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Summary 

The purpose of this response document is to highlight discrepancies, inaccuracies and/or errors in the OPW 

Tidal Barrier Supplementary Report; which critically affect the analysis presented and effect an objective 

decision being made on the most appropriate flood protection scheme for Cork City. The crucial points raised 

dispel the OPW's contention that a city centre walls scheme remains the only viable and economical solution for 

Cork and considering the stakes, underlines the need for a comprehensive, independent review of flood 

protection alternatives for Cork that includes progressive flood risk management options representing best 

practice in flood relief and protection carried out by experts in the field. Delft University have said the OPW have 

made mistakes in their cost estimates for the tidal barrier at little Island. “The Little Island Tidal Barrier option 

should not be discounted on the grounds of the cost estimate presented”. Overall, the TU Delft review team 

considers the proposed tidal barrier at Little Island, Cork as an “interesting and attractive option which certainly 

warrants further investigation.” The cost of the Little Island Tidal Barrier is estimated by Delft University at 

€186m. The location of the Little Island Barrier is supported by many international bodies and experts as being 

within an enviable set of circumstances of shallow water, large water storage in Lough Mahon and within a 

relatively sheltered area. This leads to the possibility of economical flood protection for Cork that couldn’t be 

provided easily in other cities. The discounting of the location by OPW is seen as not credible and calls into 

question the other elements of the OPW supplementary report which conclude that the Walls scheme should be 

constructed in Cork. 
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The OPW Report findings, accompanied by the Save Cork City response and commentary is organised under 

the following summary of headings: 

1. Design Standards 

The standards applied to the Tidal Barrier design by OPW are more rigorous than those applied to the Walls 

scheme suggesting a bias in favour of the Walls within the document by use of unfair criteria and comparisons. 

2. Barrier Closing 

A worst case scenario figure for tidal flooding is combined with frequency of closure projections in an 

exaggerated conclusion. Ironically the conclusion dictates the Walls becoming redundant faster if they were to 

work. 

3. Barrier Gate Number Required 

The idea that the Tidal Barrier at Little Island would need a second gate is without any precedent and is simply 

untrue. 

4. Lough Mahon Storage  

The presentation of the Little Island Tidal Barrier solution for Cork here seems to dismiss the primary principle of 

flood protection being sourced from a combined set of solutions. The existence of the volume of storage of 

water in Lough Mahon for any city is a great advantage in considering a tidal barrier.  

5. Gate Type Suitable for Cork Barrier  

The undermining of the design of the Little Island Barrier accepted by HR Wallingford with incorrect information 

is further presented in incorrect information relating to the design of the gates proposed. 

6. Environment and Ecology 

The report greatly overestimates negative environmental impact of the Little Island Tidal Barrier. The Little 

Island Tidal Barrier is positioned to avoid impact on the environment and is believed to have the least impact of 

any tidal barrier solution to a point of possible environmental benefit. The walls are a highly damaging proposal 

as demonstrated by OPW schemes elsewhere. 

7. Tidal Barrier By-Pass Routes 

The report greatly exaggerates the possibility of water bypassing Little Island in a northern route in an unrealistic 

and potentially alarmist claim with no basis in fact. 

8. Navigation  

Navigation circumstances relating to water flow are highly favourable for the Little Island Tidal Barrier and yet 

presented as unacceptable by OPW consultants in the report which is misleading. 

9. Tidal Barrier Cost  

The projected cost of the Tidal Barrier at Little Island is grossly overestimated and the cost of the Walls is wildly 

underestimated in the supplementary report. 
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The Tidal Barrier Supplementary Report reads as a post rationalization designed to justify the 

selection of the City Centre Walls scheme. It has been undertaken by the project team in part 

responsible for the original selection of the Walls scheme representing a major conflict of interest on 

behalf of the authors OPW and Arup Consulting Engineers. The circumstances bring into question the 

entire supplementary report and its procurement as a means to address legitimate public concerns 

fairly, independently, economically and with the appropriate experience that is required for such an 

important project. 

