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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Written submission from Catherine M Phillips 

Dear Committee Members, 

I understand that Petition PE01646 was referred to your committee for more 

information and I wish to raise several points of objection to the imminent 

Chloramination of water in Darvel, East Ayrshire. 

On 9 March 2018 a postcard from Scottish Water (SW) was delivered to my house 

telling me that from the end of this month, Chloramination of our water supply would 

begin. I understand from SW own publications that 12 months notice to customers 

should be given, not 21 days. In fact the Strathspey Herald (local paper to Aviemore) 

published in July 2017 that Ayrshire water was going to be treated with Chloramine.  

This was a process I had never heard of so I started doing some research and 

discovered that it is a process that is banned in many European countries, including 

France and Germany, in fact according to the European Water Regs 1998 it is used 

in only 3 others, Finland, Spain and Sweden, but only occasionally not all the time, 

so I read further and found out more. It is also banned in Canada and in many states 

in the USA.  

1. Chloramine is less effective against E Coli, Rotavirus,  Cryptosporidium, even 

Polio than just Chlorine 

2. The inhalation of the vapours which build up in the bathroom during bathing and 

showering are harmful to the respiratory system, especially if there is existing lung 

disease such as asthma, copd etc 

3. It is damaging to those with compromised immune systems ie Cancer 

patients,  the very young, the elderly 

4. It cannot be used during Dialysis treatment for those with Kidney disease 

5. It is irritating to skin and can cause or exacerbate Excema, Psoriasis, Dermatitis 

etc 

6. It kills fish, in tanks, in ponds, in burns, in rivers. The Matthew Burn runs along the 

bottom of my garden then into the River Irvine 

7. It damages seeds during germination, and I am surrounded by farmland 

8. Not enough studies have yet been carried out on the potential for carcinogens, so 

do we really want to start using chemicals that are subsequently found to be harmful 

to humans and therefore the legal action which would inevitably follow 

9. It is very difficult and expensive to filter it from the water, a standard cheap Brita 

type jug will still filter the chlorine out but not the ammonia. An under sink filter costs 

over £150 and a whole house filter upwards of £400 plus fitting, plus regular filter 

cartridge replacement, or some more efficient systems are over £2000.  
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So why have SW chosen a method of disinfecting our water which is almost 

impossible to filter out without a large capital outlay by their customers. 

These are my objections and concerns. In my family, my husband and I both suffer 

from asthma and I am worried sick about inhaling the vapour emitted by these 

chemicals whilst having my shower and the absorption through our skin.   

None of the answers I have received from SW have addressed any of these issues, 

other than reiterating what it states in their own publicity, ie it is safe to drink, cook 

and wash with. 

Asbestos was considered to be safe, lead in paint was considered to be safe, 

mercury in fillings and thermometers was considered to be safe, lead pipes were 

considered to be safe, but now we know better.  Do not let Chloramine join the list of 

dangerous chemical compounds that we need to get rid of. There are better 

methods, please let us not be forced to have Chloramine. 

 

Catherine M Phillips 

28 March 2018 

 


