apphad 1o all
proposed developments, regardless of nature, which are adjacent or bordening any NATURA 2000
sites (SAC's Special Areas of Conservation and SPAs Special Protection Areas),

Thera are aight qualifying sreas located with a ten kilometre radius of Porrane.

Jeontinued._.,

Flaca of Registralion: Ieland. Company Mumber L20089
Reclsered Ofes: Donahate Porrene Comimunity Contre, Porrane Road, Donabate, County Dubkn
Bonabate Porrane Commanity Colinefl. CHY Mumbar GEER
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Rogerstown Estuary, s Nature Reserve, a Natlonal Hemage Area, a Special Area of
Conzservation, a Wetland Site of Intemational Importance under the Ramsar Convention,
and a Nature Reserve and a Wildfow Sanctuary under the Wildiife Act 1978 1= located

1 5km from tha area previously proposed for the regional sewage plant

20% cf the worlds Brent Geese migraie and nest in his unique location

The Birds Direclive offers protection for this valuable arsa

Fingal County Council has already =at a precadent by deciding not (o lotate a propozed
development naar the Rogerstown Estuary bécause of potantial risks o the protected site
of Rogerstown Estuary

isee Minutes of adjournad meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May.
2008, Section Fra368/08, Sporting Fingal Foothal Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches —
Manager's Repor )

The County Manager applied the pracautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. Sea the
following quotaton from the manager's report

"in this case the appropriale assessmer has found that no direct impacts are sxpecied
from the proposed develogment on the cSACSPAPNHARAMSAR sitefie Rogerstown
Estuary) However the sssessment did incicate the pofential for indirect impacts on weliand
birds fisted in the cSAC/SPAPNHARAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and
human activity, It also found that althaugh the proposed development land (s cuitivated land
of low ecological value In iftself, it is a buffer that profects the cSAC/SPAGNHA/RAMSAR.
Taling into account the cumulative effects from other exisfing and planned dewvelopments in
the area, the pofential for disturbance to birds and the ercsion of the bufier. the appropnate
assessment concludas that the proposal could resulf in negative impacts fo the designated
sites mmmgﬂmw with mmnw avallable mmfmmn Tma means

The Fingal Biodiversity Action Plan 2010-2015 also stales that "The bufferzones around the
designaled sites shall be developed as multi-functional landscapes, The agnculiurs! land-
use shall bs maintained and where agpropiate combined with nallire conservalion targels
and low-imensity recreationgl use " The Community Council do not consider a regional
sawage treatment plant 1o fall within this descriptive category

8 1T e

8.2 BUFFERZONES AROUND CORE SITES

Bufferzones covar the lands sumounding the designated nature conservanon areas, parhcula |y s ihies
ediuaries and the MHA

wettands. They malnly comprise ol farmbind and amonily grassiand thal ae used by the esiuarine bits

aroumd the sshaics The

purpese of these hullérzanes is to protect the intagrity of the nalionally and intematianally designated
aites and ehhance the

surrounding tands for tha key flora & fauna species. The bufferzones around the astuasies aim lo protec!
eaesting band uses anid

may provide opportunities far food pratection, sfosion contred and amenity use. The bufferzones around
e NHA wetands:

primarily acl as hydrological buffers, ensuring 2 steady supply of cean giound ond suiface waler io IDese
wet-and boggy sies

Vision
The Fingsl estuares and weiland and their sumounding bufferzones will aontinue to provide an secalient
wintaring habitel for Be
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insusands of bindgs thet spend the winter here The bulterrones around the designated stes shal be
deveisped a5 multi-funcbonal Bndscapes

The agnoutiural land-use shall be malitained and whare appropriabe combined with nalkie corsesvaton
targets and low-aitensity recreational i

Mevw developmoent and land-uses thal may have & lasting negative impact on tha designated sis and the
a=sociated bufferzona or thi weual amenty of fhie srea shell be located outside tha butlerronss

Lands in ewnarship of the County Councll shall e maintained in sych-a manoer as to provide sulteble
rovsting, feeding and breeding habitat for the flora & faina assooialed with the esluanies

The local sommunty and visitors will be able o enjoy the sstuarine sites and the thausands of wintarng
birds by providing ascess (o the buferzones by means of walking and oyoling routes. Disturbance o
migrataory birds at thewr feeding and roosting sites will bé kept to & mnimurm by guiding visitors away iom
the mast sensitive oites’

The requiremenis of both the EU Birds Directive {Council Directive TRMOYEEC) and the EU
Habitats Diractive (S9245EEC) appear fo rule put Portrane as a jocation for a faciiity as proposed
considenng that there are eight Special Areas of Conversation or Spedial Frotection Areas within 2
1&n kilometer radius.

Concern about impact on local amenities

The Donabate Portrane Community Council is concermed about the natural ameanity of the cliff walk
which runs along the cecast from Tower Bay, Portrane 1o the Martallo Tower at Donabata beng
compromised or denied to the thousands of people and their families who use this amanity
extensively Many residents, visitors, hobday-makers and day-Urippers are seen regularly on the
picturesoue walk and many photographers use the locations along the walk to record Lambay
Istand and views up and down the Dublin coastiine. The ayaiability of this mush used natural
amenity would be compromised if a regional sewage treatmant plant on the scale of Ringsend (or
bigger 7) isimposed in this very besutiful, tranquil part of our county, There is conceam within our
communitiea about the potential denlal of this heritage to our future generations.

Concern abowt impact on local business

Every year, our local business communilkes enjoy & boost in trade attnibuted to the influx of
thousands of day-trippers and fourists to the beaches, cfiff walk and caravan parks scatansd
throughout the unique landscape of the [ocality. If a sewage treatment facility on the scale ol
Ringsend is imposed within 1his unique range of environmernts, it could destroy this vita: local
economic activity, threaten the enjoymeant and way of |ie of 1ha lacal community and also deny the
locality to the generations of people who "used 1o go 1o Donabate on their holidays™ and are now
bringing their children and grand-childran to a truly unique and special par of ina

county, . described by our local county council as the "jewel of the county

The Donabate Portrane Community Council urge you fo consider altemative locations for a facility
of this scale and ensure that it is located well away from communities, families, amenities-and
profecied sreas of consaraton

Hegams

Donabate Ponrane Community Counail



Sent: ursday, June 09, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Subject: Submission to Manager, Greater Dublin Drainage Authority
Attachments: Submission to Greater Dublin Drainage Authority.doc

Dear Sir/Madam,

Attached you will find a sublission document for Greater Dublin Drainage Authority with regard to the
proposed siting of aWWT plant in Portrane. | would be grateful if you could acknoledge receipt of same by
return.