The OPW Tidal Barrier Supplementary Report was written in response to a public consultation 

process where a groundswell of opinion was against a Walls based scheme and supported a Tidal 

Barrier led solution. The OPW Supplementary Report seems to include a biased attempt to address 

the embarrassing admission that the ‘Tidal Barrier High Level Report’ referred to in the 2 page 

‘assessment’ of a Tidal Barrier in the project ‘Alternatives Report’ never existed and major 

contravention of European Directive requirements for the assessment of alternatives. The brief Tidal 

Barrier ‘assessment’ in the ‘Alternatives Report’ referred to two no. gates/ barriers located either side 

of Great Island (one presented as back to front) and forms the basis of years of wasted time and 

money in seeking appropriate flood relief for Cork by proposing an inappropriate Walls scheme. 

A Tidal Barrier Option with a navigable gate located at Little Island was presented by the Save Cork 

City group of design professionals and academics during the consultation stage. The option was 

priced by HR Wallingford, international experts in Hydrology and Hydraulics with extensive experience 

of Tidal Barriers, at between €110m and €170m and has been subsequently priced by different 

methods and sources all concluding a price of below €190m. Delft University have said the OPW 

have made mistakes in their estimates for the tidal barrier at Little Island. “The Little Island Tidal 

Barrier option should not be discounted on the grounds of the cost estimate presented”. Overall, the 

TU Delft review team considers the proposed tidal barrier at Little Island, Cork as an interesting and 

attractive option which certainly warrants further investigation.” The cost of the Little Island Tidal 

Barrier is estimated by Delft University at €186m by Delft University. The OPW Supplementary Report 

has suggested amendments and design changes necessary to the Little Island Barrier Option based 

on assumptions which are challenged in this document. The OPW Supplementary Report estimates 

costs for the Tidal Barrier options and includes a revised Benefit-Cost Ratio to the options that is still 

inconsiderate of the immediate or future benefits of a tidal barrier based solution on the city 

economically relating to the many other benefits to the city in terms of tourism and development that a 

tidal barrier would facilitate. 
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Detailed Examination 

01 Design Standards -- OPW not comparing like with like 

The OPW Supplementary Report applies a design standard of current sea levels plus 1 in 200 yearr storm 

surge to the Walls scheme and a design standard of a 1m rise in sea levels plus the 1 in 200 yr storm surge to 

the Tidal Barrier. Both include a 500mm freeboard. The variance in design criteria is based on the mistaken 

contention that a tidal barrier is not readily adjustable to sea level rises. The latter approach is more prudent but 

the disparity of approach hides the necessity for a vertical extension of the Walls or a tidal barrier by 2050 in the 

cost of the Walls scheme and a higher initial cost of the tidal barrier. 

 

02 Barrier Closing – frequency and duration exaggerated by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report states that the estimated closing frequency of the tidal barrier would be 400 

times per annum and that the closing duration would be for an 8 hour period. This overestimated gate closing 

frequency is based on a sea level rise projection for the year 2100. The Current 2018 closing frequency would 

be twice a year. The 8 hour gate closed duration is based on a 1 in 50 yr river flow without any consideration of 

the use of the Dams and Reservoirs for water storage. This scenario would very rarely, if ever, occur and the 

gate closing duration is more likely to be of the order of 2 or 3 hours. 

 

03 Barrier Gate Number Required - incorrect assumption by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report contends that a second navigable gate is required to provide redundancy in 

the event of the navigation gate getting stuck on closed. This is certainly not the case and there is no precedent 

internationally for this assumption. There is no probability assessment or example of this circumstance arising. 

 

04 Lough Mahon Storage – misleading assumptions by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report contends that Lough Mahon does not have sufficient storage for river flow 

based on a wildly unrealistic and dangerous predicted inflow of fluvial water which assumes zero benefit or 

management of the Lee Dams and an exaggerated gate closed period of 8 hours combined with no future 

upstream management of water production. All circumstances are avoidable and unworkable situations and 

represent negligent information presented as combined scenarios without informing the reader that tidal barriers 

adapt and can pump water if required in future scenarios. The reality is that the space behind Lough Mahon is 

an enviable asset for any city considering a tidal barrier. Delft University have said the dismissal of the tidal 

barrier at Little Island is not justifiable. 

 

05 Gate Type Suitable for Cork Barrier – false information by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report mistakenly asserts that a Rising Segment Gate (operated on a fixed radius) is 

more adjustable to sea level rises than a Sector Gate. The opposite is the case and this is demonstrated 

repeatedly in expert documentation and within international experience on both gate types. 

