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CHAPTER V: DIJBMN TORPORATION AND

PUBLIC HEALTH. 1851-1860

After the second reform of Dublin Corporation in 1851 the city council took on a 

whole new role and assumed a multitude of responsibilities that it had not previously held/ 

The corporation of 1841-1850 had been mainly concerned with consolidating its new 

position, reducing taxes, managing the city water supply, and acquiring more powers, but 

its 1851 counterpart had a totally new agenda. With the success o f its improvement act, 

Dublin Corporation became responsible for a much larger sphere o f activity; it acquired all 

of the duties that once belonged to the Paving Board, Wide Streets Commissioners, the 

term grand jury, as well as various new activities. From 1 January 1851, Dublin 

Corporation became accountable for, amongst other features, cleansing, paving, 

macadamising, watering, and scavenging the streets, cleansing, repairing, and building 

sewers, regulating markets, and inspecting and abating nuisances.

Sanitation and public health were certainly not the only responsibilities held by the 

city council, yet the insanitary state of Dublin, its high death rate, and the daily diligence 

required to manage the visible problems o f the city meant that issues of sanitation and 

public health by default did assume a primary position. This chapter proposes to examine 

the reformed corporation’s role after 1851 in public health in order to determine what its 

overall public health agenda was, what was achieved in the first ten years, and the 

limitations in execution, if any. To do so, this chapter will examine several key issues. 

Firstly, the reformed corporation will be assessed, taking particular account of its new 

sanitary powers. Secondly we will examine corporate sanitary activity, including street 

management, sanitary inspection, public conveniences, and one o f the key issues in public 

health, the city’s sewers.

The Reformed Dublin Corporation. 1851-60

 ̂ For details on the Dublin Improvement Act, please see Chapter III.
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The first reform of the corporation in 1841 had advantaged Catholics and 

repealers, and from that year until 1851 they dominated the town council.^ Catholics held 

an overwhelming majority in the town council after 1860, as Mary Daly has pointed out. 

However, in the interim period just after the second reform until 1860, it was a very 

different situation. One of the conditions of the Dublin Improvement Act had been that the 

electoral wards would be re-divided because it was believed that they had been partitioned 

in order to favour Dublin Catholics."^ Consequently, when the first election under the new 

ward division occurred, the liberals and Catholics lost their strong majority and now held 

just over half o f the sixty council seats.^ By the mid-1850s there were still only thirty 

Catholics on the council,^ hence the Liberals, including several Whigs, had a small 

majority, which Daly has described as “a healthy combination o f liberals and 

conservatives, elite catholics [sic] and protestants

Despite the religious and political divisions in the city, Dublin Corporation in the 

years 1851-1860 appears to have been less concerned with controversial issues or national 

political questions than was the case in the 1840s or after 1860. In the 1840s such topics as 

repeal of the union and ecclesiastical rights were often debated at length in council 

chambers, and Daly states quite clearly that the post-1860 corporation spent a 

“disproportionate” amount of time debating broad questions outside its control and 

neglected “more mundate matters such as street cleaning.”  ̂ However, due perhaps to the 

balanced numbers or maybe to a less excitable cohort of councillors, the newly reformed 

Dublin Corporation had few angry or protracted debates on issues outside its direct sphere 

of interest. From the beginning the new city council attempted to dissociate itself from its

 ̂Please see Chapter I.
 ̂Mary E. Daly, Dublin - The Deposed Capital: A Social and Economic History, 1860-1914 (Cork: Cork 

University Press, 1985), 209.
For details on ward division please see Chapter HI.

 ̂Freeman's Journal, 26 November 1850.
 ̂Freeman’s Journal, 3 July 1855.

’ Mary E. Daly, “A Tale of Two Cities; 1860-1920,” Dublin Through the Ages, ed. Art Cosgrove (Dublin; 
College Press Ltd., 1988), 113.
® Please see Chapter I.
 ̂Daly, 1988, op. cit, 130. Please see also Daly, 1985, op. cit, chapter 7; “Dublin Municipal Politics.”
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predecessors. For example, when John Reynolds and Cornelius Dennehy, both former

repealers, tried to get the corporation to draft a petition asking parliament to banish the

Ministers’ Money, councillors of both political tendencies and religions opposed this

action. Sir Edward McDonnel, a Catholic and a liberal, was firmly against the Ministers’

Money but he also did not think that the city council “was the place to decide the

question.” George Roe, a Liberal Protestant, also spoke out firmly against the resolution,

not because he supported the Ministers’ Money (he did not), but because he had been a

member of the 1840s corporation and recalled how angry feelings had prevailed “to a most

injurious extent.” *̂ It was eventually voted by 34 tol3, “[t]hat this House disapproving of

the introduction of any subject likely to involve political or sectarian discussion declines to

1 0
entertain the motion.” Later in the decade, councillor Whelan tried to get the corporation 

to petition parliament to have Ireland’s harbours improved, but again it was agreed that the 

city councillors

ought to confine themselves to the humbler but more practical and suitable 
objects of attending to the improvement of the city, instead of taking up new 
projects of a bold and comprehensive character, with which they had no 
immediate concern.

And, although the corporation eventually agreed to petition against Ministers’ Money, by 

1855 this was a united goal o f the entire council and was not a contentious issue. It had 

become a legitimate council concern when in 1854 the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 

began levying this tax on Dublin Corporation. In any case, the presence o f opposing 

parties in local government was ultimately beneficial, for it has been argued that in other 

cities total supremacy of one party sometimes led to corruption.

Freeman’s Journal, 6 January 1852.
Freeman’s Journal, 9 January 1852.
Dublin Municipal Council Mnutes, 5; 8 January 1852. Maity Catholics and liberals, opposed to the 

Ministers Money, voted in favour of the amendment to keep politics out of the council ch^bers. It was 
hoped that by laying politics aside, they could gain the respect of the citizens at large. For the full two-day 
discussion, please see: Freeman’s Journal, 6; 9 January 1852.

Saunder’s News-Letter, 30 September 1856.
John Crawford, St. Catherine’s Parish Dublin, 1840-1900: Portrait o f  a Church o f Ireland Community 

(Dublin; Irish Academic Press LTD, 1996), 26. The Ministers Money was abolished in 1857.
P.J. Waller, Town, City, and Nation: England 1850-1914 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), 294.



The first reformed corporation’s guiding legislations had been 3 & 4 Viet., cap. 

108 and 109, whereas the newly reformed corporation derived its power both from these 

and two new acts. Theoretically, the 1848 Nuisances Removal Act allowed the corporation 

to perform certain sanitary duties, but because the act did not specify any one group, it did 

not guarantee the corporation any powers.*^ However, the Dublin Improvement Act, 

which incorporated the Towns Improvement Clauses Act, secured the corporation a 

number of new powers.*^ Both statutes were to go into effect 1 January 1851, so in March 

1850 the Town Clerk was ordered to report to the council on the corporation’s new 

sanitary authority and to ascertain if any further powers were required. In his report, 

William Ford determined that it was “apparent there is no city to which a more perfect 

sanatory [5/c] system at a very moderate expense can be applied.” With regards to the 

council’s powers, Ford concluded that once a new source of unlimited pure water was 

procured, Dublin Corporation would “have ample sanatory [sic] powers.”^̂

Thanks to the new acts, Dublin Corporation had the authority to appoint an 

inspector of nuisances, a medical officer of health, and other necessary officers. With 

regards to sewerage, the corporation was now responsible for drafting a map of the local 

sewerage network and for constructing, altering, discontinuing, and cleansing all sewers. It 

could also insist that houses must have drains, privies, and ashpits. Additionally, the 

corporation had the power to “prevent” drains and water closets from becoming nuisances, 

and all certified nuisances such as accumulated filth and water from any private premises 

could be removed and the dwelling purified. The acts allowed the corporation to draw up 

bye-laws to regulate slaughter- and lodging houses and knackers yards, and to declare that 

cellars should not be used as homes. Complete street management was now devolved on

The Nuisance Removal Act empowered Irish corporations, town commissioners, police commissioners. 
Poor Law guardians, and the Parish Officers of Health to carry out the provisions of the act. For more 
information please see Chapter IV.

1849 Dublin Improvement Act, 12&13 Viet, cap. 97 and 1847 Towns Improvement Clauses Act, lO&ll 
Viet., cap. 34.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 19 March 1850.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 9 April 1850.

276



the corporation, and this included the removal of street accumulations, the maintenance of 

paving and macadamising surfaces, the construction of new streets, and the purchase of 

premises to improve street layout.̂ ® The city’s water supply, water basins, and piping of 

course remained a corporate responsibility. The Dublin Improvement Act set a borrowing 

limit of £100,000 to effect all improvements.^^ While this seems like an impressive list of 

sanitary powers, the point is that they were all permissive: the new acts gave the 

corporation the right to enforce any of the above regulations, but it was not obliged to 

undertake any of them.

In order to perform its various new duties, Dublin Corporation had to be 

reorganised. In the past, corporate duties had been allocated to the Law and Lease, 

Finance, and Water Supply committees; however, these basic divisions were inadequate 

for substantially larger corporate responsibilities. In 1851 the committees were re

organised and three new ones were set up bearing the innovative titles of committees 1, 2, 

and 3. Committee No. 1 was initially responsible for all tasks undertaken by the former 

Paving Board and Wide Streets Commissioners, as well as all matters connected with the 

new improvement rate; this committee also created the Sanitary Department to deal with 

nuisances and with sanitary inspections. Committee No. 2 assumed responsibility for the 

Pipe Water Department, term grand jury functions, and all matters of law and lease. 

Committee No. 3 was then left with all financial matters, including corporate debts, 

inherited debentures from defunct civic boards, and the management of various incomes. 

After only a year, it was evident that these divisions were not working, so committee 

responsibilities were again redistributed. In January 1853, Committee No. 1 became 

responsible for all street matters, sewers, dangerous and ruinous buildings, and all officers 

connected with the above works; it was no longer responsible for specific sanitary matters.

Ibid
Joseph V. O’Brien, “Dear, Dirty Dublin” A City in Distress, 1899-1916 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: 

University of California Press, 1982), 17.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 13 January; 24 June 1851.



Committee No. 2 retained its water functions, but to this was also added the Sanitary 

Department and the responsibility for fountains, lodging-houses, knacker yards, nuisances 

of all kinds, markets, and associated staff. Committee No. 3 was charged with managing 

corporate income and property, overseeing all expenditure, as well as the financial

23 *supervision of the other two committees and the corporation as a whole. Each committee 

was to have twenty members drawn from the councillors every December; the Lord Mayor 

was ex-officio chairman of each group.

In March 1851, to ensure the formation of the proper machinery for managing 

certain tasks, the corporation had its temporarily appointed Powers Committee investigate 

the types of bye-law needed for regulating cellars, slaughterhouses, knacker yards, and 

lodging houses. To do so, the committee set about gathering information “with a view to 

the preparation of a judicious and well considered system of bye laws.” Its members 

communicated with the officials “of several localities in which similar enactments had 

been for some time in full operation,” and in order to establish a general idea of the 

existing sanitary state of Dublin, they interviewed Sir Edward Borough and William 

Hogan “whose laborious and valuable exertions for the improvements of health of the 

Metropolis are so well known and so highly appreciated by their fellow citizens.” The two 

superintendents of police, Augustus H. Guy and Edward Dundon, were also consulted for 

suggestions on bye-laws because they were “intimately acquainted with the condition and 

arrangements of the numerous cellars and Lodging Houses for the reception of the Poor.” "̂̂ 

The new bye-laws were confirmed in August 1851.

Along with new committees and new bye-laws, Dublin Corporation also had to 

increase its staff numbers and officers. In 1845, when the Royal Commission on the 

Health of Towns made its recommendations to improve urban standards of living, one of 

its criticisms was that unqualified people were directing civic management;

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 5 January 1853.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 26 March 1851.



In the present system of local government, the administrative duties of local 
improvement acts are frequently placed under the immediate direction of 
persons, who are seldom qualified by any professional education for the 
direction of scientific works. They are therefore dependent upon the 
acquirements of their officers for the necessary skill in the planning, and 
efficient execution of the works.^^

Unfortunately no special skill or qualification was required to hold corporate office so the

construction and supervision of public works were “frequently entrusted to the most

incompetent and inefficient persons.”^̂  The Royal Commissioners highlighted the

necessity of employing people with professional credentials.

The Towns Improvement Clauses Act allowed for the appointment of several new

officers. The appointment of a local surveyor or borough engineer and a nuisance

inspector were mandatory, but the act merely gave the “power” to appoint a medical

officer of health (MOH) if the local government body thought fit.^  ̂ The topic o f a MOH

did not even enter discussions of the new corporate officers, and Dublin Corporation did

not appoint one until 1864.^  ̂ This was especially unfortunate because the MOH has been

called the “lynch-pin” of local health organisations and was often the “dynamic” figure

behind local public health initiatives. In February 1851 Sir Edward Borough wrote a

letter to the editor of Saunder’s News-Letter, reminding the corporation that under the

Towns Improvement Clauses Act, it could appoint a nuisance inspector and a MOH; “I

believe such offices would have it in their power to save to the city many times their

salaries.” After some consideration, one of the Powers Committee’s first

recommendations was for the appointment of an inspector of nuisances, and in April

25 Second Report o f the Commissioners for Inquiring into the State o f the Large Towns and Populous 
Districts, 1845, XVIII, 19. \RQXQdSiQr Second Report o f R.C. on Health ofTowns^

Ibid
lO&ll Viet, cap. 34, secs. VI, VII, XII.
Edward Dillon Mapother was Dublin’s first Medical Officer of Health.
Royston Lambert, 1816-1904, and the English Social Administration (London:

Macgibbon & Kee, 1963), 92.
Saunder’s News-Letter, 14 February 1851.



twenty-one candidates presented themselves for consideration; Christopher Brangan was 

elected by a large majority and Thomas Reid was later elected deputy-inspector.^^

More important than a nuisance inspector was the borough engineer, the officer 

who would be entirely responsible for overseeing the corporation’s public works. During 

the early 1850s the influence of Edwin Chadwick and his “sanitary idea” were still

32
prevalent, hence engineering credentials were deemed essential for civic management. 

Most of the duties assumed by the corporation in 1851 were those of the Paving 

Commissioners, and L.R. Mooney had been the supervisor o f all their works at the time. 

After only two months in control, the corporation decided that he was not able for the job. 

Alderman Hudson described Mooney as a “medical gentleman” who “was incapable of 

discharging the duties of his office in an efficient manner.” Hudson was quick to defend 

Mooney’s efforts but the problem was that “his medical requirements, however excellent 

they might be, could not qualify him for the situation he then filled.” "̂̂ The city council 

was in agreement that what was needed instead was an “experienced engineer” to “manage 

and direct the works coimected with the paving department” and “also the works connected

o  c

with every other department of the Corporation.”

The logical choice for this position was Parke Neville, and he was elected city 

engineer on 7 April 1851,^^ an office he held until his death in 1886. His family had had a 

long-standing connection with Dublin’s local government: his father, Arthur Neville, had 

served for many decades as city surveyor to the former Common Council, and father and 

son had served jointly as surveyors to the reformed corporation in the 1840s. Neville, a

Charles Cameron, Municipal Public Health Administration in Dublin (Dublin: Hodges, Figgis & Co., Ltd, 
1914), 21. Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 7 April 1851. Reid was Honorary Inspector of the Dublin 
Sanitary Association and was described as “having had considerable experience” and that “he knew how to 
go about the business.” Report o f the Transactions o f  the Dublin Sanitary Association, from the 4*̂  June, 
1848, to 3(f  ̂April, 1849 (Dublin: James McGlashan, 1849), 2. Transactions o f the Dublin
Sanitary Association] Saunder’s News-Letter, 25 February 1851.

For more on Chadwick and his sanitary-engineering ideas, please see Chapter IV.
Saunder’s News-Letter, 25 February 1851.
Ibid
Ibid. Mooney was removed soon after the appointment of Parke Neville.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 7 April 1851.



Protestant, came from a family that for three generations had been involved in engineering

and surveying in Ireland;^^ he was an accredited civil engineer and was a member of both

the Institution of Civil Engineers and the Royal Irish Academy. Neville studied both

engineering and architecture, trained for some time in England, and was involved in the

design and execution of many Irish railway works as well as the construction of prisons,

asylums, and churches.^^ His knowledge of his trade was said to have been extensive, and

his obituary claimed that

those who conversed with him on engineering topics, or tested his acquaintance 
with the various branches of the profession must have been surprised at the 
extent and accuracy of the information he would develop.

His engineering skills were clearly respected by the corporation because in 1848, well

before he was appointed city engineer, he was asked to design a new water scheme for

Dublin Corporation."^® By the time he had died on 30 October 1886 at the age of 75, he

spent more than forty years working for the corporation.'^^ Throughout his service, it was

claimed that

he brought all the industry and exactness which were needed for the proper 
discharge of both the routine and special works which he had in hand, and the 
Corporation at all times justly placed the utmost confidence in his capacity and 
zeal."̂ ^

Upon his death the city councillors spoke in glowing terms of his labour, describing him as 

“a man of absolute integrity” who “always discharged his duties in a most efficient and 

praiseworthy manner,” and “[n]o man could be more devoted to the city and the interests 

of the Corporation.”"̂  ̂ On a personal note, the Irish Builder maintained that “his quiet 

unassuming manner endeared him to all who came into contact with him both in his 

professional and private career.”"̂"̂

Minutes of the Proceedings of the Institution o f Civil Engineers, LXXXVII (1886-1887) 424
Ibid.
Freeman's Journal, 1 November 1886.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 19 December 1848.
Freeman’s Journal, 1 November 1886.
Ibid
Freeman's Journal, 2 Noyember 1886.
Irish Builder, XXVIII (1 November 1886), 294.
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As pointed out by Daly, Neville was the most important and really the sole 

sanitary official in Dublin in the 1850s/^  ̂ This was unfortunate, not because he was not an 

excellent engineer, for he was, and not because he did not take his sanitary duties seriously, 

for he did, but because he was unduly subservient to the city council and followed its lead 

rather than taking the “sanitary bull” by the horns and adopting a more proactive approach. 

In Great Britain during this period the cities with the most successful record of sanitary and 

public health improvement were usually the ones that had a strong sanitary leader. For 

example the City of London’s public health leader was Dr. John Simon, and one of the 

reasons why he was so successful in improving the sanitary condition o f the City was 

because he took an aggressive approach to reform and was known to battle with his 

masters, the Commissioners of Sewers, when he wanted to make changes and make 

progress beyond the point they were willing to go."̂  ̂ In Liverpool Dr. William Henry 

Duncan was the main sanitary figure, and he led an uncompromising attack on ill health. 

Duncan was known nationally as a public health propagandist and has been accredited with 

having fought disease in Liverpool single-handedly."^^

Neville was not quite so unrelenting, perhaps highlighting yet again the benefit of 

having a medical officer o f health. Throughout the 1850s Neville presented the 

corporation with several reports, but these were always expressed in temperate terms: he 

put forth suggestions rather than forcibly emphasising the necessity for desperately needed 

changes. His suggestions for sewerage, paving, and scavenging were not particularly 

radical or demanding, nor did he ever profess any strong condemnation of the state of the 

city or of the corporation’s actions: he always sided with the city council and generally 

portrayed the corporation as a conscientious and committed sanitary authority. In 1852 he 

reported that even though the corporation had in the previous year acquired all the streets

Daly, 1985, op. cit, 248.
Francis Sheppard, 7S0S-7S70.- The Infernal Wren (London: Seeker & Warburg, 1971), 269. For

more information on Simon, please see Chapter IV.
Eric Midwinter, Old Liverpool (Devon: David & Charles (Pubhshers) Limited, 1971), 91-99.



“in a state o f total dilapidation and neglect,” they were now “in a generally good and 

efficient state o f  r e p a i r . T h i s  appears unlikely, especially since in November 1853 

several council members complained about the continuing dreadfiil condition o f the city 

streets. Alderman Roe, a longstanding corporate member, stated that he “never 

remembered the crossings to be in so bad a condition,” and John French claimed that he 

“was stopped to-day [5/c] by several gentlemen with regard to the abominable state in 

which the streets [were].”"̂  ̂ Similarly in 1853, Neville suggested that a complete overhaul 

o f the current sewerage system was “most urgently necessary for the comfort and health o f  

the City,” and that £50,000 should be borrowed to ensure that most o f  it would be 

constructed by 1854;^° yet he never pressed the issue beyond that report, nor did he 

reprimand the corporation when the works were still not completed sixteen years later. 

Furthermore, even though Dublin was still a sanitary and health disaster by the late 1860s, 

Neville took a defeatist attitude; “the Corporation o f Dublin have [sic] done all that was in 

their power to improve the sanitary state o f the city.”

This said, Neville was still a valuable officer and a credit to his profession. 

Loyalty to one’s local government cannot be condemned, and obviously his job description 

never stated that it was up to him alone to revamp Dublin’s sanitary system. As well, it 

may not have been in his nature to be uncompromising; he was described as “the most 

modest and unassuming o f men” with a “quiet conversational way.”^̂  These characteristics 

may have endeared him to all, but they did not make for an influential reformer. One o f  

Neville’s many strengths was his ability to look at the city works both as a whole and to 

identify where the major problems lay, what the priorities were, and how best to tackle

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 7.
Freeman's Journal, 29 November 1853.
Parke Neville, Report the Right the Hon. the Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors o f  the City o f  Dublin 

on the Sewerage o f the City, and Proposed Plan for Improving the Same. Also on the General State o f  the 
Public Works Under Their Control (Dublin: John Chambers, 1853), 18.

Parke Neville, Report to the Right Hon. the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors o f the City o f  Dublin, 
on the General State o f the Public Works o f the City Under Their Control (Dublin; Joseph Dollard, 1869) 
2-3.

Ibid, 96.
Freeman’s Journal, 1 November 1886. Irish Builder, XXVIII (1 November 1886), 294.



them. Although Dublin had been macadamising its streets since 1825, when Neville was 

first appointed borough engineer he immediately pinpointed that macadam was one o f the 

main causes o f the disgusting state of the streets and o f the high costs of scavenging. 

Instead of macadam, Neville argued that paving sets, though initially more expensive, were 

easier to keep clean and cheaper to maintain. He also put together a map of the sewerage 

of Dublin by making countless inquiries, pouring over current records and plans, and 

meticulously surveying the entire city.^^ Additionally, he was instrumental in extending 

and improving the city’s water supply, and was central to the development o f the new 

waterworks scheme in the late 1850s and early 1860s.^^

As well as his engineering skills, Neville was also an accomplished city manager 

and was able to work effectively within set limits. Even though the corporation had 108 

miles of streets to scavenge, twenty miles of which had not been in the Paving Board’s 

jurisdiction, Neville still managed to keep scavenging costs down to Paving Board 

levels. Moreover, when the corporation wanted these costs to be reduced again, he re

organised the city’s scavenging districts and altered the proportion of scavengers in each 

area, which reduced both labour and c o s t s . T o  ease the burden on the scavengers Neville 

began posting the times that refuse carts would be circulated in certain districts in local 

lodging-houses and around neighbourhoods, which was initially a very successful move.^® 

It was also Neville who insisted that the Sewer Rate be implemented, and he was able to 

make many changes to the sewerage system within the budget created by this rate. He also 

recognised the fauhs in the definition of the corporation’s sanitary powers, and suggested

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 22-24; 32-37. There will be a more thorough discussion of macadamising and 
|)aving later in the chapter.

 ̂Ibid, 59-60. Neville began the map-making process in 1851, and it was completed by 1853.
For more information on Neville and the Dublin water supply, please see Chapter VI.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 6.
Ibid, 54. The Paving Board spent £9,159 on scavenging in 1849 (slighter higher than normal due to 

cholera) and £8,395 in 1850, whereas Dublin Corporation spent £8,811 in 1851.
Neville, 1853, op. cit., 64.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 47.



the lines along which the corporation might petition parliament “with the view of getting

additional power with regard to sanitary regulations.”^̂

Neville was equally good at supervising the extensive staff employed by Dublin 

Corporation. The city council’s substantial list o f responsibilities required a large number 

of new staff members. Under the terms of the Dublin Improvement Act, the corporation 

assumed not only all local functions, but inherited most of the former civic boards 

personnel. Laying them off would have meant paying compensation, so it was easier and 

more economical to continue employing the majority o f them. As expected, the countless 

clerks and tax collectors were all made redundant^^ (part of the argument for consolidation 

was the reduction in overlapping staff) but many people, such as the Paving Board 

employees, were kept on. The corporation inherited thirty-seven officers from the Paving 

Board^^ including Mooney, two assistant supervisors, fifteen overseers o f either 

scavenging, macadamising, flagging, paving, or sewering, one sewer assistant, five depot 

keepers, one store keeper, two yardmen, and one clerk. As well as officers, the 

corporation also employed a large proportion of the workmen and general labourers who 

“were in the employ of the late Paving Commissioners.”^̂  Since Dublin Corporation was 

required to water the streets on a regular basis (the Paving Board had only been required to 

do so intermittently), additional workers were hired expressly for this purpose.^^

Experienced workers did not necessarily mean competent workers, and many men 

were just not able for the job. With the growing focus on the use of “professional” and

Parke Neville, Report to the Right Hon. the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors o f  the City o f Dublin, 
on the Progress made in the Sewerage, and on the State o f the Public Works o f the City for the Years 1853 & 
1854 (Dublin: O’Neill & Duggan, 1855), 36. All of the above sanitary matters will be discussed later in the 
chapter.
“  Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 14 July 1851. For more information on the argument for the 
consolidation of Dublin’s many local government boards, please see Chapter III.

The First Report o f  the Committee Appointed by the Town Council o f  Dublin on the T'  ̂December, 1850, 
To Report Upon the Powers o f  the Corporation, the State o f  Their Finances, and Their Resources; and Also 
the Powers Conferred by the Dublin Improvement Act, and of the Acts Incorporated Therewith, and the 
Collection of Rates Act, and To Suggest the Best Means o f Carrying Such Powers, To the Right Hon. The 
Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses O f Dublin (Dublin: George and John Grierson, 1851), 5. [Hereafter 
Report o f December 1850 Committee]
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Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 December 1851.



“qualified” workers, untrained and unskilled workers were seen as liabilities. Initially,

inheriting the Paving Board’s staff appeared beneficial, and in his first report, Neville

acknowledged “the assistance and co-operation I have received since my appointment as

Borough Engineer from Mr. Reilly, and the other officers of the late Paving Board

Commissioners.”^̂  However, once Neville and the corporation became more conscious of

what needed to be done to improve conditions in Dublin and the best means of conserving

funds, the staffing situation was no longer satisfactory. Doubts as to the efficacy of the

inherited staff were already being expressed in February 1852 when Committee No. 1

reported that good work depended “so much on the maintenance o f an efficient force of

able bodied workmen,” hence.

Your Committee have adopted the precaution of directing the Overseers and 
gangers employed in the cleansing of the streets to exercise particular scrutiny 
over the physical capacity, industry and attention of the Labourers under their 
control and have strictly enjoyed these Officers immediately to report any 
workmen who may become incapacitated for discharging the labour which may 
be allotted to him, or who may neglect to perform the duties assigned to him and 
beyond this the Supervisor of Works is held responsible for the efficiency of the 
men, their obedience and attention.

In 1853, Neville anticipated replacing many of the overseers “who [were] worn out by age

and service, or bodily infirmity” with ones who were “young and active,” and advocated

that “a more able-bodied class of labourers should be e m p l o y e d . N o  staff changes had

been made by 1855, but Neville still held on to the hope that he would be able to hire “a

more able-bodied class of labourers into this department, as opportunities occur.” °̂

In 1856, the staffing problem came to a head. Neville had not been able to bring

together a professional and efficient team of workers. Because he was so busy, he could

not visit each district of the city or supervise every single function, so qualified overseers

were needed that could be trusted to work unsupervised; “it is necessary that I should have

properly qualified assistants to be held accountable to Your Committee and in whom I can

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 78.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 16 February 1852.
Neville, 1852, op.cit., 25.
Neville, 1855, op. cit, 65.



trust, this has not been the case in this department heretofore.” Neville underscored the 

point to the corporation: many of the officers he did “not consider were qualified for the 

situation they were appointed to.” As for the general labourers, most of whom were also 

inherited from the Paving Board, Neville found them less than satisfactory owing to the 

fact that “a considerable number of them are now after long periods of service grown old 

and past doing the labour of able bodied men.” Showing a surprising amount of 

compassion, Neville insisted that it would be “cruel to dismiss all those men,” but 

suggested that “the subject deserves the serious attention of the committee with the view to 

the employment of many efficient officers.”^̂

The main problem, however, was that Dublin Corporation seemed reluctant to 

spend the money on proper staff. By the 1850s many cities that were successful at 

improving local sanitation and reducing death rates were also the ones that employed 

skilled and competent workers. For example, Liverpool had had an appalling public health 

record in the 1840s, but was able to overcome its troubles and become a public health 

pioneer largely due to the fact that Liverpool Corporation was willing to employ an 

adequate professional staff. Dublin Corporation appears not to have considered the idea 

beyond Neville’s report. However, this is not so surprising considering how little the city 

council was willing to pay its existing officers. Neville himself was hired at a wage of 

£300 a year,^^ while his equivalent in Liverpool was being paid £700. "̂* When Brangan was 

made nuisance inspector, he was given a salary o f £75 a year; Liverpool’s nuisance 

inspector received £150.^^ When Brangan tried to get his salary increased in 1852 to £100, 

his request was turned down.^^ Various requests for salary increases continued to be 

denied throughout the fifties, and when City Marshall Thomas Reynolds (who had been on

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 May 1856.
Brian D. White, ̂  History of the Corporation o f Liverpool, 1835-1914 (Liverpool: The University Press 

1951), 97.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 7 April 1851.
White, op. cit., 96.
Ibid, 96.
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the same salary since his appointment in 1842) appealed for more money, he too was 

refused/^ This can be explained in part by Dublin Corporation’s poor financial situation, 

but this does not explain why in June 1851 the council voted in favour of raising the Lord 

Mayor’s salary from £1,000 a year to a monstrous £2,5007^ Even though it was decreased 

to £2,000 a few weeks l a t e r , i t  was still a significant sum to grant to a man whose mere 

presence on the city council indicated that he was financially well off

Yet, despite the Lord Mayor’s generous raise, Dublin Corporation was not in an 

optimal financial situation in the 1850s. From the pre-1840 Common Council, the 

corporation had inherited a debt of over £220,000; along with a floating debt o f £10,758, it 

had an aggregate debt of £235,054.*° To this was added the Pipe Water Department’s debt

X* 81of £72,000. Corporate income, totalling just over £21,000 a year, came from city estate 

rents, slippage and anchorage dues, and from various charges collected by the offices o f 

City Marshal, Sword Bearer, and Clerk o f the Peace,*^ but these went towards paying the 

interest on the large debt, mortgage interest, salaries, annual revision of the burgess role, 

taxes, upkeep of the Mansion House and City Hall (the home of Dublin Corporation from 

1852), and various other charges, leaving absolutely no money for further debt payments.

As well as longstanding debts, the new corporation had pressing payments to 

make when, after only a year in office, it faced its first financial crisis. In March 1852 the 

corporation was under extreme pressure to pay some £2,000 towards several pending 

lawsuits, £2,800 to a number of former councillors and their widows for loans provided in 

1842, £600 for a government loan, £345 for the re-division o f the wards, and several 

thousand pounds for various other charges, totalling £9,536, “for payment whereof’ the

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 March 1855.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 30 June 1851.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 14 July 1851.
Report o f  December 1850 Committee, 17. Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 December 1851. The 

floating debt consisted of arrears in interest, salaries, tradesmen’s bills, etc.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 February 1861. Unfortunately, only pipe water rates could be used 

to pay off this dek, and as the Pipe Water Department’s rates just barely covered it expenditures, including 
interest payments on the £72,000, this debt remained wholly unpaid since its creation in the early nineteenth 
century. For more details on the Pipe Water Department and its finances, please see Chapter VI.
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83corporation was “very urgently and inconveniently pressed.” In order to pay these debts, 

the corporation borrowed the money from the Hibernian Bank at 4.5% i n t e r e s t . A s  a 

result of the myriad financial commitments, the corporation had managed by 1861 to pay

85off the floating debt, but had only reduced the larger debt to £215,348.

Even though the city council agreed that the “financial affairs of the Dublin 

Corporation have been for many years much embarrassed,” the city councillors, 

conservatives and liberals alike, were reluctant to impose higher taxes, and most agreed 

that the corporation’s financial situation could be reversed “by a steady perseverance in the 

system of economy hitherto pursued by the present corporation without imposing any 

additional taxation on the citizens of Dublin.”^̂  The elevated taxation o f Dublin remained a 

major concern for both city council and the public in general throughout the entire period 

between 1840 and 1860, and in spite o f the consolidation of the several government- 

appointed boards which was meant to reduce local taxation, Dubliners were still paying the 

Quay Wall tax. Sewer Rate, police tax, grand jury cess, poor law rate, improvement rate, 

pipe water rate. Ministers’ Money (until 1857), and a bridge tax.^^ Aggregate local 

taxation equalled well over £200,000 annually, but this was reduced to £177,000 in 1857 

“chiefly by a more rigid economy in the departments charged with the relief of the 

destitute poor.”**

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 8 March 1852. The corporate estates inherited in 1841 had been in a 
terrible financial condition, so “in order to get rid of the great embarrassment and ruinous expense of the 
administration of said Estates” and to prevent further complications, seven members of the city council in 
1842 lent Dublin Corporation £400 each (Aldermen George Roe and Peter Purcell, and Councillors John 
O’Neill, Cornelius MacLoghlin, Michael Walsh, Cornelius Egan, and Timothy O’Brien) to purchase 
judgements debts. By 1852, none of these men had been repaid. Purcell was several years dead, but his 
widow were seeking the money owed and “threatening expensive proceedings at Law”; Egan, Roe, and 
O’Brien were also demanding repayment, and the estates of O’Neill, Walsh and MacLoughlin had also 
apphed for settlement.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 4 October 1852.
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In all probability, Dublin Corporation would have had a difficult time trying to 

increase taxes because of public discontent with existing tax levels. In 1855, the 

Freeman's Journal reported: “The enormous amount of the taxation in this city and its 

increase is naturally attracting a considerable degree of public attention. Scarcely a day

•  89passes that we do not receive some private or public remonstrance on the subject.” 

Concern was expressed that lately in the corporation “[tjhere has been a tendency to 

increase, not to decrease, expenditure,” and the Freeman’s Journal insisted that “some 

general revision of the financial condition of the city is requisite.”^̂  In 1856, when 

corporate income was increased due to the re-letting of the Baldoyle Estate and the 

reduction of some departmental expenditures. Committee No. 3 was ordered to report on 

“how far the Local Taxation of the City may now be l e s s e n e d . I t  was determined that 

due to continued corporate debts and mortgages and the lack of any significant 

departmental savings, “local taxation cannot be lessened.”^̂

Of the large number of taxes collected, the corporation only received the sewer, 

improvement, and water rates, but due to falling valuation levels, these amounts were not 

nearly adequate to finance all the projects that they were meant to. The valuation of 

Dublin prior to the reform in 1851 had been over £626,000,^^ but only a few years later it 

had been reduced to £520,000. '̂^ This was due in part to the fact that the middle classes 

were steadily vacating the city centre leaving little incentive or money to maintain or 

develop property, and as a result valuation levels fell. Dublin would not regain pre-1850 

valuation levels until the 1880s.^  ̂ Some UK cities were able to afford basic sanitary 

management, proper sewerage, and an adequate water supply because of prosperous urban

89  r~>Freeman’s Journal, 2 February 1855.
^°Ibid
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economies and booming building activity that increased rateable property.^^ For example 

in Victorian Norwich, the private sector prospered so there was higher revenue from local 

rates to fund urban improvements.^^ However, this appears to have been contrary to the 

norm, and P.J. Waller has argued that most UK corporations did not have the income to 

meet much needed expenditures.^^ Dublin fell into this latter category and could not boast 

a growing economy or an active building trade. The expansion o f certain British cities also 

increased rateable values, but unfortunately Dublin was confined to the area enclosed by 

the two canals and the Circular Roads.^^ Glasgow, in contrast, was able to expand 

throughout the nineteenth century, and from 1856 to 1911 its rateable value increased four 

t i mes , r esu l t i ng  in more money for improvements. Dublin’s valuation only increased 

marginally from 1850 to the 1890s.^°^

In short, Dublin Corporation between 1851 and 1860 had a relatively precarious 

platform on which to attempt to effect real sanitary or public health change. Its sanitary 

powers were limited, its staff largely unqualified, and its deficient economic situation was 

one of the worst in the UK. Yet Dublin Corporation had the benefit of being the single 

sanitary authority in the city, which made public health implementation easier. It has been 

argued that when civic functions divided between numerous local bodies were usually not 

efficiently separated out, nor well administered. In 1848, of the 187 incorporated towns 

in England and Wales, only twenty-nine had the power to pave, drain, and cleanse streets, 

thirty had separate commissioners to perform these duties, and sixty-two had no public

Daly, 1988, op. cit, 124.
J.K. Edwards, “Developments in Local Government,” Norwich in the Nineteenth Century, ed. Christopher 

Barringer (Norwich; Gliddon Books, 1984), 92.
Waller, op. cit, 291.
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health authority whatsoever. In Ireland, Belfast did not move to single or “all-purpose” 

authority until the ISTOs.̂ ®"̂  Moreover, its public health was said to have suffered because 

its sanitary officials were chosen for their religion rather than their “technical 

c o m p e t e n c e . I n  contrast, Dublin’s reformed city council may have been accused of 

some sanitary neglect, but it was never charged with allowing religion or politics to 

interfere with public health. Hence Dublin in the 1850s was better organised than many 

other cities to take on sanitation and public health. Approaches to public health varied 

from town to town and city to city: some had long-term grand schemes mapped out, others 

concentrated on smaller, daily projects. Dublin Corporation may not have set out any broad 

sanitary goals for itself but, as we will see, it was not ignorant o f public health issues and 

dealt with them on an almost daily basis.

Early Public Health Ventures

Daly has stated that interest in public health developed “somewhat belatedly” in 

Dublin. Compared to Manchester, where the public health movement started in the

1 (\n  1 r\8
1830s, or Liverpool, which had a public health movement from the early 1840s, 

Dublin’s was slightly delayed. However, in contrast with many other cities, Dublin was 

well ahead. For instance, Exeter was similar to Dublin in many respects: it had been a 

large, prosperous city in the Georgian period only to lose this momentum by the second 

quarter of the nineteenth century. By 1850, Exeter had serious problems of poverty, 

unemployment, and destitution not unlike Dublin’s . B u t  whereas Dublin had begun to
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Harkness and Mary O’Dowd (Belfast: Appletree Press, 1981), 200.

Sybil E. Baker, “Orange and Green: Belfast, 1832-1912,” The Victorian City: Images and Realities. Vol. 
II, eds. H.J. Dyos and Michael Wolff (London: Routeledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), 804 
'°"Daly, 1985, op. cit, 247.
107 G2^S.MQssmgQT,Manchester in the Victorian Age: The Half-Known City (Manchester: Manchester 
University Press, 1985), 36.

White, op. cit, 36.
Robert Newton, Victorian Exeter, 1837-1914 (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1968), 90.

292



address public health issues by the late 1840s, Exeter only began to focus on public health 

defects and inadequate water supplies in the 1870s.^^° It has been argued that Dublin 

Corporation by the early twentieth century had signally failed to meet public health needs 

while most other UK corporations had successfully risen to the challenge.^This may be 

so, but in the 1850s Dublin’s approach to public health was unremarkable in the sense that 

it was neither completely neglectful nor particularly pioneering.

There was initial trepidation in Dublin as to whether the reformed corporation 

could carry out local sanitation and attend to public health. Perhaps these doubts reflected 

the fact that the 1851 Dublin Corporation was not inheriting a legacy of spirited public 

health concern. Although the city council had carried out the sanitary powers derived from 

the 1848 Nuisance Removal Act,^^  ̂ it had failed to take advantage of one of the first pieces 

of public health legislation passed in Britain and Ireland. In 1846, in response to 

recommendations made by both the Select Committee on the Health of Towns and the 

Royal Commission on the State of Large Towns, a Public Bath and Wash Houses Act had

1 1 o
come into effect. This act specifically allowed municipal corporations or, in the case of 

unincorporated towns, local commissioners, to erect and manage public baths and wash 

houses, and to borrow in order to finance these schemes. As usual with early public 

health legislation, the act was permissive rather than mandatory. Prior to the act, many UK 

cities had already constructed public baths for the poor. Liverpool Corporation had opened 

its first public baths in 1842 and several more in 1846 and 1851,^^  ̂ Bristol’s baths were

Ibid., 84.
Please see Daly, 1985, op. cit, passim.
For more information on Dublin Corporation and the 1848 Nuisance Removal and Disease Prevention 

Act, please see Chapter IV.
9&10 Viet., cap. 87. The Select Committee reported that the erection of public baths for the poor “would 
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of Evidence Taken Before Them; and An Appendix and Index, 1840, XI, xx. [Hereafter S.C. on Health o f  
Towns\ As well, one of the thirty or so recommendations made by the Royal Commissioners was “that every 
facility be afforded to furnish ample supplies of water to public baths and washhouses that may be 
established for the use of the poorer classes.” Second Report ofR.C. on Health o f Towns, 55. Wohl op cit 
72-73. ’ ’
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February 1848.
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constructed in 1844/^^ and even Belfast Corporation erected public baths in the 1840s,

117resulting it seems in improved public health.

When the Bath and Wash Houses Act received royal assent in August 1846, 

Dublin Corporation adopted it immediately, and a Bath and Wash Houses Committee was

11S "established in October of that year. But progress beyond this was slow. A short-lived

Dublin sanitary journal entitled The Philanthropist took up the issue of baths and wash

houses as its personal crusade, and when no developments had happened six months after

the formation of a committee, it remarked:

Well, is it not a crying shame that our lazy, grasping, jobbing corporation will 
not afford the means of employment, cleanliness, health, and strength to the poor 
of our city, by the erection and the almost free use of baths. The act passed for 
this purpose in August last is still but a dead letter.

The journal promised that it would continue to “flap” Dublin Corporation “every month,

until we shall have roused them to do some practical good in this way -  ay, an unequivocal

improvement in favour of our humble fellow-citizens.”^̂  ̂ The board of the North Dublin

Union was also concerned that no active measures had yet been taken to implement the act

and wrote to the corporation requesting that baths and wash houses be constructed for the

use of Dublin’s poor.^^^

Perhaps impelled by the NDU’s communication, the Bath and Wash House

Committee advertised soon after in the local papers for designs and it offered a prize of

1 __£20 for the winning entry. The Board of Works was also contacted “to ascertain upon 

what terms a loan will be granted to the Council for the erection of such Baths and 

Washouses [5/c].” ^̂  ̂ Plans were easy enough to procure, and in August 1847 first prize

Graham Bush, Bristol and Its Municipal Government, 1820-1851 (Bristol: Bristol Record Society 1976) 
178.
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Farmar, 1998), 132.
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was awarded to John Bourke of Richmond Street S ou th .F inances, however, appeared 

uncertain, and the Board of Works’ secretary informed the corporation that before any loan 

could be approved,

a statement of the accounts of the corporation would be required to show that the 
security offered for the loan, and the Board would also require to see the plans of 
the Buildings etc as usual in all cases of loans.