Y ours respectfully,



Biting Insects and WWTP

A submission to the Greater Dublin Drainage Project on some of
the unconsidered health and environmental risks associated with
the proposal to locate an 850,000PE sewage treatment plant on
the Donabate/Portrane peninsula.

Author
Address:




Introduction and Background.

The Donabate/Portrane peninsula provides a breeding habitat to various species
of nuisance insects from biting midges to mosguitoes. It does so because of the
variety of habitats it contains e.g. salt-water marshes, farms, woodlands,
streams, ditches, anima and bird sanctuaries. Depending on the design and
capacity of WWTP it is likely that a number of species, and most especially the
local mosquitoes, would seek to take advantage of such a construction for
feeding and breeding purposes. As “water bodies with high organic pollution
levels, such as sewage treatment works, are often a prolific source of
mosquitoes (Whelan P., in Health WA, 1998),” the proposed development of an
850,000PE sewage treatment plant in such an area would, if sufficient control
measures were not put in place and rigorously enforced, represent a significant
increase in the acreage of potential breeding sites. Thisin turn would lead to
an explosion in the population of those insects attracted by the nutrient-rich
water found in clarifiers, sedimentation areas and treatment basins etc., causing
a severe nuisance and potential health risk to residents and visitors alike.
Such a scenario would compromise the economy of an area highly dependant
upon the usage of its various outdoor recreational amenities e.g. beaches, golf
clubs, football pitches etc., not to mention the public health of a population the
Loca Area Plan proposesto at least doublein the next ten years.

Recent history of attemptsto control the biting insects of
the Malahide Estuary.

Mosquitoes having been recognised as a public nuisance in the
Donabate/Malahide/Portmarnock areas for decades. In the last seven years
severa attempts have been made to raise thisissue at Council, without any great
success. The issue was last raised as part of the Water Services Investment
Programme Revised Assessment of Needs 2005-2012 consultation process in
2005. A question (item No. 26, Mon 14" February 2005) was put regarding the
likelihood of the Mosquito Infestation of the Mogden Sewage Plant in the U.K.
being replicated in Portrane. The response of the County Manager was that:

“It is acknowledged that mosquitoes are an issue at the Mogden Plant.
However mosquitoes require still water in order to breed which is
uncommon in WW.T.P. There are no recorded mosquito problems in
Ringsend, Galway, Cork and Limerick WW.T.P.”

This was a rather disingenuous and hasty reply in that Council minutes have
several times recorded the problem of mosguitoes in the Malahide estuary and
none of the other Waste Water Treatment Plants were located close to Mosquito
Breeding grounds. The reply also appears to fly in the face of the readily
available scientific literature. Let us take these two issues in turn.

(&) The proximity of Mosquito Breeding Grounds.



That the proposed location of the 850,000PE plant will be sited close to a
notorious mosquito breeding ground is not a subject of opinion, but a matter
of public record. The matter was raised in May 2000 (MHA/85/00 -
Malahide/Howth Area A meeting 04/05/2000) when Councillors P. Coyle
and H. Beddll requested that “The Manager report on the current year’'s
programme for control of mosquitoes in the Malahide/Portmarnock area”.

The Manager's response, which was read at that meeting, clamed that
responsibility for the control of mosguitoes belonged to the Northern Area
Health Board Pest Control Department, and that it involved the spraying
every May of a bacteriologica larvacide (bacillus) called "Skeetol". At this
time, however, it was thought that the mosguitoes were originating from the
beaches rather than the wetlands, where the use of pesticides is banned. A
similar question from Councillor Coyle on 11/07/2005 (County Council
Meeting F/3068/05) the County Manager asserted that “the Pesticide
Control Service of the Department of Agriculture has confirmed that there
are no pest control products currently registered in Ireland for mosquito
control on standing water or vegetation. The Parks Division has not applied
such products in the past and would be reluctant to increase pesticide use
even if suitable products were registered for use in Ireland.”

(b) The species of mosquitoes known to be present.

At last count there were at least 18 species of Mosquito resident in Ireland,
but there does not ever appear to have been a survey of what species are
currently resident in Malahide or Donabate. The last noted collection in
Malahide was in 1985, in Donabate 1894, and on Lambay Island 1907 (Ashe
P., O'Conner JP., Casey R.J. Irish Mosguitoes - Diptera:Culicidae - A
Checklist of the species and their known distribution. Proceedings of the
Royal Irish Academy, Section B — Biological, Geological and Chemical
Science, Vol 91, B, Number 2.). Species previously collected around the
Donabate/Portrane peninsulainclude the following:

(1) Aedes (Ochlerotatus) cantans.
(2) Aedes (Ochlerotatus) rusticus.
(3) Culex (Culex) pipiens.

(4) Culiseta Annulata.

Of the above the Culex Pipiensis a noted sewage dweller, asindeed, to a
lesser extent is the Culiseta Annulata (which is present throughout the year,
being able to overwinter without diapause). From a public health point of
view it should be noted that Culex Pipiens and Ochlerotatus Cantans are
both possible vectors of West Nile Virus.

(c) The notion that midges and mosquitoes will not breed at the proposed
WWTP plant.

Contrary to popular belief and the propaganda of certain water treatment
bodies, mosquitoes DO breed, not only in and around sewage treatment



plants, but in the oxidation ponds themselves. But they are not the only
insects attracted to such WWTPs.