 

06 Environment and Ecology – false presentation by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report incorrectly identifies the possibility of impacts on the designated areas within 

the harbour environment. However, the hydraulic modelling elsewhere in the report illustrates that there is no 
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impact by the Little Island Tidal Barrier on the Special Areas of Conservation and a very minor impact on the 

Special Protected Area which could in fact be considered a beneficial impact. 

 

07 Tidal Barrier By-pass Routes – OPW misleading information 

The OPW Supplementary Report attempts to identify a potential bypass route around Little Island at a water 

level of 4.38m OD. This level is however well in excess of the design water level of 3.9mOD which includes for a 

1m rise in sea levels and a 1m storm surge (1 in 200 yr storm). Even at the 4.38m level, the bypass route is 

dependent on drainage openings and is extremely narrow in places i.e. easily and economically intercepted. 

The report further misleads by proposing two additional tidal gates at motorway bridges located in the Special 

Area of Conservation as the preferred cut off method. 

 

08 Navigation – inflated concerns by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report references computer modelling results of a maximum velocity through the tidal 

gate of 3m/s and states that the gate is therefore unsafe for navigation. The report does not clarify that this 

velocity may only be achieved for a short duration every 15 days in a worst case scenario or that this is a 

common and acceptable situation encountered at approaches to many of the world’s shipping channels. No 

assessment of what percentage tides exceed safe velocities has been undertaken and no assessment of the 

impact of resultant dwell times on the type or frequency of shipping traffic in light of the Port of Cork relocation 

and upstream controversial fixed bridges etc. has been undertaken. The infrequency of gate closures has not 

been stated or taken into account additionally. 

 

09 Tidal Barrier Cost – highly misleading estimates by OPW 

The OPW Supplementary Report contains cost estimates for the Little Island Tidal Barrier proposal, a revised 
design for the Little Island Tidal Barrier based on questionable design assumptions and revised cost estimates 
for the construction heavy Great Island (two gates) tidal barrier option. The inflation of costs for the Great Island 
Barrier from to the Lee CFRAMS Report (€340m), to the Lower Lee FRS Options Report (€900m), to the OPW 
Supplementary Report (€1,730m), is spectacular and presents highly negligent information. There is a major 
error contained in the cost estimates for the Little Island Tidal Barrier where the unit cost rate derived from 
academic research on the costs of the largest tidal gates in the world has been applied to both the 60m 
navigable gates and the sluice gates. The latter is a completely different structure and is specified exclusively 
due to the vast cost differential than a navigable gate opening. This incorrect cost estimate methodology is a 
serious error. An analysis of the cost estimate for the Walls scheme and the out turn costs for previous walls 
projects delivered by the OPW illustrates a gross underestimate of costs for the Walls. The net present value of 
longitudinal extensions of the walls scheme and the vertical extension of the walls OR the construction of a tidal 
barrier within the design life of the project is a major oversight in the cost estimates. Delft University have said 
the OPW have made mistakes in their estimates for the tidal barrier at little Island. Overall, the TU Delft review 
team considers the proposed tidal barrier at Little Island, Cork as an interesting option for Cork. The cost of the 
Little Island Tidal Barrier is estimated by Delft University at €186m. 
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Design Standards 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says:  The tidal barrier is not readily adaptable to sea level rises as a result 

of climate change so should be designed to meet the High End Future Scenario (HEFS) i.e. the maximum projected sea 

level rise of 1.05 for the year 2100 + the 1 in 200 year storm surge + 0.5m freeboard = design level of 4.4mOD. 

Save Cork City Response: One of the primary advantages of a Tidal Barrier is that it is extremely adaptable to future 

changes in sea levels. The barrier can be easily designed to allow for future adaption and still be constructed to the same 

design standard as the proposed Walls scheme (current sea levels + 1 in 200yr surge i.e. 3.4mOD). Should it be deemed 

prudent, the barrier can be constructed to the higher level for a minor additional cost; this may be decided in anticipation 

of sea level rises likely to exceed current projections. However, a comparable cost (financial and social) should be 

expected for the City Centre Walls scheme – vertical extension/ heightening of proposed 15km Walls and Embankments 

by 1m and the longitudinal extension to protect City areas, such as Docklands and The Lee Tunnel, which would otherwise 

be protected by the barrier. The inconsistency in design standards is reflected in the inconsistent analysis of costs (and 

economic impact).  