But Dublin Corporation’s interest in public baths was again diverted and in December,

when no further developments had been made, The Philanthropist proclaimed: “Shame

upon you, Corporation of Dublin!” Professing to have done its best to influence the

corporation, the journal was “determined that, at all events, it shall not be our fault, if

Ireland be not as clean as it is green By 1848, the journal had folded and no other

newspaper took an interest in the cause, so public concern in the matter temporarily

subsided.

Dublin Corporation may have had every intention of returning to the topic once 

the details of its Dublin Improvement Bill had been worked out, but it eventually took 

prodding from the recently established Dublin Sanitary Association to re-activate the

1 0 7
public bath discussion. In July 1848 John Aldridge and John McNulty, Honorary

Secretaries to the DSA, wrote to Lord Mayor Jeremiah Dunne on behalf of the association

and its chairman Sir Edward Borough:

We are directed by the General Committee of the above Association to call Your 
Lordships [5/c] attention to the powers intrusted [i'/c] to the Corporation of 
Dublin over which you preside in common with the other corporations in 
Ireland, by the 9̂  ̂and 10̂  ̂Viet. c. 87 to establish public baths and wash-houses 
and to urge on Your Lordship the very great benefits which the erection of such 
institutions would confer on the working classes in this Metropolis - the 
advantages to the comfort, the self respect, and the health of the poor which 
similar Establishments have produced in some of the cities in England and in 
Belfast must be familiar to Your Lordship and the Committee feels assured that 
Your Lordship shares with it in the regret that the Corporation of Dublin has not 
before used the powers with which it is intrusted [5/c] to realize similar benefits

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 20 August 1847.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 May 1847.
The Philanthropist, 1 December 1847.
For more information on the Dublin Sanitary Association, please see Chapter IV.



•  •  128 to its fellow citizens.

Alderman Hudson, a Protestant and a Tory (as was Borough and most of the Association),

did not like the DSA’s insinuation that the corporation had been unresponsive to local

problems, and in defence of the council he claimed that the Bath and Wash House

Committee “had reported two or three times on the subject [. . . ] [and] had also got plans

and specifications, and had arranged about a site, but they had not as o f yet obtained a

title.” The Board of Works had promised financial support if the corporation obtained a

land title and if the plans were acceptable, so Hudson assured: “That [. . .] the committee

would do everything in their power to promote the object.” *̂ ^

Securing a suitable site for the building proved to be one of the major obstacles in

proceeding beyond the planning stage. Dublin Corporation tried to obtain permission from

the Lords of Her Majesty’s Woods and Forests to use the former site o f the Four Courts

Marshalsea, which was being used as a coal yard and was managed by the Wide Streets

Commissioners, but there was a question as to who actually owned the land.^^° In March

1849 Abraham Whyte Baker offered to sell his estate consisting of “tenements, yards, and

plots of ground and premises in White Horse Yard and Winetavern Street” adjacent to the

above coal yard for £900. It was eventually established that the coal yard belonged to a

Mr. James and that he was willing to sell it for £150. The Bath and Wash Houses

1 1

Committee recommended to the corporation the purchase of both these properties, but in 

April the DSA reported that the corporation’s committee had run into “obstacles, attributed 

to legal difficulties about the title to premises, [which] have retarded what would be so 

great a benefit.”^̂  ̂ Nonetheless, the DSA optimistically believed that these difficulties

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 May 1847. 
Freeman’s  Journal, 25 July 1848.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 12 September 1848. 
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“have now been overcome, and it is to be hoped that the poor of Dublin will be supplied

5? 133
with a sufficient number of these establishments without delay.”

By 1850, the Dublin Improvement Act had been passed and the reform o f the 

corporation was set to take place on 1 January 1851. But Borough worried that the lack of 

public baths was proof that Dublin Corporation was unable to perform its public health 

responsibilities:

The town council had done literally nothing practical with regard to the project 
of city baths and wash-houses, a project which the town council was empowered 
to carry out, and for which a borough-rate might be legally raised [. . .]. There 
had been a great deal of talking about it; but now, for four years, that they had 
the power, nothing had been done, at least not a stone had been laid o f such a 
building.

Borough’s concerns were perhaps justified, considering that three months after he 

expressed his apprehension, the Lords of the Treasury approved a Dublin Corporation loan 

of £13,000, “for the purpose of being applied to the erection of Baths and Wash

1 ^  S • •Houses,” yet no action was taken by the council.

When the reformed corporation came to power it continued this half-hearted 

approach to the erection of public baths and wash houses. In February 1851, when Bourke 

wrote to the corporation demanding to be paid for his plans, councillor John Classon 

“urged the propriety of settling this claim, as it was probable the services o f the claimant 

would not be again required for this purpose.” Although an agreement was eventually 

reached with Baker to purchase his premises on Winetavern Street and was approved by 

the Treasury Commissioners, the baths were never constructed because the Board of 

Works was “not [. . .] satisfied to advance the amount necessary to complete the works.

Freeman’s Journal, 15 May 1850.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 13 August 1850.
Freeman's Journal, 3 February 1851. In 1853, Bourke was eventually paid £200 for his services. Dublin 
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As we will see, denial of financial aid from government was a recurring theme throughout 

1850s.

Dublin’s first public baths and wash-houses were provided not by the corporation 

but by the Mendicity Institute, a voluntary body established in 1818 to help care for the 

city’s poor. When in 1847 it had first appeared that the corporation was not going to 

proceed with immediately, the Mendicity Institute investigated the possibility of erecting 

its own baths on Usher’s Island. Inertia on the part of Dublin Corporation in the period 

1847-51 may have been due to the fact that the Mendicity Institute was making active 

moves in this area and by the time the new corporation was inaugurated, the Mendicity 

baths were almost complete.^^^ They were opened to the public in February 1852 and 

proved to be a great s ucc es s ; t he y  also saved Dublin Corporation the expense of 

providing its own baths.

People came from all over the city and even from the country to use the baths: in 

the first year alone, 19,807 baths were taken, and Saturday nights were so busy that usually 

they could not be closed until m i d n i g h t . I n  most cities where there were public baths 

and wash houses that the poor could afford, the benefit to public health was clear-cut. 

Perhaps due to the success of these baths operated by a body outside the corporation, 

Dublin Corporation’s Sanitary Committee once again called the council’s attention to the 

subject of baths and wash houses in 1854; “Your Committee therefore conceive it the duty 

of the Council, at once, to provide one establishment of the kind for the use of the poor of 

the city.” "̂̂  ̂However, their report made little impact and Dublin Corporation’s first public 

baths were not constructed until the 1880s.̂ '̂ '̂

For a more thorough discussion of the Mendicity baths, please see; Woods, op. cit, 132-142.
Ibid., 135. As a point if interest, John Bourke produced the original bath and wash house plans for the 

Institute, but a second opinion revealed that difficulties might arise if they were adopted Ibid 134
Ibid., 142.
Ibid., 136-137.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 2 October 1854.
The only municipal baths were erected in Tara Street in 1885. F.H. A. Aalen, “Health and Housing in 

Dublin c. 1850-1921,” Dublin City and County: From Prehistory to Present, eds. F.H. A. Aalen and Kevin 
Whelan (Dublin; Geography Publications, 1992) 294.



Despite the minimal commitment to sanitation and public health witnessed in

Dublin during the 1840s, the newly reformed corporation took a different direction.

Temporary improvements to the city’s sanitary condition had admittedly been achieved in

1 8 4 8 -4 9  in response to the threat of cholera, but by the early 1850s these efforts had waned

and the general perception was that the city was in an incredibly filthy state. For example

in 1852 a Parish Officer of HeaUh for St. Peter’s parish reported that the city was in a

“neglected state,” and after visiting Cork, Belfast, and London, he was able to confidently

state that Dublin was “by far the most neglected” and was perhaps “the filthiest town of

any note in Ireland.” He described Dublin thus:

In my rounds of inspection I met with many premises not merely unfitted for 
human habitation by gross and loathsome state o f filth but also from the 
dilapidation and insecurity of those houses which poor unhappy creatures are 
obliged to occupy and which has been greatly promoted by a wretched system o f 
house jobbing which has existed for a length o f time, but o f late years has grown 
to such an extent as to be a great hindrance to improvement and [is an] injury to 
the sanatory [sic] condition of the city.̂ "̂ ^

Around this time, the police commissioners submitted several reports to the Lord

Lieutenant “showing the insanitary [5zc] conditions under which the poor suffered The

Earl of Clarendon, Ireland’s liberal Chief Secretary, was apparently shocked by what he

read. Thomas Redington, the Under-Secretary, wrote a letter to the corporation on his

behalf informing the councillors that “His Excellency has perused the reports now

forwarded with great pain, revealing as they do a deplorable state of things regarding the

condition o f the poor,” and adding that he wanted “serious and immediate attention o f your

lordship and the town council” given to the matter.

In response, the corporation’s Powers Committee gave the following report to the

city council: “Your Committee deeply regret to assure the council that the scenes o f

wretchedness and immorality which the enquiry disclosed imperatively call for the most

CSO-RP, 1852, P 2359.
Cameron, op. cit, 21.
Sounder’s News-Letter, 25 February 1851.



prompt and energetic interference of the c o u n c i l . A n d ,  because of the Lord Lieutenant s

displeasure, the Powers Committee further recommended that he be sent “an assurance that

the sanatory [s/c] condition of the city should be immediately and anxiously considered by

the c o u n c i l . H o we v e r ,  in the months after the police reports, the corporation’s actions

were limited to the appointment of an inspector of nuisances, a borough engineer, and the

creation of bye-laws for regulating cellar-dwellings, knacker yards, and lodging and

slaughterhouses. Brangan and Reid made up the Sanitary Department o f Committee No. 1,

but an actual Sanitary Committee, set up to meet regularly to help solve local sanitary

problems, was not established until February 1852.^^°

For the remainder of the decade, Dublin Corporation’s sanitary duties were

divided between Committees No. 1 and No. 2, but the city council as a whole participated

in the promotion of one local public health project. In the years 1853-54 the corporation

was involved in a campaign to have a new street constructed through the heart o f St.

Michan’s parish, one of the city’s largest, densest, and most overcrowded parishes. During

the 1832 cholera epidemic, Dublin had been struck particularly hard by the visitation, and

one of the worst affected areas was St. Michan’s parish:

In obedience to the natural laws, which render unwholesome food, intemperance, 
over-crowded dwellings, bad sewerage, filth and foul air the mightiest agents 
of pestilence, this deadly scourge of the human race [cholera] established its 
head quarters in this district [St. Michan’s], where all these evils existed in 
an aggravated form^^^

Of the 6,000 people in Dublin who died from cholera in that period, 1,600 were residents 

of St. Michan’s. As a result, in 1833, a public meeting of concerned citizens was held 

where it was decided to build a street through the centre of the parish to open it up:

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 26 March 1851.

Iso
Report of Committee No. 1,13 February 1852, Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 5 April 1852.
John Norwood, A Summary of Transactions Relative to the Proposed Formation o f a New and Wide Street 

from the Terminus o f the Midland Great Western Railway and the King’s Inns, to Richmond Bridge and the 
Four Courts (Dublin: James Charles, 1853), 4.

“Introduction,” Facts connected with the Social and Sanitary Condition o f  the Working Classes in the City 
of Dublin, with Tables o f  Sickness, Medical Attendance, Deaths, Expectation o f  Life, &c.; Together with 
Some Gleanings from the Census Returns o f 1841, 2"̂  ed., eds. David Dickson et al. ( Dublin: Forthcoming).
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That it is the opinion of this meeting that the only safe, effectual, and least 
expensive mode of abating these nuisances, is by opening a wide street from the 
Temple to the Quays, in a direct line through that district, thereby removing not 
only the immediate source of contagion, but also opening a spacious 
communication between the north and south divisions of the cit^, extending in a 
right line from the Aqueduct at Constitution-hill to Portobello/ ^

With the domination of the miasma theory of disease, that is the belief that the inhalation

of fetid discharges from decomposing matter was responsible for causing diseases, closed,

cramped and ill-ventilated areas were deemed particularly suspect as epicentres of

dangerous emanations.*^"* To disinfect such a stagnant environment it was believed that

fresh air had to be constantly introduced and be kept in perpetual motion, like the

circulation of the blood.*’  ̂ “Ventilation” became one of the key public health techniques,

and properly circulated air was said to restore the “elastic and antiseptic property of air.” ^̂ ^

The idea was that New Street would allow free circulation of air and thereby disinfect the

polluted parish.

Ireland’s Lord Lieutenant in 1833, the Marquis de Wellesley, had been in favour 

of the New Street and legislation in 1837 had empowered the Wide Streets Commissioners 

to build it, but sufficient funds were not made available. By the 1840s discussions on 

transferring the WSCs’ powers to the corporation had begun, so the idea of New Street was 

allowed to lapse for a time.*^* However, the 1848-49 cholera epidemic renewed interest in 

the prospect of opening up St. Michan’s from the new Broadstone station down to the 

river. The parish had again been struck by cholera more severely than most areas of 

Dublin; the Weekly Warder reported that St. Michan’s was usually “a hot bed of 

pestilence,” but that during the last visitation “it was so devastated by the fatal disease, that

153 Norwood, op. cit, 6.
For more infomation on the miasma theory of disease, please see Chapter IV.
Alain Corbin, The Foul and the Fragrant: Odour and the Social Imagination (London' Paoermac 

1996), 91-92. • H ,
Ibid., 94.
Norwood, op. cit., 17-20 
Ibid., 21.



the judges contemplated removing the sittings of the courts of law from the fatal

159
neighbourhood to some safer and more healthy situation.”

From 1851 various groups expressed interest in having New Street built. The 

DSA claimed its construction would be “most beneficial in a sanitary and social point if 

view to the poor inhabitants of the d i s t r i c t . T h e  guardians of the NDU resolved that 

New Street should be built because “it would open a very impoverished part of the city, 

and would be of importance, in connexion with sanitary m e a s u r e s . T h e  Quarter Session 

grand jury agreed that the formation of New Street would “prove to be most beneficial in a 

social and sanitary point of view to the poor inhabitants of the district, and the health of the 

citizens of the metropolis in general.” And the physicians and surgeons of the 

Hardwicke, Richmond, and Whitworth Hospitals held the united opinion that the opening 

of the new street would “effect great sanitary improvements in the condition of the 

inhabitants of the poor and crowded districts through which it is to pass.” The

Freeman's Journal also supported the initiative and claimed its completion would be like 

“giving a new lung to the city.”^̂"̂ The Advocate predicted that with the building of New 

Street, “a blessed stream of pure air from the meadows and cornfields of Fingal would be 

thus permitted to rush down through the heart [of St. Michan’s], and into all the aerteries of 

this labyrinth of crowded lanes, dark entries, and noisome c o u r t s A l t h o u g h  some 

argued that New Street would be beneficial from a commercial point of view and would be 

of service to the people attending the Four Courts, the Recorder’s, Lord Mayor’s, and

Excerpt from the Weekly Warder, 3 December 1853, quoted in: Patrick O’Higgins, City Improvements. 
New Street from Richmond Bridge to Constitution Hill. Lord Eliot: An Irish Arms Bill, Alias a Branding 
A ct Lord St. Germans, Lord Lieutenant o f Ireland: A Grant o f £32,000 is not a Loan o f £80,000. 
Deputation, Monday, Dec. 5, 1853, An Irresponsible Body. His Excellency the Lord-Lieutenant o f  1834-5, 
and the Lord Lieutenant o f 1853 (Dublin: J.M. O’Toole, 1854), 34.

Norwood, op. cit., 31. John Norwood was a member of the Dublin Sanitary Association and brought the 
matter to the attention of the group.
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Prerogative Courts, and the various law offices, the strongest arguments remained sanitary 

166ones.

The new campaign to have New Street made began in June 1851 when some 

members of the 1833 committee came together and drafted a circular, detailing the 

potential advantages. The circular was addressed to the corporation, since this was the 

body that had now absorbed most of the Wide Street Commissioners’ powers, and copies 

were forwarded to each member o f the city council. In Neville’s 1852 report to Dublin 

Corporation, he maintained: “It would be of great importance, in a sanatory [5/c] point of 

view, to open a wide street though this impoverished and densely inhabited locality, 

whereby a free circulation of air would be i n t r o d u c e d . C o mm i t t ee  No. 1 was asked to 

investigate the idea, and in September 1852 it reported in favour of the street. In order to 

proceed, a great number of houses would have to be torn down; it estimated that the cost 

would be between £60,000 and £65,000 to purchase land and build the s t r e e t . I n  April 

John Norwood of the DSA had expressed his belief that the Commissioners o f Woods and 

Forests should supply the money for such a street because London was receiving large 

sums to improve its parks and squares; he argued that London “had been adorned at the

1 nC\expense o f the nation at large,” so why not Dublin as well? Taking its cue from 

Norwood, Committee No. 1 also recommended that the Commissioners o f Woods and 

Forests be requested to supply a grant. The city council, despite having statutory control of 

the city streets, could not afford to proceed alone because its Improvement Rate was

1 *71
“exhausted by the current expenses of the Corporation.” Perhaps believing that the more 

people outside of the corporation were involved the greater the likelihood of obtaining

Norwood, op. cit, 37.
Ibid, 28.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 69.

170 Municipal Council Minutes, 27 September 1852.
Excerpt from the Daily Express, [n.d.] quoted in; Norwood, op. cit, 30. 
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funding, Committee No. 1 agreed to communicate with all parties interested in New 

Street.

The fate of New Street was decided at the end o f 1853. The corporation was

serious about taking measures to improve the appalling state o f the city, and Norwood

described the city council as being “composed of men of sterling worth, practically

acquainted with the conduct of public affairs, anxious for the improvement of the city, and

fully enjoying the confidence of their fellow-citizens.” ^̂  ̂ In November, the corporation

drafted a memo to the new Lord Lieutenant, the Earl St. Germans. St. Germans had been

Chief Secretary of Ireland from 1841 until 1845 under Peel’s government; although a Tory,

he has been described as “liberally minded.” The memo asked him to use his influence

to obtain proper flinds to carry out a list of civic improvements. In the memo, the

corporation highlighted New Street as a priority:

Your memorialists desire to bring prominently under Your Excellencys [5/c]
notice, the subject of the proposed new line of street from the vicinity o f the
Terminus of the Midland Great Western Railway and the Kings Inn to
Richmond Bridge, Four Courts, being a work much required for general public
convenience and amenity calculated to promote local benefit
as well as sanitary and moral improvement and which has for several years
engaged public attention and obtained the approval of many in high official 

1positions.

The final draft was not submitted to the Lord Lieutenant until late December, but prior to 

this a deputation of concerned citizens, including several corporate members, met with the 

Lord Lieutenant. On 5 December the large deputation proceeded to the Viceregal Lodge.

A petition was presented “respectfully pray[ing]” that St. Germans would extend his

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 27 September 1852.
Norwood, op. cit, 28.
K. Theodore Hoppen, Elections, Politics, and Society in Ireland 1832-1885 (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 1984), 284.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 November 1853.
The deputation consisted of Edward Grogan, MP for Dublin City, the president of the Royal College of 

Physicians Ireland, the chairman of the North Dublin Union Guardians, the Rector of St. Michan’s the 
president, vice-president, and secretary of the Society of Solicitors and Attorneys of Ireland, several doctors 
Thomas Vance from the city council, and numerous other important Dublin figures. O’Higgins, op cit 3̂  
Patrick O’Higgins had been secretary of the 1833 New Street committee, and he was also part of the 
deputation that met with the Lord Lieutenant on 5 December 1853.
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“favour and patronage” to the undertaking o f New Street and equally that he would consent

177to persuade the Commissioners of the Woods and Forests to finance the scheme.

St. Germans refused to support New Street and made his objections known to the 

deputation on that day. He opposed the idea firstly because he claimed that the deputation 

was an “irresponsible body” not elected by the citizens and because “it is the Corporation 

that is entitled to speak in the name of the people and on their behalf He was further 

concerned, having not yet received the city council’s latest memo in support o f New Street, 

that the corporation did not wholeheartedly support the scheme. He found it unreasonable 

that the 1853 committee wanted a grant when the 1833 one had only asked for a loan. 

Moreover, he was concerned that the deputation “had made no arrangements for the 

accommodation of the unfortunate creatures whose houses would be swept away by this

improvement. ,179

To these objections, members of the deputation made the following responses. 

Norwood claimed that although the city council supported the scheme, it was “thought 

advisable to lay the opinions of influential public Boards connected with this particular 

locality before” the Lord Lieutenant. He assured St. Germans that “in a committee o f the 

whole house last week, the Town Council unanimously agreed to support the formation of

1 fin
this new street.” An unnamed member o f the corporation swore to St. Germans that he

and his fellow councillors had “agreed to recommend to your Excellency the great

1 1
importance of this scheme above all others.” To the objection that the deputation was

asking for a grant, O’Higgins explained: “We ask for a grant, because we think we are

entitled to receive it.” *̂̂  As a precedent, Grogan cited the instance of London;

it is perfectly obvious that a great sum has been expended in the erection of 
public buildings, the construction of parks, and other great works, the objects of

177 Ibid, 4-5.
Ibid, 8. 
Ibid, 5.

180

181

182
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which have been to improve and beautify London, we thii^^we have a just claim 
upon the public purse for some money for similar objects.

Finally, to the question of alternate provisions for the supplanted people, Grogan replied:

* 184“The Corporation will be prepared to enter at greater length into the matter,” even

though, in truth, the corporation had not yet considered the problem. In a pamphlet

published just after the meeting, O’Higgins commented on St. Germans’ last objection and

questioned his sincerity; his Excellency “has declared himself a TENANT RIGHTER!

Hurrah! Hurrah!” and

It is worse than nonsense to affect sympathy for the poor ejected tenantry who 
crowd the lanes and alleys of our towns and cities, and double the poor rates in 
every locality in which they settle, while, at the same time, those who have the 
power to make just laws have made no effort whatsoever to stay the hand o f the 
oppressor, but, on the contrary, assisted in passing a law affording additional and 
unheard of facilities to the rack-rent landlord to oppress and plunder his tenants.

Despite the deputation’s responses to the objections, the Lord Lieutenant was unrelenting

and “refused to comply with the prayer of the p e t i t i o n . W i t h o u t  the Lord Lieutenant’s

support, there was no other place to turn to for finances, and New Street was officially

dead.

Committee No. 1 and Dublin Streets

One of the most important aspects public health was street care, which fell under 

the management of Committee No, 1. With the preponderance of Chadwick’s “sanitary 

idea” that a clean environment equalled better health, the sanitary movement in general 

focussed on developing infrastructures to improve the sanitary condition o f the urban 

environment such as proper water supplies, street cleansing, and excrement removal. 

Hence sturdy road materials and proper scavenging were integral to better public health.

Ibid, 7. 
Ibid, 11.

185 Ibid, 31.
Ibid, 6.

187
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University Press, 1998), 150.
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Committee No. 1 was also responsible for the construction, repair, and general 

maintenance of Dublin’s sewers, but because sewers were such a fundamental part of 

premium sanitation and public health, they will be discussed in a separate section later in 

the chapter. Street cleansing and maintenance, however, were exceptionally valuable 

sanitary functions in themselves; whether the members of Committee No. 1 realised it or 

not, and although they did not possess the title of “Health Board” or “Sanitary 

Department,” they were involved on a daily basis in determining the fate of Dublin’s 

public heahh.

The first year of Committee No.l was crucial: it was during this period that the

committee tested its powers to determine what further powers it needed, and it ascertained

what condition the city streets were in and what range of activities were needed to improve

them. From January until November 1851, Committee No.l met 262 times and “some of

the sittings had been very protracted.” *̂̂  The enormous workload that Committee No. 1

inherited was evident by that fact that on top of the general meetings, a subcommittee of

five members also met on a daily basis to transact business. The committee ran into

difficulties from the beginning because although it had to make decisions and

recommendations about the streets, sewers, and other public conveniences, each time it

wished to proceed with implementation it first needed the city council’s approval.

Committee No. 1 soon realised that the countless daily decisions that required immediate

attention meant that it needed “more clearly and fully defined powers,” and it complained

that a large and important portion of the duties entrusted to Your Committee 
demand a daily decision and immediate execution on the part of Your 
Committee; and Your Committee are of opinion that the public interest would be 
materially damaged by Your Committee postponing the execution of such duties 
until reported to and approved of by the council.

Consequently, rather than clearing everything with the city council first, it was

“confirmed” that Committee No. 1 “shall have power, and it is hereby authorized in the

188  •Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 December 1851.
Ibid
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 21 July 1851.
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execution of the duties confided to it, and without any previous order o f  the council for that

purpose in the name and on behalf of the council.”

One of the results of this was that Committee No. 1 could now work 

autonomously from the main council and did not have to submit extensive reports. It was 

still required to report monthly, but these were more a formality than anything else, and 

they rarely revealed details of what was actually happening or what difficulties Committee 

No. 1 was encountering. The reports usually summed up the monthly work by a variation 

of; “This Committee occupied in the usual routine business appertaining to the several 

divisions of their duties.” Neville’s reports were far more revealing and enlightening.

The first year was a particular challenge to Committee No. 1. It reported in 

December 1851 that it had “felt the arduous and responsible position in which they were

193placed.” The members were completely inexperienced and knew nothing about street 

management, and this caused several problems. They tried to investigate the Paving 

Board’s management system and use it as a model, but this proved useless because of “the 

many new duties devolving on them not connected with” the late commissioners, the 

“unusually bad state of repair in which the streets were” in, and the seventeen extra miles 

that had not been within the Paving Board’s jurisdiction. The committee claimed that the 

possibility of new improvements had been limited because it was working with major 

constraints including, “[b]eing suddenly called on to superintend affairs o f such 

magnitude[;] they had much to learn respecting the system previously pursued as well as 

many needful improvements and reformations to consider and carry out.”^̂"̂  The tasks 

ahead must have appeared overwhelming, to say the least.

Ibid
192
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In January 1851 Dublin Corporation became the proud owners of 108 miles of

Dublin streets. Seventeen miles of these streets had never been overseen by the Paving

Board because they were situated awkwardly between the Circular Roads and the canals

and in the districts of Mud-island and North Lotts and had been neglected; the county

authorities had “alleged that they were not in their charge” yet they were also “outside the

Paving Board Commissioners’ district.”^̂  ̂ The condition of the 91 miles supervised by the

Paving Board was not much better, and the combined 108 miles were said to have been

generally “in a very bad state of repair,” being

chiefly worn out, full of holes, or ruts, and the levels destroyed by the frequent 
opens [5/c] made from time to time, for the purpose of laying and repairing water 
and gas mains, and no general repair having been made for many years.

Therefore when Neville was appointed borough engineer he made getting “the streets of

the City into repair” his first priority.

This was no easy task, especially since the city streets were so neglected, and

because Committee No. 1 had less money to work with than the Paving Board had

possessed, despite having now seventeen additional streets. Dublin Corporation was

empowered to levy an Improvement Rate of a maximum of 2s. in the pound, and due to the

pressing needs of the city, the maximum rate was imposed from the start. Parliament

had fixed this rate back in 1848 when the city valuation was over £668,068; by the early

fifties this valuation had fallen to £534,848 and, as a result, the “funds placed at the

disposal of No. 1 Committee each year since for the repair and maintenance of the streets

has been quite insufficient to maintain them in that state of repair and cleanliness that they

ought to be kept in.” °̂° In 1856, several councillors, concerned about local taxation,

actually tried to get the Improvement Rate reduced to l5. \0d., but Alderman Hudson, a

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 5.
Neville, 1869, op. cit, 24.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 3-4. For a description of the deplorable condition of Dublin streets in the 1840s 

please see Chapter IV 
Ibid., 7.

'^Ibid.
Neville, 1869, op. cit, 24-25.
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member of Committee N o.l, explained that the current rate o f 25. “was insufficient for the 

purposes of the corporation, and that therefore it was utterly hopeless ever to expect a 

reduction of that rate.” °̂̂  Because this rate had been fixed by the government, Dublin 

Corporation had to return to parliament if it was to get the rate increased; it did not want 

nor could it afford another bill. Leeds Corporation, on the other hand, initially imposed a 

borough rate of 25. 4 MAd. in 1842 but by 1867, it was able to increase this rate to 35. 4 

M2d}̂  ̂ Dublin’s improvement rate would remain unchanged for the remainder of the 

century.̂ ®̂

With the original valuation, the Improvement Rate was designed to provide 

Dublin Corporation with more than £60,000 a year,̂ °"̂  but due to fallen valuation levels, it 

only reached a yearly sum of £52,000.^°  ̂ Of this figure, close to £40,000 was levied by 

Committee No. 1. From the beginning, this was not enough money, and by 1856 

Committee No. 1 had accumulated a debt of over £9,000 and was forced to reduce its 

expenses for a time. However, even without falling valuation levels, Committee No. 1 

was not going to have enough money to do the comprehensive scavenging, constant road 

repair, new paving, and street flushing that the city required. Prior to their demise, the 

Paving Commissioners had drawn up an estimate for the paving, cleansing, lighting, etc for

Sounder’s News-Letter, 10 December 1856. The council members that voted in favour of reducing the 
Improvement Rate were Aldermen William Fry (Unknown) and Beresford B. Smith (Tory), and Councillors 
Henry Price (Tory), Hugh Kelly (Liberal), John Martin (Tory), Philip Tagart (Liberal), James Whelan 
(Liberal), Thomas Tracey (Unknown), John French (Liberal). Price, Martin, Whelan, Tracey, French, and 
Tagart were especially concerned about finances and prone to voting against any increased expenditures by 
the corporation.

Derek Fraser, “Areas of Urban Politics: Leeds, 1830-1880,” The Victorian City: Images and Realities. 
Vol. II, eds. H. J. Dyos and Michael Wolff (London; Routeledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), 778.

Dublin Corporation was ahnost bankrupt by 1877, but the Improvement Rate had reached its maximum 
level years earlier. In order to increase its revenue, the corporation attempted to levy a Ad. borough rate, but 
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was forced to reduce its expenditure because it had incurred a debt of £9,148 due to inadequate finances in 
the Improvement Fund to cover its expenses. The committee reduced its expenses by £6,000 to help cover the 
debt, but by the estimates for 1858, they were back up to £42,000 a year.
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the year 1851 in which they calculated it would cost £72, 071,̂ ®* well above their normal 

yearly average spend of £39,000.^°  ̂ In relation to these estimates, even the £60,000 

initially promised would not have been enough to cover all the street work required. Aware 

of the extent of overhaul needed. Committee No. 1 warned the city council in February 

1851 that in order to bring the streets up to even a minimal standard of repair, the “charges 

will be h e a v y . T h e  committee requested £62,623 to begin to address the problem of 

dilapidated streets, and the council agreed to this.^^  ̂ However, the state of finances soon 

disallowed this kind of expenditure and Committee No. 1 had to make due with a sum in 

the region of £43,000.^*^

As a result. Committee No.l had to make sacrifices from the beginning, and in 

February 1851 it reported that “the resources at their command will necessarily compel 

them to omit for this year many matters which the public convenience and wants may

* 9) 213require.” Throughout the decade Committee No.l was only able to perform the bare

minimum of duties and often reported on the improvements it wanted to effect but for

which it lacked the money. For instance, in the summer of 1852 the residents of Thomas

Street and Francis Street were denied road widening because the proposed works would

have cost £7,000. Committee No. 1 regretted its refusal:

Your Committee on that occasion reserved the subject for future consideration 
there being no funds available for the improvement sought though highly 
desirable not only for the accommodation of public trafic [sic], but as the means 
of protection from personal danger.̂ "̂̂

The committee further claimed that there were many more improvements that it wanted to

tackle but that lack of money prevented execution: “The same difficulty continues to

Report o f  December 1850 Committee, 5-8.
Paving Board expenditures: 1845 - £41,540, 1846 - £41,912, 1847 - £38,347, 1848 - £37,162, 1849 - 

£39,388, 1850 - £39,245. Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 3 December 1857.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 February 1851.
Ibid.
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prevail not only in regard to this improvement but to the others of the like character 

recently under consideration and reported on by Your Committee In a similar manner, 

the inhabitants of South Great George’s Street were denied when they applied to have their 

street widened due to lack of “pecuniary m e a n s , a n d  for related reasons, the one 

hundred Dubliners who petitioned for a new street from York Street to St. Patrick s 

Cathedral were also r e j e c t e d . F or  the remainder of the decade, any projects that were 

outside the category of street repair or cleansing could not be considered.

Committee No. 1 had barely enough income as it was to conduct the city’s 

macadamising, paving, scavenging, and watering, and to perform various Wide Street 

Commission obligations. Of first importance were the city’s macadamised streets. 

Complaints about Dublin’s streets were constant in the period 1840 to 1860; the Dublin 

Sanitary Association reported in 1849 “that the streets of Dublin are remarked by strangers 

for their dirt” because of the macadam.^^^ Macadamising was a technique of road 

construction and repair that had been invented in the 1820s by J.L. McAdam which 

involved laying down layer upon layer of broken rocks until a compact and even surface 

was formed. It was a popular technique in the UK in the 1820s and 30s because the initial 

outlay was much less expensive than purchasing large paving sets. Prior to 1825 Dublin 

streets had been paved, but after 1825 macadam was used exclusively The relatively 

low cost of constructing macadam streets was confirmed, but they were ultimately a great 

deal more expensive to look after: they were in constant need of repair and the extra 

material required was often hard to come by; they also made scavenging very difficult and 

expensive. Liverpool’s borough engineer estimated that the cost of maintaining a

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 4 October 1852. 
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 11 September 1854. 
Transactions o f the Dublin Sanitary Association, 1849, 10. 
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 22.
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macadamised road was 56 times greater than the cost o f maintaining square paving sets!^^° 

By 1847 Dublin had more macadamised roads than any other city in the UK, and the 

Paving Board complained to the Lord Lieutenant that because of the macadam “the 

expense and difficulty o f maintaining, cleansing, and draining the surface of the public

ways are greatly augmented.”

In 1851, there were approximately 65 miles o f macadamised streets, and over 40 

miles o f paved roads, lanes, courts, and a l l e y s . N e v i l l e  immediately made the 

replacement of macadam by paving one of his major goals, asserting that “a MacAdamised 

street is the worst that can, by possibility, be made.” He disliked the way surfaces wore 

away too rapidly, the tendency for such roads to accumulate massive amounts o f mud in 

wet weather and, in dry weather, the dust that could only be kept down by constant

•  223  •watering. He disapproved of macadamised roads from a sanitary point of view because 

of

the difficulty of keeping them clean, and that from the absorbent nature of the 
road surface, the liquid filth soaks into it, giving forth a noxious effluvia, or in 
the form of dust, finding its way into the houses, and thereby proving equally 
injurious to the health of the inhabitants.^^"*

By the 1850s London, Liverpool, Manchester, and Glasgow had already replaced most of

their macadam with pavement.

Before Neville could even begin to implement such a programme he had to bring

all the streets, whether macadam or other, up to an acceptable standard o f repair. This

proved extremely difficult, not only because of the “the very bad state they were in” but

because of “the difficulty of procuring an adequate supply o f good material.”^̂  ̂ Finding

satisfactory materials for macadamising remained a constant struggle; there were few

220 Ibid, 31. This was of course an exaggeration, but it is evident that maintaining macadamised roads was 
significantly more expensive than maintaining paved ones.

CSO-RP, 1847, 0 6352, Paving Board Annual Report, 1846.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 5-6.
Ibid., 22-23.
Ibid.
Ibid., 26.

^^̂ Ibid., 7-8.
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sources in Ireland and the quarries that did exist were often difficult to reach and 

awkwardly situated so only small quantities of the appropriate stone could be transported 

at one time.^ '̂  ̂ For example, Committee No. 1 entered into contract with Lord Howth for 

whin-stone, but the quarry in Howth could only reached by boat, meaning that the stone

22S I-
could only be loaded in fine weather and when the wind was right. By 1856, there was a 

critical lack of materials to maintain the roads and Committee No. 1 had to start advertising 

in the papers for tenders for new m a t e r i a l s . B u t  even with limited materials Committee 

No. 1, in its first year alone, still managed to repair quite a few streets; twenty-eight were 

altogether “re-made, the levels improved, or new foot-paths [were] supplied, several of 

which were nearly impassable before.”

By 1853 Neville was satisfied that “both the paved and Macadamized streets are

'y'2 1

now, generally, in good repair, notwithstanding the severity of the weather last winter,” 

but as we have seen, this judgement appears unlikely. There may have been a real 

improvement on the 1840s, but standards were not above reproach. The answer was indeed 

to convert to paving sets, and in 1855 Committee No. 1 began a limited run of paving, but 

this proved an expensive process. Throughout the 1850s and well into the ‘sixties, the 

committee was trapped into pulling double-duty financially: it was paying huge sums to 

have the streets paved while simultaneously paying out large amounts to maintain 

macadamised roads. Macadamising costs alone averaged £8,000 a year in the 1850s.^^^ 

Whether it was due to lack of finances or inadequate staffing, Committee No. 1 appeared 

unable to keep up with the street cleansing needs; the standard o f cleaning remained 

appalling throughout the 1850s. A local citizen threatened to sue the corporation in 1857

Ibid, 8. Neville, 1869, op. cit, 33.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 8-9.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 7 April 1856.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 14-15.
Neville, 1853, op. cit, 57.
Please see above, p. 281.
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when his horse was injured on Bolton Street “owing to the defective state of the 

r o a d w a y , a n d  in that same year a pamphlet was published lambasting macadam and 

highlighting the “numerous complaints in Saunder’s News-Letter of the state of the streets 

in Dublin.”^̂  ̂Macadam had seen its day, and it was obviously time to move on.

Dublin’s street situation was further complicated by the fact that even Dublin s 

old paved streets were “in miserable order” and needed to be replaced. Neville had in 

effect not 65 miles of macadamised streets to pave, but 108 miles; every street in Dublin 

needed work done to it. Despite the labour involved, there was no question that paving was 

the answer to many local management problems: paving in general improved the state of

•  •  •  237city streets, made scavenging easier, was more durable, and was easier to repair. It was 

also more aesthetic, made traffic easier, and was better for public health because it could 

be washed by flushing and often sealed off filthy ground water.^^^ But progress with new 

pavement was very gradual, and by March 1852 only 14,000 yards of paving had been laid 

or paved road repaired.^^^

With the financial commitment involved in repairing and macadamising the 

streets, a large-scale programme of paving was put on hold until 1857. In that year 

Committee No. 1 reported to the city council that it had determined that the only way “to 

lessen [the] expense” of street maintenance was “to pave certain of the leading 

thoroughfares now macadamised Other than money, the main problem proved to be 

finding suitable paving sets. In 1855 Committee No. 1 had conducted an experiment by 

paving Grafton Street, Aston Quay, George’s Street, and Ormond Quay with granite stone 

sets from Dalkey, but they exhibited limited durability, “proving that this granite, although

Freeman’s Journal, 12 January 1857.
R.H. Frith, Macadamised Streets, Compared with Paved Streets (Dubhn: Hodges, Smith, and Co 1857') 

iii. ’ ’ ■’ }>
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 18.
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241
admirable for building purposes, sea and river walls, &c., is quite unfit for paving sets.

Instead of Irish stones, Neville recommended Welsh paving sets which had been

successfully used in Liverpool, Manchester, and other large English towns. The city

council agreed to this idea, and Neville entered into contracts with Penmaenmawr quarries

in North W a l e s . N e v i l l e  went to Liverpool and Manchester to find foremen or

journeymen paviers “to instruct the Paviers now in the employment o f the corporation in

the construction of the new description of Pavements about to be i n t r o d u c e d . W i t h  new

materials and a trained staff, Dublin Corporation began in earnest to pave the city streets.

Its progress, however, was limited, and from 1857 until 1861 only 3 5/8 miles of

Dublin streets were paved at a cost of £25,052.^"^  ̂ Regardless o f Neville’s 1852

recommendation that busy thoroughfares and “all the minor streets in the poorer localities”

be paved first,̂ "*̂  only the former were undertaken. Twenty-six streets in all were paved

with the Welsh paving sets, including Parliament Street, Essex Bridge and Street, Grafton

Street, Nassau Street, College Green, Westmoreland Street, and several of the quays. In

1869, Neville confirmed that

those streets have worn well, and have long before this saved the first cost of 
paving them, besides securing a large amount of freedom from mud in winter 
and dust in summer, as compared with what would have been their state had the 
streets remained macadamised.

However, not all Dubliners were pleased with these small improvements, and in spite o f

the cleaner appearance of these streets, there were complaints. Some felt that the macadam

had been superior because the paving stones were said to be noisier and more slippery.

Neville conceded that pavement may be a bit louder but that macadam was hardly

noiseless, and furthermore that the inconvenience and constant repair o f macadam was far

Neville, 1869, op. cit, 26.
Ibid
Ibid
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 September 1857.
Neville, 1869, op. cit, 27.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 24.
For a complete list of the streets paved 1857-1861, please see; Parke Neville, Report o f  the Citv Engineer 

on the Public Works o f  the City (Dublin; Joseph Bollard, 1878), 7. t' j  y  i:.n^meer
Neville, 1869, op. cit, 27-28.
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worse than a little slipperiness. '̂^^ Another complaint was that the corporation chose Welsh 

over Irish products. The Dublin Builder was quite unhappy with the Welsh paving sets, 

and it argued that granite Irish stones were superior and that Dublin Corporation should be 

providing Irishmen with jobs, not Welshmen. A letter to the journal accused the 

corporation, in their “geological ignorance” of choosing Welsh materials over the 

“superiority” of Irish granite.^^®

Despite the obvious benefits of paving, barely a dent was put in the number of 

macadamised roads by 1861. Committee No.l reached a type of stalemate where its 

finances were so restricted that the Improvement Rate provided just enough to upkeep the 

macadamised, leaving barely enough to undertake the massive expense of paving. Without 

further resources it could not move beyond this impasse. Liverpool, with far superior 

corporate revenue, was able to start extensive paving in 1846, and fifty percent of its rates 

went towards this important o u t l a y . I n  Dublin even by 1869, macadamised streets still 

predominated over paved ones. In the 1860s, Dublin Corporation’s financial situation 

did not improve, and while macadam had long since become outmoded in most UK

253  •  •cities, Neville diplomatically reported that the city’s streets were still macadamised but 

were “in as good repair as the amount of money available for the purpose, and the quality 

of the material procurable for the purpose, would admit.”^̂"̂  From 1861 until 1875, only 1 

mile and 3/8ths of Dublin’s streets were paved at a cost of £7,700.^^^

Ibid, 28-30.
Dublin Builder, I (1 January 1859), 6-7; (1 May 1859), 59.
White, op. cit, 53.
From 1857 until 1868, an average of £8,000 a year was spent on paving, whereas in this same period, over 

£10,000 a year was spent on macadamising. Please see; Expenditure of the Late Paving Board 
Commissioners on Public Works (within their jurisdiction) 1845-1850, defrayed by the Paving and Lighting 
Tax and Watering Tax and Expenditure out of the Improvement Rate by the Corporation on the Public Works 
of the City 1851-1868, Table No. 10, in Neville, 1869, op. cit

Wohl, op. cit., 84-85. Wohl states that the paving of the streets had been accomplished in most towns by 
mid-century.