(& Levy, R, and Miller, T. W., Jr. (1977b). Experimental release of a
mermithid to control mosquitoes breeding in sewage settling tanks.
Mosquito News 37, 410-414.

(b) Nielsen BO., & Christensen O. “A mass attack by the biting midge
culicoides nubeculosus (Mg.) (Dipteria, Ceratopogonidae) on grazing
cattle in Denmark. A new aspect of sewage discharge.” Nord. Vet.
Med. 1975, Jul-Aug;27(7-8):365-72.

(c) Keenan M. (1979). Chemica Control of Mosquito Larvae in Sewage
Lagoonsin Maryland. Papers of the 1979 NJMCA Annua Meeting.,

(d)  Zimmerman, JH and Newson H.D., Mosquito Breeding In Sewage
Oxidation Ponds And An Adjacent Sewage Irrigation Area-Belding,
Michigan, Papers of the 1979 NJMCA Annual Meeting

(e) Sogren, R. D. 1968. Notes on Culex tarsalis Coquillett breeding in
sewage (Calif. Vector Views. 15(4): 42-43.)

(f) The Prevention of Mosquito Breeding in Sewage Treatment Facilities.
Bulletin of Mosquito Control Association of Australia Vol. 10, No. 3,
November 1998.

The above are just some examples of academic papers deadling with the
subject. There is a wealth of research available, but very few entomologists
in this country with experience of mosquitoes and sewage, and a positive
dearth of loca studies. | took the liberty, therefore, of writing to an
American mosquito expert briefly outlining the proposal to build an
850,000PE sewage treatment plant with open decanters close to a woodland
area and on a peninsula surrounded by wetlands that housed mosquito
breeding grounds. | asked his opinion of the possible consequences. His
reply was as follows:

“You are most correct in assuming that the mosquito population
will explode if the sewage treatment plant is constructed as you
describe. Moreover, the species generally associated with the high
organic loads anticipated in this scenario tend to be culicines -
Culex pipiens, in particular. This species is a noted bird feeder
and is the primary vector of West Nile Virusin the United Sates. It
tends to switch feeding preferences to humans after their main food
source, the American Robin, begin to migrate elsewhere. | can't
speak to the species of mosquito found in Ireland, but I'd make an
educated guess that there are species there that will exploit the
breeding habitat that is being constructed. Placing screening or
some other physical barrier over the decanters should obviate any
mosquito production. Make no mistake about it, though, there will
be a sharp increase in mosquito populations - leaving you the
following alternatives:

1. Preventing breeding by denying access by mosquitoes through
an inexpensive physical barrier such as screening.
2. Preventing breeding by denying access by mosqguitoes through



an expensive modification to the digesters, i.e. a covering
making them anaerobic.
3. Allowing the plant to be built as planned and addressing the
mosquitoes afterward via adulticiding sprays.
4. Allowing the plant to be built as planned and expecting the
public in the vicinity to address the problems as they see fit.

Option 1 is by far the most desirable and environmentally-friendly.
Allowing mosguitoes to breed and then addressing the adults
afterward is extremely poor environmental policy, resulting in
needless pesticide loading in the environment. It wouldn't be
tolerated in the US except in federally protected wetlands, where
habitat modification is not allowed. There is an enormous amount
of information available regarding the subject of mosquito
breeding in sewage treatment facilities. Please access the Armed
Forces Pest Management Board at http://wwww.afpmb.org/. Once
at the AFPMB homepage, click on the "Search Literature
Database" link on the left side. This will take you to a database
from which you can make a query and download (in pdf format)
the documents. | did a search on "sewage treatment
mosquitoes’and came up with over 70,000 entries.”

There has as yet been no concrete proposal as to the likely design of the
850,000PE WWTP planned for Portrane, and it way well turn out to be an
enclosed/anaerobic facility, but as the risk of it being of alesser specification
with open decanters (similar to Ringsend or Mogden) then one cannot but
address oneself to that possibility. The mgjority of what follows is based on
such a scenario. An anaerobic facility would not greatly impinge upon the
populations of biting insects (as long a stagnant water was not allowed to
pool within the plant complex).



Geographical Considerations.

The proposed site for the 850,000PE WWTP lies within close proximity to
public amenities such as beaches, golf courses and football pitches. A failureto
control nuisance species could have a detrimental effect on tourism and
outdoor activities, both of which are major contributors to the local economy. It
could potentially make part of the Councils's own proposed coastal walking
route an unpleasant experience in summer. A small part of the cliff walk
between Donabate and Portrane already has a midge problem in the summer
months, and while this is only a minor nuisance and quickly passed at the
moment, the construction of a sewage treatment plant nearby can only
exacerbate the problem.

That the peninsulais bordered on two sides by bird sanctuaries already provides
arisk that the mosquitoes could spread an avian disease. In 1999 the penguin
population of several British zoos was decimated by an outbreak of Avian
Malaria, carried into the zoos by thrushes and blackbirds and spread to the
penguins by the mosguitoes that inhabited their ponds (BBC news, 11/10/1999).
Should the H5N1 virus arrive in either of these bird sanctuaries, the risk of it
being spread by biting insects is high. The need to control such populations,
therefore, should be of concern to environmental and public health authorities
alike, not to mention poultry breeders and the open farm at Newbridge House.
The greater the number of biting insects, the greater the risk that they will spread
adisease.

The proximity of the mosquito breeding grounds to the airport offers a lesser,
but still notable risk as the airport is the primary entry point for infectious
diseases such as West Nile Virus and Malaria into Ireland (Two cases of West
Nile virus (WNV) infection were confirmed in Ireland in 2004). Mosquitoes
feeding on infected human carriers could spread the disease quite quickly, and if
the population of mosguitoes on and around the peninsula increases, so to will
the likelihood of their spreading as far as the airport and beyond. West Nile
Virus is not considered a Public Health issue in Ireland at the current time, but
then neither was it in the U.S. seven years ago. A small outbreak in New Y ork
spread across the entire continent in five years — the primary vector for
transmission being Culex Pipiens, a species of Mosquito that has been
collected in the Malahide Estuary in the past.