An inconsistency of in the application of design standards and the resultant costs is not compatible with a like for like 

comparison of the alternative schemes. The rationalization for the higher design standard for the Tidal Barrier is based on 

the assertion that a Tidal Barrier is not adaptable to a rise in sea levels which is not a credible position. 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6  in the OPW Supplementary Report  highlights that 

the proposed Walls project will become redundant very 

quickly in the face of sea level rises in combination with a 

storm surge (2014 levels indicated, not 1 in 200yr surge). 

The red line in the adjacent image has been added and is 

the proposed level of the City Centre Walls (3.4mOD), while 

the green line is the required level of a tidal barrier outlined 

in the OPW Report (4.4mOD). The Flood Walls could be 

redundant earlier than 2050, just 20 years following their 

completion - if completed on schedule. The OPW 

Supplementary Report acknowledges theinevitable 

requirement for a Cork Tidal Barrier while also discouraging 

a tidal barrier on technical & economic grounds, this is a 

conflicting position. 

 

 

  

Flood Walls Level 

Tidal Barrier 

Crest Level 
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Year: 2018 

 

02  Barrier Closing – Frequency and Duration 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: The report makes great play on the fact that the barrier would have a 

required closure frequency of up to 400 times a year and that the required closure duration of the barrier would be 8.5 hours. 

Save Cork City Response: Careful reading of the report makes it clear that the closure frequency of 400 times per annum is 

based on the HEFS (max projected sea level rise in 2100 i.e. 2 to 3 generations away) and that the current closing frequency 

would be for Storm Surges only (once every two years). The closing duration of 8.5 hrs is based on a closure coinciding with a 1 

in 50 year fluvial flood. While SCC disagrees with the fluvial flow rates used (no allowance for management of existing Dams and 

additional upper catchment management of flows), the normal gate closure duration will be for 2 to 4 hours for the majority of 

closures given that there is approximately 12 hours between high and low tides, and since flooding only occurs for tide levels at, 

or close to, high water. This is also true for the HEFS (as shown by fig. 6 of the OPW Supplementary Report).  

Notwithstanding the false impression created in the report, the 400 short duration closures out of the 730 high tides in the year 

2100 is an accepted future reality as the OPW Report acknowledges that a Tidal Barrier will be required in Cork Harbour. The 

trade-offs for short duration closures rising from 2 to 400 over the next 80 years are within acceptable parameters as current 

commercial shipping uses upstream of the proposed barrier are to be relocated downstream in the short to medium term. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Year: 2100 Present Day Closures for 

Storm Surges only 

Fig. 7 in the OPW Report clarified and 

annotated with the predicted year relative 

to the predicted sea level rise. Note that 

there are 730 high tides per annum and 

closures for 2 to 4 hours duration. Year: 2050 
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03  Barrier Number of Navigable Gates Required 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: It is claimed that the barrier would need 2 no. 60m wide navigable gates for 

redundancy in the event that one gate gets stuck in the closed position. The report contends that the majority of barriers 

worldwide contain 2 no. gates for this reason. 

Save Cork City Response:

• No justification is given for the contention that the 

majority of barriers incorporate 2 no. gates – the 

Maeslant barrier at the entrance to Rotterdam Port 

(2nd largest/ busiest Port in the world) has one gate for 

instance. 

• The probability of the gates getting stuck on closed is 

extremely low and the probability of both sides of the 

proposed sector gates (30m each), as proposed by SCC 

at Little Island, getting stuck on closed is even lower. 

Note: The berths in the Cork City docklands and the Tivoli docks currently accommodate vessels of a maximum beam (or width) 

of 18m so a 30m navigation opening (one of the gates) could suffice in the emergency scenario – Port of Cork tugs may be 

required in this scenario for larger vessels up to 18m beam to navigate a 30m wide opening in this low probability event. 

However, the reality is that most ships using the City berths in the future will be far narrower. The Port of Cork will be in 

Ringaskiddy in the short to medium term and Cork City docks (incl. Tivoli) will have a predominantly pleasure craft usage which 

would not warrant the addition of a second gate for redundancy in such a low probability scenario. There is a common theme 

that the OPW Supplementary Report is (conveniently) ignorant of the Port of Cork Relocation plans and Cork City Council 

Development Plans in navigation related analysis.  