Neville, 1878, op. cit, 3.
Ibid., 7. In 1875, the corporation borrowed £50,000 in order to make significant extensions to the city’s 

paving.
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Road materials alone did not, however, make street maintenance difficult; reflise 

accumulation was just as problematic. Whether streets were macadamised or paved, all 

Victorian cities had the exact same difficulty: keeping them clean. The accumulations of 

excrement, rotting vegetables, and debris from houses on local roads was an unavoidable 

consequence of urban living, and their removal was said to have been one of the greatest 

challenges facing Victorian society.^^  ̂ Wohl has maintained that problems of street 

cleansing were enormous and that in the 1830s alone, three million tonnes o f “droppings” 

were estimated to have fallen on the streets of English towns.^^^ In order to keep streets 

clean, they had to be scavenged daily, which was difficult, time-consuming, and expensive. 

Neville reported in 1869 that “scavenging and watering are the class of work, of all others, 

which the authorities find the greatest difficulty so to manage as to keep down public 

complaints.”^̂ ^

Most early Victorian streets were “smelly, muddy rivulets,”^̂  ̂but in Dublin they 

appeared particularly unmanageable. For decades, people had had no place to put their 

refuse, so “frequently the whole of it [was] thrown into the streets.”^̂® Neville complained 

about “the inhabitants of the poorer localities of the city throwing the dirt and offal of their 

houses into the streets, instead of into dust binns [sic] or privies at the rear of their houses,” 

and about “the dealers in fruit and vegetables also throwing their refuse into” the streets.^^^ 

Shopkeepers were equally guilty of sweeping dirt and rubbish from their shops on to the 

streets.^^  ̂ The problem was exacerbated by Dublin’s damp weather, and O’Brien has 

characterised Dublin streets as oscillating between oceans of mud and mountains of dust, 

depending on the weather. Macadam intensified scavenging difficulties because it 

absorbed and trapped the filth and made separating useful excrement from the useless dirt

Wohl, op. cit, 80.
Ibid, 84.
Neville, 1869, op. cit, 36-37.
Wohl, op. cit, 82.
Evidence of Dr. Henry Maunsell, S.C. on Health of Towns, 191.
Neville, 1852, op. cit., 46.
Neville, 1853, op. cit, 67.
O’Brien, op. cit, 66.
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almost impossible. In 1847 the Paving Commissioners complained to the Lord Lieutenant 

that they used to be able to sell scavenged manure to farmers for a profit of over £1,000, 

but that in 1846 the manure was so dirtied that they received only £ 3 2 0 . Scavenging in 

Dublin was also a challenge logistically because with so many cramped, closed, and 

narrow streets, it was difficult for scavengers to enter certain areas or to haul refuse out. 

Manchester had had a similar problem, and its congested network of back streets, courts, 

and alleys had long been considered a “menace” to public health. However in 1849-1850 

its borough council was able to address this problem by building new passages through old 

properties to facilitate the removal of scavenged r e f u s e . D u b l i n  Corporation could not 

afford such a luxury.

In 1851 Neville began reorganising the scavenging process in hopes o f making it

more efficient and reducing costs. He divided the city into north and south, and then each

side into six separate scavenging districts, with an overseer in charge of each, “for the

better arrangement and carrying out the scavenging department.” These districts were then

subdivided up into twenty-seven sections, and a foreman was appointed for each

subsection who was responsible for keeping track of his men, the materials used, and the

cleaning progress on the allocated streets.^^^ Neville hoped a tightly organised hierarchy

would be more efficient than previous approaches.

The scavengers were at work in Dublin daily, but to little avail. After only a few

months, Committee No. 1 was clearly frustrated:

Your Committee Report that they have found it impossible to preserve clean the 
Streets and Lanes of certain districts in the Borough in consequence of ashes.
Night soil, and rubbish being thrown upon these streets immediately after being 
scavenged.

CSO-RP, 1847, 0 6352, Paving Board Annual Report, 1846.
Arthur Redford, The History o f  Local Government in Manchester. Volume II: Boroush and Citv 

O^ondon; Longmans, Green, and Co., Ltd., 1940), 151.
267 1852, op. cit., 54. Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 December 1851.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 November 1851.

319



Carts were circulated through these areas to help with the problem, which worked well at 

f i r s t , b u t  by 1853 Neville reported that although they had reduced the number of people 

dumping in the street, “still a large proportion of the inhabitants will not avail themselves 

of this means of keeping the streets and their houses free from nuisance, [and] after the

9?269
carts pass [they] throw out the contents of their buckets on the streets.” In 1851, 134,071 

“loads” of fihh alone were removed from Dublin s t r e e t s , b u t  the supply was 

continuously replenished. By the late 1850s, less people than ever were taking advantage 

of the carts, so cart pushers were relegated to back lanes and alleys where it was believed 

their services could be put to better use.^̂ ^

Due to the extraordinarily messy streets, the soiled macadam, and the increasing 

traffic, scavenging Dublin was extremely expensive, and never seemed to be open to any 

economies. In 1845 the Paving Board had paid £7,000 for local scavenging, and by the 

time it was dissolved, the costs were around £9,000 a year.^^  ̂When the corporation took 

over, its scavenging costs were about the same, if not slightly higher.^^^ Another attempt 

was made by Neville to reduce scavenging costs by controlling the number of men 

working in each subsection, according to the weather and the condition of the area,̂ "̂̂  but 

this had little result. By 1855, a reduction in scavenging costs was said to be “absolutely 

necessary;” Neville suggested hiring two scavenging inspectors to ensure that it was being 

done properly,^^^ and he established weekly returns to be completed by the overseers, 

indicating the aggregate cost of wages, number of carts used, loads removed, space

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 47.
Neville, 1853, op. cit, 67.
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 49-50.
Freeman’s Journal, 22 January 1859.
Paving Board Scavenging costs: 1845 - £7,166, 1856 - £8,594, 1847 - £10,831, 1848 - £8,809, 1849 - 

£9,094, 1850 - £8,865. Expenditure of the Late Paving Board Commissioners on Public Works (within their 
jurisdiction) 1845-1850, defrayed by the Paving and Lighting Tax and Watering Tax and Expenditure out of 
the Improvement Rate by the Corporation on the Public Works of the City 1851-1868, Table No. 10 in 
Neville, 1869, op. cit

Ibid.
Neville, 1853, op. cit., 64.
Neville, 1855, op. cit, 24-25.



scavenged, and combined expenses.^^^ Committee No. 1 tried to contract out the

scavenging, but by the spring of 1856 it had received no reasonable offers, so it continued

on its own.̂ '̂ '̂  Scavenging was finally contracted out to Edward Ramsbottom in May 1859,

but his team seemed to have faired no better: in 1862 The Irish Times carped:

Never, we [.. .] believe, in the memory of the oldest inhabitant, were the 
streets of our metropolis in the deplorable condition that they are at present. The 
cleansing and scavenging of the city has been positively abandoned, and even 
the thoroughfares of Dublin have been allowed to fall into a state of the most 
utter neglect.^^*

The contract expired in October 1867, whereupon Committee No. 1 again assumed control 

of this difficult and expensive task.^^^

Objections to the condition of the city streets were constant throughout the decade, 

but in 1859 the Freeman’s Journal reported that “[t]he complaint about the state o f the 

streets [was] increasing in intensity” and that the reason was “defective material” and 

“imperfect sweeping.” *̂® As usual the paper was sympathetic to the corporation’s financial 

plight, and accepted the city council’s excuse: “well, give us the money, and we will have 

every street, and lane, and crossing, with[in] the Circular-road, as clear as Philadelphia 

city, the cleanest city in the world.” After all, “Corporations can do impossibilities no more 

than Judges.”

The scavenging of Dublin remained a consistent problem throughout the 1850s. It 

did not get any easier or cheaper during this period, but at least it appeared not to have got 

any worse than it had been in the 1840s. Despite efforts to reduce costs, it always hovered 

around £8,000 a year. Certainly, Committee No. I ’s restricted finances must have played a 

crucial role in retarding progress in street cleansing, but the unqualified and unmotivated

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 2 July 1855.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 May 1856.
Excerpt from The Irish Times, [n.d.] quoted in; Dublin Builder, IV(15 December 1862) 326

"'"Neville, 1869, op. cit., 37.
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staff that Neville complained about may have also played a role.^*  ̂ In 1851, Neville 

complained to Committee No. 1 that the scavenging carts were “not sufficiently filled in 

conveying soil to the Depots.”^̂  ̂ In 1853 Reynolds expressed his displeasure with the

scavengers and claimed

he would not be a party to paying men a full day’s wages for a quarter day’s 
work. In walking through the streets they would see these men, who shouM be 
busily engaged, either smoking or idly resting upon their broom handles.

Several districts were subsequently investigated, resulting in similar findings: “In one

department, in which it was alleged that 28 men were working only 18 could be seen, and

in another department near the Bank of Ireland there was a still greater per centage of

absent men.” *̂̂  In 1859, Mr. Justice Crampton insinuated that the only sweeping the

streets were getting were from, “the ample and flowing borders of ladies’ gowns.”

Neville’s continued distrust of his workers suggested that the problem of indolent staff was

never properly dealt with.^*^ By 1869 it was obvious that Neville had quite given up on

making improvements in the area of scavenging:

I believe the work was as well done as the funds available for the purpose would 
admit, and taking into consideration our extremely damp, wet climate, and the 
inferior class of materials available for the repair of the macadamised streets.^^^

Street watering seemed to be the only activity that Committee No. 1 inherited

which it was able to improve. Because the city council in the 1840s refused to allow the

Paving Commissioners access to the city’s fireplugs for street watering, they were forced

to use the polluted water of the Liffey.^^^ The Paving Board could also only water streets

where the inhabitants agreed to pay the watering tax, so it had performed the task

intermittently. Committee No. 1, in contrast, had unlimited access to the fireplugs and was

Please see above, pp. 283-285.
Proceedings of Committee No. 1, 10 December 1851.
Freeman’s Journal, 9 December 1853.
Ibid.
Freeman's Journal, 22 January 1859.
Pl^^se see above, pp. 283-285. Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 May 1856
Neville, 1869, op. cit., 36.
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obliged “to water all streets that require[d] it.”^̂ ° In order to do so, water carts were filled

using the city’s fireplugs, but this was a long process as the fireplugs were so interspersed

it took time to reach one to refill, and moreover, it could often take twenty to thirty minutes

to refill the cart each time.^^^ Street watering was not as expensive as either macadamising

or scavenging, but it still cost well over £1,000 a year during the 1850s.^^^ From March

until October 1853, over 29,000,000 gallons o f water was used to water the streets at a cost

of £1,702; Neville explained that this “unusually large quantity” was necessitated by “the

long continuance of dry weather.”^̂  ̂ Compared to the huge complaints about

macadamising and scavenging, objections to the watering were limited. Complaints,

however, were not unheard o f Due to the low pressure of the city supply, water could not

reach some of the higher areas. In 1856, the inhabitants of Phibsborough Road complained

about the poor street watering, but there was nothing Committee No. 1 could do because

there was “no water a v a i l a b l e . A s  well, a pamphleteer partly blamed the poor condition

of the streets on the practice of watering:

The extra and unnecessary wear to which the streets of Dublin are subjected by a 
summer’s drenching, improperly called watering, is a serious and expensive evil, 
and should be remedied, by placing the entire works required for the repair of 
the streets in charge of a competent contractor.

Many of Committee No. I ’s difficulties stemmed from lack of proper financial 

resources. The city council was not oblivious to this and tried many ways to obtain extra 

funds from the government for street maintenance purposes. In October 1852, when 

Committee No. 1 was forced to deny the request to widen George Street, it stated that “it is 

the opinion of Your Committee that the Fund at the disposal of the Commissioners for 

Woods and Forrests [5/c] would be a legitimate source to look to for assistance in the 

Neville, 1852, op. cit, 56.
Street watering was much improved by the Vartry waterworks in the late 1860s because carts could be 

filled at any of the hydrants in just a few minutes. Neville, 1869, op. cit, 41.
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execution of such City I mpr ovement s . La t e r  that month, two liberal city councillors, 

William Harvey Pim and Francis Codd, resolved that since the corporation’s resources 

were “quite insufficient to enable the council to undertake any” type of local improvements 

and because the subject was of “great importance not merely to the appearance but also to 

the trade and prosperity of the city, the convenience of the inhabitants and in a sanatory 

[sic] point of view,” Committee No.l should prepare a memorial to the Lord Lieutenant 

“praying for assistance in promoting such works in this Metropolis out of the funds 

administered by the Commissioners of Woods, Forrests [sic\. Land Revenues, Works and 

B u i l d i n g s . T h e  resolution was passed and plans to address the Lord Lieutenant were 

soon produced.

The final draft of the memo to the Earl of Eglinton, a Tory,^^^ was completed in

late December, and in it, the corporation described its pitiable financial situation and how

many improvements were crucial to the health and prosperity of Dublin. It explained how

the corporation had inherited a heavy load of responsibilities and a larger area to manage,

and it was also required to pay compensation to redundant officers and make interest

payments on its debts. It highlighted the fact that its meagre income was inconsistent with

the myriad of expenses, and while the members of the corporation and its committees were

tending to the basics, they

have had to consider frequent and pressing applications from Rate payers for 
City Improvements many of which appear to Your Memorialists very desirable, 
and are much required for the convenience and safety of the inhabitants and of 
such a nature as would be highly conducive to the general health, trade and 
prosperity of the city.

The members of the city council sought to appeal to the Lord Lieutenant’s own good sense

and to demonstrate their particular commitment to the Irish Government:

several of those improvements would greatly tend to rescue fi*om decay 
portions of the city which have much declined in prosperity and by opening

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 4 October 1852.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 October 1852.
Eglinton was appointed by Edward Stanley, the Earl of Derby; Derby was Prime Minister of a minoritv 

Tory government from February-December 1852.
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good thoroughfares through the more closely confined and densely inhabited 
localities now infected by with diseases and infested with crime, would further 
provide convenient approaches to public buildings occupied for the purposes o f 
Government.

In order to finance the various improvements, Dublin Corporation requested the £25,000- 

£30,000 that was withdrawn annually from Ireland in Land Revenue; the case of London

was cited as a precedent:

attention in this city has been frequently turned to the use made of the Land 
Revenues of the Crown (a large portion of which has been and is drawn from 
Ireland) by the Commissioners o f Woods and Forests in defraying expenditure 
on the Parks in and near London and in the execution o f extensive improvements 
in that great and wealthy Metropolis.

While not specifically complaining, the memorialists just “respectfully claim a fair if  not

an equal measure of justice for this city as the Irish M e tro p o lis .H o w e v e r , with the

changeover in government in late December 1852 (Aberdeen became Prime Minister of a

Whig-Peelite ministry) it is possible that the memo may never have been submitted.^^^

It would be another year before Dublin Corporation made another appeal to the

Lord Lieutenant, but this time, it was the Earl of St.Germans who was courted.^®  ̂ In

November 1853, the corporation wrote a second memo, almost verbatim to the first one,

asking St. Germans if he would use his influence to obtain extra funds from the

Commissioners o f Woods and Forests for city improvements.^®^ This time though, instead

of just citing general improvements, the corporation included a long list o f desperately

needed new streets, upgrades, and enhancements. Included in the list was New Street,^®^

but it also comprised the creation of several other new streets such as one from Dame

Memorial to the Lord Lieutenant from the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, Burgesses of Dublin, Dublin 
Municipal Council Minutes, 20 December 1852.

In January 1853, the Earl of St. Germans, who had been Chief Secretary of Ireland as Lord Eliot 1841- 
1845, replaced the Earl of Eglinton.

St. Germans, it will be recalled, was the man who in December 1853 had refused to support New Street 
Please see above, pp. 301-305.302 ' r r

The two memos are in most instances identically worded except for the 1853 inclusion of a list of needed 
improvements. Please see Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 20 December 1852 versus Memorial 
presented by the Right Hon. The Lord Mayor and the Municipal Council of Dublin to Excellency the Lord 
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Street, Palace Street, and City Hall to George’s Street, another from Aungier Street to 

Francis Street by St. Patrick’s Cathedral, and an additional one from Cork Hill to 

Christchurch Place. The list also recommended the widening o f many major streets such 

as Grafton Street, Dame Street, and Essex-Quay and the subsequent removal of hundreds 

of h o u s e s . T h i s  memo differed from its 1852 counterpart in that the corporation was

305boldly asking for a grant of £162,582 to cover the fiill costs.

Once again Dublin Corporation was denied financial aid, but this time it was not 

the Irish Government. While Lord Lieutenant had not been pleased with the manner in 

which New Street was presented to him, he evidently appreciated this memorandum and 

promptly wrote to the Lords of the Treasury, explaining the corporation’s situation and 

insisting that the opening of several streets would improve the city’s valuation. Moreover, 

because Dublin was a capital city, he believed that most of the improvements should be

306effected. The Lords of the Treasury were not convinced by St. Germans’ words, and 

had their secretary respond:

whilst they are fully alive to the advantages which would result from the 
accomplishment of the various plans suggested and even the desirableness 
of their accomplishment, they regret that they are unable to comply with the 
request as they could not ask Parliament to grant money from the general 
revenue of the country for the purpose of effecting Local Improvements 
however desirable in themselves.

Not quite ready to admit defeat, the city councillors instead decided that the Lord Mayor

and whoever else was interested should immediately proceed to London to see the Prime

Minister

with a view of bringing under the notice of Her Majestys [sic] Government the 
Memorial presented by this council to His Excellency the Lord Lieutenant on the 
26^ December last praying a grant of money to enable this council to carry out 
those improvements so imperatively demanded.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 November 1853. Neville, 1869, op. cit., 41-42. 
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 November 1853.
Appendix No. VI, Neville, 1869, op. c it, 261-262.
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Fortunately, this exchange never took place, but in a last bid to obtain Woods and Forests

money that they so craved, councillors John Whelan and John French moved “[t]hat a

committee be appointed to prepare a Petition to Parliament for an equivalent for the

revenue of the Irish Woods and Forests (now a part of the general finances of the country

to be applied for the improvement of our Towns and Cities).” It was agreed that

Committee No. 2 should look into this, but nothing further came of it. °̂^

Attempts to wrest money from the government did not stop after these rejections,

and the corporation seemed determined to find additional resources. In 1855, several city

councillors devised a new plan of attack. The local police force was financed by the

government, supplemented by £9,000 collected as fees for licensing hackney carriages and

other vehicles. The corporation felt that the police did not deserve government money and

licensing fees, so in January of that year, Reynolds and Roe moved that the town clerk

prepare a new petition for the Lord Lieutenant,

praying an Act of Parliament may be passed transferring the income derived 
fi-om Hackney Carriages and all other vehicles licensed, from the Police fund to 
the Borough Fund in order to enable the council to carry out more effectually the 
Paving, Cleansing and lighting of the city.^^°

A deputation of the corporation met with St. Germans in late January, where members of

the city council presented him with a petition explaining the usual corporate grievances

(too many duties, large territory to cover, inadequate borough rate, etc) and underscoring

what was commonplace by then:

That for the reasons already stated the paving, cleansing and lighting of the city 
of Dublin is at present in a most unsatisfactory state and must remain in that 
condition until a much larger income than they now possess for those purposes 
is placed at the disposal of the council.

The corporation proposed transferring vehicle licensing fees to the borough flind “for

paving, cleansing and lighting purposes” and asked St. Germans for his support in the

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 3 May 1854.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 January 1855. Roe was a liberal-Protestant and Reynolds was a 

li^ral-Catholic, former repealer, and a one time MP for the City of Dublin.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 1 February 1855.
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matter. For surety, parliament was also similarly p e t i t i o n e d . O n c e  again, St. Germans 

was more than willing to comply, and he wrote to the Lords o f the Treasury for a second 

time on the corporation’s behalf However, once more, “their Lordships d[id] not feel

313
justified in complying with the request of the memorialists.”

It was not until 1857 that the corporation again took up the matter with any

serious intent, and a report by a special committee on local taxation insisted that the fiinds

derived from carriage rents, fines, and pawnbrokers’ licenses “ought to be paid into the

Borough Fund in aid o f the Paving, Cleansing, and Lighting o f the City.”^̂ "̂  This was again

asserted on the grounds of the corporation’s need and extreme poverty, and it was further

justified on the basis that Dublin, with a population of 250,000 people had a police force of

806 men at a cost of £53,602 a year, whereas Manchester, with its population o f over

400,000, had a police force of 462 men at a cost of £25,414.^^^ Dublin Corporation

wanted the size and cost of the city’s police force reduced and the extra money made

available for use by Committee No. 1. The Earl of Carlisle, a liberal and former Chief

Secretary o f Ireland, was petitioned as was St. Germans two years previous. Carlisle was

appointed under Palmerston’s Liberal ministry, and although he was well acquainted with

Irish matters, he was said to have been “past his prime” by the mid-1850s.^^^ Nothing came

of the corporation’s petition. By 1861, carriage rents, fines, and pawnbrokers’ licensing

amounted to a sizeable £16,000 that the corporation wanted desperately. The Earl o f

Carlisle was petitioned anew but by now he was weary of the request:

I do not consider it to be part of my duty to raise questions on this occasion how 
for some of the grievances of which you complain might be met by 
counteracting considerations, but I shall think myself bound to recommend the 
entire circumstances of the case to the careful and cordial attention of Her

317Majesty’s Government.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 5 March 1855. 
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 16 January 1857. 
Ibid
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This was the city’s last request along these lines, and after its failure, the corporation 

shifted its tactics and began to apply for boundary extensions and local revaluation as a 

way to increase corporate revenue.

In many senses the corporation’s commitment to increasing its resources was 

admirable. It was unwilling to tax the citizens further, but with a stagnant Improvement 

Rate it needed extra money to do basic improvements. It was clearly looking for the extra 

money to improve local scavenging, paving, and cleansing, and sought these sums for 

justifiable reasons rather than for grandiose, uncertain plans. Moreover it needed 

supplementary rates not because it had misspent its existing budget but because it had 

inherited an enormous debt, had little corporate income fi’om municipal estates, and had a 

statutorily limited Improvement Rate. Rather than ignoring the street crisis, the 

corporation searched for a means of redress. However, on the other hand, the corporation 

refused to consider what most other cities had to do in order to effect improvements: 

borrow the money. The Dublin Improvement Act allowed the corporation to borrow a 

maximum of £100,000 on the security of local rates,^^* but this fact was never mentioned 

in discussions of corporate finance at this time. Perhaps because of large corporate debt 

the city council would have had real difficulty in negotiating an improvement loan, but it 

did not even try. Was Dublin Corporation therefore serious about sanitation? The 

councillors knew that the city needed additional resources to conduct local management 

properly, but while they would beg and plead with various Lord Lieutenants and 

parliament for “free” money, whining about the appalling state of Dublin, they steadfastly 

refused to add to the existing debt. By contrast Leeds Corporation could boast an 

impressive public health record in the Victorian period, and although it increased its 

borough debt from £15,000 in 1842 to £800,000 by 1867, it succeeded in providing the city

12&13 Viet., cap. 97, sec. XXVI.



with a sewage scheme, improved the water supply, and gas service, and it dealt properly

319with slaughterhouses, lodging houses, and street cleansing.

Committee No. 2 and the Sanitary Department

It was actually Committee No. 1 which established the Sanitary Department in

1851, but at that time the committees were in a fluid state as to their individual

responsibilities. It took some trial and error before the committees and the city council

were satisfied with the allocation of tasks, and several changes were made in the opening

years of the 1850s. For instance, one of the main sources of conflict between the Paving

Board and the former corporation had been the fact that the Paving Board had control of

the fountains while the corporation controlled the water s u p p l y . W h e n  the new

committees were formed in 1851, this basic division of function was maintained since

Committee No. 1 inherited the Paving Board’s powers en bloc. With the continuation of

this division of powers, the problems of the 1830s and ‘forties were perpetuated, and a lack

of internal communication affected the level of attention devoted to fountains. Neville

immediately realised the mistake and recommended that the “care and maintenance” of the

fountains should be

transferred to No. 2 Committee, who have charge of the water-works of the 
City, as their repairs could be much more effectually and economically carried 
out, under the care of your supervisor of water-works, and his workmen.^^^

This transfer was agreed soon after. Similarly, in January 1853, control of the Sanitary

Department was transferred from Committee No. 1 to Committee No. 2, presumably

because the former was overwhelmed by its responsibilities for street care, while the

Fraser, op. cit., 778. 
Please see Chapter II. 
Neville, 1852, op. cit, 58.



latter’s only other responsibility was the pipe water department, which had been running

322smoothly for decades.

The Sanitary Department was regulated by the Sanitary Committee, which was a 

subcommittee of ten members established to meet regularly for the

examination of the various applications arising thereon the devising of sanatory 
[5/c] measures and consideration of the most effectual means for putting in form 
of the provisions of the law for the regulation of slaughter houses, lodging 
houses, knackers yards, cellars, the suppression of miscellaneous nuisances and 
the promotion of public health.^^^

The Sanitary Department initially consisted of Brangan, the Nuisance Inspector, and Reid,

his assistant.^ '̂* The two inspectors’ main concerns were to abate reported nuisances and to

register and regulate all lodging houses, slaughterhouses, and cellars.^^^ In 1854, Brangan

and Reid’s respective duties were delineated “with a view to a more efficient discharge of

sanitary duties.” Reid became strictly the inspector of bone and manure yards, lodging

houses, and cellars, in order to enable Brangan “more efficiently to attend to slaughter

yards and to the general cleanliness and sanitary regulations o f the city.”^̂  ̂ From 1853

onwards. Sir Drury Jones Dickinson, as secretary of Committee No. 2, assumed the head of

the Sanitary Department, and along with his clerk and the two inspectors, they carried out

Dublin’s public health administration for the remainder of the decade.^^^

While these four men were the sole paid employees of the Sanitary Department,

they did not work alone. Dublin Corporation’s overseers were specifically instructed to

report all cases of nuisances to the city c o u n c i l . T h e  police nuisance inspectors were also

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 5 January 1853. Thanks primarily to the quality and the longevity of 
the Pipe Water Department staff, this portion of Dublin Corporation conducted business with relatively few 
problems. However, while the administration may have been problem-free, this excluded the actual quality 
and quantity of the water produced, which was becoming more suspect by the late 1840s. For more 
information, please see Chapter VI.
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instrumental in helping to enforce sanitary laws; they assisted with the inspection of

•  329lodging and slaughterhouses and with the regulation of day-to-day sanitary duties. 

Neville in particular praised their services: “the police have been most efficient and 

zealous in assisting to forward and promote cleanliness and the abatement of nuisances in 

the dwellings of the poor.”^̂ ° The Sanitary Department also received the uninvited 

"assistance" of the Dublin Sanitary Association. When Committee No. 1 still held the 

city’s sanitary responsibilities, Borough was constantly sending memorials complaining of 

nuisances, demanding “a return of what has been done by the Inspr. of Nuisances since 

his appointment,”^̂  ̂ asking for “a return of the sanitary duty carried out by the Town 

C o u n c i l , o r  pointing out the state of city cellars.̂ "̂*

Despite weekly meetings and the work of Brangan and Reid, Dublin 

Corporation’s Sanitary Department did not have a good reputation. Starting in 1851, the 

numbers of reported (and subsequently abated) nuisances were rising. For example, in 

December 1851, 157 cases of defective drainage, accumulations of nuisances, and similar 

complaints “of a character prejudicial in a sanitary view” were submitted to the Sanitary 

Department, and 128 were a b a t e d . B y  1853, while Dublin was certainly no dirtier, the 

returns were much higher. In April 1853, 257 nuisances were reported and 255 were 

abated; in May the proportion was 266 out of 310.”  ̂However, a few white-washed walls 

and covered cesspools did not a clean city make, and by 1853 the Freeman's Journal was 

less than impressed with the results of the corporation’s sanitary endeavours: “We repeat 

our demand on the Lord Mayor for action -  real bonafide business action. We want to have

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 5 June 1854.
Neville, 1855, op. cit, 36.
8-9 April 1851, Proceedings of Committee No. 1.
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cleanliness the rule not the excep tion .B orough  was further dissatisfied and “stated that 

for his own part he had great doubts of the capability of the sanitary section of the 

corporation for doing that work, looking to former experience as a guide.”^̂ *

The city council was concerned that its sanitary work was not being recognised, 

and the Catholic Lord Mayor, Sir Edward McDonnel, suggested the problem was that the 

Sanitary Committee was too restrained in publicising its accomplishments. In order to 

keep the public better informed McDonnel recommended that weekly reports of the 

Sanitary Committee be published in the local papers.^^^ Consequently, from May 1854 the 

weekly transactions of the Dublin Corporation Sanitary Committee appeared regularly in 

the Freeman's Journal and in Saunder’s News-Letter. A typical meeting was conducted as 

such: there were usually between six and ten members present; the same person hardly 

ever chaired twice in a row - so it can only be assumed that the rule of the “last man to 

enter the room chaired the meeting” was enforced, which was a common procedure in the 

absence of an official chairman. The committee usually heard various reports including 

those from Brangan and Reid on nuisances, slaughter- and lodging houses, and cellars, the 

police inspectors’ nuisance report, and the fever hospital returns. After the reports, 

decisions would be made as to which nuisances to abate, which slaughterhouses to revisit, 

and which fever patients’ homes needed whitewashing. Other than the standard reports, 

the committee would also hear specific citizen complaints such as the state of the Liffey, 

unabated nuisances, and the want of public urinals.̂ '̂ ®

Meeting concurrently with the Dublin Corporation Sanitary Committee was the 

Dublin Sanitary Association, which had established itself in 1848 under the chairmanship

Freeman’s Journal, 21 September 1853.
Sounder’s  News-Letter, 2 May 1854.
Ibid.
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of Borough. '̂*  ̂ While the corporation’s Sanitary Committee usually met on Fridays, the 

DSA met regularly on Wednesdays. Dublin Corporation and the DSA had managed to 

work together fairly civilly in the late 1840s to implement the Nuisance Removal Act and 

to protect the city from cholera, but it had always been a tense relationship, which finally 

snapped in the 1850s. The DSA believed that the corporation had “a sort of jealously to 

that association,” whereas the corporation insisted that it was “far from feeling jealousy 

towards Sir Edward” and that it was actually thankfiil “for the exertions made by him to 

organise and carry out sanitary measures before the year 1851 Dublin Corporation 

clearly felt that the DSA’s time had passed and that it should now back off. Nonetheless 

the Association, with no statutory powers, continued to “oversee” the city’s sanitation, and 

Borough was a frequent correspondent with the corporation.Nonsensically, the DSA 

were given the same police reports and the fever hospital returns as was the corporation’s 

sanitary committee, and apparently it had its own inspector of lodging and 

slaughterhouses.However, with no existing rights and no source of income, it is unclear 

what the DSA did with this information. Its meetings became less frequent by 1856, but it 

reappeared to “help” with the city’s water supply question in the late 1850s.̂ '̂ ^

The main crisis that the Sanitary Committee had to face in its early years was the 

threat of cholera in 1853-1854. When Committee No. 1 was still responsible for the 

Sanitary Department in 1852, it began to take active measures “owing to the apprehended 

visitation to this city of cholera,” and it directed its various officers to use “the greatest 

vigilance and most strenuous exertions in the promotion of cleanliness.” Even after the 

Sanitary Department was transferred to Committee No. 2, Committee No. 1 assured the 

city council that “special attention” was being given to scavenging because of “the

For more information on the Dublin Samtary Association, please see Chapter IV.
Sounder’s News-Letter, 3 May 1854.
Sounder’s News-Letter, 9 May 1854. [emphasis mine]
Please see p. 332.
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apprehended approach of cholera For its part, Committee No. 2 attempted to take

every precaution against cholera, and in October 1853 it reported that “the city was never

in a better state of cleanliness,” but that to maintain such conditions “certain localities

should be flushed and scavenged at an early hour each day,” the number of sanitary staff

should be increased, and that a “house to house” examination be proceeded with. '̂^  ̂ The

Royal College of Physicians was also consulted for advice, but their suggestions were

commonsense by then; improved sewerage, extended water supplies, removal of all

nuisances, the prevention of overcrowding, and avid white-washing with burnt lime.^^° In

November 1853 Committee No. 2 reported triumphantly

that under Providence the rumoured approach of cholera has been without 
foundation and have pleasure in reporting that the city continues in a healthy 
condition and is improved and improving in cleanliness arising from united

•  ^51sanitary arrangements.

The city council, the various Parish Officers of Health, and the police inspectors 

did their best to follow the RCP’s guidelines, and as a result, Dublin was not badly hit by 

cholera. The death rate was considerably lower than in 1849, and much lower than in other 

prominent UK cities. It has been estimated that during the 1853-1854 epidemic, 24,000 

people died in England, 10,738 in London alone. In Ireland, only 2,606 people died 

from cholera altogether,^^'^ which was a considerable decline from the 1848-1849 

epidemic. Neville credited this to the combined work of the police and the Sanitary 

Department: “to the joint exertions o f both may be attributed, under Divine Providence, the
c  c

comparative immunity of the city from cholera.” Improved local sanitation probably 

helped to fend off the worst of the visitation, but Dublin’s water supply was perhaps 

instrumental as well. Cholera, being a waterborne disease, was often passed through

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 November 1853.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 8 December 1853.
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sewage-polluted drinking water. In London the eight water companies drew their water 

supplies primarily from the Thames which was also the main city sewer, or from other 

rivers, such as the Lea, which was just as polluted.^^^ As a result, cholera struck the greater 

London area particularly hard. In Dublin the sewers emptied freely into the Liffey, but the 

city’s main water supply came from the canals, and while the canals were by no means 

pure or unpolluted their exposure to sewage was limited, and as a result they were 

relatively uncontaminated.

For the remainder of the decade, the Sanitary Department’s main concerns were 

regulating cellars, lodging houses, markets, and slaughterhouses, erecting urinals, and 

abating nuisances. In overcrowded cities, one of the most common forms of 

accommodation for the working classes were cellars, and they were usually cheaper than 

other types of rooms. They were also more insanitary than regular tenements because, 

with inadequate street drainage, polluted water and human waste flowed into them and 

they became a form of “residual sewer.” Naturally, this meant that they were also “at all

^  c  o

times a fruitful source of disease.” Consequently they became a main focus of public 

health reforms. By 1851, despite their reputation as black-spots for disease, there were
  *3 C Q

over 5,000 people in Dublin living in cellar-dwellings. Under the terms of the Towns 

Improvement Clauses Act, Dublin Corporation could close the worst of the city’s cellars 

and order them to be ahered to meet the required safety standards. After the police 

carried out a preliminary survey of the local cellars. Committee No. 1 concluded that “a 

great number of cellars wholly unfitted for human dwelling places continue to be used.”^ ‘̂ 

Accordingly, the Sanitary Department closed 297 of the worst offenders, including ones in
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Townsend Street, Church Street, Bow Street, and Meath Street.^^  ̂ By 1853, over 1,200

363cellars had been closed; in 1858 Committee No. 2 reported that it had constantly 

monitored 2,500 cellars to ensure that they were not being used again as dwellings for the 

poor.̂ "̂̂  This activity was carried on into the 1860s; in 1864 Dublin Corporation’s Medical 

Officer of Health, E.D. Mapother, reported that “[i]ncalculable good has been done by the 

corporation having closed over 3,000 cellars.”^̂ ^

Almost as bad as cellar-dwellings were Dublin’s unregulated lodging houses 

which also came under attack in the early 1840s for being insanitary, poorly ventilated, and

366dens of fever. There were thousands of lodging houses in all major cities for, as 

Glasgow’s MOH explained, their popularity lay in the fact that they were the quickest and 

surest way for a property owner to make a fortune.^^^ Dublin was no exception: in March 

1851 it was reported that Dublin “abound[ed]” with numerous lodging houses for the 

poor. A police report stated that their sanitary conditions were so bad that they 

demonstrated “the absolute necessity for immediate exercise of the authority now vested in 

the council.” The corporation’s bye-laws for registering and regulatmg lodgmg houses 

were put in force in August 1851; these were mainly provisions for registering and 

disinfecting lodging houses and for preventing overcrowding. In 1854 the Sanitary 

Committee reported that it was having difficulties in carrying out these bye-laws because 

of “defects in the Acts of Parliament.” After this, little was done to redress the defects, 

and the end result was merely a register of individual lodging houses and a programme of
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* 371some white-washing. Committee No. 2 simply had to make do, and it did. In November 

1855 it reported that the city’s lodging houses were now “clean and regular.”^̂ ^

Few improvements appear to have been made in the areas of markets and 

slaughterhouses. For many years their conditions had been a cause of public health 

concern. In 1848, after a preliminary inquiry into the state of Dublin, two surveying 

officers reported that “[tjhere are great evils in the present system of conducting business 

in these markets,” notably “the existence of great nuisances within their limits, highly 

injurious to the neighbourhood in which they are placed, and to the citizens at l a r g e . I n  

that same year, the Dublin Quarterly Journal o f Medical Science complained that one of 

the causes of Dublin’s high death rate was the “effluvia of organic putrefaction” that was 

escaping from the filthy slaughterhouses situated in the immediate vicinity of people’s
' i n  A

homes. Regulating the markets was not a priority until the 1860s when a new cattle 

market was built. Slaughterhouses were dealt with somewhat sooner, but this consisted 

mainly registration and perhaps the occasional inspection. Aalen has argued that attempts

'xnfito regulate the numerous slaughterhouses “had little effect.” Nonetheless, in 1853 

Neville reported “that all the slaughter houses are kept clean and are properly paved, 

sewered, and have supplies of water conveniently situated.” As the example of Dublin’s 

streets showed, it was common for Neville and the corporate committees to somewhat

Aalen, op. cit., 291. Jacinta Prunty, Dublin Slums, 1800-1925: A Study in Urban Geography (Dublin; 
The Irish Academic Press, 1998), 70.
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Improvement Report of the Commissioners o f  Her Majesty's Woods, Forests, Land Revenues, Works and 
Buildings, Enclosing the Report of the Surveying Officers Appointed Under the Above Act, 1847-48, XXXI, 
13.
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over-state the salubriousness of the activities under the responsibility. The Weekly Warder 

insisted that most slaughterhouses and boneyards were encumbered “with filth, and an 

accumulation of putrid matter, [from] whence the most unwholesome effluvia constantly 

emanate[d].”^̂ ^

In the winter of 1856 doubt was cast upon the corporation’s glowing reports of

slaughterhouses conditions. In November, the Dublin Corporation Sanitary Committee

“received a communication to the effect that the reports heretofore made as to the state of

the slaughter-houses were not borne out of fact.” The memo specifically called the

committee’s attention to the ones in Blackball Row, Fisher’s Lane, Bull Alley, Drury Lane,

Joseph’s Lane, and Moore Street and asked that they be inspected on any given Friday.^^^

In order to follow up to this complaint, Brangan, Reid, and the deputy clerk of the market,

Edward Browne (all corporate employees), visited the slaughterhouses in Patrick Street,

Bull Alley, Blackball Row, and Thomas Street and, predictably, they “found them

perfectly clean and in good o r d e r . T h i s  contrasted sharply with a report given several

years later in the Dublin Builder which had stated that everyday in Dublin 69 heads of

cattle, 274 sheep and lamb, and 165 pigs were slaughtered in Dublin, and the sights to

behold in these slaughterhouses on business days:

nothing can exceed the objectionable nature of the mode of operation, of the 
poisonous smells in crowded localities, and of the demoralizing publicity with 
which the whole affair is conducted. [. . .] blood is poured along the streets into 
the open gutters and sewers. All the other offensive relics of the slaughtering are 
scattered about in the lanes and yards.

By 1869, the poor conditions of the slaughterhouses could no longer be ignored, and even

Neville reneged on his earlier reports and complained that the 106 slaughterhouses across

the city were

in most instances, of the worst and most disgusting description, located in 
confined, thickly-inhabited, and unwholesome places and affording sights to the

Excerpt from the Weekly Warder, 3 December 1853 quoted in; O’Higgins, op. c it , 33-34.
Sounder’s News-Letter, 3 November 1856.
Saunder's News-Letter, 10 November 1856.
Dublin Builder, III (15 February 1861), 431.
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young of the worst and most debasing character.^*^

To rectify the situation, Neville recommended a large public abattoir be built to replace the 

small unregulated ones,^*  ̂but this did not happen until 1882.̂ "̂̂

The issue of public urinals also fell under the Sanitary Committee’s sphere of 

interest. Adequate public urinals had always been lacking in Dublin, and in 1845 Willis 

stressed that “[p]ublic privies and urinaries should be erected in such a manner as to secure 

some approach to decency.” *̂̂  The Paving Board had tried to erect additional urinaires but 

“some of the sites so chosen met with the determined resistance of parties who 

apprehended injury and annoyance from the proximity o f the nuisance to their

* 3S6premises.” The ones that it had constructed in the past no longer “answer[ed] the 

purpose intended” by the early 1850s and most had to be taken down because they 

“became greater nuisances than those they were intended to abate.” Urinaries were a

difficult topic to publicly broach due to Victorian sensibilities, and although J.W. Rogers 

ran a campaign in the 1850s to get more public urinals built,^** he was accused “of seeking 

to introduce “French fashions,” and was told the public of Great Britain would not submit
O  O Q

to have the delicacy of its females offended by such an arrangement.”

In 1852 Committee No. 2 began to investigate the possibility of new urinals and 

ordered Neville to look into viable designs and construction sites.^^® Neville subsequently 

suggested they be strategically placed along the quays, near the bridges, and convenient to 

all markets and theatres.^^^ In April 1854, Committee No. 2 reported that the topic of 

urinals had been occupying its attention for sometime and that it was “happy to report that

Neville, 1869, op. cit., 60.
Ibid
Daly, 1985, op. cit., 261.
Willis, op. cit, 49.
Reilly to Dublin Castle, 31 January 1845, Paving Board Letter Books.
Neville, 1853, op. cit, 73.
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plans for their erection along the bridges have been prepared and Your Committee have

advertized for tenders for the erection of ten as a commencement.”^̂  ̂ However, lack of

finance impeded action^^^ and it was not until 1856 that construction began,^ "̂  ̂yet only a

few were built. As Neville explained:

The great want of urinals in the city has long been felt, and I have frequently 
called attention to the question, but it has been found very hard to overcome the 
strong prejudice of the public against them, and the opposition to their 
erection.