Of course the effects of any increase in the mosquito population of the
Donabate/Portrane peninsula, or of the Malahide Estuary would not be confined
to the immediate area. The mosquitoes will travel. They can be blown large
distances on the wind, and can and do avail of public transport (summer
sightings of Culiseta Annulata are not unusual on the Dart since it extended to
Malahide). To give an example of how far they can travel and the type of
problems that can ensue, it is perhaps worth noting that Temple Street
Children’s Hospital, which is miles from any natural habitat capable of
supporting mosquitoes, was infested with the biting form of Culex Pipiens as
recently as 1999 (lrish Independent, Oct 15, 1999). That same year an



anonymous nurse rang the Gerry Ryan show to say that another Dublin Hospital
had also suffered from mosquito attacks.

Quite apart from the vector issues, Portrane must also be considered an
unsuitable location for such a plant because of the following
geographical/environmental issues:

e The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive
79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC). There are a
total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Specia
Protection Areas (SPAS) within a 10km radius of Portrane. It should be
noted that Fingal County Council has aready set a precedent by deciding
not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of
potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive “... the assessment did
indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
cSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise
and human activity. It aso found that athough the proposed
development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein itself, it is
a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into
account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned
developments in the area, the potentia for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is
difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information.
This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage
even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In
this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the
precautionary principle must be applied (ref: Minutes of adjourned
meeting of Finga County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008,
Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and
Playing Pitches — Manager's Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000). The council have
set a precedent and the proposed plant is unlikely to get past An Bord
Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected al along. This
means again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

e Some 20pc of the world’'s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.
The Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

e Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant
site, is a National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a
Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.
It is aso a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife
Act 1976.



Seasonal Consider ations.

Because the entomological population on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula, and
in particular the numbers of biting insects, varies from season to season and
year to year, alongitudinal study covering several years would be necessary to
determine the true populations. A major contributing factor to mosguito
numbers is the amount of rainfall received or the height and frequency of tidal
inundation. A single short-term study would not give a clear picture of either the
risks or possi ble consequences, nor indeed of the seasonal characteristics of each
species. What would be required is seasonal larval surveys. Such surveys
would have to be conducted within the flying range of the mosquito, i.e. 5
kilometres from mapped breeding sites (Guidance Satement for Management
of Mosquitoes by Land Developers, No. 40. Environmental Protection Authority
of Western Australia, June 2000, and Whelan P.I., June 1988, Construction
Practice Near Tidal Areas in the Northern Territory — Guidelines to Prevent
Mosquito Breeding, NT Coasta Management Committee, Darwin.). This of
course would be unnecessary if it was known from the start that the planned
design was anaerobic in nature or that the proposed coverings were immune to
bird, rodent, wind and storm damage.

Public Health Consider ations.

The control of biting insects, and in particular of midges and mosquitoes, is an
important Public Health function. The bites of some of the flying insects of the
Malahide estuary can cause severe allergic reactions ranging large swellings to
anaphalctic shock. The bites of certain mosquitoes are also capable of
transmitting diseases such as avian flu and West Nile Virus should the
opportunity arise. Two cases of West Nile virus (WNV) infection were
confirmed in Ireland in 2004 — in both cases in people who had visited the
Algarve. One of the cases experienced a mild ‘flu-like illness. The other
individual had flu-like symptoms with a maculopapular rash, followed by
neurological features of mild Parkinsonism with a partial paralysis on the right-
hand side. Neither patient was admitted to hospital. The cases were diagnosed
by the Nationa Virus Reference Laboratory in Dublin, which alerted the
National Disease Surveillance Centre (NDSC) on 20 July 2004. L uckily neither
lived near to a mosquito breeding ground, especially the Malahide Estuary,
where two species of mosquito (Culex Pipiens and Ochlerotatus Cantans)
are potential vectors of West Nile Virus (Emerging Mosquito Bornes Diseases
— A consultative document on preparing a UK contingency plan for vector
control, Chartered Institute of Environmental Heath, 2004 and
Epidemic/Epizootic West Nile Virus in the United States: Guidelines for
Surveillance, Prevention and Control. US Dept. Health and Human Services,
Centers for Disease Control, 2003.). The rapid spread of West Nile Virus in the
U.S. over the past seven years provides an all too timely reminder of what
exactly mosquitoes can do, if they arelet:



These emerging infectious diseases include Severe Acute Respiratory
Syndrome (SARS), Ebola virus (Reston strain) and West Nile Virus
(WNV). These diseases are zoonoses, or diseases of animals that can be
transmitted to humans. Many zoonoses, such as WNV, are transmitted
by vectors, such as mosquitoes or ticks. WNV has spread from coast to
coast in just five years. Given the increasing globalization of travel and
commerce, it is likely that other exotic agents will be transported and
established in the United States or in other areas of the Americas.
(* Public Health Confonts the Mosquito — Developing Sustainable Sate
and Local Mosqguito Control Programs’, ASTHO, Feb 2005.)

It is perhaps worth noting how far ahead of us our neighbours in the UK arein
both their vigilance and preparedness for dealing with potentia outbreaks. In
2002 mosquitoes were being tested for WNV in three regions of the UK and that
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) was carrying
out enhanced surveillance of dead birds for West Nile Virus. Thisis because the
primary method of transmission of West Nile Virusis “usually by an amplifying
host, normally a bird reservoir where the mosquito feeds on infected birds’
(Emerging Mosquito Bornes Diseases — A consultative document on preparing a
UK contingency plan for vector control, Chartered Institute of Environmental
Health, 2004). The proposed location of the WWTP is surrounded by bird
sanctuaries and close to a mosquito breeding ground. If UK government is
taking thisthreat seriously, why aren’t we?

The possibility that an infected person arriving in Dublin could present an exotic
disease to a local mosqguito should be cause for concern and reason enough to
control the mosqguito population generally. It should also be reason enough in
particular to prevent any increase in midge and mosquito numbers by providing
so close to the airport a new breeding habitat such as an 850,000PE WWTP with
open decanters. Perhaps it is time to educate the engineers (e.g. “What
Wastewater Treatment Plant Operators Should Know about West Nile Virus' —
Fact Sheet of Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental
Protection, and Guidance Satement for Management of Mosquitoes by Land
Developers, No. 40. Environmental Protection Authority of Western Australia,
June 2000).