 

 

 

  

http://www.google.ie/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwil_7uv6uHYAhXCBcAKHRhWCEAQjRwIBw&url=http://nlintheusa.com/maeslant-barrier/&psig=AOvVaw3CMOmM0OwQMA95II2UBQTy&ust=1516375833299907
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04  Lough Mahon Storage 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: the report calculates that the Little Island barrier storage in Lough Mahon 

would run out of storage by the Mid-Range Future Scenario (MRFS) sea level rise of 0.5m based on a fluvial inflow to Lough 

Mahon of 700m3/s. 

Save Cork City Response: This level of fluvial flow is unsustainable, outlandishly high and would severelly damage and flood 

Cork City. The maximum discharge from Inniscarra Dam that would not result in a fluvial flood event in the City is 250m3/s. A 

fluvial flood of the City Centre has occurred only once since the completion of the Lee Dams in 1957 when approx 550m3/s was 

released in November 2009. It has been established that 800mm of flood storage in the Carrigadrohid Reservoir was unused in 

the November 2009 event and the Dam management during this event has been the subject of a High Court Case and 

Adjudication. 

 

Academic research by Emiritus Professor Philip O’Kane 

(UCC Civil Engineering Dept.) has calculated that Lough 

Mahon has between 2 and 3 times the required storage in 

the current scenario, a great advantage to the city. Allowing 

Fluvial flow to a point where lough Mahon storage is below 

requirenent is’nt remotely sustainable or even a reasonable 

assertion (Regardless pump technology would make the 

location viable even in the most fantastical of future 

scenarios). 

Adjacent is a figure taken from the Port of Cork’s 

Environmental Assessment for dreging operations in the 

Harbour which illustrates the mean monthly river flows into 

the harbour. 

There is an admission in the OPW Report that the tidal 

barrier negates the requirement for any fluvial defences in 

the City Centre downstream of the Mardyke Road area on 

both the North and South Channels despite the over 

estimate of the fluvial flows. This is the first such admission 

of the fluvial flooding benefit of the Tidal Barrier by the 

OPW. The Dams can protect the City fully from fluvial 

flooding according to HR Wallingford and Professor Philip 

O’Kane with reasonable management and physical 

adaptation over time. 
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05  Gate Type Suitable for Cork Barrier 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: the report contends that a Rising Segment Gate(s) eg. Thames Barrier would 

be preferable to a Sector Gate eg. Maeslant/ Rotterdam as these gates are more adaptable to climate change sea level rises. 

Save Cork City Response: The proposed sector gates can be vertically added to very easily if allowance is made in the 

original design and without major complexity (no work to underwater/ channel base elements such as the ‘sill’) if no allowance 

is made in initial design. All sector gate future work can take place in dry dock. On the contrary the rising segment gates, as 

proposed in the OPW Report, are designed and operated on a fixed radius and would require major work to channel base 

structure and the use of coffer dams etc. Increasing the height of the OPW suggested gate type would be extremely impractical 

and costly. Rising Segment gates are impractical and more expensive in the case of the Little Island Tidal Barrier and as an OPW 

suggestion in this instance, would lead to much increased cost estimates for the tidal barrieer. 

 

Figure 1 Sector Gate as proposed by SCC for Little Island with vertical extension of panels in dry dock for sea level rises 

 

 

Figure 2 Rising Segment Gate as proposed by OPW - underwater sill and radial elements requiring replacement for sea level rises 

http://www.google.ie/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiSx8WU6__YAhVCCMAKHfyZDwcQjRx6BAgAEAY&url=http://www.genifab.com/en/activity-area/heavy-mechanical-equipment/locks/&psig=AOvVaw0TK7TAHPfnwUTFyUHNKDHA&ust=1517406709026182
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06  Environment and Ecology 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: the report states that the Little Island barrier is located within and adjacent 

to designated areas. The report is non-committal but contends that the Little Island barrier is “likely” to have a negative impact 

on the designated areas through geomorphology changes (transport of sediment) – Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and 

Special Protection Area (SPA) in proximity to the tidal barrier are designated due to the intertidal mudflats. There is a contention 

that the Little Island barrier would be subject to the IROPI process (Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest) and would 

not receive the necessary consents – no justification is offered for this position. 

Save Cork City Response: the SAC is remote to the flow direction in the existing dredged navigation channel and through 

the proposed tidal gate location. The majority of the SAC is also already behind existing causeways i.e. the Cork-Cobh Railway 

and the M25 Motorway. The SPA upstream of the barrier is unlikely to be adversely affected other than to potentially increase in 

area and importance due to deposition encouraged by the causeway element of the tidal barrier. 