This opposition began to lift in the 1860s; by the end of that decade twenty urinals had 

been built, but Neville “strongly recommend[ed] that, as the funds will admit, the number 

should be increased.”^̂ ^

One of the main problems with the Sanitary Department was the usual one; 

financial restriction. Abating nuisances such as cesspools, dung heaps, clogged sewers, 

accumulations of rubbish, and the like, was the main concern of the Sanitary Department, 

but it never had enough to effectively deal with them. The nuisance inspectors could issue 

house owners with a warrant to clean up their mess or do it themselves and recoup the 

costs from the owners at a later date; success at recovering this kind of expenditure was 

usually minimal, so the inspectors would often continue issuing summonses in hopes that it 

would eventually be dealt with. For example, in the summer of 1856 night soil was being 

constantly thrown into Leeson Lane, “causing serious annoyance.” Four summonses were 

issued against the guihy parties “to have proper privies and ash-pits constructed.” Instead 

of constructing the proper receptacles themselves, the members of the Sanitary Committee 

decided to increase the scavenging in that area from bi-weekly to d a i l y . P r u n t y  has

•  398rightly dismissed the process of nuisance summonses as ultimately “useless.” Far more
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effective would have been the process adopted in Liverpool, where £14,000 a year was 

spent on nuisance removal, omitting the middle party altogether.^^^

Dublin Corporation’s Sanitary Department made do with an administrative budget 

of approximately £350 a year without complaint until 1866." °̂  ̂ This budget covered 

salaries, office supplies, and other miscellaneous expenditures. While Committee No. 1 

was struggling on its budget, constantly clambering for more money. Committee No. 2 and 

its Sanitary Committee appeared satisfied with theirs. They drafted one petition to the 

Commissioners of Woods and Forests in 1856 asking for extra money, but there is no 

record that it was s u b m i t t e d . A  desire for more money never manifested itself in 

meetings or in reports. Part of the problem with the Sanitary Department was that it was 

satisfied with this budget and with the small staff it supported. Charles Cameron, Dublin’s 

first public analyst in the 1860s and subsequent city Medical Officer of Health, maintained 

that although Reid and Brangan “worked energetically,” Dublin’s sanitary problems were 

too large and the department too small to accomplish much in the way of sanitary 

r e f o r m . T h i s  did not appear to have concerned any members of the corporation.

In fact nothing about the Sanitary Department seemed to concern the city council. 

Neither the Sanitary Committee nor its department demonstrated many misgivings about 

the state of the city; there was no strategic sense of what its ultimate aim was. Reading the 

Sanitary Committee reports for the 1850s leaves the reader with the impression that the 

Sanitary Department managed to tackle the sanitary problems of the city head on and to 

effect real change; the reports were always entirely positive and never expressed 

misgivings about the condition of the city. No matter what newspapers, public officials, or 

citizens had to say to the contrary, Committee No. 2 always claimed that Dublin was in

White, op. cit, 54.
Showing the Amount of Charges to which Improvement Rate is liable, independent of Expenditure for 

Repair and Maintenance of the Public Works, and to which the Funds of the Paving Board Commissioners 
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good condition: “the city continues in a healthy state and is improving in c l e a n l i n e s s , i s  

“comparatively healthy,”"*®"̂ or “the sanitary condition o f the city is e x c e l l e n t . I n  

November 1856 the Sanitary Committee had such faith in “the present healthy state of the 

city and [the] improvement in the sanitary condition of the people” that it “felt justified in 

reducing the weekly staff, by which a saving will be effected in this d e p a r t m e n t Y e t  

Dublin’s death rate was still over 25/1000, hospital returns were still high, and the constant 

complaints in the newspapers about bad water supplies, inadequate sewerage, unpaved 

roads, and accumulations of manure indicated that the health of Dublin was not at all as 

“excellent” as Committee No. 2 wanted to believe.

Part of this tunnel vision may have had to do with the newness of running a 

sanitary department; nuisances were examined, slaughterhouses were registered so, by 

default, of course Dublin must be healthy. Perhaps suggesting otherwise would have 

meant that the corporation was living up to the many naysayers and fulfilling the 

expectations of failure expressed prior to reform. There was also a suggestion that by the 

mid-1850s the sanitary movement had “acquired a certain kind of fashionable vogue,” but 

that very few involved “indeed realize[d] to themselves ideas which amount[ed] to any 

thing like a well established conviction of their utility, and fewer still of their absolute 

necessity.”"̂®̂ Councillors joined the Sanitary Committee, but possibly they lacked any 

kind of understanding of what proper sanitation or acceptable public health meant or any 

desire to make changes; claiming to be “doing sanitation” was enough. Finally, the 

Sanitary Committee was merely a subcommittee of Committee No. 2 and, as we will see in 

the next chapter, from 1853 onwards this committee’s main focus was on getting a new 

water supply for the city. Chadwick’s “sanitary idea” emphasised a proper sewer system

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 2 October 1854.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 4 December 1854.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 February 1856. For similar glowing reports, please see 7 July 
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and adequate water supply before all other improvements, so abatement of nuisances was 

obviously not a priority until this could be realised.

Dublin’s Sewers. 1851-1860

Committees No.l and No. 2 shared concern for Dublin’s sewers in the 1850s. 

Committee No. 1 was in charge of the Sewer Rate and it also saw to sewer inspection, 

proposed new ones, and arranged to have them built. However because sewers were so 

intimately tied up with public heahh and sanitation concerns, Dublin’s Sanitary Committee 

also took an interest in the progress of sewerage. As we have seen, Dublin’s sewers prior 

to 1851 were a mess. The Paving Board had had no power or money to alter the sewer 

system, so by 1851 it was a small jumble of random sewers that for the most part were not 

even linked together. “System” was indeed a loose term for what Dublin had."̂ °* In 1851 

this confusion of old street gullies and ancient clogged culverts was transferred to 

Committee No. 1. New powers widened Dublin Corporation’s responsibilities, but sewers 

were a priority, especially with the pervasiveness of Chadwick’s vision of interconnecting 

sewers and a continuous water supply. In 1844 Thomas Hawksley, a civil engineer and 

friend of Chadwick’s, testified at the Royal Commission on the Health of Towns that a 

“good supply of water will be of little value without an efficient drainage.”"*®̂ An 1848 

Dublin pamphlet also emphasised the primacy of a new sewerage scheme and its author 

was adamant that “without a proper system of sewerage all attempts at improvement in 

other respects are in vain.”'*'® Neville was also cognizant that a revamped sewer system, 

“with few exceptions, is pressingly necessary for the comfort, general health, and sanatory 

[5/c] regulation of the city.”"*'*

For more on Dublin’s sewers prior to the 1850s, please see Chapter IV.
Evidence of Thomas Hawksley, First Report o f the Commissioners for Inquiring into the State o f Large 

Towns and Populous Districts, 1844, XVII, 319.
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Despite their importance, Committee No. 1 did not rush headlong into

constructing new sewers. Instead it spent the first few years assessing the scope and overall

condition of the sewers. The committee immediately realised the “great insufficiency” of

Dublin’s sewers and the need to extend the main sewers throughout the city and to improve

the entire system in general."^^  ̂Neville himself claimed that as soon as he was appointed

Borough Engineer, he began addressing the sewer situation:

I turned my serious attention to this most important matter, and made every 
inquiry to ascertain the amount of information that existed on the subject, among 
the records and plans handed over by the late Paving Board to Committee No. 1, 
but found there had never been a proper map made of the sewerage of the city."*̂ ^

In June 1851 Neville, at his own request, was given permission to survey and map out the

current sewers,"̂ "̂̂  and his findings were not surprising. Altogether there were

approximately 42.5 miles of old sewers in Dublin"^^  ̂ and, predictably, they were generally

found to be “in a deplorable state.”"*̂  ̂ The first and second-class sewers were “principally

sound, and in tolerable repair, but all have suffered in a greater or less degree from neglect,

want of regular inspection, repair and cleansing.”"̂ ^̂ The smaller third class sewers were

much worse, and Neville maintained that they were “almost all in a very bad state, both as

to levels and state of repair, and will ultimately have to be taken up and new sewers

substituted.”"̂ ^̂ Further problems lay in the fact that north-eastern sewers suffered from

flooding during wet weather and high tides because drainage water from the higher levels

flowed into these sewers, effectively backing them up."̂ *̂
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In 1853 Neville presented his three-part plan “for the general improvement and 

extension of the sewerage of the city” to the c o r p o r a t i o n . H i s  first recommendation was 

to build two lines of high-level sewers on either side of the Liffey in order to relieve the 

low districts that were liable to flood. Secondly and most importantly, Neville advised 

constructing new sewers in all streets which lacked them and replacing insufficient and 

faulty sewers with new ones, “so extending a uniform system of sewerage over the entire 

city.” Lastly, Neville wanted to construct two great trunk sewers on either side of the 

Liffey to receive all the sewerage currently flowing into the river and to convey it outside

* 421 •of the city. This was suggested to end the Liffey’s state as the city’s main sewer. For 

Neville the first two recommendations were the priority; he considered the intercepting 

sewers a separate project, “quite independent of that for the general improvement and 

extension of the sewers throughout the city,” which should only be undertaken when the 

first two proposals were complete. He later revealed that he was also waiting to see the

423outcome of London’s intercepting sewers experiment.

Neville estimated it would cost £80,000 for the construction of new sewers and 

for repairing, underpinning, and putting inverts into existing ones. In order to finance this. 

Committee No. 1 was empowered to levy a Sewer Rate of Ad. in the pound, which yielded 

close to £8,000 a year/^"* Neville urged the corporation to borrow £50,000 on the security 

of this rate in order to complete most of the works by 1854 instead of stretching out the 

project for fifteen years."̂ ^̂  Unfortunately his advice was not heeded and, contrary to his

420 Ibid, 10.
Ibid
Ibid, 44; 47.
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wishes, the works were “steadily carried on” for sixteen years. Only in 1869 could Neville 

report that his plans adopted over fifteen years ago were “nearly completed.

Work on the Dublin sewers began right from the first days of the reformed 

corporation. However until the Sewer Rate was imposed in 1852 there was really no 

money for sewerage improvements. In Neville’s first report to the corporation in 1852, he 

lamented the fact that “although there were many well founded cases o f complaint made to 

Committee No. 1, as to the state of several of the main sewers from their being choked up 

with deposits, no relief could be given.”"̂ ^̂ He was able to improve street drainage 

marginally by installing 106 new gullies in various locations in the city and by laying 

upwards of 1,500 feet of sewer pipes where there had been no sewers."^^* Before any 

extensive new works could be contemplated, Neville wanted “to remove the deposit from 

the main sewers which most require it” which was necessary for the health and comfort of 

D u b l i n e r s . W i t h  all the other works vital to the improvement of Dublin, progress on 

sewers was gradual; by 1853, only six miles of sewers had been c l e an s ed , a n d  by 1854 

this was only up to eleven miles.

By means of the Sewer Rate levied from 1852, extensions to the sewerage system 

began. Dublin Corporation had the staff (despite their negligible qualifications) to cleanse, 

water, scavenge, and pave the city streets, but sewer construction required a level of 

expertise beyond the corporation’s abilities, so new sewer works were contracted out. 

Details of the procedures of Committee No, 1 have not been preserved, so it not known 

how the committee members chose which streets to sewer first. It appears that both

Neville, 1869, op. cit., 1. This did not include the intercepting sewers. In the 1860s, Neville and J.W. 
Bazalgette (the engineer responsible for London s main drainage scheme) designed Dublin s main drainage 
scheme that would eject the sewage outside the city instead of allowing it to flow into the Liffey. Due to lack 
of financing, it was not commenced until the 1890s, and even then, it was not completed until 1906 at a cost 
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(1906), 368.
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wealthy and poorer areas were given equal attention. For example, in 1852 both Grafton 

Street and Church Street were given new sewers/^^ and in the summer o f 1854 plans were 

approved to build main sewers in, amongst other streets, Stephen’s Green, College Green, 

College Street, Guild Street, and Church lane.'^^  ̂But decisions were not neutral and special 

circumstances would often guarantee preferential treatment. For example, the more 

insanitary areas o f Dublin were frequently sewered before others in order to relieve these 

areas from accumulations of filth. Sewers were constructed in the Temple Bar between 

Temple Lane and Fowney Street “to abate a nuisance prevailing in that l o c a l i t y , a n d  a 

sewer in Fleet Market was also ordered because it was “considered as imperatively called 

for in a sanitary point of view.”'̂ ^̂  Priority was also given to propositions o f joint 

financing. The cost of the sewer in Fleet Market was partly defrayed by the proprietor, 

Henry Peile,"^^  ̂ and a twelve-inch sewer pipe was laid in Trinity Lane near Trinity Church

A ' i n

because the church trustees were donating £20 towards the cost.

Unavoidably, progress with sewerage was slow. By 1855, only nine miles of new 

sewers had been constructed"^^  ̂and only twelve miles of old sewers had been cleansed and 

repaired .Furtherm ore, the Sewer Rate was proving insufficient to pay for the necessary 

quantity of new sewers, so in July 1855 Committee No. 1 had to postpone part of “the

tVi •construction of the sewers set out in their report of the 9 o f March last” amounting to 

£ 2 , 0 1 5 . Even worse was the fact that people were not availing themselves o f the new 

main sewers; it was estimated that only five out every one hundred houses were actually
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connected by drains to the s e w e r s . T h e  corporation did not have powers to force 

householders or proprietors to install drains, so no matter the number of sewers, there was 

no guarantee that they would be used to their full extent.

It was around this time that the Dublin Sanitary Association decided to get 

involved in the question of local sewerage. From its inception, the Association was against 

the idea of using sewers to transport waste materials. According to its literature, it 

believed that sewers actually contributed to the insalubrity of towns because sewage would 

stagnate and rot inside them and then gases would seep into houses through the drains “to 

poison the air.”"*"̂  ̂The DSA was particularly influenced by the ideas o f Jasper W. Rogers, 

its Honorary Engineer. Both Rogers and the DSA’s views were intimately tied to the 

belief in the miasma theory of disease: divest yourself of the smell and you will prevent 

d i s ea se s . Ra t he r  than flushing sewers, Rogers advocated deodorising sewage with peat 

charcoal, then draining it into hermetically sealed tanks, and finally carting it away 

manually, thus avoiding having dangerous “noxious effluvia” meandering through the city 

along the sewers. He claimed that the “amalgamation of peat charcoal and excreta 

produce[d] an inoffensive mass.”"̂"̂"̂

Jasper’s dogmatic insistence on the benefits of deodorisation were not surprising 

considering he claimed to be the “Discoverer of the Disinfecting, Deodorizing, and 

Medicinal Properties of Charred Peat.”'̂ '*̂ He owned a peat charcoal factory outside the city 

along the Grand Canal.'^'^ He opened his Irish factory in 1850, and in that same year 

presented his sewage deodorisation plans to the DSA."̂ "*̂  The concept gained a small 

amount of recognition in the early 1850s, and during the 1853 cholera epidemic both the
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Freeman’s Journaf^^ and the Royal College of Physicians recommended using peat 

charcoal to deodorise houses.H ow ever, deodorising never quite caught on, and Rogers 

was forced to close his Irish factory a few years after it o p e n e d . H e  returned to England 

and continued insisting on the use of peat charcoal for deodorising, and even patented his 

own “Roger’s Patent Carbonized Peat Moss.”"*̂^

In February 1854, Rogers returned to Dublin to give two lectures on sanitation to 

the DSA. He cited sewerage as Dublin’s first problem and “perhaps one of the most vexed 

of the day.” Rogers was distrustful of sewer pipes because he argued that they became 

clogged up and then “noxious gases generated within them returned to the house,” or when 

they were flushed the effluvia emanated from the entire 42 miles of s e w e r s . H e  claimed 

to prefer the ancient system of cesspools, because with them at least the miasmic emissions 

could only travel four feet."̂ "̂̂  He equally denounced Chadwick’s flushing sewers, claiming 

that the water would not cleanse the sewers as expected and that “[t]o flush” was “folly.”"̂^̂ 

He cited the instance of the flushing sewers of Croydon outside London and the fact that 

nine months after they were installed, “one of the most virulent fevers known for years in 

England broke out” and hundreds of people died.'^^  ̂ Rogers’ ultimate plan was that no 

refuse would be thrown into the sewers but that instead every house would be equipped 

with a reflise tank filled with deodorising materials; the refuse in the tanks would then be 

periodically collected.

Soon after his lectures, Borough sent a copy of Roger’s ideas to Dublin 

Corporation, but instead of asking whether or not the city council was interested in these
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that human waste and other carriers of the disease were being flushed into the Thames, and water from this 
river was then used for drinking .
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plans, he merely stated: “I request that you will do me the honor [5/c] to inform me when

it will be the pleasure o f  that body [the city council] that Mr. Rogers should attend them

with the plans referred to.”"̂^̂ Instead o f agreeing to meet with Rogers, the city council

forwarded the plans to Committee No. 2 for consideration, but its members in turn decided

That the Corporation having after mature consideration made final arrangements 
for the perfect sewerage o f the city o f Dublin which are now being carried out. 
This committee see nothing in the plans suggested by Mr. J.W. Rogers to induce 
it to urge Committee No. 1 having charge o f  the sewerage to abandon its mature 
plans."̂  ^

In March 1855, while Committee No. 2 was still mulling over Rogers’ ideas, 

London advertised for new sewer plans, so the DSA took it upon itself to forward to 

England’s General Board o f Health, “copies o f lectures on the subject, delivered before the 

association by Mr. Rogers with copies o f resolutions, recommending that they should be 

taken into consideration.”"̂^̂ Borough ended up sending a “voluminous mass o f  

documents” to Sir Benjamin Hall, the head o f the BOH,'^ °̂ and in his letter dated 20 July, 

he outlined the D SA ’s views on Dublin sewerage. Borough claimed that in Dublin, the 

sewered areas suffered worst from fever, “whilst in the localities without sewers fever 

prevailed but little.”"̂^̂ For this reason, the DSA deduced “that sewers, constructed as they 

have hitherto been in Dublin, add to the unhealthiness o f  the place in which they are 

located”"̂^̂ and that removal by hand was preferable to flushing sewers."̂ ^̂  Borough also 

intimated that it was only thanks to the DSA and the Dublin Police enforcing the “the 

continual removal o f all accumulation o f  noxious matter from the reres o f  houses” that 

Dublin was saved from continuous epidemics.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 13 March 1854.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 26 June 1854.
Freeman’s Journal, 28 March 1855.

^  Freeman's Journal, 1 August 1855.
Letter from Sir Edward Borough to Sir Benjamin Hall, 20 July 1855, Appendix to 1855 Sewage Report,

17.

Ibid, 18.
Ibid, 19.
Ibid, 18.
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Predictably, response in Dublin to these charges was indignation. The Freeman’s

Journal found the DSA’s ideas obtuse and ridiculous: “fortunately every chamber-maid in

Dublin possesses enough of practical knowledge to be able to refiite the theory that the

refuse of a city can be effectively, decently, or economically removed by hand labour.”"̂^̂

Dublin Corporation’s Sanitary Committee was particularly outraged, and resolved

That it becomes the duty of the legally constituted sanitary committee of the 
corporation of Dublin at once to disabuse the public mind as to the monstrous 
propositions set forth in the letter from the so-called sanitary association to Sir 
Benjamin Hall, late President of the Board of Health, London, and that a sub
committee be now appointed to lay a proper and clear statement of facts before 
the Board of Health, London, in order to neutralize the mischief that would 
otherwise arise if the wild theories of interested individuals were allowed to 
remain unrefuted."*^^

Dickinson immediately wrote a report refuting the allegations put forward by the DSA"^̂  ̂

and highlighted that prior to 1851 all the sewers may indeed have been faulty, but that the 

new sewers were a significant improvement.'^^^

As it turned out. Committee No. 2 need not have been so distressed because Hall 

did not take to heart what Borough offered. In a terse reply, he merely thanked the DSA 

for its i n f o rma t ion ; he  was well aware that it was an outdated and retrogressive idea. A 

similar project to Rogers’ had also been recently suggested to the BOH, “and every journal 

of scientific repute ha[d] protested against it as a return to b a r b a r i s m . P a r t  of 

Chadwick’s argument for flushing sewers was that they were less expensive and more 

efficient than manual labour, while the DSA was extolling a return to this outdated idea. 

The Freeman’s Journal commented wryly that “hand-removal” had the “remarkable merit 

of being opposed to all experience, and in direct opposition to the laws of nature and to the

Freeman's Journal, 1 August 1855. [emphasis theirs]
Freeman’s Journal, 3 August 1855.
For Dickinson’s entire report, please see; 1855 Sewage Report, 3-15.
Ibid, 9.
Letter from A.D. Berrington on behalf of Sir Benjamin Hall to Sir Edward Borough, 21 July 1855, 

Appendix to J855 Sewage Report, 20.
Freeman’s Journal, 7 August 1855.
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results of scientific r e s e a r c h T h e  Dublin Sanitary Association was left totally 

discredited."̂ ^̂

While this was an interesting juncture in the history of Dublin’s sewers, it 

ultimately had little effect on the future of the city’s sewerage. With no changes in the 

Sewer Rate and no possibility of extra funds, the construction o f new sewers continued at a 

measured pace throughout the 1850s. By 1869, over £89,000 had been spent on building 

new sewers and cleansing and repairing older ones, but Neville estimated it would cost 

£18,000 more to complete the entire system."^^̂  In any case, there appeared to be little hope 

of an improved sewerage system ameliorating Dublin’s health. The increased number of 

sewers and abundant water closets were contributing to the further pollution of the 

Liffey,"̂ "̂̂  but even with increased sewers, people were still not installing drains to link up 

to them. By 1863 Dublin Corporation had the power to make compulsory drain 

installations but was not enforcing it."̂ ^̂  It would be nearly fifty years before Dublin 

Corporation could boast a fully operational sewerage and main drainage scheme.

Dublin Corporation and Public Health, 1851-1861, An Assessment

The main problem with evaluating Dublin Corporation and public health is that 

the later story is already well known. Daly’s work on late Victorian Dublin has ably 

demonstrated that by the end of the century, Dublin Corporation had failed to make any 

significant public health strides. In September 1906 Dublin’s death rate was calculated at 

24/1000, making it the highest death rate in Britain and Ireland. The Irish medical 

community was well aware of this failing and believed that Dublin’s only parallel in the

'jJoMma/, 24 October 1855.
TntCTRstingly enough, the Dublin SsnitBry Association becsme much less public 3fter this sewer fissco. It 

began to meet less frequently, its reports appeared only occasionally in newspapers, and there were no more 
unsolicited recommendations to Dublin Corporation.

Neville, 1869, op. cit, 3.
Dublin Builder, I (1 February 1859), 14; (1 September 1859), 111.
Dublin Builder, V (15 September 1863), 156.



world was with Bombay and Madras in India/^^ The 1850s was the decade in which 

Dublin Corporation began to acquire the powers to build the proper foundation for 

sanitation and public health, so can this ultimate failure be traced back to mid-century? 

Was Dublin’s appalling turn of the century death rate related to a poor public health start in 

1851? Was Prunty correct in her remark that the newly reformed corporation was not 

known for its “sanitary exertions”? I would argue against this that in fact Dublin 

Corporation did not make a bad start. Firstly, an inexperienced corporation inherited an 

unprecedented number of new responsibilities. It had to cleanse, pave, scavenge, sewer, 

and water Dublin with minimal skills and little money. As was demonstrated, the city 

council had plenty to contend with, so that fact that it managed as well as it did is 

remarkable. Secondly, Dublin Corporation throughout the 1850s was cognizant of the fact 

that it needed more money and better powers to effectively manage the city. It made 

several protracted attempts to increase its income, and tried numerous times to increase its 

authority; in 1854 the corporation presented the Chief Secretary with a list of suggested 

amendments to Dublin’s current legislation;'^^* in 1855 Neville reported that many 

legislative amendments were needed, including the power to impose fines for failing to 

comply with nuisance removal orders and for neglecting to make house drains;"̂ ^̂  and in 

1856 the corporation established a committee to investigate what alterations were needed 

to the acts relating to Dublin. The city council did not sit passively but made 

considerable attempts to extend its powers and revenues for the improvement of the city.

Most importantly, Dublin Corporation in the 1850s was able to make slight 

improvements on past administrations. Dublin’s death rate in the 1840s had been 

approximately 30/1000, but during the 1850s, it fell to 25/1000."^*  ̂ This was in line with

Dublin Medical Press and Circular, CXXXIII (1906), 547.
Prunty, op. c it, 69.
Sounder’s News-Letter, 4 July 1854.
Neville, 1855, op. cit., 34-37.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 10 January 1856.
Daly, 1985, op. cit, 242.
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many British cities; for example Liverpool reduced its death rate from 34/1000 in the 

1840s to 27/1000 by the 1850s and Manchester went from 32/1000 to 28/1000.'^*  ̂However 

Dublin did not sustain a downward trend, and in the second half of the nineteenth century 

it did not experience the fall in death rates common in most British cities;'̂ *̂  its overall turn 

of the century death rate was “uniquely high.”'*̂'* By the years 1900-1910 when Dublin’s 

average death rate was 23.92, Manchester’s was 19, London’s was 15, Liverpool’s was 19, 

Leeds’ was 17, and Bristol’s was a mere 12."̂ *̂  In a century o f sanitary failures, the 1850s 

were a moment o f success.

n

i
I

Vogele, op. cit., 37.
Dublin death rates: 1851-60; 25.01; 1864-70: 27.45; 1871-80: 30.62; 1881-90: 29.5; 1891-1900: 29.65. 

Daly, 1985, op. cit, 242. It was only into the twentieth century that these numbers fell. This was markedly 
in contrast with En^and and Wales, where the average deathrate 1871-1920 was 17-18/1000. L i ^  Kennedy 
and Leslie A. Clarkson, “Birth, Death and Exile: Irish Population History, 1700-1921,” An Historical 
Geography o f Ireland, eds. B.J. Graham and L.J. Proudfoot (London: Academic Press Limited, 1993), 171. 
Of course, due to various epidemics, the death rates did fluctuate from year to year and from city to c ity .. 
L.M. CuWQn, An Economic History of Ireland since 1660 (London: Batsford, 1972), 165.

Aalen, op. cit., 286.
Vogele, op. c it, 37.
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CHAPTER VI: DTJRI JN CORPORATION AND

THE CITY WATER SUPPLY

Although Dublin Corporation’s contribution to the public health movement in the 

nineteenth century has been characterised “as singularly ineffective,”  ̂ it did manage to 

offer one reform that has been christened “[t]he corporation’s shining success.”  ̂ This was 

the realisation o f the Vartry water scheme, which by the 1870s offered the city o f Dublin 

and its suburbs a constant supply of pure water at high pressure. Yet despite this successful 

venture, little has been written on the long battle that led to the passage of the Dublin 

Corporation Water Works Act in 1861.^ This chapter proposes to fill this gap by looking 

at the history o f the corporation and its water supply from 1841 to 1861 in order to 

determine how effectively it responded to the necessity for an improved supply to Dublin. 

Was the corporation acting as a team to secure a plentiful supply? Or were sectarian 

interests so strong that the members of the corporation fought against each other, thereby 

preventing the development of an effective scheme? Were the decisions on the part of the 

corporation made with vested interests in mind? Or were their actions purely motivated by 

the need to improve public health?

In order to answer these and many similar questions, various aspects of the water 

debate have to be examined. Firstly, to understand how the corporation came to revamp its 

water scheme in the 1850s, a look back at the history of the city’s water is needed. 

Secondly we will examine the steps Dublin Corporation took in the 1840s and 1850s to 

improve the inadequate supply, and will chronicle the quality and quantity of the city’s 

water. Thirdly we will discuss the eight years of water campaigning on the part of the 

corporation and a dissection of the events that eventually led to the city council s ultimate

’ Maiy E. Daly, The Deposed Capital. A Social and Economic History, 1860-1914 (Cork; Cork
University Press, 1985), 270.
 ̂Jacinta Pmnty, “From City Slums to City Sprawl. Dublin From 1800 to the Present,” Irish Cities, ed. 

Howard B. Clarke (Dublin: Mercier Press, 1995), 114.
 ̂24&25 Viet., cap. clxxii.

356



resolution in favour of Vartry. Finally, all aspects of the controversy will be drawn 

together to evaluate the corporation’s role in Dublin’s new water supply.

Dublin^s Water Supply before 1850

The history of Dublin’s water supply is an interesting and unusual one. While 

private water companies traditionally supplied most c ities/ Dublin’s water rights had 

belonged solely to Dublin Corporation since the thirteenth century; the city watercourse 

was originally buih and subsequently controlled by its city fathers. Centuries earlier, 

Dublin Corporation had erected a weir across the River Dodder at Templeogue, about 5 

miles from the city centre, which diverted the water to the city by a channel known as the 

“city water-course.”  ̂ The city was better supplied in 1555 when the corporation divided 

the city watercourse into two streams a mile outside of the municipal boundaries. This 

structure, better known as the Tongue, diverted the water into two channels: one stream 

carrying two-thirds of the water supply was called the Earl of Meath’s watercourse, which 

was property o f the Earl, and it flowed into the Liberties where it met with the River 

Poddle; the remaining one-third was called the city watercourse and it ran westward to 

James’s Street to supply higher parts of the city.^

Despite these improvements, it was stated in 1660 that the demand for water had 

again overtaken the supply and from that year until 1671, “lead mains were laid and other 

works executed to improve and extend the supply of water to the City of Dublin.” Yet 

another important step was made in 1721 when the corporation constructed the James’s 

Street or City Basin (fig. 6.1) and subsequently raised the watercourse by an embankment. 

From this reservoir, a lead main was laid to James s Street, and from it three more mains

For example, London, Exeter, Glasgow, Manchester, Bristol, and Liverpool.
 ̂Parke Neville, On the Water Supply of the City o f Dublin. By Parke Neville, M. Inst. C.E. With An Abstract 

o f the Discussion Upon the Paper, ed. James Forrest (London: William Clowes and Sons, 1874), 3.
 ̂Parke ^ gw'xWq, A Description of the Dublin Corporation Water Works (Dublin; John Falconer, 1875), 5.

’ Neville, 1875, op. cit, 5.
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were continued into the city to supply an extra 90 streets.^ Various other measures were

taken to improve the water supply for the next fifty years, including the purchase of the

mills and weirs at Island Bridge where the corporation constructed a water engine that

helped pump water to an extra 185 streets.^

By the late eighteenth century, the corporation was greatly assisted in the supply

of Dublin with water by tapping the Grand Canal. Construction began on the canal in the

1760s to help promote inland trade, and while the corporation was initially involved in this

en d eav o u r,it somewhat unwillingly bowed out in 1772 to allow for the formation of the

Company of the Undertakers of the Grand Canal Company.*^ The corporation was

reluctant to step aside because they had seen the canal as an additional source of water to

supplement the Dodder supply to the City Basin. The canal directors graciously offered

to sell the city their redundant waters in exchange for ten percent of the recently sanctioned 

1pipe-water rent. This proved acceptable to the corporation, and the Grand Canal began 

supplying the City Basin with water in August 1777.̂ "̂

From the outset, Dublin Corporation and the Grand Canal Company had a poor 

relationship: the corporation was frequently behind in its water payments but was quick to 

complain to the canal directors if water was in short supply, even in times of drought.*^ 

The relationship worsened at the turn of the century when the corporation tried to secure 

legislation to increase the pipe-water rent without actually having to pay the canal 

company its share. The canal directors, outraged, managed successfully to block this 

attempt. In retaliation, the corporation asked that its agreement with the Grand Canal be 

annulled. The canal directors consented but insisted that the corporation owed them the

*Ibid
 ̂Neville, 1874, op. cit, 5.

Ruth Delany, The Grand Canal o f Ireland (Dublin; The Lilliput Press in association with the Office of
Public Works, 1995), 4.
"Ibid , 6-7.

Ibid, 4.
Ibid, 65.

‘^Ibid, 19.
Ibid, 65.
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£42,000 that it had incurred in ensuring a guaranteed supply to the James’s Street Basin. 

The corporation did not believe it was accountable for such a large sum and refused to pay, 

and the canal company in turn stopped supplying water in 1804.

As luck would have it, the year 1804 proved to be an especially dry year, but the

corporation and the canal directors were no closer to an agreement. It was the canal

company however that came out looking like the villainous party and was repeatedly

attacked in the daily newspapers.Finally, the Lord Lieutenant intervened and convinced

the canal company to fill the basin. With water restored, the negotiations dragged on

further until an agreement was finally signed on 31 May 1805; the corporation agreed to

pay the Grand Canal Company 12.5% of the pipe-water rent for a supply to the south side

of Dublin for the next 61 years. A similar contract was negotiated with the Royal Canal

Company, who would be paid 15% of the rents for supplying the north side.'^ Two

reservoirs were then built, one at Blessington Street on the north side and another at

Portobello on the south side, which were both completed around 1809 at a cost of

£30,000.^® With this new deal, the Grand Canal was paid close to £1,500 a year to provide

4 million gallons a day, and the Royal Canal Company received £800 for 3.5 million

gallons. The new basins meant that the need for the city watercourse was reduced, so it

1

was left providing only 1 million gallons a day.

While the large proportion of the water came primarily from the canals, control of 

the distribution was left to the corporation’s Pipe Water Department. This department 

levied a water rate to defray the costs of maintaining and extending the city’s water pipes. 

In 1809, it decided to replace the old wooden pipes with new metal ones; the money to

Ibid.
’’ Ibid, 66.

Ibid., 67.
Riith Delany JrplnnH\ Royal Canal (Dublin: The Lilliput Press, 1992), 107.
Isaac Farrell, Suggestions on the Dublin Improvements (Dublin: James McGlashan, 1848), 22.

Delany, 1995, op. cit., 67. Delany, 1992, op. cit., 107. City o f Dublin Water Supply. Report o f  the 
Commissioner Appointed to Inquire into the State o f  the Present Supply o f  water to the City o f  Dublin, the 
Necessity Which Exists fo r  an Improved Supply, and Also as to the Best Source from Which Such Improved 
Supply Could be Obtained; Together with the Minutes o f  Evidence and Appendix (Dublin: John Falconer, 
1860), iii. [Hereafter i?. C. DwMm Water]



fund the changeover was borrowed and subsequently a metal main tax was imposed to 

repay the loan. However, while the department was proficient at collecting its £12,000 a 

year in taxes, it was less so in using this money to repay the loan. By the 1820s, this metal 

main debt should have been paid off yet the Pipe Water Committee continued to levy the 

rate. A group of citizens became suspicious, and a subsequent investigation revealed that 

£74,500 was still due;^^ rather than using the tax for its intended purpose, it had been used 

in other areas of corporate business. The debt remained largely unpaid for decades; by 

1861 it had only been reduced to £72,000.^^ The Pipe Water Department may not have 

performed well financially, but it worked well technically and on a day-to-day basis. 

Despite this financial scandal it remained a model committee, and when the Irish corporate 

reform act was implemented in 1841, few changes were made in the water department.

Throughout the 1840s, the reformed corporation made several substantial 

extensions to the city’s water supply. From 1841 until 1844, it laid down 3 extra miles of 

pipes including 824 twelve-inch pipes, which marginally improved the quantity to the

^  c
fountains and into people’s homes. As well, because “[r]epresentations have frequently 

been made of the want in the suburban districts of those facilities of obtaining a supply of 

water enjoyed in the city,” in the 1843 the corporation began to make plans to apply to 

parliament to extend its water jurisdiction beyond the city boundaries. The bill was 

lodged in January 1845, and despite opposition fi'om a group of suburban ratepayers and
A n

fi'om the Paving Board, the act received royal assent that summer. It was, however, a

Evidence of Peter Brophy, Copy of the Evidence Taken before the Commissioners of Inquiry in the Year 
1833, Pertaining to the Corporation of Dublin, Its Revenues, or Its Affairs, ordered to be printed 6 June 1840,
92. [Hereafter 1833 Inquiry]

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 February 1861.
Please see Chapter I for more information on the set up and officers of the Pipe water Department.
CSO-RP, 1845, O 7352, A Short Review of the principal works which have been executed by the Pipe 

Water Committee since the formation of the New Corporation by Mervyn P. Crofton.
Dublm Mimicipal Council Minutes, 15 January 1845.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 19 January 1845.
CSO-RP, 1845, O 7352. The Paving Commissioners wanted several clauses inserted that would guarantee 

water for all municipal purposes including street watering, fire extinction, and fountains, and that the supply 
would be constant, but Aey were unsuccessful.

8&9 Viet, cap. 193.



waste of the £825 that the corporation spent preparing and promoting the bill, because it 

“proved inoperative” for not one single suburb applied for w a t e r T h e  act did marginally 

improve the city supply for it stipulated that the fountains had to be supplied for at least six 

hours a day, three hours in the morning and three in the afternoon Still, because it did not 

insist on a continuous supply, the Paving Board argued that this was “a serious impediment 

to cleanliness” and that “the public heahh was endangered.” *̂ Moreover, most areas of the 

city, principally the poorer ones, were only provided for by fountains; piped water into 

people’s homes was still a luxury.

Predominant amongst the many problems plaguing the city’s water supply in the 

1840s was that control over it was divided. The corporation controlled the Pipe Water 

Department, which installed the water mains, and the Paving Board was responsible for 

erecting and maintaining the fountains. As we have seen in a previous chapter, the two 

bodies had a longstanding rivalry and control of the city’s water proved to be of no 

exception. The Paving Board and the city council were frequently at odds with each 

other and as a result spent more time quibbling than actually working on improving the 

city. This conflict ended in 1851 when the Paving Board and similar government- 

appointed bodies were dissolved, and Dublin Corporation was granted their powers under 

the 1849 Dublin Improvement Act.^^

By 1848, the corporation had extended the city’s water works by an additional 

three mileŝ "̂  and spent over £57,000 on extensions, cleansing, general maintenance, and

Abraham Hayward, Esq., Q.C. and C.P. Brassington, Esq., Land Surveyor, Report on the Dublin 
ImpfoveTnent Bill (London! Luke James Hansard, 1847), 29. It was not until 1851 that Ringsend, Irishtown, 
and Sandymount applied to have the pipe water extended to them. Dublin Nlumcipal Council Minutes, 14 
April 1851.

CSO-RP, 1846, O 2564.
Por more information on the relationship between Dublin Corporation and the Paving Board, please see 

Chapter II.
For more information on the Dublin Improvement Bills, please see Chapter III.
Heniy Colies and Joseph James Byrne, Local Acts -  Preliminary Inquiries: 9&10 Viet., c. 106. Dublin 

Improvement. Report o f  t h e  Commissioners o f Her Majesty’s Woods, Forests, Land Revenues, Works and 
Buildings, Enclosing the Report of the Surveying Officers Appointed Under the Above Act, 1847-48, XXXI,



canal rents.^^ Nevertheless, 137 streets remained without water a ltogether,and  it was 

estimated that it would cost a further £50,000 to lay down mains in these streets.^^ Even if  

there had been the money, there were no guarantees that the supply from the canals could 

satisfy these demands because, as will be discussed later in the chapter, they were having 

problems meeting the city’s minimal water needs. In order to attend to growing water 

requirements, the city council made several inquiries into potential new supplies, including 

communicating with the canal companies “with a view o f ascertaining upon what terms the 

required supply of water would be given in case it was resolved to seek the powers of 

proceeding with such work.”^̂  It also promoted an unsuccessful water works bill in 1849 

along side its Dublin Improvement Bill, using plans drawn up by Christopher Mulvany, 

engineer to the Grand Canal Company, and Parke Neville, city surveyor. The two 

engineers proposed constructing new works using the River Morell, one o f the Grand

Canal’s main tributaries, which was situated at a superior elevation and would provide

■ 0̂
water at high pressure. However, when the bill proved unsuccessful, Neville was later 

asked to report on whether a sufficient supply could be obtained from the Royal Canal 

only,"̂ ® but this too proved short-lived, especially when the Chamber of Commerce wrote a 

letter expressing their dissatisfaction with the idea. The Chamber’s secretary, Francis 

Codd, a liberal Protestant and future city council member, wrote to the corporation 

reminding it that the Chief Secretary, Sir William Somerville, had “expressly stipulated” 

that no new water works bill “shall be passed until due enquiry shall have been made as to 

the best and cheapest mode of procuring an ample supply of pure and wholesome water.”'̂ ^

Dublin Corporation Pipe Water Committee Minutes, 30 January 1857.
^^CSO-RP, 1848, H 11883.

Colies and Byrne, op. cit, 24.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 22 August 1848.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 19 December 1848. In 1849, the government promoted its own 

Dublin Improvement Bill, and one of its stipulations was that the Corporation had to drop both its bills. For 
more information on the Dublin Improvement Bills, please see Chapter III.

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 13 November 1849.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 14 December 1849.
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Codd further suggested that the matter be left to the new corporation, which was soon to 

take office.

When the second reformed corporation came to power in January 1851, it

appeared well aware of the deficient state of the water and consequently made the

improvement of it one of its priorities;

Immediately after the corporation came into office their attention was 
directed to the water supply, which was defective, the supply intermittent, the 
pressure weak, the mains much reduced from their original size by a 
hard calcareous deposit, while portions o f the city were above the level 
attainable by the water.

In December 1850, the former corporation had instructed Neville to survey the works and 

to report “what changes and modifications” were needed “to render our present lay of pipes 

suitable to the intended new works and his estimate of the cost of same” and “also to lay 

before the council his estimate of the expense of giving a like continuous supply to such 

streets as have not any water mains laid in them.”"̂  ̂ Committee No. 2 renewed this order 

in January 1851.' '̂  ̂ Neville prepared his plans with the help of Mervyn P. Crofton, the 

supervisor of works, and they were brought before the city council in April 1851. In 

drafting his report, Neville anticipated that the corporation would soon be returning to 

parliament to promote a new water works bill, so rather than offering a radical or 

fundamentally new suggestion, he offered instead a few interim recommendations to tide 

the city over for a few more yea r s .Nev i l l e  suggested attaching new eighteen-inch mains 

to each of the city basins, substituting the countless small mains that run together with one 

main of a larger diameter, to extend the works further on the north side."*̂  He stressed that 

laying a larger main in along the North Circular road was

a most important extension of your works within the city, as it will give a supply

Neville, 1874, op. c it, 7.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 9 December 1850.
Parke Neville Rspoft to the Ri^ht Hon. the Lofd Kiciyoi", Alds/'fficn and Councillors o f  the Borough o f  

Dublin, on the State o f  the Public Works o f the City (Dublin; J. Kirkwood, 1852), 71.
Parke Neville, Report on Improving and Extending the Supply o f Pipe Water within the City o f  Dublin, 

Prepared by Order o f  the Pipe Water Committee (Dublin; Pettigrew and Oulton, Printers to the Hon. The 
City of Dublin, 1851), 3.
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to all the small streets off the Circular road and Royal Canal, also to 
Phibsborough, Spring gardens and North Strand, Newfoundland, the Custom 
house docks and North Lots.'*̂

He also wanted the smaller pipes in Lower Abbey Street, North King, Street, Mary’s lane,

and Talbot Street replaced by larger ones, “so as to afford an increased supply to those

localities which are at present deficient.”"** Neville further recommended that a few other

small mains on the south side be replaced with larger ones, especially around Merrion

Square and Stephen’s Green because this would “have the effect o f bringing a greater body

of water to this wealthy and populous part of the city.”"*̂ Altogether, he estimated it would

cost £16,933 to effect these changes, a substantial amount for a corporation that had barely

enough money to cleanse its streets.^®

Throughout the 1850s, the Pipe Water Committee’s annual income from pipe

water rates equalled just over £12,000 a year, but part of this went towards paying the

interest on the £72,015 debt, compensation, canal rents, and salaries. The remaining

£4,000 was applicable to the extension and maintenance of the water works.^^

Improvements to the waterworks in the 1850s were predominantly to the north side due to

“frequent complaints on account of the want of water from different parts of the North

Eastern quarter of the city.” Using Neville’s 1851 suggestions as a guide, in August

531851, £5,446 was approved to extend and improve waterworks to the north side. By 

1856, nine miles of larger mains had been newly laid at a cost of £12,066.^"* However, 

“several thousands of the population [were] still without a supply of Pipe Water, and the 

occupants of houses on the higher levels are in a most deplorable condition for want of 

w a t e r . A  further nine miles of new pipes were laid by 1861, and a total of £18,719 was

Ibid, 6.
Ibid, 7.
Ibid
For more information on the sanitary and financial state of Dublin, please see Chapter V.
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spent in tlie 1850s on extending and maintaining the city supply.^^ “By these improvements 

a large portion of the city was provided with a constant service of water, but the pressure

?57was very low.” Though these developments were promising, they could not disguise the 

reality that the actual amount of water available was totally insufficient.