A disease more commonly associated with mosquites is Malaria — a disease not
unknown in this country. Cromwell himself died of aform of Malaria contracted
in Ireland, and there was a severe outbreak in Cork in the years following the
Crimean War. One of the main reasons why the more common forms of malaria
do not occur in Ireland is that the parasites require significantly warmer
temperatures than have normally occurred here in the past for the insect stage of
their life-cycle (particularly for P. falciparum). While P. falciparum
transmission occurred in southern Europe until successful eradication campaigns
after World War 11, natural transmission of P. falciparum hardly ever occurred
in northern Europe because of the temperature. The climate is not, however, the
only important factor. Natural transmission of P. vivax malaria did occur in
south-eastern coastal areas of England until the early part of the twentieth
century when a change in agricultura practices largely destroyed the mosguito
vector's habitat. Species of Anopheles mosguitoes that can carry maaria



(including some strains of P. falciparum) do occur in the UK and may also
occur in Ireland. The last two recorded cases of natural malaria transmission in
the UK were of P.vivax in 1953 in Stockwell, central London. There has only
been one previous case of presumed natural P. falciparum transmission reported
in the UK. This occurred in the autumn of 1920 and is postulated to have been
the result of acquisition of the parasite by loca mosquitoes from infected
soldiers returning from the Mediterranean after World War 1, in much the same
way the Co. Cork outbreak was thought to have been caused by soldiers
returning from the Crimean War. The most likely point of entry into Ireland for
people infected with Malaria is Dublin Airport. This is already uncomfortably
close to a mosquito breeding ground. Should the numbers increase around the
Donabate/Portrane peninsula, it is likely they will aso increase around the
airport.

According to the U.K. Department of Heath “by 2050 the climate of the UK
may be such that indigenous malaria could become restablished. Local
outbreaks of malaria caused by plasmodium vivax may occur in the UK and if
this comes to pass precautions may need to be taken by those living in low-lying
salt-mar sh districts to avoid mosquitos bites’ (Getting Ahead of the Curve - A
Srategy for Infectious Diseases - Chief Medical Officer. U.K Dept. of Health,
11th August 2003). It is perhaps worth repeating that the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula is bordered on two sides by low-lying salt-marsh areas, and that the
peninsula enjoys its own microclimate and is host year-round to “southern”
species of birds such asthe Little Egret, abird that up to ten years ago had never
bred anywhere in the British Isles, being normally associated with the warmer
climes of southern Europe.

Environmental Consider ations.

The primary environmental consideration with regard to insect control at
WWTP is the methods used. If screening is used then the environmental impact
isminimal, providing the screening is subject to regular inspection, proven to be
an effective barrier against mosquitoes and midges etc., and immune to damage
by birds, rodents, wind, salt and other environmental factors.

The issue of pesticides and larvicides, however, presents an altogether different
issue. Tertiary treatment of sewage would not remove chemicals and they would
effectively be discharged into the sea. Given the close proximity of the outlet to
public beaches and to fishing areas, this would probably be challenged by
environmental protection agencies and public health bodies. The spraying of
pesticides would probably also be challenged by loca residents, not to mention
those working in areas adjacent to the proposed WWTP (i.e. in Portrane
Hospital).

Failure to control the mosquito population around the WWTP would probably
also lead to migration to other sites and necessitate control measures such as the
spread of larvicides and adulticides on the nearby salt-marshes, parks, ditches,
streams €tc., i.e. al potential breeding grounds within a 5km radius (Guidance



Statement for Management of Mosquitoes by Land Developers, No. 40.
Environmental Protection Authority of Western Australia, June 2000).

Irrespective of whether construction of the 800,000 PE plant goes ahead it is
probably time that by-laws for the control of mosquitoes be drafted and enacted
in line with international standards (see “ The Prevention of Mosguito Breeding
in Sewage Treatment Facilities.” Bulletin of Mosquito Control Association of
Australia Vol. 10, No. 3, November 1998). Any control strategy would
necessarily involve multi-disciplinary and multi-agency support, and necessitate
the involvement of the EPA and HSE. At the very least, these agencies should
seek to be involved in any studies that are taking place.

The breeding of “southern” bird species such as the Little Egret on the Malahide
Estuary may be indicative of a ‘climate gradient’ emerging in Ireland, and the
consequences of this will also need to be considered when assessing the long
term environmental impact of any large scale WWTP on the Donabate/Portrane
peninsula and identifying the implications for public health and habitat
conservation.

L egal Considerations.

These range from public nuisance actions caused by insect infestation to the
various legal issues associated with the use of pesticides. In addition to
environmental protection legislation and Department of Agriculture licensing
issues, actions could be taken by individuals or groups opposed to the use of
pesticides. In the event of a disease outbreak, a case could be taken by victims
who believed that the Council did not exercise due care and diligence, or
were tardy in their response.

Cost Consider ations.

However Finga County Council and the operators of any wastewater treatment
plant decide to combat the inevitable increase in the population of biting insects
on the peninsula following the construction of any sizeable WWTP, there will
be no lega shelter from their responsibility to control such populations.
Whether this is through plant design or spraying, the cost will be sizeable and
ongoing. Should the increased populations of biting insects lead to a decrease in
tourist numbers, the council and plant operators may also find themselves the
subject of claims for compensation from local businesses reliant on tourist
numbers. Indeed such claims may also result from bad smells.



Sent: onday, June 20, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submission to Oppose Sewage Plant in Donabate
Hi

I would like to submit this mail to oppose the proposed sewage plant for Portrane / Donabate.

| feel the unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it highly
unsuitable as the location for such a facility.

We/ Donabate are willing to our Fairshare, The area is taking a 65,000 PE plant, we also have a
mental institution, a young offenders institution and a safe house.