Environmental/ ecological benefits of a tidal barrier are not acknowledged in the report. These benefits include:  

• protection of upstream soft intertidal mudflats areas from erosion and damage from storms;  

• the negative impact of foreshore construction of direct flood defences around Lough Mahon – an extension of the Walls 

scheme to protect South Ring Road (including Jack Lynch Tunnel), Mahon, Rochestown, Douglas, Glanmire, Little Island, 

etc.; 

• potential for increased habitat creation through deposition on upstream face of the barrier causeway; and 

• retention of approximately 15km of the riparian corridor in the City (Lee Fields to Customs House) including park and 

quayside mature trees which will be lost with Walls Scheme. 

While SCC does not accept the modelled water velocity results (unobjective and exagerated for post hoc rationalization of 

decision); Figure 56 and 57 in the OPW Supplementary Report indicate that the  maximum increases and decreases in velocities 

as a result of the Little Island Tidal Barrier would have no impact on the SAC and only a minor impact on the upstream SPA in 

terms of water velocities (impact is small in magnitude and areas affected). The majority of the change indicated is a decrease in 

velocities at the Little Island shoreline which could lead to increased deposition and increased habitat potential. The tidal barrier 

is no more impactful in terms of location relative to designated areas as the M25 motorway, the Carrigrennan WWTP, the Jack 

Lynch tunnel, the proposed Dunkettle interchange, the proposed  Ringaskiddy Port development, the proposed Bloomfield 

interchange M20 accomodation, etc. Any contention that the tidal barrier construction would be impermissable is not consistant 

with experience and future plans in Cork Harbour.  

The OPW Supplementary Report has not provided evidence to support the suggestion that there would be negative impacts. The 

OPW Report paradoxically acknowledges that there is an ultimate requierment for a tidal barrier to protect Cork City perhaps as 

soon as by 2049.  

The illustrations/ figures from left to right below are: the designated areas in Cork Harbour (SPA is single hatched and SAC cross 

hatched), Fig 56 the maximum increase in water velocity relative to the designated areas; and Fig 57 the maximum decrease in 

water velocities relative to the designated areas.
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07  Tidal Barrier Bypass Routes 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: The report contends that with HEFS sea level rises would result in a bypass 

flow path around, and to the north of, Little Island (this is not identified but is assumed due to drains). There is also the 

contention that karst bedrock could convey water under the barrier. 

Save Cork City Response: any familiarity with the geography of Little Island and the infrastructure developments (existing 

and proposed – Dunkettle) would know that this flow path is readily blocked without any flood gates in N25 bridges in the SAC, 

as is outlined as a solution in the report). Volumes of water potentially transferred in the bedrock would be intuitively 

insignificant and have such a lag to be inconsequential in relation to the closure times. 

Useful Note: the figure used to illustrate the potential of sea level rise created bypass route (easily and cheaply addressed), 

perfectly highlights the additional flood protection offered by a tidal barrier to Mahon, Douglas, Glanmire, Tivoli (redevelopment 

area and road and rail infrastructure), Rochestown, Little Island, the Jack Lynch tunnel & South Ring Road. The proposed City 

Walls are redundant in this scenario and a greater area of Cork City and the City Docklands (not shown) are protected by the 

tidal barrier. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Options for providing a 

Cost Effective Cut-Off 

Embankment  

OPW proposal to 

provide 2 no. additional 

tidal gates in N25 

Bridges located in the 

SAC to provide by-pass 

cut off 

Note: the 4.38m water level includes for a 1m rise in sea levels + 1 

in 200yr storm surge + 0.48m of tidal barrier freeboard 

Note: the upstream City 

areas and infrastructure 

illustrated as inundated 

at this water level and 

which would be 

protected by the Tidal 

Barrier. OPW City Walls 

overtopped at 3.41m 

water level. 
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08  Navigation 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: the report states that the orientation of the barrier is incorrect and that it 

would require to be reorientated slightly adding approximately 100m in length to the barrier. Modelling in the report contends 

that the water velocity through the barrier constriction of a 60m wide navigable gate and 3 no. 30m wide sluice gates would 

result in unsafe water velocities for navigation. The report contends that 120m of navigable gates plus a combined 300m width 

of sluice gates would be required to bring flow velocities to a level safe for navigation. 