The Quality and Quantity of Dublin*s Water S u d d Iv * 1800-1861

Dublin’s eighteenth century water supply was “said to have been abundant, and of

58pure quality,” but by the nineteenth century, reports were not so complimentary. Two of 

the main problems with the supply were that the canals and the city watercourse were open 

streams subject to constant pollution and that the water was not properly filtered. Robert 

Mallet, in his 1847 report on the Dodder, explained that the city water course passed along 

numerous mills and that “[t]he water introduced at present by the Dodder, for supply of the 

city, is turbid in floods, and for want of proper protection [is] defiled in various ways.”^̂  

By the 1854, pollution of the Dodder had not abated, and Committee No. 2 reported that it 

had received accounts of mill-owners permitting “foul refiise water to flow into the supply 

stream.” ®̂ The secretary of the Pipe Water Committee, Sir Drury Jones Dickinson, claimed 

that plans for filters had been before the committee since 1843 but a small filter for the 

James’s Street Basin was the only practical result.

The canal companies were often directly challenged about the questionable 

quality of their waters. There were many complaints about the quality of the Royal Canal 

waters that supplied the north side because the water was only filtered through an iron 

mesh screen. The canal company occasionally received complaints that canal was full o f 

weeds, that too many people washed their clothes in its course, or that dogs were seen

Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 February 1861.
Neville, 1874, op. c it, 7.
Farrell, op. cit, 22 .
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swimming in it.^  ̂One of the surgeons at the Richmond Hospital and the House of Industry

complained that the north side water was generally o f poor quality and as a result he

predicted that thousands of people would die from it.^  ̂Maunsell also objected to the Royal

Canal; when asked if  Dublin’s water was of good quality, he responded: “No; on the north

side especially, it is derived from a very filthy basin.” "̂̂ In 1846, Dr. Thomas Willis,

former poor law guardian and parish officer of health for St. Michan’s, denounced the state

of the north side water;

I believe that the North Union Workhouse, containing at present about 2,500 
individuals, the hospitals of the House of Industry (with the exception of the 
Richmond Surgical Hospital), the Richmond Lunatic Asylum, the Penitentiary in 
Grangegorman-lane, are all supplied from the Harbour o f the Royal Canal, in 
which boats are constantly loading with manure, and into which bilge water can 
be every day seen pumped from these boats. The supply o f most of the north side 
of the city of Dublin is taken from the same impure source. In my own house I 
have a metal cistern and a leaden cistern, and in the summer months the water is 
unfit for use. There is no species of fihering that I am aware of [that] will separate 
matter that is soluble in water, such as bilge-water. The Canal Harbour is 
approached by a branch of the Royal Canal, and though it may be said that we on 
the north side of the city are supplied from the Royal Canal, still it is from this 
branch of the canal, which was made for the purpose of leading to the filthy 
harbour; there is not a ripple on it; it is never stirred except by the boats going to 
and fro on it.^^

In 1850, Dublin’s short lived Sanitary Court ordered the Royal Canal Company to dredge 

the area around the Blessington Street Basin, but in November the Pipe Water Committee 

discovered that “only a very short distance of the canal” had been done; accordingly, the 

committee recommended that “the Royal Canal Company should be compelled to have the 

work resumed.”^̂
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The Grand Canal also received its share of complaints, and in 1845, due to various

accusations that it was polluted, the Secretary, John McMullen, had it scientifically

examined by Dr. James Apjohn who reported favourably:^^

It thus appears, as might have been anticipated, that the Dodder water, conveyed 
along the city water-course, contains less saline and organic matter than that in the 
Portobello Basin. The absolute amount of these impurities, in both cases, is small, 
so that both are -  when compared with other waters -  of excellent quality, very 
pure; and, as respects to the canal water, I have no hesitation in saying, that the 
specimen of it which I have examined is sofl, sweet, and wholesome, and well 
adapted for domestic use of every description.^^

In the same vein, the Dublin Quarterly Journal o f Medical Science reported in 1847 that

the pipe water in Dublin was not bad at all and that although it contained some carbonate

of lime, it was not injurious to the general health.^^ The water, hard or not, was still

malodorous, so in November 1849, the Pipe Water Committee recommended that the

Portobello Basin be cleaned out “and a bed of charcoal supplied, with a view of purifying

nc\the water.” Additionally, St. James’s Street Basin was completely cleansed in December

n 11850 in hopes of reducing complaints about water quality.

The 1850s brought with it no improvement to the quality of the city’s water, and 

in 1853 a member of the Dublin Sanitary Association complained “that the surface water 

of the Royal Canal was frequently covered with deposits of coal tar used in the repairing of 

boats at the canal docks” and that he had “observed a large quantity of it accumulated just
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about the place where the water entered the basin in Blessington-street.” Because this 

substance “was very injurious to health,” he believed “it ought not be allowed to fall into 

the c a n a l . I n  1854, Committee No. 2 also reported that that the Royal Canal was being 

polluted by the “foul drainage from the Coke Factory of the Midland Great Western

•  73Railway.” The weekly meetings of the corporation’s Sanitary Committee also entertained 

numerous complaints “respecting the unbearable nuisances in the present water supply.

South-side water from the Portobello and James’s Street basins fared no better. In 

an anonymous letter to Saunder's News-Letter, one Dubliner considered “how 

indispensable to health and comfort pure water is,” but that Dublin’s south side water “has
V

for a long time been so very impure” that it was “offensive to more than one of the senses.”

75 A unnamed water drinker “dismissed the canals as “nauseous and unwholesome” and 

that the prospect of people “quench[ing] [their] thirst with the disgusting proceeds of our 

water pipes is only a mockery and a delusion.” By the late 1850s, despite improvements 

to the water works, objections continued, and Neville reported in October 1859 “that there 

were several complaints during the week of the water from James’s Street Basin having a 

bitter t a s t e , a n d  in May 1860, the Pipe Water Committee was bombarded with 

grievances from the residents of Leeson Street, Merrion Square, and others in the vicinity 

that “the water was so bad it was unfit for use.”

One of the reasons for the continued foul taste and offensive smell of the water 

was a curious plant-like substance that coated most of the basins and their mains, which 

was discovered in September 1851. While the first reformed corporation was having the 

Portobello Basin’s mains cleansed, it discovered that they “had become much coated with

Freeman’s Journal, 14 September 1853.
Report From Committee No. 2, 2 June 1854, Dublin Municipal Council Minutes. 26 June 1854. 
Saunder’s  News-Letter, 13 June 1854.
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a sort of spongy vegetable matter which had never before been observed in them”^̂  and 

that it was reducing many of the pipes “to one half the original size and tending to close 

altogether the service pipes.”*° In October, Michael Donovan, “an eminent c h e m i s t , w a s  

asked to analyse the debris. He reported that many o f the pipes were coated with this 

spongilla, a moss-like substance that was animal in nature. He explained that these 

animals die off in the winter and start to decompose in the pipes, mains, and basins of 

Dublin, and “may infect the water, impart its bad qualities, although in a state of great 

dilution, and even at length affect its salubrity.” Dublin was known in this period for the 

often pungent aroma of its water, so Donovan concluded that it was “not surprising that 

water in which these zeophytes lived, died, and suffered decomposition should have the 

smell which the Dublin pipe-water so frequently has in the summer.” He then terminated 

his report on an unpromising note by stating that he believed that there was no way of 

ridding Dublin of this spongilla.

Despite cleansing of the mains and the basins, complaints about the foul taste of 

Dublin’s water remained unabated, so in August 1856, Fergus Farrell, Lord Mayor and

O '?  __
liberal seed merchant, ordered all the city basins to be inspected. They were all found in 

good working order with the exception of the Portobello Basin, where they again found “a 

considerable growth of weeds and vegetable.”*'̂  The mains were “considerably contracted 

by spongilla” and the growth was traced “some miles up the Grand Canal.” It was also 

observed that “unlike most hydraulic vegetable substances it will grow in the dark, or on 

cast iron, copper, brass, lead, timber, and stone, and is first observed on these substances

like the pile of drop velvet,” and as it developed it became “bright green.”*̂  It was deemed

expedient to have the spongilla reanalysed, and Apjohn, an eminent chemist of Trinity

Neville, 185, op. cit, 75.
Dublin Corporation Pipe Water Committee Minutes, 27 November 1857.
Dublin Corporation Pipe Water Committee Minutes, 27 November 1857.
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College”^̂  who had analysed the Grand Canal back in 1846, was consulted for his 

professional opinion on the nature of the substance and how to prevent it from recurring. 

He certainly changed his opinion of the city’s water since his first inspection: Apjohn 

reported that he found the spongilla to be “penetrated by numerous maggots, which had the 

faculty o f spinning threads like those of the spider, executed rapid movements, and were 

capable of inflicting b i t e s . H e  also determined that the hardness of the canal water 

encouraged their growth because the high amount of carbonate of lime worked as a 

compost when mixed with the spongilla and brought “into rapid development the forms of 

organic life which have been described.”** By 1858 Crofton reported “that the spongilla 

[was] accumulating in a four fold degree as compared with former observations at the

•  89  •Portobello Basin,” and in 1859 the spongilla was said to be three inches thick in the 

mains and had spread to the James’s Street Basin.^°

As well as the wretched quality of Dublin’s water, the quantity was found to be 

deficient as well. Soon after the Grand and Royal Canals began supplying the city, “the 

demand became loud and general from many districts for a better supply.”^̂  At the 1833 

inquiry into Dublin’s local government, the city watercourse was dismissed as “quite 

insufficient to supply the city.” The supply to the city’s 98 fountains for the poor was not 

much better; it was said to be too variable, available at unspecified hours, and people often
Q ' J

left the fountains “very disappointed.” Only the supply to private houses was deemed 

“sufficient,” but that was because of a disposition on the part of the Pipe Water Department
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“to redress any complaints made of a want of supply to private houses.” '̂̂  By 1840 it was 

revealed that the poor were often going up to two days without any water at all.^^

Some improvements had been made to the pipe water distribution after the reform 

of the Irish corporations in 1841,^  ̂ but they were not significant enough to sufficiently 

extend water to a growing population, and there were many indications that Dublin was 

deficient in water. The Paving Board often reported to the Lord Lieutenant about the 

“insufficient supply o f water to the public fountains. In 1846 Willis testified that in St. 

Michan’s parish “there is not a woman with a washed face” because “there is no water for 

them to wash themselves with.” *̂ Even the corporation’s overseer of water works admitted 

in that same year that Dublin was not receiving the quantity o f  water it needed. The 

problem was further demonstrated by the fact that when the Paving Board watered the 

streets, Dubliners had no water w hatso ev er.A n d  in turn, the Paving Board claimed that 

in dry weather there was no water at all for them to dampen the streets.

After 1850, due to a growing population, deficiencies became more apparent and

1 no
the demand on the water supply increased. Committee No. 2 struggled with its new

water duties, and Neville reported in 1853 that

it requires the greatest exertion and management on the part of your overseer of 
water works, and the turn-cocks, to maintain a limited intermittent supply through 
the greater parts of this [south] side of the city; this is most severely felt by the

103poor.

The supply to the north side was marginally improved, but overall the quantity was 

wanting for most services. In the summer o f 1854 Committee No. 1 made a formal request
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to the Pipe Water Committee for increased supplies for street watering; however, “in the 

present state of the Pipe Water Works [it] had to be refused.” ®̂"* As well, many 

“respectable citizens” who applied for water had to “not without regref’ be refused/®^

Water shortages were attributable to several causes. It was attributed in part to 

undersized mains, but a faulty weir and aged watercourse were also partial explanations. 

Flooding frequently damaged the ancient weir, and it had to be repaired in 1844,^°  ̂

1846,^°  ̂ 1849,̂ ^̂  ̂ and again in 1852.*'° In 1854 Committee No. 2 stated that because the 

weir was in a “dilapidated state” and “the general objectionable state o f the city water 

course,” Dublin was only receiving a quarter of the water that it normally did.*'* Dublin’s 

hard waters further limited the supply for the lime regularly accumulated in the mains,

1 1 0  1 1 *3

which “reduc[ed] their diameter considerably” and was expensive to cleanse. In 1861 

Crofton reported that complaints of water shortages were coming from both sides of the 

Liffey because the mains were “considerably reduced by spongilla, and calcareous 

deposits.”*'"̂

The main reason for the deficient quantity of water was the unpredictability of the 

canal water. When Dublin Corporation promoted an 1846 Improvement Bill, the 

subsequent inquest into its feasibility revealed that the canals were an unreliable supplier. 

When evidence was taken in January and February of 1847, Crofton disclosed that the 

corporation often had to complain to the Grand Canal Company about the meagre amount 

of water it was receiving. More damning still was Crofton’s disclosure that in the summer
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of 1845 the Grand Canal did not provide the city with water at all.̂ ^̂  In retaliation, the

secretary of the Grand Canal Company insisted that the canal provided an abundant supply

and that it would continue to “even if the consumption [in Dublin] were double what it

is.”^̂  ̂ However, by the end of the 1850s, the Grand Canal seemed unable to keep up with

demands, and in the summer of 1858 Neville reported:

the supply of water from the Grand Canal to the City Basins at James’s Street and 
Portobello has so much failed and the water level of Basins been maintained at so 
low a level that on Saturday I had cautionary notices served on the large 
consumers of water, such as Distillers, Breweries etc informing them of the fact 
and requesting they would take measures so as to prevent any loss to themselves 
as far as practicable from want of their usual supply. I also directed the watering 
carts to cease taking water from the Hydrants and Fountains on the south side of 
[the] city, and that the Turncocks should put as much of the south side of the city 
as possible on intermittent supply to try and economise the water.

And although the Grand Canal Company sent additional waters down from higher levels,

Neville concluded that “there can be no question that the supplies have failed this year in

yielding near the usual quantity of water and that from this and the want of storage room

has been the cause of the present scarcity in Dublin.” The following summer the Grand

Canal again defaulted on supplies, so Neville was forced to stop flushing the south side

streets. When the corporation complained, the canal directors responded that “every effort

[was] made on the part of the Company to afford the requisite supply.” In any case, Dublin

Corporation was forced to take out advertisements in the Freeman’s Journal, Saunder ’s

News-Letter, and the Daily Express, asking Dubliners to economise on water.

As well as murky quality and meagre quantity, Dublin’s water supply also did not

provide suitable water pressure. Because the pressure was so low, certain areas of the city

were too high to receive any water. In 1833 a supervisor of the pipe water works explained

that there was a problem supplying Fitzwilliam Place with water in consequence of its

Evidence of Mervyn P. C x o f i o n ,  Minutes of Dublin Improvement Bill, 24 
 ̂  ̂Evidence of John McMullen, Minutes o f Dublin Improvement Bill, 87. 
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•  1  2 0  r •[sic] being so high.” The city’s basins were also “not placed at a sufficient elevation to 

command the entire city of Dublin, so that the various parts of the city have a very limited

* 99  1 2  1supply for domestic use.” The pressure was usually not sufficient to provide water 

beyond the second storey, and in 1857 Steeven’s Hospital complained that water was not 

reaching its upper floors. High pressure water was needed to keep the sewers and pipes 

clean, and in 1855 Gray stated: “[t]he quantity of water sent through our house drains and 

street sewers in the manner in which it is at present supplied is altogether inadequate for 

the instantaneous or complete removal either of solid ejecta or of the deposits from refuse

123water.” The low pressure was also making it difficult to extinguish fires. A particularly 

bad fire occurred in June of 1857, causing Committee No. 2 to state that a poor effort had 

been made to extinguish the fire. This tragedy left it “emphatically to report” its opinion 

that

Life and property cannot be properly protected from the consequences of 
accidental fire by the present lax - service and in some cases intermittent 
service of water from your mains and the casual auxiliary supply from water 
carts, nor without an abundant and continuous supply of water at high 
pressure.

Nor was the water outside the city boundaries any better. The jurisdiction of the 

corporation’s ancient water rights was restricted to the medieval boundaries of the city, 

hence the Liberties, for many decades an integral part of the city, remained under the rule 

of the Earl of Meath, and it was he who owned the water rights to this large but extremely 

poor area. In the early nineteenth century, when the Poddle alone could no longer meet the 

Liberties’ growing needs and the corporation was unable to answer the demand, the 

government, “in commiseration for the wants of those poor claimants,” made arrangements 

with the Grand Canal Company, “whereby a supply of water was obtained for the
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inhabitants of the Liberties, and between 1816 and 1821 they caused to be erected the 

Reservoir in Forbes Street to supply the several Fountains now in the l i b e r t i e s . T h e  

Liberties, rather than having a direct supply to the houses, was instead solely provided for 

by fountains, which had a middling reputation. In 1840 Dr. Henry Maunsell testified to a 

Select Committee on the Health of Towns that the supply to the fountains was good^^  ̂and 

the Paving Board reported in 1848 that within the Liberties “there is no deficiency of

9127water.” However the quality of the water was truly appalling: Robert Mallet, a local

civil engineer, claimed in 1847 that the Poddle was subjected “to divers [sic] pollutions”

along its route,^^* and in 1857 the corporation’s Pipe Water Committee described the

Liberty supply as “little better than sewer water.”

This challenge to the quality and quantity of the city’s water was not merely

private nor was it restricted to official inquests. Instead, Dublin’s water deficiency was

also publicly deliberated by many of its main citizens. In 1845, Thomas Willis wrote an

extremely influential pamphlet on the particular case of Dublin’s St. Michan’s Parish and

its miserable living conditions. In it, he claimed that few houses in that area had any type

of toilet facilities, practically no drainage system, and that less than one out of every ten

tenements had running water; the rest were dependent on fountains which he claimed were

a considerable distance from their residences. Moreover, Willis remarked that these

fountains only produced water intermittently and that the poorer classes could not even

afford extra containers to transport water back to their homes. As a result,

[t]here are many lanes and courts in which a tumbler of water could not be had fit 
for drinking. Even for the purpose of cleanliness a scanty supply is with difficulty 
to be had and appears of such value that it is rarely thrown out until after being

’ , 131put to several uses.
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As a partial solution, he proposed that more public fountains and public pumps be installed 

in St. Michan’s to ensure better access to w a t e r . W h i l e  Willis does not lay blame on any 

group specifically, only a peripheral swipe at the “comfortable classes,” the responsibility 

for providing water to the city was ultimately the corporation’s, so its accountability was 

inferred.

And in his 1849 pamphlet on suggested improvements to Dublin, Isaac Farrell

argued that the city was inadequately supplied with water and argued that an improved

supply was emphatically needed. He stated that

it must be kept in mind that not only is a constant and abundant supply for 
household purposes to be provided for, but it should be o f a pure quality, and 
from a sufficient head to command at least the upper floors of the houses in 
the higher parts of the city.

He also believed that the current supply was “defective in all those points,” and “if not

insufficient, is at least not constant, the quality is bad, and the head of water is too low.”*̂ '̂

The Quest for a New Water Supply

The year 1853 proved to be the turning point in Dublin’s on-again-off-again 

relationship with its water supply. In the past Dublin Corporation had flirted with the idea 

of building an entirely new water works scheme, but it had never progressed beyond the 

speculative stage. However, by this time it had become obvious that the current supply
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Corporation’s improvement bill, the water works one was dropped.



was wholly inadequate: the waters were unusually hard, the quality was deplorable, the 

quantity was inconsistent and unreliable, and the pressure was dangerously low. Moreover, 

the influence of Chadwick’s sanitary idea, that is an arterial drainage system of flushing 

sewers and a continuous water supply, was visible across the Some cities, such as

Bristol, began a more serious approach to public health by constructing an intercepting

13Vsewer system, but most preferred starting with water works schemes. By 1853, 

construction of Liverpool’s Rivington Pike water scheme was already a year in progress, 

Manchester had been receiving fresh water via a new water scheme since 1851,^^^ and the 

Glasgow Corporation was securing a water act for itself as well. Moreover, the contract 

with the canal companies was approaching expiry in 1865,*"̂  ̂ so it appeared to be the ideal 

time to reconsider the city’s supply options and to establish what other resources there 

were. As well, a Special Water Works Committee revealed at the Royal Commission in 

1860 that under the 60 year contract with the canals, the citizens were not entitled to a 

preferential supply or a fixed quantity, only the canals’ surplus waters; “Under these 

circumstances, the Corporation determined [. . .] to take active measures to procure a better 

and more ample supply.”

In some respects, Dublin Corporation had an easier task than most British cities in 

improving its water supplies. In such large urban centres as Manchester, Liverpool, and 

Glasgow, private water companies traditionally supplied the citizens, so when these 

corporations attempted to take steps to improve city water supplies, they first had to

For more information on Chadwick and his sanitary idea, please see Chapter IV.
With the establishment of a new sanitary authority in 1851, its first task was the main drainage scheme. 

Though costly, it is said to have been “a major contribution to making Bristol a more sanitary city.” David 
Large, The Municipal Government o f Bristol. 1851 -  1901 (Bristol: Bristol Records Society, 1999), 104. 

Brian D. White, ̂  History o f the Corporation o f  Liverpool, 1835-1914 (Liverpool: The University Press,
1951), 57.

Redford, op. cit., 199.
Irene Maver, “ G l a s g o w ’ s  Civic Government,” Glasgow. Volume II: 1830-1912, Qds. W. Hamish Fraser 

and Irene Maver (Manchester; Manchester University Press, 1996), 456.
^^tjjough this may seem far off in standard years, it was a short period in engineering terms so the 

Corporation did not want to find itself in twelve years time without any water at all.
Report o f Special Water Works Committee and Summary of Schemes, August 1860, Appendix 1, R.C. on 
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generously reimburse those who owned the water rights. When Manchester Corporation 

attempted to construct a new watercourse in 1847, before any earth could be turned it had 

to pay over £500,000 to the Manchester and Salford Water Works Company. Private 

water companies also supplied Liverpool, so when the corporation first moved towards 

better water for the city, it too was required to disburse a sum over £500,000 to buy out 

these companies. Dublin, in contrast, had only had a temporary contract with the canal 

companies to deal with.

In 1853, the city council requested Neville, the city engineer, to report on the 

capabilities of the River Dodder to singularly supply Dublin with water. The River Dodder 

was of course the natural choice because it was partially “the property of the citizens, and 

is the source from which the City was for centuries solely supplied, and for many years 

past has drawn a considerable portion of its supplies.” '̂̂  ̂The city owned the water rights to 

this course, so by using it entirely to supply the city, the corporation would not have to 

purchase any water rights as did Glasgow and Manchester, nor would they have to 

continue paying rents to the canal companies. Since no British city operated within such 

tight financial limits as did D ub lin ,e lim in a tin g  £2,300 a year in canal payments was 

vital.

Parke Neville presented his report in June 1854, and concluded that the Dodder 

could supply Dublin with a constant supply of quality water at high pressure. By this time, 

the top minds in British engineering had determined that 25 gallons of water per person per 

day was an adequate supply of w a t e r , a n d  with Dublin’s population being well over 

250,000 people, the current supply of 8.5 million gallons a day was not nearly enough to

Arthur Redford, The History of Local Government in Manchester. Volume II: Borough and City 
(London: Longmans, Green, and Co., Ltd., 1940), 202.

Midwinter, op. cit, 103.
Report From Committee No. Two to the Municipal Council, February, 1859 (Dublin; Joseph Dollard, 

1859), 3.
’"'^Daly, 1985, op. cit, 220.

Neville, 1854, 19-20.



meet both domestic and industrial needs. Neville determined that by purchasing the Earl 

of Meath’s water rights, altering the Tongue so that the entirety of the Dodder flowed into 

the city water course, and finally constructing two storage reservoirs in Glenasmole and 

Kimmage respectively, the River Dodder would be well able to provide over 25 gallons per 

person per day for a future population of 350,000 while fulfilling the water requirements of 

the various mills along its course and the cities industries.

Neville was equally emphatic in his conviction that the water rating system was 

unjust. The current rating system was one fixed by the 1843 Dublin Rates Act, so the 

corporation had no discretion to alter it. Neville found this “manifestly an unfair and 

unequal way charging” because under it a house that was valued at £50 paid £1 Is. 6d. per 

year whereas one next door might be valued at £49 and paid only 155.*̂ ° He advocated 

instead a poundage rate based on the Poor Law valuation, and proposed that landlords be 

responsible for water rates on premises valued at under £10 per year.'^^ This remained a 

permanent clause in the future water work bills.

While the report seemed attractive to the council members when it was presented 

in June of 1854, the magnitude of a new water scheme was deemed too great to be left to a 

decision of the council. It was resolved to advertise for further plans and to hire an 

“eminent” engineer to “consult and advise generally upon the best plan to be adopted for a 

supply of water at high pressure to the city.”^̂  ̂ In July, in pursuance of the council’s 

resolution, a sub-committee of Committee No. 2 was established consisting of Alderman 

R.H. Kinahan, John Drew Atkin, and Dr. John Gray, owner of the Freeman's Journal. It 

was a Protestant-dominated group, as Kinahan was a long time conservative, Atkin was

R.C. on Dublin Water, iv.
Neville, op. cit, 21-26.
Ibid, 36.
Ibid.
Report from Committee No. Two, Februaryl859, 4.



presumably a conservative as well/^^ while Gray, was a liberal-Protestant. Gray was the 

most important figure in the group, for not only did he go on to become the chairman of 

Dublin Corporation’s Water Works Committee, a position he held until his death in 1875, 

but he was also the key figure behind the new water works/^"* Most contemporary accounts 

credit him with almost single-handedly achieving the Vartry scheme; he himself claimed 

that as chairman, he was “mainly responsible for the introduction of the Vartry water into 

Dublin” and that he “took a leading part in all the public discussions and private 

investigations of the water question, in framing the Dublin Water Act, and in carrying it 

into operation.” Neville believed that Dublin was indebted to Gray for “obtaining the 

great boon of an abundant supply of pure water” due to his “great ability,” “scientific 

knowledge,” and “indomitable energy and perseverance.”'^  ̂ The Dublin Builder 

maintained that

were it not for the immense perseverance and ability displayed by Dr. Gray, the 
bill now obtained for the improved supply would, in all probability, have been 
thrown out by the opponents to the scheme, who mustered in goodly force and

1 SSfrom first to last presented a most determined front.

Even the conservative Irish Times, his professional and political rival, acknowledged “his 

excellent qualities” and recognised the Vartry Works as “an abiding and noble monument 

to his m e m o r y . B u t  as well as being a keen proponent of a new water scheme. Gray 

was also a medical doctor and a nationalist; he was a friend and confidant of Daniel 

O’Connell and a supporter of his movement. In 1843, he was indicted along with 

O’Connell and others for conspiracy against the queen and served a limited prison

Atkin was a councillor for South Dock Ward, which was a predominantly conservative ward. The other 
representatives of this ward, Alderman Kinahan, Joseph Boyce, and George Woods Maunsell, were all 
conservatives, so presumably Atkin was as well.

Irish Builder, XXI (1 July 1879), 201.
The Freeman’s Journal even incorrectly credited Gray with having designed the Vartry Water Work 

scheme. Freeman’s Journal, 10 April 1875.
Times, 2 October 1871.
Neville, 1875, op. cit, 29.
Dublin Builder, III (15 August 1861), 605.
Excerpt from The Irish Times, quoted in; Freeman’s Journal, 10 April 1875.



sentence. When Gray died in 1875, he was honoured with a public funeral, and for two 

hours a procession consisting of a cortege of 200 carriages made its way through the city 

while thousands of people looked on to pay their respects. It was said to have been the 

“most imposing demonstration of respect and regret witnessed in this city since the 

obsequies of Daniel O’C o n n e l l . F i t t i n g l y ,  Gray was buried in Glasnevin near 

O’C o n n e l l , a n d  a marble statue was erected in Sackville Street (today O’Connell Street) 

in 1879 in his honour.

In 1854 Gray contacted Britain’s General Board of Health and London engineer 

Sir William Cubbit^^^ for suggestions on possible water work engineers. Both 

emphatically advocated Thomas Hawksley,^^^ who was perhaps the most famous British 

engineer of the Victorian period (fig. 6.2). Hawksley had several claims to fame, including 

being an acquaintance of Chadwick’s and having designed and supervised the Trent water 

works scheme at the age of 23. In 1844 his reputation was fiirther heightened when he sat 

as one of the main professional witnesses in the Royal Commission on the State of Large 

Towns. This was said to have launched his career from being a little known architect and 

sometime surveyor to one of an eminent engineer whose evidence was referred to in places 

as far away as Melbourne or Bombay. After 1844, Hawksley built up a thriving private 

practice, and by the time he died in 1893 at the age of 86, he claimed to have

constructed above 150 water works, many of the largest in character; and that

Irish Builder, XVII (15 April 1875), 109. Dictionary o f  National Biography, 452.
Times, 19 April 1875. Freeman’s Journal, 16 April 1875.
Freeman’s Journal, 16 April 1875.
At his funeral, Gray received a Protestant service, which was unusual for a Glasnevin burial.

Unfortunately, this did not go unnoticed and several disgruntled people “hooted” and “pelted” the minister 
with stones. Times, 19 April 1875.
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there were no important towns in Great Britain, and, indeed, very few great cities 
in the civilized world, in regard to which he had not been professionally consulted 
in some way or another.

Among the more notable cities where he was responsible for their water works were

Liverpool, Leeds, Leicester, Sheffield, Merthyr, Darlington, Norwich, Nottingham, York,

Coventry, Oxford, Bridgetown (Barbados), Boston, and Stockholm/^^ As well as his

proliferation, Hawksley is also remembered for being “the first to suggest and to carry into

practice the system of ‘constant service’ in water supply.” ^̂  ̂ His experience and

commitment to sanitary matters made him the ideal choice for the position of Dublin’s

consulting engineer.

Fig. 6.2 Thomas Hawksley, C.E. (1807-1893)
Consulting Engineer for Dublin Water Works

Gray formally wrote to Hawksley in the summer of 1854, requesting his 

professional service, however, because he was “more or less intimately connected with all 

the great water works of Great Britain, and conversant with the details of all of them,” ^̂  ̂

he was an extraordinarily busy person and could not be in Dublin until January of 1855. 

Prior to his arrival, the council advertised in national newspapers for plans or suggestions

Times, 25 September 1893.
Ibid
Ibid
Freeman’s Journal, 18 January 1855.



as to a new scheme, and secured the services of Apjohn and Dr. Robert Kane of the

Museum of Irish Industry to analyse chemically the various possible water sources/^"^ On

arrival, Hawksley was presented with the corporation’s requirements; a constant supply of

pure water at high pressure, which would be suitable to provide 25 gallons of water per

person per day, and would cost no more than £200,000. With these specifications in mind,

he and Neville went to work on examining the various plans.

As inquiries were still being made and no commitment had been entered,

opposition to this course of action was slight. Alderman George Roe, a distiller and

prominent liberal-Protestant, did question “whether Dublin required any alteration in the

water supply [and] expressed his conviction that the supply was abundant in quantity,

unobjectionable in quality, and most satisfactory in its distribution,” but the proposal to

have a consulting engineer investigate alternative supplies was too innocuous to cause

forcible objections. The public response proved to be limited as well. The Freeman's

Journal for its part agreed that Dublin was badly supplied with water and commended the

Council for seeking an expert opinion:

[I]t will readily be understood that when unprofessional citizens -  merchants, 
lawyers, bankers, and other unskilled in the several branches of knowledge 
an acquaintance with which is requisite to constitute an effective water
works engineer -  came to its consideration as a practical question to be dealt 
with, not talked about, they speedily became conscious of their own 
deficiencies, as well as of the immensity of the interests involved in a

•  177question of such apparent simplicity as water.

While such pro-corporation newspapers as the Freeman’s Journal generally reported 

favourably, even the neutral ones such as the Dublin Mercantile Advertiser felt that a new

Report from Committee No. Two, February 1859, 5.
Ibid
Freeman’s Journal, 18 January 1855. It is worthy of note that Roe did not actually live in the city but out 

in Donnybrook, so he would not have been the familiar with the general supply of the city. Moreover, 
presumably the brewers and distillers did not suffer from water shortages because they did not get involved 
in the water question on a professional level. Although Roe was initially reluctant, by the late 1850s, he 
became one of the key proponents of a new water scheme and served as vice-chairman of the Corporation’s
Water Works Committee.

Freeman’s Journal, 18 January 1855. The FJ supported every move the Corporation made during the
water debate, not only because it was generally a liberal and a Catholic paper, but because it was owned by 
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supply o f pure and wholesome water was necessary for the well-being of the city and made 

no complaint that an alternate source was being sought.

Upon completion of his examinations in August o f 1855, Hawksley determined 

that more water analysis was needed in the spring and summer months, so he agreed to 

return to Dublin when the corporation advised him that testing was complete. However 

the corporation for its part was slow to respond. An entirely new scheme required a huge 

financial investment and as it had never contemplated anything of this magnitude, its 

members were understandably nervous to commit themselves to such an initiative. Along 

with this financial trepidation, favourable reports as to the existing situation such as that of 

Committee No. 2 in November 1855 that it was “happy to inform the Council that a 

constant supply of water is now afforded generally throughout the city and that complaints

1520cease to exist as herefore arising from periodical or intermittent supplies,” must have

encouraged the corporation’s delay in re-summoning Hawksley. Neville explained in his

history of the Dublin water works that Hawksley was not requested to return to Dublin

until December 1857 because of “other matters engaging the attention of the corporation,

and [because of] monetary difficulties,” and Committee No. 2 also reasoned that

•  * 1 8 2Hawksley was not called back “owing to monetary difficulties.”

It was not until December 1857 that it was finally resolved “[t]hat Mr. Hawksley 

be communicated with on the future water supply to the city, in order that the Committee 

be as early as possible informed as to the best and most approved plan to be submitted to 

the council But, once again, Hawksley demonstrated his value by his busy schedule 

and was not available until the summer of 1858. Upon arriving in August, he immediately 

set about re-examining the proposals, interviewing all the prospective engineers and

Dublin Mercantile Advertiser, 15 September 1854.
Report From Committee No. Two, February 1859, 5-6.
Report from Committee No. 2, 29 November 1855, Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 18 February 

1856.
Neville, 1875, op. c it, 7.
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Report From Committee No. Two, February 1859, 6.
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visiting their proposed sites. Since the corporation had first advertised for proposals in the 

summer of 1854, it had received eleven plans, including five collected from previous years, 

to submit to Hawksley (Figure 6.3). Mulvany,*^"  ̂Neville, and Louch’s decisions to choose 

only one canal were rejected because they could not offer enough water. Mallet’s plan for

185the Dodder was not recommended because the catchment area was not large enough, 

Samuel McClean’s view of the Grand Canal and the Liffey^^^ was dismissed due to poor 

water quality and low pressure, and Neville’s report on the Dodder was also rejected 

because of possible difficulties in constructing a reservoir and the number o f mill owners 

that would need compensating.^*^ Thomas Brazill’s was dismissed because Hawksley 

believed his reservoir was too small and the area was prone to flooding,^** and Richard 

Hassard’s Vartry scheme was rejected for being too complicated and costly. However, 

Hawksley did state from the outset that he believed the Vartry water was “very beautiful,

Engineer (Year Submitted) Proposed Scheme 1
Christopher Mulvany, C.E. (1847) Grand Canal
Robert Mallet, C.E. (1847) River Dodder
Samuel McClean (1848) Grand Canal and Liffey
Parke Neville, C.E. (1849) Royal Canal
John Louch, Architect (1850) Royal Canal
Parke Neville, C.E. (1854) River Dodder
The Sanitary Association (1854) Grand and Royal Canals
Thomas Brazill, C.E. (1854) Liffey at Poulaphouca
Parke Neville, C.E. (1854) Liffey at Kippure
Richard Hassard, C.E. (1854) Grand and Royal Canals
Richard Hassard, C.E. (1854) River Vartry and Lough Dan

Fig. 6.3189

Table of proposed Water Works Schemes, 1847-1855

Mulvany, engineer to the Grand Canal Company, had designed his plans for the Grand Canal in 1847 and 
had presented them to the surveyors of a local inquiry of Dublin in relation to the Corporation’s second 
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Majesty’s Woods, Forests, Land Revenues, Works and Buildings, Enclosing the Report o f the Surveying 
Officers Appointed Under the Above Act, 1847-48, XXXI, 14-15. For more information on the local inquiry, 
please see Chapter III.
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Consolidation, Improvements, and Water Works Bill in 1847. Ibid

McClean had been commissioned by Frederick Jackson to draw up a water works scheme for his 1848 
Consolidation, Improvements, and Water Works Bill. Please see Chapter III.

Evidence of Thomas Hawksley, R.C. on Dublin Water, 64-67.
*** Ibid., 68

Report From Committee No. Two, February 1859, 7. Report of Special Water Works Committee and 
Summary of Schemes, Appendix 1, R C. on Dublin Water, 107-111.



in my opinion the purest water to be found in a large quantity.” The most categorical

rejection was the Dublin Sanitary Association’s entry; Hawksley disregarded it altogether

because it proposed no original scheme of its own and offered no specific details;

Those gentlemen considered the subject o f the supply o f Dublin in a sanitary 
point of view, and they came to the conclusion - 1 believe erroneously -  that 
it was most for the interest of the public to unite in one scheme the plans of 
Mr. Mulvany and Mr. Louch for taking the water of the two canals. That 
project was not pressed upon me.^^^

Hawksley’s ultimate choice was a combination of the two canals. But rather than 

taking one of the proposed plans, he developed a plan of his own. Hawksley chose to draw 

from the Grand Canal above the level o f the 11̂  ̂ Lock and to construct at this point a 

reservoir, filter beds, and a fresh water tank capable of holding 60,000,000 gallons of 

water. Water from the Royal Canal was to be drawn at the 12‘̂  Lock with a similar 

reservoir, filter bed, and fresh water tank to store 40,000,000 gallons. Altogether the new 

water works would provide enough water for a population of 400,000 and would cost 

approximately £137,000. To guarantee 6 million gallons a day from the Grand and an 

additional 4 million gallons from the Royal, he proposed paying a fixed sum of £2,500 a

1 Q9year to the canal companies.

Hawksley based his choice of the canals on the grounds of the relatively low cost 

and the ease in implementing such a plan rather than on their superior quality. He was 

limited to a scheme priced below £200,000,^^^ so although he agreed that the canals 

contained more lime than any other source, he believed that this did not affect the over all 

adequacy of the w a t e r . H e  knew his goal was to find the best possible source at the

lowest price, hence

if I found I could obtain water of that quality [hard] at a moderate expense

Ibid, 70.
Ibid, 68. For a copy of the Sanitary Association’s Report please see: The Sanitary Association,

Committee appointed to Report upon the Water Supply of Dublin, as regards its best source — sufficiency — 
purity — economy, A p p e n d i x 4 9 , 7?. C. 186-189.

Report of the Special Water Works Committee and Summary of Schemes, Appendix \,R.C. on Dublin 
Water, 111.
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against a perfectly soft water at a much larger expense, I should be quite 
prepared, from my own experience, knowing what the wants and desires and 
wishes of towns are, to recommend the Corporation to adopt the cheaper 
scheme.

Furthermore, he determined that the canals were the best source because the public was

familiar with them and there would be few misgivings:

Apart from the consideration of mere pecuniary advantages, fewer 
parliamentary and municipal difficulties would have to be encountered, and 
there would also be less distrust as to the ultimate success of the measure, 
and the feeling of the public in regard to the quality o f the water.

Neville backed up Hawksley’s choice in his November 1858 report, but also on the

grounds of economy rather than quality. He stated in his report that he believed “that the

improved supply of water can be got for the City, from the Canals, at a less cost than any

other source.” As for quality, he did not believe the canal waters were as soft as those

fi-om the Wicklow Mountains, “and consequently not so good for brewing, washing, and

culinary purposes,” but they were no harder than London waters and if taken at a sufficient

distance from the city and properly filtered, they “will be of a very superior quality to what

it is at present, delivered fi’om the City Basins.” For the whole project Hawksley and

Neville estimated a capital cost of £137,000 plus the yearly payment of £2,500 to the canal

198companies.

The problem inherent to this plan was that of course the canal companies had to 

agree to such terms, but since they seemed interested in complying, negotiations began in 

August 1858 after Committee No. 2 resolved that Hawksley’s suggestion of the two canals 

was the best plan.^^  ̂ On 24 August, a letter was sent to both canal companies asking what 

their price would be for a guaranteed and preferential supply of 6 million gallons of water a

Ibid
Letter from Thomas Hawksley to Committee No. 2, 10 November 1858, Dublin Builder, I (1 August 

1859), 102.
Report of the City Engineer, Water Works (Dublin), Dublin Builder, 1(1 September 1859), 107.
Ibid
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day which was clear and free from pollution.^®® It took the corporation two months to get

the response it needed, and through September and October, it was in practically daily

communication with one or the other canal company trying to come to an agreement.

The Royal Canal quickly determined that it was unable to guarantee 6 million

gallons a day to the co rp o ra tio n ,so  it was not contacted again until the end of October.

Discussions with the Grand Canal Company however dragged on. At first the Grand Canal

Directors maintained that they could provide the supply, but they wanted the corporation to

examine their calculations. Committee No. 2 felt that the canal company was trying to

make the corporation accountable for any future short fall on the canal’s part, so it refused.

When the Canal Company insisted on such a review, a meeting was held involving the

chairman of the Grand Canal Company, William Digges La Touche, and Committee No.

2. However, nothing was resolved because the Grand Canal Company was now asking

for one-eighth of the pipe water rent to guarantee a precise supply, and when the

committee received this request in writing, it found

the proposal to pay a per centage for the water to be supplied by the Grand 
Canal Company most objectionable, and foresee that the difficulties attendant 
on carrying into operation such a proposition are many -  for instance -  if 
water from any other source be mingled with the water of the Grand Canal 
Company, how can the rental derived from the supply of the water be

203ascertained, whereon to calculate the percentage?

When asked then for a fixed sum as opposed to a percentage, the Directors of the Grand 

Canal Company named £2,000 to guarantee a supply.

Copies of the correspondences between the canal companies and the corporation 

were sent to Hawksley in London to keep him abreast of the situation, and he advised in 

return that Committee No. 2 should re-open negotiations with the Royal Canal and ask the 

exact quantity the directors would be able to guarantee. On 20 October Committee No. 2

Ibid, 8.
Report From Committee No. Two, February 1859, 8. By this time, the Royal Canal was owned by the 

Midland Great Western Railway Company.
Ibid, 8-13.
Ibid, 13.

^°"lbid, 13-14.
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received a response stating that “the Directors of the [Midland Great Western Railway] 

Company are willing to guarantee a preferential supply from the Royal Canal for four

•  205million gallons daily.” Upon receiving word of the directors’ decision, Hawksley 

confirmed that the negotiations with the canal companies had reached a point which 

enabled him “to advise generally in favour of a supply from the Canals in the manner 

already proposed,” but only if the Grand would agree to a fixed sum o f £1,500 a year and 

the Royal £1,000.^°^

In a last attempt to gain a guaranteed and preferential supply from the canals.