Other points to consider,

1) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National
Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International Importance
under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the
Wildlife Act 1976.

Regards




Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Submissions

Attachments:

ATTENTION
Elizabeth Arnett

Please find the following submission attached.



21/6/11

Dear Sir/Madam,

Fingal County Council has appointed Jacobs/ Tobin to carry out a site assessment to suggest
asuitable site for a huge Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) in the North Fingal region.
In their instructions they have been engaged to locate a suitable site for an enormous WWTP
on or with outflow near the Fingal coast. The proposed plant will possible cater for 800,000
PE capacity. The residents of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula yet again face the imposition
of an unwanted WWTP in their hinterland. While a selection of six possible site locationsis
suggested, the predetermined nature of previous reports suggesting Portrane do not preclude
it location in this site selection process.

While many of the previous objections are as equally valid thistime | wish to object to the

location of Portrane as a selected site on the following grounds.

Ecologica and planning criteria.

The present WWTP in Portrane is highly unsuitable site for any expansion due to its location
adjacent to two estuaries and Blue flag beaches. Both the Malahide and Rodgerstown
Estuaries are renowned wildlife sanctuaries and protected areas of conservation. The EU
Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC)
essentially dismiss the location of such alarge scale WWTP in Portrane. In both the operation
and construction of such afacility the potential habitat disturbance and potential destruction
of the food chain will alter the existing fragile ecosystem which is struggling against the

effect of the land fill heavy metal contaminants leeching into the estuarine waters. In terms of



the local ecological heritage there are eight Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) which are
areas of special protection (SPAS) in the immediate to medium environment (0.5 to 10km) of
Portrane.

FCC has already applied a precautionary principle to the habitats directive when the
consideration of locating the Fingal Football Academy Buildings near the Rodgerstown
estuary was discussed in FCC council chambers (FCC, 2008). This estuary also had the
protection under the Ramsar convention and is a recognised Wildlife Reserve (The Stationary
Office, 1976)

Geographical criteria.

Hydrological studies of the immediate area of the Peninsula indicate a wash effect exists.
Phosphate and nitrate levelsin estuaries usually rise after prolonged rain due to run off and
thisis most pronounced in winter time. A detailed study of the Irish Seaindicated that thisis
a common occurrence and singled both Balbriggan and Portrane as examples of poor water
qualities with poor maintenance of the outflow pipe. (M, Gilooly; Nixon, E; Mc Mahon, T;
O'Sullivan, G; Choiseul, V, 1991). In light of the potential effects of climate change and
increase sea levels consideration of changes in both tidal volumes and directions will become
more pronounced. Thiswill affect the concentration of not just organics but the metallic
elements of sewage sludge in the estuary and immediate marine environment. Current Irish
research indicates this phenomenon of tidal surges will become more commonplace on the
east coast (Wang et al., 2008) and accentuate the deposition of inorganic pollutantsin the
inner estuary.

Any proposal to locate such alarge scale WWTP containing a long outflow pipe must
consider the very unusual geology of the Irish Sea basin off Portrane which contains many
glaciomarine facies within sub-glacial tunnel valleys which inhibit the dispersal of treated

effluent discharges (Eyles & McCabe, 1989).



Health and Engineering criteria.

While the GDSDS indicated a need for a wastewater strategy for the greater Dublin region it
did not offer nor were the possibilities of other means of waste water treatment considered.
Many countries use variable criteriain design considerations and mixed technological
solutions. While the problem of waste water treatment may be a singularity the plurality of
the possible solutions must be considered. A complex process of system analysis as suggested
by Lynn was not considered in the previous study and must be part of this study to ensure al
possible options are considered. (Lynn et a., 1962). In many other countries the reduction of
waste-water through recycling removes the necessity to build such large scale energy wasting
plants (Mohsen & Jaber, 2003). These features must form part of the proposed design and the
production and removal of waste sludge needs to be located away from urban and adjacent to
land fill in the interests of health and safety. Again, the unsuitability of Portrane becomes
apparent when the previous criteria are applied.

On many occasion | have experienced the odours which emanate from the Swords WWTP
and have been asked to represent residents living adjacent to the plant to FCC. While efforts
are made to deal with the odoursit is areoccurring problem and a nuisance factor which can
be detected on the N1 and nearby in Swords. THE Ringsend WWTP is notorious for noxious
odours and isaquality of lifeissue for residents living nearby. Locating an 800,000 PE plant
adjacent to over 1000 residents is verging on negligence in concern to their health and quality
of life.

Malahide is the nearest town to Portrane and will be fully expose to the malodorous effect
when northern winds are blowing. The potential outfall isthe Marina, the northern fringe of
the town and the exposed region of Sonesta where alarge primary school is located. The
potential for residents to be enveloped in a stench and the health risks due to aerial endospore

bacteriais very high. This has been indicated in numerous studies. Thisintractable



odour/health problem has been highlighted many years ago in Germany and large plant
design found to be the culprit (Frechen, 1994).

The Estuaries also harbour resident mosquito species which plague the residents during the
summer months. Despite insectides and control attempts, the number of mosguito and other
biting insect speciesis unusually high in this area. The presence of large stagnant poolsin the
adjoining ditches and field is an ideal breeding ground and the mild microclimate ensures the
numbers remain high even in the winter months. While no health risk due to insect vector
borne disease has been indicated to date, one cannot preclude large open settlement tanks
becoming a potential breeding factory for more sinister species. With evidence of species
migrations growing across Europe, while it may not be inevitable, it’s highly probabl e that

more sinister vector species of biting insects will become established in thisregion.
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Sent: uesday, May 31, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: super sewerage plant

To whom it may concern...

Fingal and especially Rush, Co. Dublin and it's closest environs has had its over and above share of being
dumped on with everything that is going - gas pipeline to Scotland, Eirgrid electricity, Dump at Ballely for
nearly 30 years, and now you want to put a super sewage plant close by to take all the waste from Dublin?? |
can't believeit!

| strongly object to this happening. Give somewhere else this super plant, we have had more than our share!

Yours...