Committee No. 2 sent a final letter to both companies stating that if they responded by 4

November 1858 with a written guarantee of the quantity and price Committee No. 2 would

in turn recommend to the city council of the Borough of Dublin that it accept the canals as

the city’s new supply. On 5 November, Committee No. 2 received its response: the two

canal companies had met together and in a joint letter they stated that the Grand wanted

£1,800 a year and the Royal £1,200.^®  ̂ Committee No. 2, trying to find good water at a

reasonable price, refused to accept these terms, and instead asked Hawksley to provide

them with the probable cost of a Grand Canal and Dodder scheme and of an alternate

source if no arrangements with the canal companies could be made.^^^

The hope for a cheap and easy scheme formally collapsed on 18 November, the

same day that Neville had reported in favour of the canals, when the Grand Canal

Company declined in a letter dated 15 November to accept anything less than £1,800 a

year. Committee No. 2 then decided that

after considerable deliberation and discussion upon the above Reports, and 
on the refiisal of the Canal Companies to acquiesce in the offer made them by 
your Committee, which they consider a fair one, and as high as they could 
possibly recommend the council to give, and in which opinion they were 
fortified by the opinions of your Consulting Engineer and Mr. Neville, it was

Ibid., 14.
""""Ibid., 14-15.

Ibid., 15-16.
Ibid., 16-17.
Ibid.,
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suggested by one of the members o f the Committee, 

that they should look instead to using a supply from the River Dodder and the Grand Canal 

c o m b i n e d . A t  a meeting of Committee No. 2 on 3 December 1858, Neville reported on 

the feasibility of this scheme, believing it quite practicable “provided the Corporation 

acquire a right to use all the water coming from the water courses from the City Weir, 

instead of about one-third of it, as at present.” He estimated the entire scheme, with water 

rights, land purchases, reservoirs, filter beds, and pipeage, would cost close to £140,000.^^^ 

When asked his opinion, Hawksley reported on 30 December that the supply would be 

more than satisfactory for a fliture population of 400,000, and that the quality o f the River 

Dodder was

unquestionably of very superior quality in all respects, except, its liability to 
be occasionally coloured at its mountain source by peat, heather, fern, and 
other like vegetable matters. I have, however, no doubt that this water, after 
admixture with the limestone water of the Grand Canal, in a large Reservoir 
proposed by Mr. Neville, in which it would become exposed for a 
considerable time to the decolourizing influence of light and air.

With the added expense o f having to compensate mill-owners, Hawksley estimated the

works closer to £150,000, and warned that if they were acquiring the Earl of Meath’s water

course, “it will be necessary to exercise a strict supervision of the channel of the River

Dodder and its tributaries above the point of diversion, in order to prevent the water from

212becoming fouled or other wise deteriorated in quality or appearance.”

At a meeting of Committee No. 2 on 13 January 1859 the members went over

Neville and Hawklsey’s reports. They agreed that

[i]t is necessary and expedient that the Corporation should take measures to 
procure for the citizens of Dublin an ample supply of water, of a better 
quality and description than at present supplied to them, and that it should be 
delivered at high pressure and on constant service, in the manner now being 
universally adopted in the cities and large towns in England and Scotland.^^^

Ibid., 35.
Ibid., 36-40.
Report of Thomas Hawksley, 30 December 1858, Dublin Builder, I (1 August 1859), 103. 
Report From Committee No. Two, February 1859, 44.



To do so. Committee No. 2 voted in favour of the Dodder - Grand Canal scheme because it 

could “be procured at a moderate price,” and they would be saving £1,200 a year in rent 

demanded by the Royal C a n a l . A  copy of the report was then printed for each member 

of the corporation.

On 16 May 1859 a special meeting of the city council was called to consider

Committee No. 2’s report. When it was moved to adopt the report in favour of the Grand

Canal and River Dodder scheme. Councillor James Whelan, a Catholic architect, moved

for an amendment, disgusted that “after four years’ waiting upon the London engineer, we

are still at the point we started; by which it is manifest this extraordinary delay was solely

to force the citizens to take the supply of water from those canals at whatever price the

directors might impose.” He proceeded to give a speech in favour of Loch Owel and

moved to have the consideration of No. 2’s report held off until August. Councillor

Gray, shocked by Whelan’s accusation, said he could not let a statement “of such an

erroneous and fallacious character” go unchallenged. He denied the accusations and

argued in return that the delay proposed by Whelan “would have that effect” because a

delay of four months “would place the council irretrievably at the mercy of the Canal

Company.”^̂  ̂ Gray reasoned instead that they had done their best to do business with the

Canal Companies and to get the greatest possible deal:

One of the greatest difficulties that the committee had to deal with was that 
of bringing the Canal Company to terms, the difficulty of inducing them to 
make a definite and fixed proposition, which would be binding upon them.
The Company knew that one of the water leases would expire in 1865, and 
the other in 1868 and that if the council did not set about the work without 
further loss of time that they would be without any water for the supply of the 
city, and would consequently be obliged to accept any terms that the Canal 
Company might think right to impose.^^*

Ibid., 45.
Freeman's Journal, 17 May 1859. 
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To prove that they were not trying to force the Grand Canal Company on Dublin, Gray 

then produced a letter from its directors stating that “they would no longer be bound by 

their offer to supply the water required at 1,800/. a year, but would hold themselves at 

liberty to charge a higher price.”^̂  ̂ The corporation was not going to accept these terms 

from the Grand Canal Company, and it voted 29-2 to adopt the report as it was. It was also 

resolved on that day “that Committee No. 2 with three members from each of the other 

Committees of the corporation be empowered to act on it, and take such steps as they think 

expedient in reference to the water supply of the City” and to continue corresponding with 

the Grand Canal Company to come to a satisfactory agreement.^^®

It is important to take note at this instance that the canals were clearly the 

corporation’s ideal choice, and despite their poor water quality, had always been the first 

choice for two main reasons. Firstly, the canals were the economical choice: in 1848 the 

Pipe Water Committee determined that an improved supply from the canals could be had 

and “with regard to the expense of the construction of this works and carrying the water to 

Dublin a large amount of money would be saved as compared with the erection of similar 

works on the Dodder river at Glenismoel Secondly, the canals made good sense

politically, and Dublin Corporation recognised that battling the canals meant contending 

with a powerful interest group. In 1857, the Pipe Water Committee warned “that great 

caution will be essential in providing in due time a substitute for the supply by the canals 

as both are under the influence, if not actually in the hands of one body.”^̂  ̂Hence it can be 

argued that the corporation had good reason to actively seek the canal waters as the new 

water scheme for Dublin. However, the canal companies consistently refused to co

operate. This is significant because even though it appears that the corporation did all it 

could to accommodate the canals, when the debate over water reached a head in the winter

Freeman's Journal, 17 May 17 1859.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 16 May 1859.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 22 August 1848.
Dublin Corporation Pipe Water Committee Minutes, 27 November 1857.
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months of 1860, it would be accused of not making a proper effort to do business with the 

canals. But Hawksley stressed the fact that “the Corporation were perfectly willing at that 

time to have accepted the canal water, [. . .] they were at that time perfectly willing if they 

could have a preferential supply at a reasonable price, at a proper elevation, and of a sweet

* 99223and proper quality.” The corporation had a basic mandate to make the supply better and

though it gave the canal companies every opportunity to be the final choice, they either

would not give a guarantee, or after doing so rescinded it.

This is exactly what happened again in August of 1859. At council meeting on 16

May a Special Water Works Committee was formed, with Gray as its chairman, to

continue negotiating with the Grand Canal Company, and to determine why it had backed

out of their earlier understanding. From this larger committee, a sub-committee consisting

of Councillors Gray, George Woods Maunsell, Francis Codd, and Alderman Edward

Hudson was formed to carry out inquiries. They were given instructions “to observe

rigid secrecy with regard to proceeding,” due to the belief that the Grand Canal and

Dodder scheme had fallen through because too many people had been aware of its details;

The details of this project were very generally known before the House 
adopted the report -  recommending it, and the result illustrates very forcibly 
the extreme difficulty which a popularly constituted public body has to 
encounter in conducting preliminary negotiations of this nature, otherwise
than through the agency of a small committee pledged to the most rigid

226secrecy.

This sub-committee then began a lengthy correspondence with the Grand Canal Company 

that culminated in a letter from La Touche, the chairman, dated 17 August 1859. In it, he 

stated that though the Directors of the Company were most willing and anxious to co-

Evidence of Mr. Thomas Hawksley, R.C. on Dublin Water, 78.
Again this sub-committee had a high Protestant and conservative representation. George Woods 

Maunsell, a barrister, and Edward Hudson, a solicitor, were both conservatives, and Codd, a wine merchant,
was a liberal-Protestant.

Copy Report of Sub-Committee, Report Submitted to the Right Honourable the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, 
Burgesses of Dublin by Special Committee appointed by the Municipal Coui^il upon the 16 day of May, 
1859, to act upon the Report of Committee No. 2 of the 27*̂  of January and 4 of February, 1859, and to take 
such steps as they may think expedient in reference to the Water Supply of the City, 25 October 1859, Dublin 
Municipal Council Minutes, 28 October 1859. [Hereafter Report of Water Works Committee, 25 October 
1859]
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operate with the corporation to make the Grand Canal waters available, “they must decline 

to guarantee any fixed quantity of water to be drawn from the canal daily at the 11^ Lock,” 

and instead offered the overflow from the Harbour Level which would provide the same 

quantity as was currently provided at £1,500 a year. If  the corporation still insisted on 

water from above the 11̂  ̂Lock then La Touche said he would only allow 3 million gallons 

a day to be drawn from it and the corporation would have to compensate any mill-owners 

along the canal. As previously noted, the corporation’s choice of the canals was based 

mostly on economy, so when the Grand Canal Company refiised to guarantee an extended 

supply of water at what was deemed a reasonable price, the canal scheme lost much of its 

appeal.

Dublin Corporation Water Works Bill No. 1

Other than the canals, the corporation had no strong attraction to any other scheme 

because by then public and private opinions were quite mixed. Neville’s 1854 pamphlet 

on the Dodder is said to have prompted the Dublin’s Sanitary Association’s report of that 

same year in favour of the two c a n a l s . A  Committee of the Association was formed in 

September o f 1854, and it opposed the Dodder on the grounds that the river was frequently 

dry in the summer and autumn, was often discoloured by peat, and was generally 

“injurious to the animal system.” For these reasons “[t]hey, therefore, have no hesitation in 

expressing their conviction that the River Dodder and the proposed catchments should not 

be made the source of supply to the city of Dublin,” and instead insisted that the canals 

could provide “a supply of water amply sufficient for all the requirements of the city and

))229suburbs of Dublin, now and for the future.”

Letter From Mr. William Digges La Touche to Dr. John Gray, 17 August 1859, Appendix 36 A, R.C. on
Dublin Water, 157-158.
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The Sanitary Association. Committee appointed to report upon the water-supply of Dublin as regards its 

best source, its sufficiency, purity, its economy. Report, Dublin Builder, I (1 November 1859), 141.



The Dublin Mercantile Advertiser responded promptly to this report and 

confessed “that we were not a little surprised to find the Association, in their Report, 

incline to prefer the canal water as the best of the two.”^̂ ° Though they do not qualify 

explicitly this lack of surprise, it could have perhaps been due to the reality that the 

Sanitary Association, as previously noted, was largely composed of conservatives, and 

likewise the Grand Canal Company has been described as one of Dublin’s leading 

“conservative b a s t i o n s , s o  there was the distinct possibility that the two groups could 

have been aligning together. The Advertiser did not agree with the DSA’s choice but 

preferred instead the Dodder, because “though the canal water may be perfectly free from 

mineral impurities, serious and deleterious impurities of another and, it may be, more 

dangerous character, may largely mix with it.”^̂ ^

The River Dodder, on the other hand, did not fare much better with many critics. 

Though Thomas Brazill, in his 1854 pamphlet on the Poulaphouca water objected to the 

canals because “[t]he water is in general hard, and impregnated with carbonate of lime and 

other deleterious substances held in solution, and which cannot be removed by 

f i l t r a t i o n , h e  was equally unimpressed by the Dodder, claiming it was too difficult to 

embank and the cost of purchasing land and water rights from the mills along it would be 

too h e a v y . T h e  Dublin Evening Mail also expressed doubt about both sources. It 

claimed that paper mills along the Dodder were allowing their refuse of “powerful acids” 

to run into the river and that woollen and tuck millers were “known to use the most

•  •  * 235disgusting materials in scouring their fabrics,” permitting them to drain into the river.
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The Canals were deemed no better because they were o f inferior quality to all other 

sources and had become stagnant ditches o f impure water.^^^

Because there was no consensus of opinion, no strong voice speaking out in 

favour of one scheme over another, and because the Grand Canal Company had changed 

its offer, the Water Works Committee felt justified in October of 1859 in going in a 

completely different direction than hitherto contemplated. Knowing that if it was ever 

going to arrange for the adequate supply of Dublin with high quality water, and believing 

that it had done all that it had done all it could to come to terms with the canals, the sub

committee of Codd and Gray^^^decided to abandon every canal scheme altogether.^^^ 

When negotiations fell through with the Grand Canal Company in August 1859, Neville 

and Hawksley were promptly requested by the sub-committee to report on the capabilities 

of the River Liffey to supply Dublin with water and on 30 August they reported in favour 

of the Liffey at Coyford because “an unfailing and excellent supply may be derived from 

this river at or near a place called Oberstown, between two and three miles westward of 

Sallins” for £150, 000.^^^ In October, they reported again that a follow-up analysis of the 

water and inspection of the location had convinced them that the waters were soft and pure, 

that few mills would need to be compensated, and that the water could be taken at a 

sufficient height to ensure high pressure. The Sub-Committee first presented its idea of 

Coyford to the Water Works Committee in mid-October, and it was then submitted it to 

Dublin Corporation on 28 October 1859 for consideration.

""“ Ibid., 125-126.
After the 17 August letter had been received from La Touche, a new sub-committee of Codd, Gray, 

Maunsell, and Sweetman was formed. According to the Copy Report of the Sub-Committee, Maunsell was 
completely absent from the proceedings and Sweetman was too ill to stay involved, so the whole matter was 
left to Gray and Codd. But, they confessed that “we were deprived of the valuable aid we must have derived 
form the knowledge, experience, and zeal, which these gentlemen would have brought to the discharge of the 
arduous and critical duties imposed on the committee. See. Copy Report of Sub-Committee, Report of 
Water Works Committee 25 October 1859, Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 October 1859.
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Gray and Codd knew they had to stress the fact to the city council that they had 

tried everything they could to make a canal scheme work. At this special meeting o f the 

council to consider the report, Gray presented the committee’s findings, and to erase any 

doubt that he and Codd had not taken every possible step to come to terms with the canals, 

he explained that they had made one last attempt to contact both companies, once again 

asking how much water they were willing to guarantee. Gray insisted that he “had reason 

to know that both the canal companies entered into the investigation with the greatest 

exactitude, care, and deliberation,” but as a result neither could make any g ua r an t e e s .T o  

show that there were no ill feelings. Gray also commented that “the committee gave the 

Grand Canal Company great credit, and were deeply indebted to them for the care with 

which they had examined the m a t t e r . H o w e v e r ,  the previous correspondence with the 

canals had revealed the truth that by then “[i]f any parties were interested in having the 

water supply of Dublin from the canals it would be the canal companies themselves,” and 

since they again declined to guarantee a supply, it was decided that the Water Works 

Committee should make the necessary preparations to lodge the Coyford scheme as a bill 

in December.

On 15 December 15 the council convened another special meeting to decide

officially on the Coyford Bill, and the vote that took place that day demonstrates two

important points. Firstly, that meeting was a

Special Meeting of the municipal council for the purpose of receiving, 
considering, and doing or directing all necessary Acts to be done upon or in 
relation to a Report from the Special Water Supply Committee (appointed 
May 16̂ *') and a Report from the Committee of the entire Council and also to 
consider and adopt and to do or direct all necessary Acts to be done upon or 
in relation to a Draft Bill intituled “The Dublin Corporation Water Works 
Act 1860” in order that same might be solicited on behalf of the Corporation 
of the City in the ensuing Session of Parliament.^"*^

241 Freeman’s Journal, 29 October 1859.
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Every council member had been aware since the Coyford plan was first presented at the 

end of October that the deciding vote would be cast in December, but of the sixty council 

members, only thirty showed up.̂ '̂  ̂ This was a fairly average turnout for a council 

meeting, which shows that interest in the matter was not especially strong at this time. 

Secondly, at that meeting, reports from a committee of the whole house and from the 

Special Water Works Committee were both read “recommending the bill to the council for

247approval,” and though a discussion took place that raised objections to the proposed bill, 

the Liffey at Coyford was still overwhelmingly supported by a vote of 27 to 3, to be tabled 

in parliament as the Corporation’s 1860 Water Works Bill.̂ "*̂  This demonstrates that 

support for a new water scheme, even amongst the conservatives, was strong.

However once the bill was lodged, the water question shot from an issue of mild 

interest to one that was at the absolute forefront of civic politics and the word “Coyford” 

was on everyone’s lips. For the first time since idea of improving Dublin’s water supply 

was tentatively put forth in 1853, there was an explosion of protest from both inside and 

outside o f the council chambers. The newspapers protested, there were animated debates in 

council unlike any seen before, and even public meetings were culminating in violence.

Despite the fact that the Coyford proposal had been passed by a large majority of 

council members, by January 1860 many of them had had a change of heart. A heated 

debate on whether the bill should be postponed was begun on 20 January and continued on 

the 23 and 24 until a vote was finally cast in favour of maintaining Coyford. Several 

council members expressed opposition. Councillor Whelan was unhappy with the secrecy 

in which the Water Works Committee had acted, and questioned its motives. Councillors 

John Martin and Thomas Tracey for their part each expressed a preference for the canal

Ibid
Dublin Mercantile Advertiser, \6  \%59.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 15 December 1859. Many of the leading conservative members were 

present and most, such as Councillors Woods Maunsell and Henry Price, supported the Bill. Of the three 
people that that did not. Councillor James Whelan, a Catholic, was outspoken from the beginning against any 
new scheme (except for Loch Owel). The other two were Councillors John French and Thomas H. Tracey 
and their names suggest that they may have been Catholics, but nonetheless, they were prominent opponents 
of any Corporation water measure.



s c h e m e s , w h i l e  councillor John French was concerned that the change from a fixed 

water rate would increase rates too much.^^°

In defence, Alderman George Roe would hear no slander of the Water Works 

Committee members’ characters and “was certain that all of them were actuated by no 

motive but a desire to do the best they could for the citizens. Alderman Reynolds was 

strongly in favour of Coyford and believed that the canals were laden with “impurities and

99252animal matter.” He also accused men such as Tracey of being opposed to the bill 

because they owned many old, dilapidated tenements and this new bill which required 

landlords to pay the water rates would mean additional charges upon their own shoulders. 

Furthermore, Reynolds went on to state that most resistance was from the canal 

shareholders who did not want to lose their dividends if the canals lost their rents: “Those 

parties had the prospect of getting £3,000 a year out of an old ditch, and [. . .] the 

diminished income from that source [. . .] would reasonably figure in their eyes as a large

sum.”^̂^

The final vote that was held on 24 January revealed that although the council was 

divided, this division crossed party lines. Of the fifty-two members present, nineteen voted

254for and thirty-three voted against whether the already lodged bill should be postponed. 

This turn out of fifty-two council members demonstrates that interest in the water issue 

was greatly heightened. As well, the fact that many eminent conservatives such as 

Aldermen Robert Henry Kinahan and Charles Foster Dowling and Councillors William 

Acheson and John Jameson, Jr. supported Coyford and that such major liberal-Catholics as 

Councillors James Whelan and Sir Edward McDonnel opposed it shows that the water 

issue was not based on party alignment. This follows a pattern in Britain, where it has been

Dublin Evening Mail, 23 January 1860. The Irish Times, 24 January 1860. 
The Irish Times, 24 January 1860.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
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estimated that in most local governments, cross-voting was common in issues of 

administrative economy.^^^

This sudden opposition to Coyford was not peculiar to Dublin, as a similar 

situation occurred in Liverpool in the early 1850s. Nineteenth-century Liverpool was very 

like Dublin in the respect that it too was uneasily divided between liberals, Catholic and 

Protestant, and conservative Protestants;^^  ̂ in the case of a new water scheme, support or 

opposition also crossed party lines. In 1847, after Liverpool Corporation had easily 

acquired a water works act, it began entering into contracts for the proposed Rivington 

Pike scheme. But, to its surprise, just as these contracts were about to be implemented, a 

storm of opposition broke out, and as a result of the subsequent battle several prominent 

council members from both parties to lost their seats.^^  ̂ It is interesting that as in Dublin 

in 1860, this intra-council battle was not based on politics or religion. The debate over 

whether or not to construct the Rivington Pike scheme was debated in terms of economics: 

did the corporation want to spend a fortune on a new water course or spare its ratepayers 

the added financial burden?^^* This debate embittered local politics for years, and many 

pro-Rivington members of both parties were un-seated.^^^ Opposition to Rivington proved 

to be so great that construction was delayed for five years. In Dublin, as Coyford had not 

yet been passed by parliament, the corporation still had a chance of avoiding Liverpool’s 

debacle.

Nevertheless, in Dublin, as in Liverpool, a storm of opposition erupted as soon as 

the Coyford project was formally lodged. Most of the leading journals and newspapers 

were not supportive of the council’s decision to go ahead. The Dublin Buildsr had from its 

inception in 1859 been a dedicated enthusiast of a canal scheme, so when the corporation

P. J. Waller T o w n ,  C i t y ,  a n d  Nation: England 1850-1914 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), 294.
Neil Collins, Politics and Elections in Nineteenth-Century Liverpool (Hants; Scholar Press, 1994), 40.
White, op. cit, 56.
Collins, op. cit, 58.
Ibid, 56.
White, op. cit, 56.



took a different direction, the Builder was strongly opposed. Though supportive of the 

canals, it also accused Hawksley of having stolen the canal scheme from the Sanitary 

Association’s engineer, Jasper W. Rogers, and the corporation for rejecting this scheme out 

of embarrassment at the theft.^^  ̂Moreover, the Builder believed that the corporation could 

not accept a deal with the canals because that would have meant admitting that the Sanitary 

Association was the better party:

Unhappily, when the steps taken by the Sanitary Association brought out 
facts which opened the eyes of some members of the Corporation, the 
question was made a party one, and the direct recommendation, 
subsequently, of the consulting engineer, to adopt the canals, was, as it would 
appear, considered to be a full acknowledgement that the Sanitary 
Association was right and the Corporation wrong. This was certainly hurting 
- amour propre was offended; and - just like what we see in individuals and 
public bodies every day - although knowing themselves to be wrong, they would 
not admit it.^̂ ^

As for the quality of Liffey water, the Builder was no more convinced. It described the 

Liffey as “a muddy mountain stream, filled with organic impurities [. . .] that for six 

months of every year is turbid and impure.” Other newspapers, such as The Irish Times, 

also expressed reservations about the supply; “there is a doubt whether the Liffey water is 

so much superior to that of the canals.”^̂"̂  Being a generally pro-unionist and conservative 

paper, it accused the corporation of polluting the city’s current water supply by 

mismanaging the basins. It also opposed the Coyford Bill for the secrecy in which it was 

d r a f t e d . Th e  Daily Express had similar misgivings; “The new water-works bill was 

prepared with an amount of mystery little calculated to inspire confidence, and is being

Dublin Builder. I (1 November 1859), 142. This was in fact not true, for as it was revealed previously 
(see Page 30), the Sanitary Association had offered no actual plans, just an idea that they admit was a 
combination of two other engineers’ plans. As well, the report was authored by the Sanitaiy Association’s 
Chairman, Sir Edward Borough, and not by Jasper Rogers. Rogers may have advocated the plan, but even 
so, he had a vested interest in the canals. He took over the Robertstown Hotel on the Grand Canal in 1850 to 
use as his headquarters for a peat charcoal manufactory he was setting up. He relied on the Canal to transport 
this turf, so ensuring that it was kept up and rents were paid to it worked in his favour. See. Delany, 1995,
op. cit, 134.
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hurried with a precipitancy which has ripened suspicion into distrust.”^̂  ̂ It also accused

the corporation of pressing forth with the Coyford scheme “for the purpose of exerting a

little amicable pressure on the canal companies.”^̂ *

Along with the newspapers’ comments, a truly public reaction transpired for the

first time. As previously indicated, up until that moment public involvement in the water

question was limited, but it became much more pronounced by 1860. Prominent railway

engineer William Dargan was asked by the corporation for his opinion on the Coyford

plan, and he supported it:

I have carefully examined the plans, sections and estimates prepared by Your 
Engineer for the proposed water works, and I have no hesitation in assuring you 
that the latter may be safely relied upon. They are made in full detail, with great 
care, and are amply sufficient for the works proposed, and any contingency that 
can arise on them.

Conversely, Mallet, an equally well-known Dublin engineer, opposed Coyford and insisted 

that of Hawksley’s eleven choices, the Liffey was “the very worst and the very dearest;” he 

denounced the water as “notoriously vapid and tasteless.” Edward Clibborn published a 

pamphlet soon after Coyford was launched describing the long history of the Liffey’s 

pollution and insisting that “the plague and other pestilences, which from time to time

•  271visited the city of Dublin, were more or less attributed to the water of the Liffey.” He 

also believed that the current supply was fine and suggested that extra water could be 

procured from the various spring water wells throughout the city. As well, he expressed 

considerable suspicion of the individual council members’ motives and wondered if they 

could

prove their competency to consider the question of a new supply of water to 
the city, its cost, and the beneficial general interest too the city which would 
come from the sequestration of the private interests involved in the present

Daily Express, 19 January 1860.
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plan; and, if any, what, private interests members of the present corporation 
might calculate on enjoying, if land were to be bought, jobs or contracts 
undertaken, lawyers’ fees and attorneys’ bills to be paid, commissioners and 
architects to be paid, besides innumerable other expenditures.

Clibborn’s allegations, however severe, appeared to have been unfounded.

As well as pamphlets and news articles, several public meeting were also held on

the topic of Coyford. An “influential meeting of the citizens of Dublin” was held on 25

January in the Chamber of Commerce “for the purpose of considering the best means of

guarding against improvident legislation as to the proposed water works, and considering

the practicability and efficiency of the scheme suggested by the C o r p o ra t i on . T ho ug h

such Council members as Reynolds and Gray were present, the meeting was largely

composed of conservatives. Of the people attending, most significant were Alexander

Boyle, a local conservative, Sergeant Gerald Fitzgibbon, Master of the Chancery and noted

conservative who firmly supported a canal scheme, and William Brophy who stated in a

letter to the Dublin Evening Mail that the River Liffey was so polluted that he “would

rather even drink the water that had cleansed the leprosy from Naaman than taste that

tainted with the impurities” from the Liffey.

The meeting proceeded with an anti-corporation and anti-Coyford sentiment, with

Fitzgibbon arguing that the corporation had acted too secretly and was trying to tax its

citizens without first giving them full information. Unhappy with the corporation’s conduct

in general, Fitzgibbon suggested that “[t]he people of Dublin should petition to have the

powers of the Corporation taken from them as they were before, and as they ought to be

Most opponents of the corporation would have grabbed any chance to condemn its members. Had there 
been a grain of truth to Clibbom’s allegations, no doubt it would have been picked up on and made a public 
issue. But, as it was, no other accusation of this sort appeared in any other pamphlets or newspapers.
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for 1/5* the cost of the Liffey plans.

Dublin Evening Mail, February 3, 1860.



j 2V8 •again ” As well, not entirely ready to give up on the canals, Thomas Dixon requested 

that a deputation of the gentlemen present attempt once again to come to terms with the

•  279canal companies. In the end, it was unanimously resolved that “the Corporation be

requested to withdraw their present bill for the supplying o f the City with water, and give

the citizens time to consider its provisions.” *̂̂  The corporation, however, was not

threatened nor concerned by this meeting, for when it received the resolution in writing on

3 February, it voted twenty to ten in favour of disregarding the letter on the grounds that

the Corporation is of opinion that they would violate their trust and fail to 
discharge their duty to the citizens of Dublin, if at the requisition of a few, 
however respectable, gentlemen convened by private invitation, they were now to 
refrain from submitting that Bill to the consideration of the Legislature.^*^

Two further meetings on the Coyford bill were held in February. The first one, on

5 February, was similar to the January meeting, as the same people attended and they once

again resolved that the bill be withdrawn. A second meeting was held on 28 February at

the Mansion House. This gathering, however, was not conducted as urbanely as the last

few meetings, and rather than concluding with a unanimous resolution, it ended up in a

violent outburst. The previous meeting had been mostly conservatives against the scheme,

but both supporters and opponents attended this one. The first resolution that “it has for

many years been a matter of just complaint that the water supply in this city has been

inferior in quality, and insufficient in quantity” passed without much protest, but when

Councillor Tracey attempted to make the next resolution in favour of postponing the bill, a

fight broke out;

Mr. Tracey proceeded to address the meeting, not withstanding the most 
determined opposition, and a scene of the greatest confusion and disorder 
ensued. Repeated boxing matches took place in the body of the meeting 
[. . .] The confusion increased and continued until it was understood the

Dublin Mercantile Advertiser, 27 January 1860.
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police were sent for.̂ ^̂

The Irish Times reported with disgust news of the meeting, and suggested that party rivalry 

had caused the violence; “[t]hat which should have been the subject of calm and 

dispassionate argument was made a mere party question, and the supply of water to a great 

city afforded a cause for the most gross personality, and language which we cannot

•  284describe.” Reynolds was also present that day and despite the violence, he was pleased 

with the meeting for he believed that most of the 3,000 people in attendance were on the 

side of the corporation.

By February of 1860, it must have been painfully obvious to the corporation that 

the Coyford Bill was not being well received. This may have been anticipated because the 

bill apparently gave “authority to the corporation to take the supply from the Liffey; but it
f S  Q f "

is still perfectly open to the Canals to bid for the contracts.” On 10 February the Dublin

•  287Evening Mail revealed that a petition was being mounted against the current bill, and 

though the bill made it through its first reading in the House of Commons on 9 February 

without a debate,^^^ by its second reading on 1 March, official opposition had been lodged. 

On this day a debate ensued, and Sir Edward Grogan, the Conservative MP for Dublin, 

spoke out against the bill because “he had received a petition from a number of most 

respectable firms requesting its postponement.” *̂̂  Another MP criticized the preparation of 

the bill on the grounds that it was “a gross job, to which the University of Dublin and many 

of the most respectable inhabitants were o p p o s e d . T h e  second reading was then 

postponed until 8 March, but by then the situation had changed so dramatically that the

reading never occurred.

The Irish Times, 29 February 1860.
The Irish Times, 1 March 1860.
The Irish Times, 29 February 1860.
Dublin Evening Post, 28 January 1860.
Dublin Evening Mail, 10 February 1860.
Hansard (Commons), 3*̂  series, CLVI, 716, 9 February 1860. 
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With opposition as fierce as it was, the corporation was forced to reconsider the 

less provocative choice of the canals. As Neville later explained, it was the canal 

companies and their railway interests that provided the most effective opposition to the 

Coyford scheme.^^^ As well, as Hawksley testified at the Royal Commission on Dublin's 

water,

the Corporation were very much pressed by the community, who represented 
themselves to be the majority, and also by the Canal Companies, who 
undoubtedly possess great influence both in Dublin and in London, to 
abandon the Liffey scheme and adopt the canals.^^^

Since the corporation employed both Neville and Hawksley, it was not remarkable that

they defended the corporation by blaming the canal companies, but they may be laying too

much responsibility on these companies themselves. While no doubt they did indirectly

force the city’s hand by overstating that “there was no source of supply like theirs for

quality and cheapness,” it was the overwhelming desire of the public for a less dubious

source than the Liffey that ultimately obligated the corporation to switch; it responded to

the groundswell of feeling against Coyford rather than specifically to the support for the

canals. As explained by Codd, by replacing Coyford with the canals in their current bill,

opposition would cease and the bill would have a fighting chance of being passed: “if the

second reading of the bill was postponed, it would be virtually a defeat of the bill, and the

Corporation would lose all the money which they had expended on it.”^̂"* The canal option

was the least objectionable course of action if the corporation was ever going to improve

Dublin’s water supply without throwing the city into an ardent frenzy.

Negotiations were re~opened with the canal companies early in February. When

Councillor Martin Burke informed the council on 3 February that he had the authority of

William Digges La Touche to relay the news that the canal companies were most anxious

Neville, 1875, op. cit, 7. In 1853, the Grand Canal Company was leased to the Great Southern and
Western Railway for 7 years.
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to make a deal,^^  ̂the Water Works Committee leapt at the opportunity to save the bill. On 

14 February, Codd reported to the council that he had

the pleasure to state that my friend Alderman Kinahan, Dr. Gray and myself, 
were favoured with a visit from the chairman of the Grand and Royal Canals, 
and of the Great Southern and Western and the Midland Great Western 
Railway Companies. We commenced our discussion by a mutual agreement 
to let bygones be bygones, and to deal with the subject as if then was the first 
occasion upon which it came before us.^^^

After several meetings, the Water Works Committee reported on 27 February that due to

favourable proposals from the canal companies, the committee was

of opinion that it [the canal scheme] offers to the Citizens a reasonable and 
practicable proposition for a safe and adequate supply of pure and wholesome 
water taken from a sufficiently elevated level to secure a system of high pressure 
applicable to the Citizens of Dublin, and that the same be recommended to 
the council for adoption.

But when the vote was as to taken whether or not to adopt the report and to arrange to alter

the bill, many of the members who once spoke out against Coyford and advocated the

canals were now against any scheme altogether.

As the canals were easily the most economical source, the more thrifty members

of the council had been advocating them in the face of the Coyford scheme. But, when it

appeared that relations had improved between the corporation and the canal companies,

many council members saw the even lower-priced option of “no new scheme at all” as the

more attractive idea. An amendment was moved by Councillor Price that no bill should be

promoted by the corporation in the present session of parliament on the grounds that the

public had not been given enough time to consider such an expenditure, the council had not

yet been furnished with plans or estimates, and that there was no public necessity for

passing this Bill during the present session as the Canal Companies have expressed their

willingness to continue the present water supply until other arrangements can be made.

Ibid,4 Febmaiy 1860.
Ibid., 15 February 1860. ••  , ■, x>r- * ,
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It might not be wrong to infer that certain council members may have been hoping to 

postpone a new water scheme indefinitely. Some of the opponents, such as Tracey, 

Martin, Whelan, and French, had a history of voting against any decision that was liable to 

cost the corporation more m oney.N evertheless, they were a minority and when a vote 

was taken on the matter, the council voted twenty-three to eleven in favour of adopting the 

canal option.^^®

In a rather messy case of “history repeating itself,” when the canal directors were 

asked again to guarantee a supply, they once more backed out. As Neville explains, 

although the canal interest was victorious in getting rid o f the LifFey project, “they once 

again declined to guarantee the necessary quantity of water at high pressure.”^̂  ̂ What in 

effect transpired was that when the corporation went to replace the Coyford Bill with a 

canal one, the matter had to be brought before the Examiner of the Standing Orders to see 

if the change was legal. On 19 April, the Examiner determined that the canal bill would be 

in violation of Standing Orders since the original bill was being replaced with an altered 

one and technically had not been lodged by December of 1859 as Standing Orders 

require.^^^ In a last attempt to save the bill, the sub-committee drafted a memo to the 

Standing Orders Committee explaining the events of late in Dublin and asking for a re- 

evaluation of its case.

The sub-committee was informed at the beginning of May that if it was to make a 

special appeal to the House of Commons, the technical difficulties would be waived. But

the appeal was never made

in consequence of circumstances which occurred in the course of an 
interview which they had with the heads of the Midland Grreat Western 
Railway and Royal Canal Company, the Great Southern and Western Railway 
Company and the Grand Canal Company on the morning of the day in which

For example, please see; Dubuil Municipal Council Minutes, 13 September 1858; 6 December 1858; 6
June 1859; 7 December 1859.
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the Standing Orders Committee arrived at their decision.^^^

Details were not given, but the sub-committee claimed that it could not make this appeal to 

the House on the grounds that it

apprehended that in the future progress of the Bill they could not calculate on 
that cordial cooperation and support which they had a right to expect from 
the Railway and Canal Companies, and because they felt that any delay 
caused by difficulties which might arise from this unpleasant state of affairs 
must endanger the passing of the Bill at certain stages.̂ ®"̂

It can be assumed that a specific supply to the liking of the corporation was not guaranteed

and that friendly negotiations between the two groups broke down again. The Water

Works Committee concluded its report to the city council on 28 May by recommending

“that if the Council should still adhere to the idea of taking water exclusively from the

canals, the contract with the canals [should] be definitely concluded before any

Parliamentary steps be taken on its basis.” As a result, the Dublin Corporation Water

Works Bill was thrown out in for non-compliance with Standing Orders and the

corporation found itself once again at square one.

The Vartrv Water Works

The issue o f a new water supply was too important to just fall by the wayside and, 

though momentarily defeated, the corporation persevered, only a little more cautiously this 

time. Public reaction to Coyford had been severe, relations between council members 

strained, and the alleged mishandling by the corporation of Bill No. 2 had left everyone a 

little warier. The once inoffensive suggestion of a new water supply had now led to 

violent incidents even in the council chambers'^^ and a heated discussion “in the course of 

which an extremely angry and personal altercation ensued between Mr. George Woods

Ibid.
Ibid
Ibid
Dublin Evening Mail, 18 April 1860.
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Maunsell and Dr. Gray.” Despite these setbacks, many members of the corporation 

were resolute in their determination to keep trying to come up with a possible solution. 

Consequently, after it was revealed that it was not legal to use pipe-water rates to finance a

* 30S
water bill, even though Bills No. 1 and No. 2 had gone so badly, twenty-seven council 

members as well as Benjamin Lee Guinness pledged £200 each to finance the next 

Corporation Water Works Bill.̂ ®̂

The financial resources were thus available, but where would the next bill come

from? The secrecy in which the last bill was drafted and the questionable choice of the

Liffey waters had left the corporation’s image slightly tarnished, and many people began

suggesting a Royal Commission to draw the decision away fi’om the corporation. As far

back as March 1860, newspapers such as The Irish Times were concluding that “it is quite

clear that fiirther examination and more unbiased testimony is required” and it proposed

that the Government be requested to depute two or three engineers to 
examine the various projects and report on them. This, at least, would 
remove the question from the sphere of local interests, and, we are sorry to

• • 310add, from the violence of unseemly personalities.

When the canal bill was officially thrown out in violation of Standing Orders, the two 

Dublin Members of Parliament Sir Edward Grogan and John Vance, both Conservatives, 

informally put forward the idea “to issue a Royal Commission of inquiry for the purpose of 

examining the several projects for supplying the city with a suitable supply of water, and 

recommending a complete plan for adoption As well, the group of citizens who had so 

vehemently opposed the Coyford Bill “demanded that the question of selection of a source 

be left to a Royal Commissioner, and not undertaken again by the Corporation, as the

Dublin Evening Mail, 2 April 1860.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 31 March 1860. 
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 28 May 1860. 
The Irish Times, 1 March 1860.
The Irish Times, 14 May 1860.



contests that had occurred would probably lead to discontent whatever source may be 

selected by that body.”^̂ ^

Though the corporation initially rejected the idea, when it received a formal 

request in writing on 13 June from the two Dublin MPs, it was reconsidered.^^^ Vance and 

Grogan stated they had a “deep interest in the welfare and prosperity of Dublin” and as 

such wanted an expert opinion not tied to Dublin or the corporation: “We shall be enabled 

to avail ourselves of the talent and experience at the disposal of the Government, and of 

that accurate information on disputed points which a Royal Commissioner can best 

command.”^ T h e  corporation could hardly oppose this idea for its reputation had not 

survived the Coyford Bill fiasco unsullied, and by accepting the Royal Commission it 

hoped not only to finally procure a viable project, but to salvage its own standing in the 

city as well;

having assented to the general demand of the citizens for an investigation 
of the whole subject by a Royal Commissioner, and having no object to serve 
save the good of the citizens, the Corporation, we believe, consulted their 
own dignity, the interests of the city, and the feelings of all classes of its 
population in determining not to approach this inquiry in the spirit or in the 
attitude of partisans -  to come to it free and unshackled -  to manifest an 
anxiety for increased information on so important a subject -  anxiously to 
seek for that increased knowledge, and, having acquired it, to be ready to 
forget the past, to think only of the future, and cordially endeavour to procure 
that supply which deliberate investigation may demonstrate to be the best,
[ . . . ] .  By adopting this the bold, the manly and the dignified course, the 
Corporation has vindicated the municipal reputation, and, by pursuing it 
steadily, must satisfy even those who before doubted and grumbled, that but 
one object is aimed at, and that the prudent course to achieve that object is 
about to be consistently acted on.^^

The corporation openly admitted that it was partly agreeing to a Royal 

Commission to save its own reputation, but it was not the only group with an ulterior 

motive in mind. The idea was first put forth “by the party in opposition to the

Freeman’s Journal, 18 Februaiy 1861.
Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 22 June 1860.
Letter from Edward Grogan and John Vance to Redmond Carroll, the Lord Mayor, 13 June 1860, R.C. on

Dublin Water, vi.
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Corporation,”  ̂ by conservative Dubliners and the two Conservative MPs because they 

wanted an outside opinion that would not be influenced by Dublin politics. It could be 

assumed that these conservatives Dubliners may have expected a much more moderate, 

prudent, and economical decision on the part o f a Government representative; they 

perhaps thought a commissioner would choose, as Hawksley had, the least expensive canal 

scheme and that his influence would result in a permanent deal between the corporation 

and the canal companies. Or better, perchance he would choose the least expensive option 

of them all; no new scheme whatsoever! In any case, it would appear that a fair deal was 

expected; when the Lord Mayor, Vance, and Grogan made inquiries to Ireland’s Chief 

Secretary Edward Cardwell about the possibility of a Royal Commission, they all agreed 

that whatever scheme the Commissioner chose “we bind ourselves to adopt the same, 

provided the expense o f the works and accessory compensations do not exceed, in the 

whole, the sum o f two hundred and fifty or three hundred thousand pounds.” It was a 

risky gamble on the part of Dublin’s conservatives, a gamble that, unfortunately for them, 

did not pay off.

The chosen commissioner was John Hawkshaw, who was an unusual choice as he 

was primarily a railroad engineer and tunnel engineer. He was responsible for many 

railways systems, bridges, and docks across Britain, the Continent, Russia, and Mauritius, 

but was best known for overseeing the construction of the Severn Tunnel, which took over 

thirteen years to c o m p l e t e . H e  arrived in Dublin in August of 1860 with instructions to 

determine the state o f the existing water supply, the necessity o f an improved supply, and 

the best source available to provide an improved supply. His first step was to look over 

all the reports, documents, and plans to acquaint himself with the various projects; he then

Neville, 1875, op. cit, 8. t u j   ̂ j /-> n xu
Letter to Edward Cardwell, Chief Secretary, from Edward Grogan, John Vance, and Redmond Carroll, the
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proceeded to spend a week visiting the numerous sites from where water was proposed to 

be drawn. His final step was to hold a public inquiry in City Hall from August 21^ to

th • •
the 24 in order to receive any information that was deemed important; “My intention to 

hold this inquiry had been previously advertised in the principal papers of the 

neighbourhood, and all parties in anywise interested were requested to attend and state 

their views.”^̂ ^

The four-day inquiry proceeded smoothly and helped crystallise for the first time 

how desperate the water situation in Dublin had become. Dublin’s population by that time 

was estimated at 286,000 people in the city and an additional 64,000 in the s u bu r bs , a n d  

of the city’s 24,000 houses, 10,000 were supposedly unsupplied with water.^^^ The first 

order of business was to determine the state of the present water supply and whether or not 

a new one was required, and to aid in the decision a countless stream of “Ministers of 

religion. Gentlemen o f the Medical Profession, Analytical Chemists, and other intelligent 

witnesses, deposed to the badness of the present supply of water, and the pressing necessity 

for an improved supply. The general consensus was that the water available to the 

inhabitants of Dublin was inadequate and was criticized for being intermittent, plagued

325with spongilla matter, overly hard, and malodorous.