Sent: ursday, July 07, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Importance: High

Dear Sir / Madam

| greatly appose any move to locate aregiona sewerage plant in Portrane. We are willing to do our fair
share, but we will NOT be a dumping ground for the wastewater for the entire East coast of Ireland, as you
are aware there are 8 special areas of consveration or special protection areas within a 10km radius of
Portrane.

Thank you

T




Sent: ursday, June 23, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

| don’t want this here, let Greater Dublin all carry their fair share



Sent: ednesday, June 22, 31 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Greater Dublin Drainage Project Manager

c/o RPS Group, West Pier Business Campus,
D n Laoghaire,

Co. Dublin, Ireland

22nd June, 2011
Re: Site assessment process to find a location for a major sewage plant on the coast of North Dublin
Dear Sirs,

| write with reference to the above and request for submissions from the public. | would like to submit the following points as
arguments against any proposal to locate this facility on the Donabate/Portrane peninsula:-

1) I would submit that the requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats Directive
(992/45/EEC) provide a basis that Donabate/Portrane peninsula should not be considered to be a suitable location for the proposed
facility on the basis that there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cCSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a
10km radius of Donabate/Portrane.

2) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area, a Special Protection Area
and a Wetland Site of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary
under the Wildlife Act 1976. It has been reported that some 20 per cent of the world?s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown.
You will be aware that the Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a football academy near
Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager?s report:

?In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the proposed development on the
CcSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on
wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the
cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the area,
the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could
result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available information. This
means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into
account. In this event, and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied. ?

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08,
Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches ? Manager?s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government
(Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) Businesses of Donabate/Portrane are heavily dependent on holidaymakers and ?day-trippers? during the winter and high-
season. Any decision to locate a major regional sewage treatment plant to the peninsula could (and will) have irreversible
consequences for the peninsula as a holiday/day-trip location.

4) It is also submitted that such a major facility could have a negative effect on our beaches, wild life and sea habitat.

5) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is rural area and is willing to do its fair share for many environmental and social initiatives. The
area is already taking a 65,000 PE plant to serve the needs of Portrane, Donabate, Rush and Lusk but, as a matter of practical
logistics and in the interests of fairness, it is simply not capable of catering for a larger facility for a wider community in the Greater
Dublin and Leinster area.

6) Any decision to locate the facility to the Portrane/Donbate peninsula will be strongly opposed by local resident and businesses
and will result in lengthy and costly appeals to An Bord Pleanala immediately.

In light of the foregoing, | respectfully suggest that the rural and unique environment of the Donabate/Portrane peninsula is an

unsuitable location for the proposed treatment facility for a variety of economic, socio-economic, environmental and equitable
reasons.

Yours faithfull
o [



Sent: ednesday, June 15, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

Sir/Madam,

I am a resident in _ and on behalf of my family I wish to strongly
oppose the consideration for the Donabate and Portrane peninsula to cater for
hundreds of thousands of people within the county and surroundings (I believe
up to 850,000).

We have done our fair share in accommodating a 65,000 PE plant and the massive
interruption to our daily lives with appalling roadworks which seem to have no
end to them.

I would strongly urge that an alternative location be sought, perhaps one with
less impact on society and nature is appropriate.

In these challenging times we need to ensure the things in life that are free
(parks,beaches, sporting grounds) and such like are in no way compromised by
dumping a massive sewage plant in such a location.

Please see some points below to enforce such an opinion.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC)
and the EU Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out
Portrane as a location for such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight
Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within
a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by
deciding not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of
potential risks to this protected site. The County Manager applied the
precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation
from the manager’s report:

“In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are
expected from the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie
Rogerstown Estuary). However the assessment did indicate the potential for
indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to
disturbance from Lighting, noise and human activity. It also found that
although the proposed development Land is cultivated lLand of Low ecological
value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned

1



developments in the area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the
erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal
could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It is difficult to
quantify these impacts with currently available information. This means that
negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even when appropriate
mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in accordance
with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.”

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held
on Tuesday 20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy
Buildings and Playing Pitches - Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is
taking a 65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire
East Coast of Ireland.

4) The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord
Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means
again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The
Birds Directive was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a
National Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of
International Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature
Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

| welcome your acknowledgement of this email and your comments.

Regards,




Sent: uesday, May 31, 55 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN.

I have just heard that there is talk about putting a sewage plant in the fingal area, and | believe Rush is being
considered. | would just like to strongly object to any more of my family's home being polluted by Fingal County
Council. We have lived with- Super Dump for years and then Fingal kindly offered Rush for Eirgrid against the
residence wishes. So | think we have had our fair share for the greater Dublin area.

My information could be wrong and I really am hoping it is. Please confirm, and let me know if | need to take my
concerns further.

Kind regards.



Sent: ursday, June 16, 2011 9:46 PM

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Views on Location of Sewerage Plant

I wish to makle the following points with regard to Portrane

I feel the unique environmental attributes of Portrane, and the surrounding area, make it
highly unsuitable as the location for such a facility.

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU
Habitats Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for
such a facility. Indeed, there are a total of eight Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC)
or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within a 10km radius of Portrane.

2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding
not to locate a football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to
this protected site. The County Manager applied the precautionary principle of the
Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the manager’s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from
the proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in
the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It
also found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low
ecological value in itself, it is a buffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking
into account the cumulative effects from other existing and planned developments in the
area, the potential for disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the
appropriate assessment concludes that the proposal could result in negative impacts to the
designated sites. It is difficult to quantify these impacts with currently available
information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled out at this stage even
when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event, and in
accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be
applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday
20th May, 2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing
Pitches - Manager’s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and
Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsula is willing to do its fair share. The area is taking a
65,000 PE plant. But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of
Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of
the precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have
set a precedent. The fact that Portrane was already recommended in the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) means it is unlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala.
Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all along. This means again selecting
Portrane poses too big a planning risk.



5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive
was successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National
Heritage Area, and a Special Protection Area and a Wetland Site of International
Importance under the Ramsar Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl
Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.



Sent: riday, June 24, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Waste Water Treatment Plant Location
Dear Sir/Madame

Thefirst point that | have a problem with is the "The Greater Dublin Drainage initiative aimsto provide
strategic drainage infrastructure” Thisislooking at one part of the water issue that affects Dublin. The water
supply for Dublin must be looked at in parallel with waste water treatment. If one looks at waste water
treatment only, one will get adifferent logical solution than if one deals with waste water supply and waste
water Treatment.

The Greater Dublin Drainage Scheme fundamental concept iswrong!

Water is the fundamental resource that needs to be conserved and waste water treatment is a core section of
this process. Singapore is a bleading edge example of how water supply and treatment are looked at in
parallel. That iswhat Dublin should be looking to implement especially with the likely climate changes that
are occurring.

"The Greater Dublin Drainage Initiative" remit should be altered.

Having said that, the current reality isthat you are looking for a place to locate a treatment plant with an
initial capacity of 850,000 PE equivalent. It is easier to rule out areas as opposed to ruling them in.

a) It should not be located on low lying land at could flood due to Global Warming and sea level rise.
Reason : Preservation of Infrastructure.

b) It should be located near alocation that has existing road and power infrastructure.

Reason : Minimise need for Road Infrastructure.

c) It should be located as near as practical to main and projected main popul ation centres. Reason
: Reduce cost of new pipe infrastructure.
d) It needsto be located in a place that will not be developed for residential purposes. Reason

: Maximise Return on investment.
e) It should be located in an area that does not already have aregiona sewage plant producing or approved.
Reason :Fairshare of pain aswell as benifits
f) Itslocation should not be determined by where we have located waste water treatment plants in the past.
Reason :Untreated waste water MUST be pumped in pipes but treated water if not re-used can flow via
gravity or existing rivers.
g) Take account of nature and Special Areas of Conservation.
Reason : European Law

1) The requirements of the EU Birds Directive (Council Directive 79/409/EEC) and the EU Habitats
Directive (992/45/EEC) would also appear to rule out Portrane as a location for such afacility. Indeed,
there are atotal of eight Special Areas of Conservation (CSAC) or Special Protection Areas (SPAS) within a
10km radius of Portrane.



2) It should be noted that Fingal County Council has already set a precedent by deciding not to locate a
football academy near Rogerstown Estuary because of potential risks to this protected site. The County
Manager applied the precautionary principle of the Habitats Directive. See the following quotation from the
manager’ s report:

In this case the appropriate assessment has found that no direct impacts are expected from the
proposed development on the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR site(ie Rogerstown Estuary). However
the assessment did indicate the potential for indirect impacts on wetland birds listed in the
CSAC/SPA/pPNHA/RAMSAR due to disturbance from lighting, noise and human activity. It also
found that although the proposed development land is cultivated land of low ecological valuein
itself, it isabuffer that protects the cSAC/SPA/pNHA/RAMSAR. Taking into account the
cumul ative effects from other existing and planned developmentsin the area, the potential for
disturbance to birds and the erosion of the buffer, the appropriate assessment concludes that the
proposal could result in negative impacts to the designated sites. It isdifficult to quantify these
impacts with currently available information. This means that negative impacts could not be ruled
out at this stage even when appropriate mitigation measures were taken into account. In this event,
and in accordance with the requirements of the directive, the precautionary principle must be applied.

(For reference, see Minutes of adjourned meeting of Fingal County Council held on Tuesday 20th May,
2008, Section F/336/08, Sporting Fingal Football Academy Buildings and Playing Pitches —
Manager’ s Report Pursuant to Part 11 with Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000).

3) The Donabate/Portrane peninsulais willing to do itsfair share. The areaiis taking a 65,000 PE plant.
But we will not be the dumping ground for the entire East Coast of Ireland.

4) A proposed football academy was rejected for near Rogerstown Estuary on the basis of the
precautionary principal, as enshrined in the EU Habitats Directive. The council have set a precedent.
The fact that Portrane was aready recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS)
meansit isunlikely to get passed An Bord Pleanala. Portrane would seem to have been pre-selected all
along. This means again selecting Portrane poses too big a planning risk.

5) Some 20pc of the world’s Brent Geese population nest in Rogerstown. The Birds Directive was
successful in stopping the infill of Dublin Bay.

6) Rogerstown estuary, which is 1.5km from the proposed sewage plant site, is a National Heritage Area,

and a Specia Protection Areaand a Wetland Site of International  Importance under the Ramsar
Convention. It is also a Nature Reserve and a Wildfowl Sanctuary under the Wildlife Act 1976.

For the above reasons, Donabate/Portrane should not be considered as a potential |ocation for a monster
treatment plant. but as a constructive suggestion the area around Dublin Airport does match all the criteria
for a sustainable water management system which could be aworld leader.

If you have any queries or questions,do not hesitate in contacting myself.

Riards



Sent: unday, June 26, :

To: info@greaterdublindrainage.ie
Subject: Waste water treatmment

All the talk is of waste water treatment, surely the talk should be of USED water treatment. The time has
come to think outside the box and see what alternative there is to dumping all our used water, treated or
otherwise, into the sea. In thisday and age it astonishes me that nobody has apparently considered
harvesting this treated water and putting it back into the potable water system. It would certainly make
economic sense to spend money on a suitable plant in Fingal instead of investing in piping water across from
the Shannon which, anyway, will still need to be treated before we can useit. Recycling water should be as
much part of our green lifestyle as any other material.



Fairshare Submissions Received

Template Number

A: “We oppose any move to locate...” 341

B: “Portrane should not be the location...” 624




Mame
A ilcdecsy-

Emal:

Date: ‘_':'—_:f:._/;{.,/”

Els

treater Lublin Drawspe Peoject Mahager
L3 KPS Group,

Wiest Pier Business Campes.

Iin Lagghairz.

o Thuklin,

Ensul: walotsureatc ilablinceninsme e

Thear Sirdfadym,
W' oppose any meve to locate a reend] sevwage plant m Morketoe.
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Pleanala, Portrane would seem w luve been pre-selecied all alimy, This means sgain
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