The water was said to have been of very deficient quality for several reasons. One 

witness testified that the canals were bad because of dead animals found floating in them

•  326
and, further, because boatmen threw in manure and other impurities from their ships. A 

second observer agreed that he too had “frequently seen dead dogs and cats lying in the 

canal” and that he knew “that the men having charge of the boats conveying manure,
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R.C. on Dublin Water, 3.
Evidence of Alexander Farquhar, Town Clerk, R.C. on Dublin Water, 3.
Ibid., V.
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constantly pump the fetid fluid matter from their boats, into the canal.”" ' ' Moreover, for a 

visual representation o f  the overly hard nature of the canals, Mr. William Pare brought in a 

twelve month old pipe that was so coated with a calcareous deposit that only a tiny hole

remained for water to pass through.

Because of the poor quality and deficient quantities of the current supply, it was

further argued that the poor of Dublin were especially afflicted. Dr. Rawdon Macnamara,

a Fellow and Professor at the College of Surgeons, testified that “the supply through the

entire city is deficient both in quantity and quality, and especially so to the poorer

i n h a b i t a n t s . O t h e r  witnesses corroborated Macnamara’s evidence, and Dr. John Ryan

stated that he was o f opinion that the bad water was contributing greatly to Dublin’s public

health problem: “it is the opinion of medical men, and of all who have directed their

attention to the subject, that there cannot be a greater source of disease amongst the poor

than bad water.” Along with poor health, the Very Reverend John Spratt also swore that

the bad quality water was encouraging intemperance;

I think a continuous supply of good water would not only improve the health but 
also the morality of the people. We would not have half the drunkenness that 
exists at present in the city of Dublin, if we had a proper supply. The water is so 
bad that people will not drink it. I have often asked poor creatures what was the 
cause of their relapse into their former habits of drunkenness and their frequent 
visits to the public house. I have asked them why they do not drink water at 
home, and their answer always has been, “Oh! We cannot drink it, it is so bad.”

The president of the Irish College of Physicians, Dr. Dominic Corrigan, although not

present at the Royal Commission, forwarded a letter to Hawkshaw espousing similar

arguments as the previous witnesses. Corrigan argued that better water supplies were

desperately needed and that the canals were so filthy that even filtration could not remove

the poisons. He believed that a new supply would be help increase temperance because the

present supply was so bad, the working classes were turning to whiskey “to correct the
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mawkishness of our pipe water.”''^ ^he list of people testifying against the current water 

supply in Dublin continued for most of the first day of the proceedings until finally 

Hawkshaw inquired whether anyone wanted to speak in favour of the current supply.

The Grand Canal Company was represented at the Royal Commission by its 

Secretary John McMullen, its engineer Christopher Mulvany, and its Chairman William 

Digges La Touche, and all three defended the current supply and recommended the canals 

as the best future suppliers of Dublin. When Hawkshaw on several separate occasions 

asked for anyone else to speak in favour, these were the only people willing to do so. This 

was unfortunate for the canal cause; they proved to be argumentative and difficult 

witnesses who frequently squabbled with Hawkshaw and other investigators, and with the 

damning evidence presented before theirs, the tone of their testimonies probably only 

succeeded in condemning them further. During the previous submissions, McMullen had 

several times interrupted, attempting to rebut any complaints made about the canals. When 

he testified himself, he first cited Apjohn’s 1845 favourable analysis to back up the quality 

of the Grand Canal waters. This was the same analysis that Apjohn, just a few hours 

previously, had admitted, “I arrived at an erroneous conclusion, and that the nature of the 

organic matter as well as its quantity should be taken into account.”^̂  ̂ Still, McMullen 

insisted on holding Apjohn to his statement made over fifteen years ago, maintaining that
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“[tjhat was the opinion formed on the subject, and to that opinion I shall adhere. 

McMullen argued further that the current city supply was not as bad as certain people 

made it out to be, and that “a great deal that has been said here to-day is very much 

exaggerated, and calculated to create an impression more unfavourable to the existing state 

of things than the state really deserves.””  ̂ He concluded by arguing that if an adequate
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filter system was built for the canal waters, “the water would be perfectly good, and fit in 

every respect for human use.”^̂ ^

While no doubt the endless stream of people complaining of the canal poor 

quality and quantity was evidence enough, Christopher Mulvany’s testimony was no more 

helpful to the canal cause. When directly asked if the canals’ water was the best quality 

water, the Engineer o f the Grand Canal Company could not even make this claim and 

refused to answer, stating instead that they were “the best source in reference both to

•  337economy and to quantity.” While he would not openly assert that the canals were the

best quality, he was able to offer feebly that they were not bad, and that he had “never

heard anything against the water as being unfit for human use.”^̂ *

While both these testimonies were probably not helpful to the canals’ case, La

Touche’s was possibly the worst. He was adamant that the current water supply to the city

was fine and insisted that he stood by this assertion not as the chairman of the company

who received payment for the water, but as an ordinary citizen concerned about the city:

I don’t wish it at all to be understood that on this question I would allow my 
position as Chairman of the Grand Canal Company, to interfere with my comfort 
as a citizen. I have quite too strong a wish to enjoy wholesome, good and sweet 
water to desire that any advantage should come to that Company to which I 
belong at the expense of my comfort as a citizen.

He claimed that he and his friends always drank the pipe water and that he had never heard

complaints like the ones brought forth on that day: “my experience as a citizen, and my

knowledge o f what the people say about the matter, is not against the quality of the canal

water.” "̂̂® While La Touche did acknowledge that the quality of the water could be better,

he believed that this was due to the corporation’s neglect of the current city basins, causing
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organic impurities to infiltrate the water.̂ "̂  ̂ To improve its quality, La Touche maintained

that a proper filtration system would eradicate any pollutants in the canal waters and make 

them better than they are now.̂ "*̂

La Touche seemed determined to prove that the corporation was mishandling the 

current supply and that it had never sufficiently tried to come to terms with the canals; he 

pressed the issue that his canal company had always been anxious to come to an agreement 

with the corporation and was still prepared to do so. This persistence on La Touche’s part 

most likely stemmed from the fact that the Grand Canal’s situation had changed since the 

last time the two bodies attempted to work together. The Grand Canal had been leased to 

the Great Southern and Western Railway since 1853 for a seven-year term, and the railway 

company had recently made it known to La Touche in June 1860 that it would not be 

renewing the lease. As a result, the directors were forced to face the fact that they still had 

a canal on their hands and that they were once again facing the onerous task of producing 

dividends for the shareholders.^'^^

Due to this fact and to the always precarious nature of the relationship between 

the Canal Company and the corporation, it was not surprising that when Gray questioned 

La Touche about the negotiations with the corporation for supplying the city with water, 

the situation became tense. When Gray pointed out that the corporation had many times 

tried to come to terms with the canal company. La Touche responded that he did not

believe that the corporation was ever partial to the canals;

Well, there is a good deal to be said on that subject into which I cannot enter here; 
but I do say it appeared to me as a citizen, and to many other citizens also (and I 
am now speaking merely as a citizen), that there was a wish on the part of the 
Corporation to get water otherwise than from the canals.

La Touche also accused the corporation of purposely neglecting the current city basin out

o f “the desire to make a case against the pipe water”’^' and of making unreasonable
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demands of the canal company that were impossible to carry out. '̂^ He claimed that he 

had refused the corporation a guaranteed and preferential supply because, firstly “we saw 

very little chance of being properly paid for it; and secondly, in consequence of difficulties 

as to mills situated on the canal, in respect to which questions of compensation would
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arise. Furthermore, La Touche feh that to ask for a guaranteed and preferential supply 

from them was completely ludicrous, and that “[w]e thought, and still think, that it ought 

not be asked from us in any way.” "̂̂* Instead, he offered that sufficient reservoirs be built 

to guarantee any supply and that the Grand Canal Company should not be required to do 

so. Gray responded to this offer by asking, “[i]n fact you wanted [us to] construct the 

works to give you the power to sell water to us?” to which La Touche merely reiterated 

that the way to supply a city was by reservoirs.

The canal’s coffin was further sealed when Hawkshaw asked La Touche if he was 

willing to offer a proposal as to how to best supply Dublin with canal waters. In response, 

La Touche claimed that he was prepared to demonstrate that the quality and quantity of the 

canal water was more than adequate for the city and although he wanted to make it clear to 

the citizens o f Dublin that he and his company “were always anxious to meet them, and to 

do everything in our power to give them as cheap and as plentiful a supply of water” as 

possible, they could not possibly guarantee any amount because “we are a canal for trade; 

and we would not be allowed to shut up the canal in order to give a supply of water to the 

citizens of Dublin.”^̂ ® Hawkshaw did not seem impressed with La Touche’s answer, for

he responded in turn;

I quite understand that; it is your duty to conserve the canal and take care that the 
traffic is not interrupted or impeded. On the other hand the Corporation have their 
duty to perform, which is to take care that the citizens shall always have a supply 
of water. Now it appears to me, that if you, as the representative of the canals (for

Ibid, 23. 
Ibid., 24. 
Ibid 
Ibid
Ibid, 24-25. 
Ibid, 26.
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you say that the water is good enough if filtered), you should also be prepared to
show me to what extent you can afford a supply. The mere statement that a
quantity of water can be had when you have it to spare, is not a very conclusive
statement, and will not help me much in coming to a conclusion as to the source 
of supply.

As well as trying Hawkshaw’s patience, it would appear that La Touche was also rude and

bad-tempered. Just after the proceedings, the Freeman's Journal reported that;

Mr. Mulvany represented the canal project, in which he was ably supported by 
Mr. McMullen, and not over-wisely sustained by the Chairman of the Grand 
Canal Company, who by a little outburst of temper, was the cause of having 
elicited for himself most damnatory evidence against his own project.

Despite these claims of La Touche’s ill-tempered behaviour, the Royal

Commission appeared to have run fairly smoothly, with the three remaining days being

spent interviewing most of the perspective engineers and going over their various plans.

Redmond Carroll, Dublin’s Catholic Lord Mayor, seemed pleased with the events and

thanked Hawkshaw profusely at the end of the four days; “I have the pleasing duty, on the

part of the corporation and on my own part, as chief magistrate of this city, to return you

our most grateful thanks for your great urbanity and kind attention to all persons who have

??353come forward to be examined before you in this important inquiry.”

Hawkshaw spent the next few months going over his findings and at the end of

October 1860, forwarded to the corporation his final report in favour of the River Vartry.

In lieu of the facts, Hawkshaw easily determined that “[tjhere is, in short, no evidence that

the present water supply to the City of Dublin is good.” As for the various proposals to

improve this supply, Hawkshaw promptly removed the canals from the running because

the various testimonies and numerous chemical analyses revealed that they

may be regarded as nothing more than large open ditches, abounding m rank 
vegetation which generates by its decomposition products that render their water,
in my judgement, unfit for the supply of Dublin.

John Hawkshaw, i .̂C. o n  Dublin Water, 26.
Freeman’s  Journal, 27 August I860.
Redmond Carroll, Lord Mayor, R. C. on Dublin Water 98. 
Report of the Royal Commissioner, R.C. on Dublin Water, vi.
Ibid, vii.
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The Dodder was then also removed from the running because it was highly coloured by 

peat and the catchment area was deemed not large e n o u g h . T h e  schemes involving the 

Liffey drawn at various points were all rejected because o f  the coloured or hard water, and 

additionally because most involved too many intrusions with property rights.^”  As well, 

Hawkshaw did not believe that any of the proposed estimates were accurate, so he had 

Neville and Hawksley reconsider them. For the Liffey and Dodder schemes, with the 

annual cost o f filtration capitalised, the two engineers came up with estimates between 

£225,000 and £250,000,^^^ making them not only unappealing in terms o f quality but in 

terms o f economy as well.

Hawkshaw reported in favour of the River Vartry in County Wicklow for several 

main reasons. Firstly, he found the water “wholly unobjectionable,” for it was soft, free 

from impurities, and for the most part colourless.^^^ Moreover, there was an excellent site 

for a reservoir and collecting ground, and only a few mills of small value located along 

its course needed to be compensated.^^^ He estimated the entire cost at £295,000, and 

though this was the most expensive scheme, “it possesses an advantage which will 

compensate for the greater cost, viz. that of admitting of a ready supply of water to the 

large population on the coast between Dublin and Bray -  a matter of great importance

• 99362
when it is considered that the extension o f all the best buildings is in that direction, 

(fig. 6.4) Other than the superior quality of the Vartry waters, this added revenue appears

to have been key in Hawkshaw’s decision. As explained by Neville.

A good and abundant supply of water for the city and suburbs could have been 
obtained from the Lififey by the Coyford or Ballysmutten schemes, as also from 
the Dodder, and at less cost than Vartiy; but the difficulties that would be sure to 
arise in arranging with the milling interests on those Rivers and that wndm ts 
for supply by the Vartry scheme coming mto the city from the south, and passing

Ibid., viii. 
Ibid., ix, xi. 
Ibid., xi-xii. 
Ibid., X. 

Ibid.
Ibid., xi. 

^®^Ibid.,x.
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near the extra Municipal Townships o f  Bray, Killiney, Dalkey, Kingstown, 
Blackrock, and Pembroke, and thus enabling them to be supplied with Vartry 
water, influenced the Royal Commissioner in his decision

Hawkshaw s choice of the most expensive and least known water scheme was a

surprise to everyone, including the corporation. But, “although the result was unexpected,

and the estimated cost far more than had been contemplated, the Corporation considered

themselves bound on the part of the citizens to adopt the Vartry as the source of supply.”^̂"̂

At the city council meeting of 23 October 1860, convened to consider Hawkshaw’s report,

it was moved that it be adopted and steps taken to complete the necessary surveys,

estimates, and plans. Because of its resolution to honour whatever choice Hawkshaw

made, when the council went to vote, the question was put and was carried unanimously by

the thirty-nine council members present that day “amidst a round of a p p l a u s e . T h e

Dublin Evening Mail reported on the scheme the next day and was generally in favour of it

on the grounds that the water was pure and the extra supply to the suburbs at a moderate

cost “will also lighten the taxation of the city.”^̂  ̂ The Irish Times also reported that “[t]he

feeling of the citizens of Dublin seems to be unanimously in favour of the decision given

• 367by the Royal Commission respecting the source of water supply for Dublm. But, even 

after the Royal Commission was brought in on neutral ground, the Dublin Evening Mail 

demonstrated that the water issue was still a partisan one because, rather than 

congratulating the corporation as a whole for finding a more generally acceptable water 

source, it thanked “the small minority in the Corporation who defeated by their vigorous 

opposition the adoption o f’ Coyford. which it condemned as the “Gray-Water-Reynolds

Scheme.' ,368

Neville, 1875, op. cit, 8. 
Neville, 1874, op. cit, 9.

24  October 1860 Dublm Mmucipal Council I^nutes. 23 October 1860. The Vartry 
s c h l e  « e n  accepted by former opponents of a water scheme and by smunch conservaUves mcludxng

French, Tracey, Whelan, Lambert, and Hudson.
Dublin Evening Mail, 24 October 1860.

outspoken liberal-Catholics.
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The whole purpose of the Royal Commission was to come up with a scheme that 

was less objectionable than previous ones. Because Hawkshaw was not part o f  the 

corporation, his choice could not be condemned as a party decision based on partisanship. 

Moreover, since he was an eminent engineer as well as a representative o f the Government, 

it was expected that his decision would be the most practical one and he could not be 

accused o f having vested interests in mind whether canal dividends or property values. For 

these reasons, it was natural that the corporation was “expecting that the parties hitherto 

objecting to any scheme other than getting a supply from the canals would be in honour 

bound by his decision.” They were mistaken, for just as it occurred with Coyford, as 

soon as the new Dublin Corporation Water Works Bill was lodged in December o f 1860, 

once again it was vigorously opposed. Though the bill survived its first two readings in 

parliament and no debates were heid,^^° when it went to committee for consideration, full

opposition emerged.

This opposition was in many ways similar to the resistance to Coyford; 

antagonism came from the canal companies and their railway interests because they did not 

want to lose their water rents. The Chairman of the Midland Great Western Railway 

affirmed that “he did not like to give up £1,500 a-year, which they received for the supply 

o f water from the Royal Canal, and therefore he opposed it.” ’̂ ’ As well, the previous group 

o f citizens who had opposed Coyford reconvened to oppose Vartry because they had 

expected Hawkshaw to decide in favour of the canals.’”  They set up an opposition fund, 

including “the Lord Justice of Appeal, the Chief Justice, and other persons o f high position 

in Dublin.”” ’ While the original chairman of the committee in opposition to the Coyford 

Bill, Alexander Boyle, had agreed to bide by the Royal Commission and consequently

™ F ^ ' ' ^ n i ’Z,Tard%ommons), series, CLXIV, 140,7 Fcbmaiy 1861. Sccond reading; Hansard 
(Commons), 3'^series, CLXIV, 338, 12 Febniaiy 1861.

Dublin Builder, III (1 May 1861), 504.
Freeman's Journal, 27 February 1861.
Dublin Builder, III (1 May 1861), 504.
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dissolved his committee, many former members were not satisfied and reconvened under 

Fitzgibbon, “and set up a howl for more “time,” another “inquiry,” more “delay. 

Fitzgibbon stated his opposition to the Vartry scheme in a letter to The Irish Times: “The 

Vartry scheme appears to me [. . .] [to be] the most objectionable of all” because it was 

“the most complicated, the most hazardous, and, it is admitted to be the most costly 

The opposition group convened several anti-water works meetings, where it was argued 

that the scheme had been taken up too quickly, the citizens had not had time to consider the 

scheme, Hawkshaw was not in Dublin long enough to make an educated decision, no 

attention was given to the potential difficulties in constructing the new water works, and 

that the water was impure. At the final meeting, a petition of 1,000 names was amassed. 

Canal stockholders was said to have “thronged” Fitzgibbon’s committee and they pushed 

for renewed negotiations with the canal companies.^^ J.F. Bateman, Hawksley’s “great 

r i v a l , w a s  hired to oppose Vartry in parliament, and the services o f Dr. Neligan were 

also acquired, for he endorsed that hard waters were the best and “the most useful and 

efficient for the ablution of working people, and that being ‘rich in lime’ [was] an

economic advantage.”^̂ ^

In the wake of renewed conservative opposition, many newspapers also began to 

doubt the Vartry Bill. The Irish Times reversed its earlier support and endorsed instead the 

notion that both spongilla and lime were harmless.’“  The Daily tjcpress denounced the 

Vartry scheme as the “Waste o f Money Bill,”’*' proclaiming it to be “the most doubtful,

Freeman's Journal, 18 February 1861,
r / i e / r w / j  23 January 1861. ,/■  c  u i o a i  n  / j t  i q c k
The Irish Timel 2 February 1861. D aily Express, 16 February 1861. Daily Express, 19 Fcbruaiy 1861.
P’rppman’s Joufnal 11 ^4arch 1861.

was as ealially well-known as Hawksley and was responsible for the Manchester Water Works
and Glasgow's Loch Katrine Water WoAs, and was involv^ 7 /* “  i"
Belfast Bath, London, Oxford, Edinburgh, and Inverness. In 1866 a 1 ^  sprang in the Vamy embankment,
and Baieman was summoned to Dublin to fix II. Biraue, op. cit., 156-201.

Freeman's Journal, 18 Februaiy 1861.
The Irish Times, 7 Febniary 1861.
Daily Express, 5 February 1861.
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the most dangerous, and incalculably the most expens ive .Na tu ra l ly ,  the Freeman's 

Journal was a firm proponent, while the Dublin Evening Packet was getting quite tired of 

the whole subject; “The old squabble and riot and hubbubs of the Water dispute are 

revived with doubled bitterness, and our local society is again tom and distracted between 

rival projects and opposing interests.” *̂̂

Despite the fact that many of these opposing parties were the same as before, 

several others who had been silent during past proceedings were now lodging official 

protests. As the bill allowed the corporation to supply water to the neighbouring townships 

and to collect rates for it, Rathmines and Kingstown were vehemently opposed. Dublin’s 

suburbs had developed quickly during the nineteenth century as havens for a largely 

Protestant middle class “to evade the unpleasant reality that they were a minority which 

was increasingly losing political control in both Ireland and in the city o f Dublin.” The 

suburbs also offered a refuge from high city taxes, so when it was proposed that these 

suburbs actually pay the corporation, resistance ensued.^*^ When the Vartry Bill went 

before a Select Committee in February of 1861, the Rathmines Improvement 

Commissioners and a group of Rathmines’ ratepayers both lodged opposition. For their 

part, the Kingstown Commissioners had already begun making plans for their own water 

works and did not want the corporation interfering, so they also protested.

As well as the added rates, many parties had further complaints. The Earl of 

Meath opposed the bill “on the ground of its infringing his rights and privileges in respect

Daily Express, 12 March 1861.
Dublin Evening Packet, 18 February 1861.Uublin Evemm facKei, lo reuiiuuj
Maiy E. Daly, “A Tale of Two Cities: 1860-1920.” Dublin Through the Ages, cd. Art Cosgrove (Dublin:

College Press Ltd., 1988), 123. ur i . o n  ^ .u . .u
A situation had occurred in 1846 when a Dublin Improvement Bill proposed that the Corporation

p r o v i S e  s u S ” wift water. A. U.e inquest inu, iu fcasibili|y. Mr. Dolan r „ . e d  |hc Rathmines
^mmissioners and stated that Rathmines opposed the compulsoi, powcre * e  b.ll would give the
Con»ration and were concerned that if they perilled  the p .^  water to extend 10 ^ ^ n c s  the precedent
wouU be set for further taxes to be imposed on the suburbs of Dubhn. Evidence of Mr. Dolan, Umules o f

Ferrary 1861. Dublin Builder, m  0  May 1861), 502. Not all townships were 
opposed As explained by Daly, illations between the Pembroke Township ̂ d  Dublin Coi^raUon were 
more amicable “and while Rathmines pursued an independent water policy Pembroke and the city agreed to 
tenns, which were highly favourable lo the latter.” See: Mary E. Daly, 1985, op. cil, 228.

Daily Express, 22 Februai>' 1861.
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o f the supply o f water within the district called the Earl o f  Meaths [5/c] Liberty.” *̂* The 

W icklow Harbour Commissioners and the Commissioners o f  the Borough o f  W icklow  

petitioned against the bill because if the Vartry was diverted into Dublin, it would reduce 

the quantity o f water in the Wicklow Harbour, which in turn would result in loss o f  income 

because tolls could not be levied until there was a certain depth o f  water in the harbour. 

They wanted clauses inserted into the bill to protect their interests.^*^ The Guardians o f  the 

South Dublin Union petitioned parliament against the added expense and the increased 

taxation related to the Vartry s c h e m e , a n d  the Provost and Fellows o f  Trinity College 

were opposed because they owned a substantial amount o f  valuable property and the

• t o  1
corporation refused to exempt them from taxation.

Further objections were also revealed at an aggregate meeting relative to the water 

question held in the Rotunda on 25 February. The Royal Commission may not have been 

successful in eradicating all opposition, it at least had helped to diminish suspicion o f  the 

corporation’s motives. At the meeting. Professor Thomas Webb o f  Trinity College and a 

member o f  the Opposition Committee claimed that they were opposed to the large cost o f  

Vartry because it '"violated the pledge entered into with the Royal Commissioner by the 

Corporation and city m e m b e r s , i n  that they now believed that it would cost much more 

than £300,000. While his committee was not in favour o f  the current unequal taxation 

system, they still “protested against a scheme that would introduce unlimited expense, and 

which would entail unlimited taxation ”’”  Other than Webb, Colonel La Touche and 

James Haughton, both prominent conservatives, spoke out against Vartry because they 

were concerned that the river could not provide enough quality water for Dublin.” ^

Dublin CoTwration Water Works Co™nitt«M.nut«, 21 August 1861. 
Daily Express, 22 Febniaiy 1861. Their,sh Tmes. 18Fcbniaiy 1861.
Dublin Builder, III (15 June I86I), 502.
Freeman’s Journal, 18 March 1861.
Dublin Builder, III (1 March 1861), 440.
Ibid
Ibid
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While many influential Dubliners no doubt opposed Vartry, there were also 

numerous important advocates of the scheme. O f the total sixty city council members, 

fifty-six were in favour of Vartry, and those opposing were said to be against the cost 

rather than the quality of the actual scheme.^*^  ̂ As well, Benjamin Lee Guinness was a 

strong supporter o f Vartry and held that “the Corporation were bound in honour to promote 

the scheme suggested by the Royal Commissioner; [and] believes that the members o f the 

Corporation are actuated by the purest and most disinterested motives in promoting the
f

bill, and have no other object than to benefit the c i t i z e n s . B o y l e ,  once leader o f the 

opposition committee, withdrew his opposition after Hawkshaw chose Vartry because he 

knew

the rejection of the present bill would lead to great public inconvenience; if it 
were thrown out many persons who had subscribed to the guarantee fund would 
probably refuse to subscribe to promote another bill, and the citizens would be left 
without an improved supply unless it were provided by a private company.^*^^

As well, as prominent Dubliners, 20,000 other promoters signed a petition in favour of

Vartry, while the opposition only managed to obtain 4,000 signatures.

After its second reading the Vartry Bill was brought before a Select Committee of

the House o f Commons in April of 1861. By this time all petitions against Vartry had been

lodged, including ones from the Provost and Fellows o f Trinity College, the Rathmines

Commissioners, the Earl of Meath, the Midland Great Western Railway, the

Commissioners of the Borough of Wicklow, the Kingstown Harbour Commissioners, and a

group of Dublin property owners.^"’ The committee proceedings were carried out in a

similar fashion to the Royal Commission, with many doctors, scientists, engineers, and

prominent council m embers condemning the current water supply and supporting the new

Dublin Builder, III (1 May 1861), 505. 
Ibid, 504.
Ibid Freeman *s Journal, 18 Febniaiy 1861 
Dublin Builder, III (1 May 1861), 502. 
Daily Express, 22 Febniaiy 1861,
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scheme.  ̂The opposition committee also promoted the River Liffey at Ballysmutten as an 

alternative scheme, but Neville has speculated that it was only offered “to defeat any 

scheme depriving the canals of the supply.”^̂ * The opposition put up a weak defence 

compared to the authority behind the promoters’ witnesses and as a result the committee 

voted unanimously in favour of the bill.'*®̂

By the time the Vartry Bill had reached the House o f Commons for debate in May 

of 1861, it had been overwhelmingly approved by a Royal Commissioner, the majority of 

Dublin Corporation, 20,000 Dubliners, and a Committee of the House of Commons, but 

still it continued to meet with opposition. The bill spent five weeks in the House of 

Commons and six days in the House of Lords and was “subjected to every possible 

opposition.”'̂ ^̂  Even the two Dublin MPs, Grogan and Vance, proceeded to oppose the 

same bill that they had agreed one year earlier to promote. On 18 May, when the House of 

Commons was considering the bill, Grogan requested “to move as an Amendment that the 

bill be recommitted, for the purpose of hearing a petition from ratepayers of the city of 

Dublin, complaining of new matter that had arisen before the Committee during the 

progress of the Bill.”'̂ '̂ '̂  Most of the MPs were opposed to recommitting the bill on the 

grounds that the “Committee had conducted the inquiry in a perfectly fair and 

straightforward manner, and no ground whatever had been shown for recommitting the 

Bill,”'̂ ®̂ so Grogan then withdrew his amendment because “it was useless to contend 

against the opinion of the Chairman of Committees and the Chairman of the Select

Committee.”"̂®̂

When the bill reached its third reading on 3 June, the opposition still had not 

stopped. Grogan was unmoving in his opposition to the bill, but this time because

For a detailed account of the p i ^ n g s  please see; Dublin Builder, III (1 May 1861), 502-505 and III
(15M ay 1861), 515-518.

Neville, 1875, op. ciL, 9.
^  Freeman’s Journal, 13 May 1861.
403

^  Hansard (Commons), 3"* series, CLXIII, 180, 28 May 1861.
Ibid, 181-182.
Ibid, 182.
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the people of Dublin doubted whether, even supposing the money which it was 
proposed by the Bill to lay out were spent, they would be able to get water. Nor 
had the details of the Bill been sufficiently considered, and, under all 
circumstances attending the progress of the Bill through the Committee, he would 
move that it should be read a third time that day six months."̂ ®̂

Corroborating with his partner, Vance opposed the bill because it “would imgreat [5/c]

additional burdens upon the ratepayers, and as an instance o f this, he stated that under its

provisions his water rate would be increased from 305. to £10 a year.”"*®* Even after it had

been generally agreed by a Royal Commissioner and the Select Committee of the House of

Commons, notwithstanding 20,000 Dubliners, that the water situation in Dublin was

desperate, Vance still maintained that

[s]o far as the character of the water at present supplied in Dublin was concerned, 
it was very good, and he pledged his honour to the fact that neither himself nor 
any member of his family, nor any visitors, ever drank anything but the pipe-

•  •  409water now supplied in Dublin.

By this time, even their fellow MPs were mildly disgusted with the members for Dublin’s 

rejection o f their own city’s bill. Mr. Brown-Westhead commented that he “was surprised 

that the hon. Gentleman should pursue this course after every facility had been given for 

opposing the Bill in Co mm i t t e e , an d  Mr. Blake also expressed his amazement of “the 

opposition which had been raised by the hon. Member for Dublin [for] [h]e had watched 

the progress of the measure through committee, and he was satisfied that every reasonable 

concession had been made to its opponents, and that the Bill ought to pass into law.”"" 

Grogan and Vance’s opposition proved futile; Dublin Corporation’s Vartry Water Works

Bill passed through the House of Commons.

The bill’s final challenge was the House of Lords. Ihe Irish Times had been

hopeful that the Lords would defeat it because that house was “free from political motives

which too frequently sway[ed] the decisions of the Committees of the House of

Ibid, 465.
^  Ibid, 467. 
^ Ib id

Ibid, 465-466. 
Ibid, 466.
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2
Commons.” However, the bill had a great many positive aspects on its side. Firstly, it 

was a well-constructed bill that had a countless number o f  political and professional 

advocates. Secondly, Benjamin Hall, former chairman o f the General Board of Health, 

was the head of the House of Lords Committee on the bill. Finally, Dublin Corporation 

had managed to overcome several of the key opponents. The Earl o f Meath and the 

Kingstown Commissioners agreed to drop their opposition for a price: it was agreed that 

the Earl o f Meath would be paid £6,000 for his water rights and the Kingstown Water 

Works Company was to be paid £5,850 for theirs.**’̂  The citizens’ opposition committee 

also did not persist with objections in the House of Lords.'**'* On 8 July the House of Lords 

gave the bill its unanimous approval,'**’ and on 21 July the Dublin Corporation Water 

Works Act received royal assent.'**^

The story of Vartry certainly does not end here; the completion o f the new water 

course was plagued with a whole new set of p r o b l e m s , b u t  the point here has been to 

discuss how the corporation secured a water act for its citizens and not what happened 

once it did. Ultimately, the Vartry scheme proved far more successful than anticipated. 

The foundations stones were first laid on 10 November 1862,'” * and in June 1863, the 

course of the Vartry River was for the first time diverted into Dublin.'”  ̂ When the works 

were completed in the early 1870s, they consisted of an embankment, a storage reservoir at 

Roundwood, and two distributing reservoirs in Stillorgan, and they easily supplied 

12,000,000 gallons a day for domestic and manufacturing use. The gathering basin 

consistently yielded double the quantity of water expected"" and even in dry weather, the

r / je /m /j  9 May 1861. a , ia/:i
Dublin Corporation Water Works Committee Minmcs, 21 August 1861.
Freeman's Journal, 8 October 1861.
Freeman's Journal, 8 July 1861.

1^74 O D ^cit • Neville, 1875, op. c il; John Gray, Speech o f  Sir John Gray, Chairman o f  the 
Water Works Committee, in Vindication of the Municipal Council o f  Dublin, on 27^ October, 1864 (Dublin;

John Falconer, 1864). ,«a7W «7
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Dublin Builder, V (1 July 1863), 114-115..
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429



scheme provided 2,500,000 gallons a day. Unfortunately, places such as Manchester and 

Liverpool had not been accurate with their rainfall and evaporation estimates, and “the 

water available for the towns turned out not near as much as calculated on.”"̂ *̂ The 

ultimate cost of Vartry was £620,440 (twice the original estimate) but was well under the 

cost per head o f the water works in Glasgow, Manchester, and Liverpool.'^^^ It was 

completed many years ahead of other major cities; for instance London did not have 

constant supply o f  water until 189l/^^ By the early 1870s it was providing Dublin with an 

ample supply o f pure, sweet water at high pressure, powerful enough to reach the higher 

areas of the city and extinguish the fiercest fires.‘*̂‘*

In the end, local brewers and distillers made the decision “to continue to use, for 

the purpose of manufacture, the canal water,” therefore, under the terms o f  an 1866 water 

act, the corporation made arrangements with the Grand Canal Company to provide the 

brewing and distilling industries with canal water. As Hawkshaw had intended, most 

outlying townships entered into contracts with Dublin Corporation for water distribution: 

the Pembroke Township, Ringsend, Sandymount, and Irishtown began receiving Vartry 

water in 1867, Blackrock signed on in 1868, and successful negotiations were held in the 

late 1860s to begin supplying Kingstown, Kilmainham, Loughlinstown, Killiney, and 

Dalkey.'^^^ After some difficuhies, the Bray Commissioners also negotiated a deal with 

Dublin Corporation and began receiving Vartry water in June 1870.''”  By the mid-1870s,

Neville, 1875, op. ciL, 11. 
Ibid, 28.
Daly, 1985, op. c it, 250.
Neville, 1875, op. ciL,24,29. . ,
Parke Neville Reoort to the Right Hon. the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors o f  the City o f  Dublin,

on T G e Z T i ,2 % h e P u b lM o f O ^ ^  (Dublin: Joseph Dollard, 1869),
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Donnybrook, Rathdown, and Dundmm also began receiving the Vartry waters/^* O f the 

major towns, only Rathmines stubbornly held out.'*̂ ^

The secondary sources on Vartry are few, but the general consensus is that the 

scheme was an outstanding success in terms of quality and quantity. As far back as 1874, 

the Irish Builder insisted that “[t]he history of the water-supply of Dublin, in the hands of a 

practical and genial writer, would form a very interesting and instructive volume, and we 

hope it may be one day written As of yet no one has stepped forward to heed the call. 

In fact, most works on nineteenth century Dublin refer only in passing to the city’s water 

supply. Joseph V. O’Brien contends that despite the corporation’s minimal investment 

when addressing the social needs of the citizens, it did have one remarkable success: “In 

one notable respect the city did achieve a great victory when a pure water supply began to 

flow with the completion of the Vartry works in 1868.”^̂ * Jacinta Prunty, in her 

examination of Dublin slums, has also determined that “[t]he one outstanding success 

during this period [1849-1874] was the ‘wholesome and abundant’ supply of the ‘purest 

soft water’ provided for the city by the Vartry water scheme. F.H.A. Aalen draws 

similar conclusions to Prunty and O’Brien and states that public health and the 

corporation’s role in improving sanitation were poor up until the late nineteenth century, 

but that the provision of water was the one overriding exception. One of the major 

benefits provided early by the reformed corporation was a greatly improved water supply

for the city.”'*̂ ^

Neville, 1878, op. cit., 122-124.
Daly, 1985, op. cit, 228.
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Despite the long-term benefits of the Vartry water, its initial advantages were not 

obvious: death rates in the 1870s were higher than in the 1850s or sixties.'*̂ '* It greatly 

exacerbated Dublin’s already dreadful sewage problem: more fetid water was flushed into 

the Liffey than ever.'*^  ̂ This was a common occurrence, and many cities found that new 

water supplies initially worsened public health due to increased use of water closets, sinks, 

and demands from industries clogging sewers and polluting rivers."*^  ̂Moreover, in Dublin 

the infrastructure for the distribution of water in the poorer districts was not substantially 

improved, so while many higher areas of the city were now supplied, water was generally 

not brought into the tenements. Many of the most overcrowded and dirtiest areas of the city 

remained without water and people were known to resort to taking water from cisterns 

intended to supply water closets."*̂  ̂An increased sewage problem and a limited increase of 

water to the poor meant that Dublin remained on the whole insanitary and the city’s death 

rate was higher in the 1870s than it had been in the 1850s,

However, the Vartry Water Works were still “one o f the most successful and 

effective works of the kind ever executed.”'*”  It proved to be an extremely important 

venture, and the corporation the entire scheme was the greatest public work undertaken by 

the municipality of Dublin since its first incorporation. More importantly, it has stood 

the test of time. In 1906 the Medical Press, while critical o f Dublin’s sanitary state, 

conceded: “There is no doubt that Dublin has in the Vartry water a remarkably pure 

supply, so pure indeed that in the bacteriological laboratories in Dublin, ordinary tap water

Mary E. Daly, “Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth CCTtuiy Dublin,” The Town in Ireland, eds. David 
Harkness and Mary O ’Dowd (Belfast: Appletrce Press. 1981), 238.
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Press, 1998), 71.
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is regarded as sterile,”"''”  The Vartry Water Works still supply Dublin today, albeit with 

help from other sources.

The aim of this chapter was to underscore that in the case of the quest for a new 

water scheme for Dublin, the corporation based its decision not on party politics within the 

council chambers, but on the actual needs of the city. First and foremost, the water 

situation in Dublin was appalling in terms of quality, and the fact that it was unevenly 

distributed and only available at restricted periods meant that by the 1850s, it no longer 

fulfilled the needs of the city. The corporation looked into every possible project to 

improve the city supply, and was even willing to go with the lower-quality canal water if it 

meant improving the supply. The city council in general was in a large majority over ever 

water issue, and the fact that Catholics and Protestants, liberals and conservatives worked 

together to secure a first-rate supply showed that support or opposition within the council 

was not necessarily based on party alignment.

However, while a new water course may have been a sanitary issue for most 

members o f the corporation, for outside groups the possibility o f a new water contract held 

greater political and economic interest. Dissension within the council was minimal, but 

groups such as the canal companies and influential conservatives proved to be the most 

detrimental to agreeing to a water plan. The canal directors did not want to lose the 

valuable rents they were being paid so they blocked the progress of most water schemes 

that did not include them, many ratepayers were opposed to higher water rates, and 

Protestant-dominated townships did not want to pay rales to the largely liberal-Catholic

corporation.

The turning point in this corporation vs, conservatives battle proved to be the 

Royal Commission, As the commission was proposed to bring in a neutral, less partisan 

opinion, Dublin Corporation and leading conservatives agreed to bide by its decision,

Medical Press and Circular, CXXXIIl (1906), 56,
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However, when Hawkshaw chose the Vartry water cx)urse, the most expensive scheme, the 

corporation was the only party to honour it. Many conservative groups such as the canal 

companies, their railway interests, the adjoining townships, and local ratepayers were 

relentless in their opposition. Nonetheless, with an agreement to adopt Hawkshaw’s report 

already pledged and with the reputation of Hawkshaw himself, Vartry’s fate was probably 

sealed: the Vartry scheme had received the sanction o f too many influential and

outstanding figures for it to be rejected and in July 1861 the bill was carried. As 

recognised by Daly, the provision of a high-quality supply o f  pure water in Dublin was 

indeed an impressive achievement.'^’

441 Daly, 1985, op. cit., 250.
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CONCLUSION

The period 1840 to 1860 was thus an important epoch in the long history o f  

Dublin. The 1840 Irish municipal reform act had a profound effect on city politics for it 

allowed middle-class Catholics to vote in municipal elections; it marked a radical departure 

from the past because Catholics now played a large role in civic administration, and 

freemen now no longer controlled Dublin Corporation. Catholics, however, did not hold a 

monopoly o f  seats on the city council and Protestants still played a significant role in 

Dublin Corporation and in most other statutory boards. As a consequence, sectarian battles 

long-fought in other arenas were carried into the City Assembly House on South William 

Street. The period was also important because it was at this time across Britain and Ireland 

the very nature and function of local government was irrevocably changing. In the past, 

corporations and town commissioners had been responsible for collecting taxes and tolls 

and for managing corporate property, but their functions never extended into public 

services. From the 1830s local governments were rationalised, former statutory bodies 

dissolved, and taxes consolidated; local governments now found themselves faced with the 

mammoth responsibility of seeing to cleansing, watering, lighting, sewering, planning,

health, and the safety o f their cities and towns.

In the case o f Dublin, the new liberal-CathoIic dominated corporation had to 

prove itself before its powers were to be extended. Its first ten years were spent working 

on amending the 1840 act, dealing with its financial problems, and attempting to extend its 

civic powers. It faced massive opposition in doing so: efforts made to change taxes based 

on the outdated Ministers Money valuation and to take over local governing bodies such as 

the Paving Board, the Wide Streets Commissioners, and the term grand juries met with 

considerable resistance from various conservative interest-groups. Changes did occur, but 

slowly: in 1843 taxation was tabulated from the updated Poor Law valuation and the 

system of determining voter eligibility was rendered less expensive; in 1851 most o f the
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city’s statutory boards were dissolved and their duties transferred to Dublin Corporation 

under the terms of the 1849 Dublin Improvement Act. However, these victories were not 

simply a measure of the Catholics’ new-found power or control: they were achieved 

through compromise and because Protestant fears were placated. Thus although the 

corporation succeeded in changing taxation and simplifying voter-eligibility lists, dozens 

of other proposals had been rejected because they did not meet with government or Irish 

conservatives’ approval; the Dublin Improvement Act was only achieved after four years 

of disappointment when the city’s liberals finally agreed to allow Dublin’s municipal 

wards to be redrawn in order to permit “wealth” and “property owners” (i.e. the 

conservatives) a larger proportion of city council seats. The municipal reform act hardly 

represented the liberal-Catholic domination of Dublin that Protestants had initially feared.

The Dublin Improvement Act came into effect on 1 January 1851 and marked yet 

another milestone in the history of Dublin Corporation. The corporation’s substantial list 

of new powers and increased staff meant that the City Assembly House was no longer 

adequate. In October 1851 the corporation purchased the Royal Exchange from its 

trustees,’ and on 30 September 1852 the city councillors had their first official meeting in 

what was now designated as Dublin’s City Hall.^ This was a monumental occasion, the 

change of building being symbolic of greater changes in the corporation; it was truly born 

anew. The first reformed corporation in the 1840s had had few powers and any 

modifications achieved were preceded by vicious squabbling and sectarian clashes. But 

ward re-division meant that from 1851 Dublin Corporation had a more balanced 

composition of Catholics and Protestants, liberals and conservatives. Perhaps tired of past 

disputes and their hindrance to progress, the city council of the 1850s appeared to have set 

aside religious and political differences in order to better manage their numerous new

responsibilities.

> James A. CuUiton, The Heritage Scries (Dublin: Eason & Son Ltd.. 1982), 17.
 ̂Dublin Municipal Council Minutes, 30 September 1852.
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The 1850s was a period of administrative learning for the city council. The 

councillors had hundreds of new duties thrust upon them without any indication o f how to 

proceed, they had to determine the best means o f scavenging the streets, watering the 

roads, replacing macadam with pavement, and keeping the city properly sewered with few 

sure indications of how to proceed. The British public health movement introduced a new 

set o f policy questions to Dublin: the corporation was made responsible for removing the 

build-up o f nuisances, regulating markets and other noxious trades, and supplying the city 

with pure water at high pressure. What was more difficult was that all of these functions 

had to be executed within a constrained budget: the improvement rate barely afforded 

enough to provide the minimum services, and falling valuation levels meant that surplus 

funds were not forthcoming. Amazingly, in the light of inexperience and financial set 

backs, the corporation proceeded valiantly. And although the results were limited (the 

sewerage system was only marginally extended, a few miles o f streets were paved, and 

complaints about the general fihhy state of Dublin remained), they had one monumental 

success: the Vartry Water Works Act. More importantly, the city council was not deterred 

by obstacles and consistently tried to make improvements to the city. Daly describes 

Dublin Corporation after 1860 as a platform for expressing national political views and not 

for addressing local issues^^ the city council of the 1850s had not yet reached this point and 

it comprised men anxious to improve such day-to-day services as road works and 

sewerage, and who were willing to go to great lengths in order to succeed.

Mumford, in his now classic The Culture o f Cities, has been criticised for having 

generalised too much about Victorian cities and for concentrating on what made them 

similar.^ In contrast, Briggs has contended that what was fascinating about cities was the

 ̂Mary E Daly Dublin: T h e  D e p o s e d  Capital. A Social and Economic History, I860-I914 (Cork: Cork
University Press, 1985), 322. . o i o nr _i_ i j
 ̂Lewis Mumford T h e  C u l t u r e  of Cities {London-. Martin Seeker & Warburg Ltd., 1938), P.J.

Waller, Town. Ciiy. and Nation: England 1850-1914 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), 9-10.
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elements that rendered them distinct and unique.^ As Daly has shown, Dublin from 1860 

until World War I differed from its British counterparts: the corporation was more 

concerned with national than local issues, the absence o f  any significant rise in rateable 

valuation meant there was little money for improvements, population growth was 

stagnating, and with regards to sanitation and public health, the city changed little from 

1860 to 1900, and death rates were well above national and international averages.^ Other 

city governments seem to have been able to cope with mounting social, environmental, and 

economical problems at a time when Dublin Corporation was not.

Historians have generally failed to take note o f mid-Victorian Dublin. Perhaps 

because late-nineteenth century Dublin was such an anomaly, the immediately preceding 

period has been assumed to be the same. Dublin in the 1840s and 1850s was not 

dramatically different from other large Victorian cities and shared many o f  the same 

characteristics: it had a growing population, the city council assumed a large number o f 

new duties, and the city coped with a mortality crisis in the late 1840s, which triggered 

greater sanitary diligence in the 1850s. Like many other cities, Dublin in this period had 

great difficulties in financing these schemes. Much work remains to be done in this area. 

This thesis has begun to delve into the many of the tantalising aspects o f nineteenth- 

century Dublin, but many questions remain. The uniqueness o f  Dublin in some respects 

combined with certain striking parallels with other cities suggests that Dublin is indeed a 

fascinating topic and that the Victorian city itself is worthy o f far more attention.

 ̂Asa Briggs, Victorian Cities O^ndon: Penguin Books, 1968). 
® Daly, op. cit., passim.

438



BIBLIOGRAPHY

PRIMARY SOURCES

1. MANUSCRIPT SOURCES

DUBLIN CITY ARCHIVES 
Paving Board Letter Books, 1841-1846
Minutes of the Dublin Corporation Pipe Water Committee, 1857-1863 
Minutes of Dublin Corporation Water Works Committee, 1861 
Minutes of the Dublin Municipal Council, 1841-1862

NA TIONAL ARCHIVES OF IREUND
Chief Secretary’s Office Registered and Official Papers: files relating to Dublin 

Corporation, Paving Board, Dublin sewerage, and Dublin water supply, 
1840-1861

Department o f the Environment, 2/511: Robert Mallet’s 1847 Report on the Dodder 
Reservoirs

NA TIONAL LIBRARY OF IRELAND
Larcom papers, MS 7641, 7642, 7643: newspaper clippings relating to Dublin City 

Water Supply, 1860-1863

2. PRINTED SOURCES 

U.K. PARLIAMENTARY PAPERS
Municipal Corporations, (Ireland). First Report o f the Commis.sioners appointed to 

inquire into the Municipal Corporations in Ireland. 1835, XXVII, 1-40.

Municipal Corporations, (Ireland). Appendix to the First Report o f the Commissioners. 
Report on the City of Dublin. Part I. 1835, XXVII, 1-116.

Municipal Corporations, (Ireland). Appendix to the hirst Report o f the Commissioners. 
Report on the City of Dublin. Part II. 1836, XXIV, 116-308.

Report from the Select Committee on the Health o f Town.s; Together with the Minutes o f 
Evidence Taken Before Them; and an Appendix, and Index. 1840, XI, 1 -262.

Returns from the C o m m i s s i o n e r s  f o r  Making Wide and Convenient Streets in the City o f  
Dublin. 1841, XXVII, 1-4.

Report o f the Commissioners appointed to revi.se the several laws under or by virtue o f 
which moneys are now raised by Grand Jury presentment in Ireland 1842,
XXIV, 1-246.

Wilde William Robert. “Report on the Tables of Deaths.” Report o f the Commissioners 
Appointed to Take the Census o f Ireland for the Year 1841 with Appendix and
Index. 1843, XXIV, i-lxxxiii.



First Report o f the Commissioners for Inquiring into the Stale oflxirge Towns and 
Populous Districts. 1844, XVII, i-319

Second Report o f the Commissioners for Inquiry into the State o f Ixirge Towns and 
Populous Districts. 1845, XVIII, 1-76

Dublin Wide Streets Bill. Minutes of Evidence Taken Before the Committee on the Dublin 
Wide Streets Bill. 1846, XII, 1-35.

Returns o f the Receipts and Expenditure of the Commissioners o f Wide Streets, Dublin, for 
each Year, from the Year 1833 to the Year1845, both inclusive. 1846, XLII, 1-13.

Return o f the Annual Amount of Money levied in the last Seven Years fo r Paving, Lighting, 
&a, the City o f Dublin. 1846, XLII, 1-44.

Dublin Improvement Bill. Minutes of Evidence taken before Abraham Hayward, hlsq.,
Q.C., and Charles Peter Brassington, Esq., Ixind Surveyor, at the City Assembly 
House, Dublin, Upon a Preliminary Inquiry re.specting the Dublin improvement 
Bill 1847, XXVI, 1-91.

Dublin Improvement Bill Appendix to the Report of Abraham Hayward, Esq., Q.C., and 
Charles Peter Brassington, Esq., IxindSurveyor, Surveying Officers. 1847,
XXVI, 1-27.

Rathmines Improvement. Minutes of Evidence Taken Before A, Hayward, Esq., Q.C., and 
C.P. Brassington, Esq., Land Surveyor, Upon Preliminary Inquiry Re.specting the 
Rathmines Improvement Bill 1847, XXVI, 157-186.

Rathmines Improvement. Report of the Commissioners o f Her Maje.sty s Woods, horests. 
Land Revenues, Works and Building, Enclosing the RefX)rt o f the Surveying 
Officers appointed under the above Act. 1847, XXVI, i-iii.

Report o f the Commissioners of Her Majesty s Woods, Forest.s, Ixind Revenues, Works and 
Buildings, Enclosing the Report of the Surveying Officers [Henry Colles and 
Joseph James Bymes] Appointed Under the Above Act. 1847-1848, XXXI, 1-33.

A Bill for the Improvement of the City of Dublin. 1849, II, 329-383,

City o f Dublin Abstract of Report made by the Commi.s.sioners appointed by the Lord
Lieutenant, under the Act 12&I3 Viet. c. 85. s  9, for dividing the City o f Dublin
into New Wards. 1850, XXV, 35-42.

The Census o f Irelandfor the Year 185 L Part IIL Report on the Status o f Disease. 1854, 
LVIII, 1-150.

C e n s u s  o f  I r e l a n d  f o r  the Year 185 L Part V. Tables o f Deatks. 1856, XXIX-XXX, 1-560, 

1- 686 .

OTHER PARLIAMENTARY PAPERS
Copy o f the Evidence Taken before the Commissioners o f Inquiry in the Year 1833,



Pertaining to the Corporation of Dublin, Its Revenues, or Its Affairs. Ordered to 
be printed 6 June 1840. [This evidence was prepared in parliamentary format but 
was not published as a sessional paper]

Hayward, Abraham, Esq., Q.C. and C.P. Brassington, Esq., Land Surveyor. Report on the 
Dublin Improvement Bill London: Luke James Hansard, 1847.

City o f Dublin Water Supply. Report of the Commissioner Appointed to Inquire into the 
State o f the Present Supply of Water to the City o f Dublin, the Necessity Which 
Exists for an Improved Supply, and Also as to the Best Source from Which Such 
Improved Supply Could be Obtained; Together With the Minutes o f Evidence and 
Appendix. Dublin; John Falconer, 1860.

Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, 3"* Series, 1845-1861.

JOURNALS and NEWSPAPERS
The Citizen or Dublin Monthly Magazine (1841)
Dublin Builder (becomes Irish Builder from 1869) (1859-1875)
Dublin Evening Mail (1839-1861)
Dublin Evening Post (1841)
Dublin Medical Press (becomes Medical Press and Circular from 1866) (1840-1860; 1906) 
Dublin Mercantile Advertiser (1850-1861)
Dublin Quarterly Journal of Medical Science (1846-1861)
Dublin University Magazine (1839-1855)
Freeman's Journal (183 8-1861)
The Irish Times (1860-1861)
Journal o f the Statistical and Social Inquiry Society o f Ireland (1855-1868)
Minutes o f the Proceedings of the Institution o f Civil Engineers (1886)
The Monthly Journal o f Progress (1854)
The Philanthropist (1846-1848)
TTzeP/Vo/(1841-1843)
Saunder’s News-letter (1839-1861)
7z/wg5 (1840-1861)
The Warder {\MO-nS\)
Various newspaper clippings from the Daily Express, Dublin Evening /  acket, Dublin 
Evening Post, and Irish Times relating to Dublin Water Supply, 1859-1861 [please see 

above: NLI, Larcom Papers]

DUBLIN CORPORA TIONPRINTED REPORIS 
Calendar o f Ancient Records of Dublin

Dublin Corporation. Rules and Regulations for the Guidance o f Assistant Supervisors.
Overseers, Gangers, a n d  Depot Keepers in the Employment o f the Corporation o f 
Dublin. Dublin: J o h n  Kirkwood, 1852.

The First Report o f the Committee Appointed by the Town Council o f Dublin, on the 2"“'



ecember, 1850, to Report Upon the Powers o f the Corporation, the State o f  
Their Finances, and Their Resources; and also the Powers Conferred by the 
Dublin Improvement Act, and o f the Acts Incorporated Iherewith, and the 
Collection o f Rates Act, and To Suggest the Best Meafts o f Carrying out such 
Powers, To the Right Hon. The Lord Mayor, Aldermen, atui Burgesses o f Dublin. 
Dublin. George and John Grierson, 1851.

Neville, Parke. Report on Improving and Extending the Supply o f Pipe Water within the 
City o f Dublin, Prepared by Order o f the Pipe Water Committee. Dublin; 
Pettigrew and Oulton, Printers to the Hon. The City of Dublin. 1851.

Neville, Parke. Report to the Right Hon. the lj)rd Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors o f the 
Borough o f Dublin, on the State o f the Public Works o f the City, Dublin; J. 
Kirkwood, 1852.

Neville, Parke. Report to the Right Hon. The Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors o f 
the City o f Dublin on the Sewerage o f the City, and Proposed Plan fo r Improving 
the Same. Also, on the General State o f the Public Works under their Control. 
Dublin: John Chambers, 1853.

Neville, Parke. Report on the Capabilities o f the River Dodder to Afford a Supply o f 
Water fo r  the Use of the City o f Dublin and the Suburbs. Dublin; O’Neill & 
Duggan, 1854.

Neville, Parke. Report to the Right Hon. The lA)rdMayor, Aldermen and Councillors o f 
the City o f Dublin, on the Progress made in the Sewerage, and on the State o f the 
Public Works o f the City for Years 1853&1854. Dublin; O’Neill & Duggan,
1855.

Neville, Parke. Report to the Right Hon. The Ix)rdMayor, Aldermen, and Councillors o f 
’ the City o f Dublin on the General State o f the Public Works o f the City Under 

Their Control. Dublin; Joseph Dollard, 1869.

Neville, Parke. A Description o f the Dublin Corporation Water Works. Dublin. John 
Falconer, 1875.

Neville, Parke. Report o f the City Engineer on the Public Works o f the City. Dublin. 
Joseph Dollard, 1878.

Report from  Committee No. Two to the Mumcipal Council. February. IH59. Dublin: 
Joseph Dollard, 1859.

Report o f Committee No. 2 o f the Corporation o f Dublin Having Charge o f the Sanitary 
Department with Reference to the Letter Dated 2(f July. 1855. Addre.i.ied to Sir 
Beniamin Hall L a t e  President o f the Board o f Health. I.ondon, bySirhldward 
Borough, Bari Chairman o f a Sanitary A.^sociation in Dublin. Dublin; O’Neill

& Duggan, 1855.

442



Report o f the Markets Committee, Upon Order o f Reference o f the Municipal Council o f  
the 7 day o f June, 1886, re Report No. 66, 1886, o f  the Markets Committee, 
recommending the Council to provide Wholesale Vegetable atui Fish Market, to 
he under Municipal Control Dublin, [n.p.], 1886.

The Report o f the Pipe Water Committee in Reply to the Charges Contained in a Re/x)rt, 
Signed by John Reilly, Secretary to the Paving Board, l)ated i / "  October, 1848, 
and Addressed to John Aldridge and John Nalty, Esqrs. Honorary Secretaries to 
the Dublin Sanatary [sic] Association. Dublin: Richard Nethercott, 1848.

Statement as to Local Taxation of the City o f Dublin and Suggested Amendments o f the 
Municipal Act, 3'̂  ̂and 4̂  ̂Victoria, cap. 108, 109, Presented to His Excellency 
the Earl de Grey, in Pursuance o f an Act o f Assembly o f the Corporation o f the 
Boroughof Dublin, 10th January, 1843. Dublin: O’Neill and Duggan, 1843.

PRINTED BOOKS AND PAMPHLETS (Pre-1915)
Aldridge, John. Review o f the Sanitary Condition o f Dublin. From the Dublin Quarterly 

Journal o f Medical Science for May, 1847. Dublin: Hodges and Smith, 1847.

Anonymous. An Epitome o f the Case o f Irish Corporations, Intended fo r the Perusal o f 
Protestants Generally, and Especially Submitted to the Dispassionate Judgement 
o f the Members o f the Imperial Legislative. Dublin: George Faulkner, 1839.

Antisell, Thomas. Suggestions Towards the Improvement o f the Sanatory [sic] (. ondttion 
o f the Metropolis. Dublin; James McGlashan, 1847.

Brazill, Thomas. Report to the Corporation o f Dublin on the propo.sed Supply o f the City 
and S u b u r b s  w i t h  Pure Water at High Pressure. Dublin: John Falconer, 1854.

Butt, Isaac. Irish Corporation Bill. A Speech Delivered at the Bar o f the Hou.se o f Lords, 
On Friday, the 15'̂  of May, 1840, in Defence o f the City o f Dublin: On the Order 
fo r Going into Committee on The Irish Corporations Bill. London: James Fraser,
1840.

Butt Isaac Irish Municipal Reform. The Substance o f a Speech Delivered at a Meeting 
o f Protestants and Freemen held in the King's Room o f the Mansion-Hou.se, 
Dublin, on the 13‘̂  February, 1840, the Right Honourable the Ix)rd Mayor in the 
Chair. Dublin: William Curry, Jun. and Company, 1840.

Cameron, Charles A, Munidpal Public Health Administralion in Dublin. Dublin;
Hodges, Figgis & Co., Ltd., 1914.

Chadwick, Edwin. Report on the Sanitary Condition o f the labouring Population o f 
Great Britain, 1842. Ed. M W. Flinn. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
1965.

Clibbom Edward ne Dublin Water Question. The Springs o f Dublin and Fountains o f 
Ath-Cliath and Dublinia. Attributed to St. Patrick: Proposed as an Auxiliary to 
the Present and Any Future Supply o f Water to the City. Dublin; McGlashan &
Gill, 1860.

443



City o f Dublin Conservative Registration Committee. Report o f the City o f Dublin
onservative Registration Committee, June 1842, Dublin; Purdon Printer,

1842.

Dublin Sanitary Association. Report o f the Transactions o f the Dublin Satiitary
Association, From the 4^ June, 1848, to April, 1849, Dublin: James 
McGlashan, 1849.

Dublin Sanitary Association. Public Health Bill fo r I re lathi. Report o f the Dublin 
Sanatory [sic] Association on the Public Health Bill and on the Nuisance 
Removal and Disease Prevention Act, Dublin: James McGlashan. 1850.

Farrell, Isaac. Suggestions on the Dublin Improvements. Dublin: James McGlashan,
1848.

Fraser, James. Hand Book for Dublin and Its Environs, with the Map o f the City, and 
Street-maps on an Entirely New Plan. Dublin: James McGlashan, 1853.

Frith, R.H. Macadamized Streets, Compared with Paved Streets, Dublin: Hodges, Smith, 
and Co., 1857.

Gannon, William B. The New Corporator’s Guide. Containing An Enumeration o f the 
Various Offices o f the Present Corporation o f Dublin, the Particulars o f the 
Duties and Emoluments o f the Several Officers, and A Dige.st o f Such Parts o f the 
Bill For the Regulation o f Municipal Corporations in Ireland as Relate to Dublin 
with a Boundary Map, Index, etc. Dublin: Joseph A. Humphrys, 1840.

Grand Jury o f the City o f Dublin, &c. Report o f the Subcommittee appointed on the 2 /"  
December, 1848, by the “Grand Jury o f the City o f Dublin, ” the "Wide Street 
Commissioners, ” the '‘Sanatory Board, " the "Chamber o f Commerce. " and the 
“Municipal Corporation, ” to consider the best means o f remedying admitted evils 
in the city, [n.p.], [1849].

Gray, John. Observations on House and General Sewerage and An Improved Plan fo r  
Cleansing and Ventilating House Drains By A Self-Acting Mecham.sm: With A 
Description o f the Apparatus, As Applied in the North Dublin Union Workhouse, 
Under the Superintendence o f the Voov-lxtw Commissioners: Being the Substance 
o f A Paper Read at the Royal Dublin Society. Dublin: Hodges and Smith, 1855.

Gray, John. Speech o f Sir John Gray, Chairman o f the Water Works Committee, in
Vindication o f the Municipal Council o f Dublin, on 22^ October, 1864. Dublin: 
John Falconer, 1864.

Hogan William. The Dependence o f National Wealth on the Social and Sanatory [sic] 
Condition o f the Labouring Classes: Being A Paper Read Before the Dublin 
Statistical Society. Dublin: Hodges and Smith, 1849.

‘An Inhabitant of the City, An Enemy of Jobbing.’ Valuable Hints fo r Voters at the 
Approaching Election for Poor I m w  Guardians fo r  the North and South
Dublin Unions, [n.d.].



Levy, o (ed). A Full and Revised report o f the Three Days ’  Discussion on the Repeal 
o f the Union with a Dedication Written by Daniel O 'Connell, M .P.,a Valuable 
Appendix, and Petition from the Corporation to the Imperial Parliament fo r  the 
Restoration o f Ireland s Domestic Legislature. Dublin: Janies Duffy, 1843.

Maunsell, Henry. Political Medicine; Being the Substance o f a Discourse Ixitely Delivered 
before the Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland, on Medicine, Considered in its 
Relations to Government and Legislation. Dublin; Joshua Porter, and Fannin and 
Co., 1839.

McGregor, John James. New Picture o f Dublin: Comprehending A History o f the City,
And Accurate Account o f its Various Establishments and Institutiom, and A 
Correct Description o f all the Public Edifices Connected with them; with An 
Appendix Containing Several Useful Tables; forming A Complete Guide to Every 
Thing Curious and Interesting in the Irish Metropolis. Dublin’ C. Bentham,
1821.

Metropolitan Conservative Society. The Address o f the Metropolitan Conservative Society 
o f Ireland to the Protestants o f Great Britain Along with the Speech Delivered by 
Doctor Meyer, on Submitting it for Their Adoption. Dublin: W Warren, 1840.

Norwood, John. A Summary o f Transactions Relative to the Propo.sed Formation o f a New 
and Wide Street from the Terminus o f the Midland Great We.stern Railway and 
the K ing’s Inns, to Richmond Bridge and the hour Court.s. Dublin James 
Charles, 1853.

O’Higgins, Patrick. City Improvements. New Street from Richmond Bridge to
Constitution Hill. LordEliot: An Irish Arms Bill, Alias a Branding Act. U)rdSt. 
Germans, Lord Lieutenant o f Ireland: A Grant o f £32,000 is not a Ixkui o f  
£80,000. Deputation, Monday, Dec. 5, 1853, An Irre.sponsible Body. His 
Excellency the Lord-Lieutenant o f 1834-5, and the Ix)rd Lieutenant o f 1853.
Dublin: J.M. O’Toole, 1854.

‘An Old Friend.’ The New Dublin Corporation. An Addre.ss to the Municipal Electors. 
Dublin: James McGlashan, 1850.

On the Water Supply o f the City o f Dublin. By Parke Neville, M. Inst. C.E. with an
A b s t r a c t  o f the Discussion Upon the Paper. Ed. James Forrest. London: William 
Clowes and Sons, 1874.

Poor Law Commissioners. Sixth Annual Report o f the Poor Ixtw Commissioners; With
Appendices A.B. &C. So Far as the Same Relate to the Administration o f the Irish 
P oor Relief Act. London: W. Clowes and Sons, 1840,

Protestant Association and Reformation Society. Annual Report o f the Protestant
Association and Reformation Society, Whitefriars ’ Hall, for the year ending 3 P 
December, 1845. Dublin: Purdon Brothers, 1846.

‘A Rate Payer. ’ The Irish Municipal Corporations Bill. A Few Words in Time on the
Subject o f Reformed Corporations and o f Their Powers o f Taxation. Addressed to



All Who Are Liable to the Payment o f Poor-Rates in Ireland. London: Richard 
Kinder, 1839.

Reynolds, John. Dublin Improvement Bill A letter to the Right Hon. the Earl o f Lincoln, 
M.P., on the Bill before the House o f Commons fo r  the Improwment o f the 
Borough o f Dublin. London: G.J. Palmer, 1847.

Rogers, Jasper W. To the Medical Practitioners o f Great Britain. On the Medicinal
Properties o f Pure Peat Moss Carbonized. Belfast: Wm. Agnew and Co., 1853.

Rogers, Jasper W. Two Lectures on the Improvement o f Dublin, Delivered in the Board 
Room o f the Royal Dublin Society. Belfast: John C. Anderson, 1854.

Thom’s Directory, 1840-1860.

Vereker, Henry. Letter to the Chairman o f the Tidal Harbours Commission Ac. Ac. Ac. 
from  the Secretary of the Corporation for Preserving and Improving the Port o f 
Dublin. Dublin: Philip Dixon Hardy and Sons, 1846.

Wakeman, William. Dublin: What's to be seen, and how to see it, with excursions to the 
country and suburbs. Dublin: Hodges and Smith, 1853.

Wetherell, Sir Charles. The Case o f the City o f Dublin. Jhe Speeches Delivered by
Counsel At the Bar o f the House o f Lords, in Defence o f the City o f Dublin, On 
the Motion for Going into Committee on the Irish Municipal Reform Bill. Dublin: 
Printed by George Faulkner. Printer to the Hon. The City of Dublin, 1840.

Willis, Thomas, F.S.S. Facts connected with the Social and Sanitary condition o f the 
working classes in the city o f Dublin, with Tables o f Sickne.vi, Medical 
Attendance, Deaths, Expectation o f Life, Ac.; Together with some gleanings from  
the census Returns o f 1841. Dublin: T. O’Gorman, 1845.

Willis, Thomas, F.S.S. Facts c o n n e c t e d  with the Social and Sanitary condition o f the 
working classes in the city o f Dublin, with Tables o f Sickness, Medical 
Attendance, Deaths, Expectation o f Life, Ac.; Together with .some gleanings from  
the census Returns o f 1841. 2nd ed. Eds. David Dickson et al. Dublin: 
Forthcoming.

SECONDARY SOURCES 

1. GENERAL URBAN HISTORY

Barringer, Christopher (ed). Norwich in the Nineteenth Century. Norwich: Gliddon 
Books, 1984.

B est, Geoffrey. Mid-Victorian Britain. 1851-1875. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 
1971.

446



Briggs, Asa. The Age o f Improvement. London: Longmans, Green and Co Ltd., 1959.

Briggs, Asa. Victorian Cities. London: Penguin Books, 1968.

Briggs, Asa (ed). The Nineteenth Century. The Contradictions o f Progress. London: 
Thames and Hudson Ltd., 1985.

Bush, Graham. Bristol and Its Municipal Government, 1820-1851. Bristol: Bristol 
Record Society, 1976.

Cannadine, David and David Reeder (eds). Exploring the Urban Past: Essays in Urban 
History by H .J Dyos. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982.

Chave, S.P.W. “The Origins and development of public health.” Oxford textbook o f 
Public Health, Vol. I, History, Determinants, Scope, and Strategies. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1984.

Collins, Neil. Politics and Elections in Nineteenth-Century Liverpool. Hants: Scolar 
Press, 1994.

Corbain, Alain. The Foul and the Fragrant: Odour and the Social Imagination. London: 
Papermac, 1996.

Curl, James Stevens. European Cities and Society: A Study o f the Influence o f Political 
Climate on Town Design. London: Leonard Hill Books, 1970.

de Vries, Jan. European Urbanization 1500-1800. London: Meuthen, 1984.

Dickson, David. “Review of Paul M. Hohenberg and Lynn Hollen Lees, The Making o f 
Urban Europe 1000-1950 (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University 
Press, 1985) and Jan de Vries, European Urbanization 1500-1800 (London: 
Meuthen, 1984).” Irish Economic and Social History. XIII (1986), 144-145.

Dresser, Madge and Philip Ollerenshaw (eds). The Making o f Modern Bristol. Tiverton: 
Redcliflfe Press, 1996.

Dyos, H.J. and Michael Wolff (eds). The Victorian City: Images and Realities. 2 vols. 
London: Routeledge and Kegan Paul, 1973.

Fraser, Derek. Urban Politics in Victorian England. The Structure o f Politics in Victorian 
Cities. Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1976.

Fraser, Derek (ed). Municipal Reform and the Industrial City. Bath: Leicester University 
Press, 1982.

Fraser, Derek and Anthony Sutcliffe (eds). The Pursuit o f Urban History. London: 
Edward Arnold (Publishers) Ltd, 1983.

Fraser, W. Hamish and R. J. Morris (eds). People and Society in Scotland. Volume II, 
1850-1914. Edinburgh: John Donald Publishers Ltd in Association with the 
Economic and Social History Society of Scotland, 1990.

447



Fraser, W. Hamish and Irene Maver (eds). Glasgow. Volume II: 1830 to 1912.
Manchester; Manchester University Press, 1996.

Gauldie, Enid. Cruel Habitations: A History o f Working-Class Housing, 1780-1918.
London; George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1974.

Geddes, Patrick. Cities in Evolution. London; Ernest Benn Limited, 1968.

Hamlin, Christopher. “Providence and Putrefaction; Victorian Sanitarians and the Natural 
Theology of Health and Disease.” Victorian Studies. 28 (1985), 381-411.

Hamlin, Christopher. “State Medicine in Great Britain.” The History o f  Public Health and 
the Modern State. Ed. Dorothy Porter. Amsterdam; Editions Rodopi B.V., 1994.

Hamlin, Christopher. Public Health and Social Justice in the Age o f Chadwick: Britain, 
7500-755^. Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 1998.

Handlin, Oscar and John Burchard (eds). The Historian and the City. Massachusetts; The 
M.LT. Press and Harvard University Press, 1963.

Hennock, E.P. Fit and Proper Persons. Ideal and Reality in Nineteenth Century Urban 
Government. Part of a series Studies in Urban History 2. Ed. H. J. Dyos. London; 
Edward Arnold, 1973.

Hohenberg, Paul M. and Lynn Hollen Lees, The Making o f Urban Europe 1000-1950. 
Cambridge, Mass. and London; Harvard University Press, 1985.

Hoppen, K. Theodore. The Mid-Victorian Generation, 1846-1886. Oxford; Oxford 
University Press, 1998.

Lambert, Royston. Sir John Simon, 1816-1904, and the English Social Administration. 
London; Macgibbon & Kee, 1963.

Large, David. The Municipal Government o f Bristol, 1851-1901. Bristol; Bristol Records 
Society, 1999.

MacDonagh, Oliver. Early Victorian Government, 1830-1870. London; Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1977.

Messinger, Gary S. Manchester in the Victorian Age: The Half-Known City. Manchester; 
Manchester University Press, 1985.

Midwinter, Eric. Old Liverpool Devon; David & Charles (Publishers) Limited, 1971.

Morris, R. J. (ed). Class, Power and Social Structure in British Nineteenth-Century Towns. 
Leicester; Leicester University Press, 1986.

Morris, R. J. and Richard Rodger (eds). The Victorian City. A Reader in British Urban 
History, 1820-1914. London; Longman Group UK Limited, 1993.

448



Morris, R. J. and Richard H. Trainer (eds). Urban Governance: Britain and Beyond since 
1750. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Ltd., 2000.

Mumford, Lewis. The Culture o f Cities. London: Martin Seeker & Warburg Ltd., 1938.

Newton, Robert. Victorian Exeter, 7557-797^. Leicester: Leicester University Press,
1968.

Owen, David. The Government of Victorian London, 1855-1889. The Metropolitan Board 
o f Works, the Vestries, and the City Corporation. Ed. Roy MacLeod. London: 
The Belknap Press, 1982.

Porter, Roy. The Greatest Benefit to Mankind: A Medical History o f Humanity from  
Antiquity to the Present. London: Fontana Press, 1997.

Redford, Arthur. The History o f Local Government in Manchester. Volume II: Borough 
and City. London: Longmans, Green, and Co., Ltd., 1940.

Roach, John. Social Reform in England, 1780-1880. London: B.T. Batsford Ltd., 1978.

Rose, Nikolaus. “Medicine, History and the Present.” Reassessing Foucault: Power,
Medicine and the Body. Eds. Colin Jones and Roy Porter. London: Routeledge, 
1994.

Sheppard, Francis. London 1808-1870: The Infernal Wen. London: Seeker and 
Warburg, 1971.

Smith, F.B. The People's Health, 1830-1910. Aldershot, Hampshire: Gregg
Revivals, 1993. [originally published by the Australian National University Press, 
Canberra, in 1979]

Thompson, F.M.L. (ed). The Cambridge Social History o f Britain 1750-1950. Volume I. 
Regions and Communities. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

Thompson, F.M.L. (ed). The Cambridge Social History o f Britain 1750-1950. Volume III. 
Social Agencies and Institutions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

Valverde, Mariana. The Age o f Light, Soap, and Water. Moral Reform in English 
Canada, 1885-1925. Toronto: McClelland & Stewart Inc., 1991.

Vigier, Francois. Change and Apathy: Liverpool and Manchester during the Industrial 
Revolution. Cambridge & London: The M.I.T. Press, 1970.

Vbgele, Jorg. Urban Mortality Change in England and Germany, 1870-1913. Liverpool: 
Liverpool University Press, 1998.

Waller, P. J. Town, City, and Nation. England 1850-1914. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1983.

White, Brian D. A History o f the Corporation o f Liverpool, 1835-1914. Liverpool: The 
University Press, 1951.

449



Wohl, Anthony s. Endangered Lives: Public Health in Victorian Britain. London: J.M. 
Dent & Sons Ltd., 1983.

2. DUBLIN AND IRISH HISTORY

Aalen, F.H. A. Man and the Landscape in Ireland. London: Academic Press Inc. 
(London) Ltd, 1978.

Aalen, F.H. A. and Kevin Whelan. Dublin City and County: From Prehistory to Present. 
Dublin: Geography Publications, 1992.

Beckett, J.C. The Making o f Modern Ireland, 1603-1923. hondon: Faber and Faber, 1966.

Beckett, J.C. et al. (eds). Belfast: The Making o f the City. Belfast: The Appletree Press 
Ltd., 1988.

Boyce, D. George. Nineteenth-Century Ireland: The Search fo r  Stability. Dublin: Gill 
and Macmillan Ltd., 1990.

Budge, Ian and Cornelius O’Leary. Belfast: Approach to Crisis. A Study o f Belfast 
Politics, 1613-1970. London: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1973.

Burke, Helen. The People and the Poor Law in Nineteenth Century Ireland.
Littlehampton: The Women’s Education Bureau, 1987.

Cameron, Charles A. History o f the Royal College o f Surgeons in Ireland and o f the Irish 
Schools o f Medicine. 2nd ed. Dublin: Fannin & Company, 1916.

Cassell, Ronald D. Medical Charities, Medical Politics. The Irish Dispensary System and 
the Poor Law, 1836-1872. Suffolk: A Royal Historical Society Publication. 
Published by the Boydell Press, 1997.

Clare, Liam. Victorian Bray: A Town Adapts to Changing Times. Dublin: Irish 
Academic Press, 1998.

Clark, Mary and Grainne Doran. Serving the City: The Dublin Managers and Town 
Clerks, 1230-1996. Dublin: Dublin Public Libraries, 1996.

Clarke, Howard B. (ed). Irish Cities. Dublin: Mercier Press, 1995.

Connolly, S.J., R.A. Houston, and R.J. Morris (eds). Conflict, Identity and Economic
Development: Ireland and Scotland, 1600-1939. Preston: Carnegie Publishing 
Ltd, 1995.

Corry, Geoffrey. “The Dublin Bar -  the obstacle to the improvement of the Port of 
Dublin.” Dublin Historical Record. 23 (1970), 137-152.

Cosgrove, Art (ed). Dublin Through the Ages. Dublin: College Press Ltd., 1988.

450



Craig, Maurice. Dublin 1660-1860. Dublin: Allen Figgis & Co., Ltd., 1980.

Crawford, John. St. Catherine's Parish Dublin, 1840-1900. Portrait o f a Church o f  
Ireland Community. Part of series Maynooth Studies in Local History. Ed. 
Raymond Gillespie. Dublin: Irish Academic Press Ltd., 1996.

Crossman, Virginia. Local Government in Nineteenth-century Ireland. Belfast: The
Institute of Irish Studies. The Queen’s University of Belfast for the Ulster Society 
of Irish Historical Studies, 1994.

Crowe, Morgan. “The Origin and Development of Public Health Services in Ireland.” The 
Irish Journal o f Medical Science. 6th Series, 265 (January 1948), 1-19.

Cullen, L.M. An Economic History o f Ireland since 1660. London: Batsford, 1972.

Cullen, L.M. The Emergence of Modern Ireland, 1600-1900. Dublin: Gill and Macmillan 
Ltd., 1983.

Cullen, L.M. Princes and Pirates. The Dublin Chamber o f Commerce 1783-1983.
Dublin: Dublin Chamber of Commerce, 1983.

Cullen, L.M. and Paul Butel (eds). Cities and Merchants: French and Irish Perspectives 
on Urban Development, 1500-1900. Proceedings of the Fourth Franco-Irish 
Seminar of Social and Economic Historians. Dublin: Department of Modern 
History, TCD, 1986.

Culliton, James A. The City Hall. Part of Irish Heritage Series. Dublin: Eason & Son Ltd., 
1982.

D ’Alton, Ian. Protestant Society and Politics in Cork, 1812-1844. Cork: Cork University 
Press, 1980.

Daly, Mary E. “ Dublin Life.” Victorian Dublin. Ed. Tom Kennedy. Dublin: Albertine 
Kennedy Publishing with Dublin Arts Festival, 1980.

Daly, Mary E. Dublin: The Deposed Capital A Social and Economic History 1860-1914. 
Cork: Cork University Press, 1985.

Daly, Mary E. “Irish Urban History: A Survey.” Urban History Yearbook 1986. 13 
(1986), 61-72.

Daly, Mary E. The Spirit o f Earnest Inquiry. The Statistical and Social Inquiry Society o f  
Ireland 1847-1997. Dublin: Statistical and Social Inquiry Society of Ireland,
1997.

D ’Arcy, F.A. “Dublin Artisan Activity, Opinion and Organisation, 1820-50.” (MA thesis 
Univerisity College Dublin, 1968).

Davis, Richard. Ihe Young Ireland Movement. Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1987.

451



Delany, Ruth. Ireland's Royal Canal, 1789-1992. Dublin: The Lilliput Press, 1992.

Delany, Ruth. The Grand Canal of Ireland. Dublin: the Lilliput Press in Association with 
the Ofifice of Public Works, 1995.

Dickson, David. “Second City Syndrome: Reflections on Three Irish Cases.” Kingdoms 
United? Great Britain and Ireland since 1500. Integration and Diversity. Ed.
S.J. Connolly. Dublin: Four Courts Press, 1999.

Gilligan, H.A. A History o f the Port of Dublin. Dublin: Gill and MacMillan, 1989.

Graham, B.J. and L.J. Proudfoot (eds). An Historical Geography o f Ireland. London: 
Academic Press Limited, 1993.

Harkness, David and Mary O’Dowd (eds). 77?̂  Town in Ireland. Belfast: Appletree Press, 
1981.

Hill, Jacqueline. “Intelligentsia and Irish Nationalism in the 1840s,” Studia Hibernica. 20 
(1980), 73-109.

Hill, Jacqueline. “The protestant response to repeal: the case of the Dublin working
class.” Ireland under the Union. Eds. F.S.L. Lyons & R.A.J. Hawkins. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1980, 35-68.

Hill, Jacqueline. From Patriots to Unionists. Dublin Civic Politics and Irish Protestant 
Patriotism 1660-1840. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997.

Hoppen, K. Theodore. Elections, Politics, and Society in Ireland 1832-1885. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1984.

Hoppen, K. Theodore. Ireland Since 1800: Conflict and Conformity. 2nd ed. Essex: 
Addison Wesley Longman Limited, 1999.

Jackson, Alvin. Ireland: 1798-1998. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd., 1999.

Kerr, Donal A. Peel, Priests and Politics. Sir Robert Peel’s Administration and the
Roman Catholic Church in Ireland, 1841-1846. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982.

Kerr, Donal A. ‘A Nation o f Beggars'? Priests, People, and Politics in Famine Ireland, 
1846-1852. OySox&. Clarendon Press, 1994.

Lee, Joseph. The Modernisation o f Irish Society 1848-1918. Dublin: Gill and Macmillan 
Ltd., 1973.

MacDonagh, Oliver. O'Connell: The Life o f Daniel O ’Connell, 1775-1847. London: 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991.

Macintyre, Angus. The Liberator: Daniel 0  'Connell and the Irish Party 1830-1847. 
London: Hamish Hamilton Ltd., 1965.

Maguire, W. A. Belfast. Keele: KeeleUniversity Press, 1993.

452



Maxwell, Constantia. Dublin under the Georges 1714-1830. London: Faber and Faber 
Limited, 1956.

McCullough, Niall. Dublin: An Urban History. Dublin: Anne St. Press, 1989.

McCullough, Niall (ed). A Vision of the City. Dublin and the Wide Streets Commissioners. 
Dublin: Publication for exhibition during the Dublin European City of Culture, 
1991.

McDowell, R.B. Public Opinion and Government Policy in Ireland, 1801-1846. London: 
Faber and Faber Ltd., 1952.

McDowell, R.B. The Irish Administration 1801-1914. Westport: Greenwood Press,
1976.

McParland, Edward. “The Wide Streets Commissioners: Their Importance for Dublin
Architecture in the Late 18* -̂Early 19^ Century.” Quarterly Bulletin o f the Irish 
Georgian Society. XV (1972), 1-32.

Meghen, P.J. “The Administrative Work of the Grand Jury.” Administration. 6 (1958-59), 
247-264.

Meghen, P.J. “The Development of Irish Local Government.” Administration. 8 (1960), 
333-346.

Murphy, Maura. “Municipal Reform and the Repeal Movement in Cork, 1833-1844.” 
Journal o f the Cork Historical and Archaeological Society. 81 (1976), 1-18.

O’Brien, Joseph V. ''Dear, Dirty Dublin” A City in Distress, 1899-1916. Los Angeles and 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982.

O’Flanagan, Patrick and Cornelius G. Buttimer (eds). Cork History and Society:
Interdisciplinary Essays on the History o f an Irish County. Dublin: Geography 
Publications, 1993.

6  Grada, Cormac. Black ’47 and Beyond. The Great Irish Famine in History, Economy, 
and Memory. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999.

O’Neill, Timothy P. “Fever and Public health in Pre-Famine Ireland. ” Journal o f the 
Royal Society o f Antiquaries o f Ireland. 103 (1973), 1 -34.

Powell, Frederick W. The Politics o f Irish Social Policy 1600-1990. New York: The 
Edwin Mellen Press, 1992.

Prunty, Jacinta. Dublin Slums, 1800-1925: A Study in Urban Geography. Dublin: The 
Irish Academic Press, 1998.

Robins, Joseph. The Miasma: Epidemic and Panic in Nineteenth Century Ireland. Dublin 
The Institute of Public Administration, 1995.

453



Sm)1;h, William J. and Kevin Whelan (eds). Common Ground: Essays on the Historical 
Geography o f Ireland. Cork; Cork University Press, 1988.

Spence, Joseph. “Isaac Butt, Nationality and Irish Toryism.” Bulldn: An Irish Studies 
Journal. 2 (1995), 45-60.

Vaughan, W.E (ed). Ireland Under the Union, I  1801-1870. Part of the series^
History o f Ireland, Volume 5. Oxford; Oxford University Press, 1989.

Webb, John J. Municipal Government in Ireland. Mediaeval and Modern. Dublin; The 
Talbot Press Limited, 1918.

Widdess, J.D.H. The Royal College o f Surgeons in Ireland and Its Medical School. 2nd ed. 
Edinburgh and London; E. &S. Livingstone, Ltd., 1967.

Wilson, Thomas George. Victorian Doctor. Being the Life o f Sir William Wilde.
Yorkshire; EP Publishing Limited, 1974. [Originally published by Methuen &
Co. Ltd. in 1942]

Woods, Audrey. Dublin Outsiders: A History o f the Mendicity Institution 1818-1998. 
Dublin; A&AFarmar, 1998.

454