Save Cork City Response: the minor adjustment of the barrier angle, should it be deemed necessary, would have no or 

negligable impact on costs. The gate angle can be slightly adjusted/ rotated in plan around the midpoint by up to 10 degrees (5m 

wide crest and 60m wide gate) without any adjustment required to the causeway alignment or any impact on cost.  

Flow velocities are a function of the channel cross section area so the effective channel widths are presented in the table below 

for comparision purposes (depths increasing from City to Lower Harbour): 

Channel width at Marina in vicinity of Rowing/ boat clubs (vulnerable light craft usage high) 100m 

Existing dredged Channel in Lough Mahon (conveys a majority of flow – particularly at low tide) 80m 

Effective width of proposed Little Island Tidal Barrier 150m 

Width of West Passage at Monkstown (proposed marina for light sailing craft at this location) 250m 

Supplementary report requirement for Little Island Tidal Barrier to achieve safe velocities 420m 

The report quotes maximum peak velocities on flood and ebb tides. The peak velocity could be expected for approximately half 

an hour every Spring Tide i.e. every 15 days or so. In light of the planned relocation of all Port of Cork activities from the City and 

Tivoli Docks to Ringaskiddy, the temporary and infrequent occurance of high water velocities would be acceptable. 

The OPW modelled Peak Velocity for the gate is 2.5m/s to 3m/s. This is not unique in the international context. First Narrows 

(Lion's Gate Bridge), which is a major shipping channel for container/cargo vessels and the main point of access to Vancouver's 

cruise ship terminal - peak tidal currents 6knots (3 m/s). Active Pass - a channel between the Gulf Islands in British Columbia, 

which is one of the main car/passenger ferry routes between Vancouver Island and mainland BC - 7-8 knots (3.5 - 4m/s). Parts of 

Puget Sound, Washington, approaches to Port of Seattle and Tacoma Port - 4 knots (2 m/s). 

 

 

The maximum, average and minimum velocities for Golden 

Gate Bridge, San Francisco Bay are as follow: 

Tide SF Entrance (E) Golden Gate (G) 

Flood Max 2.4 m/s 2.3 m/s 

Flood Av 1.5 m/s 1.4 m/s 

Flood Min 0.55 m/s 0.6 m/s 

Ebb Max 3 m/s 1.9 m/s 

Ebb Av 1.7 m/s 0.9 m/s 

Ebb Min 0.6 m/s 0.2 m/s 
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The OPW Supplementary Report does not provide an assessment on the water velocities for the entire tidal range between 

Spring and Neap tides (15 day cycle) through the proposed Tidal Barrier at Little Island. 

Admiralty Tidal Stream Data for Cork Harbour can be used 

as a proxy and scaling by the peak spring velocity quoted in 

the OPW Supplementary Report – this is the best 

approximation without a hydrodynamic model, but is 

subject to some uncertainty (including the OPW Peak 

Velocity value). 

 

The below plots/ graphs are a best estimate (i.e. scaling) 

of tidal current speeds at the SCC proposed barrier over a 

tidal cycle based on the tidal streams at Station B (closest to 

the barrier and the main channel), assuming OPW’s 3m/s is 

accurate for peak spring currents at the barrier, and 

assuming a "small" difference in spring/neap tidal current 

speed ratios upstream of Station B based on small 

differences in the spring/neap tidal range. 

It is more appropriate to describe hours of exceedance (see 

plots/ graphs below for example), or percentage 

exceedance over a tidal cycle. This analysis is missing in the 

OPW Supplementary Report. For example, you can say that 

(subject to the limitations discussed above), current speeds 

are less than 2m/s for more than 8 hours (or 64% of the 

time) during a spring tidal cycle, and 100% of the time 

during neap tides 
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The OPW Supplementary Report uses the peak tidal stream or the maximum water velocity in the 15 day cycle to make the case 

for a redesign of the Little Island Tidal Barrier proposed by SCC. The purpose of the redesign is to accommodate the OPW 

contention that a second navigable gate is required for redundancy and additional sluice gates in order to reduce the maximum/ 

peak water velocity to 1.6 m/s. A comparision of the SCC Little Island Tidal Barrier proposal and the OPW redesign of the Little 

Island Tidal Barrier is contained in the table below: 

 Little Island Tidal Barrier Proposed by Save Cork City 
with input from HR Wallingford 

Little Island Tidal Barrier Redesign - OPW 
Supplementary Report (Option 2) 

Navigable Gate(s) 60m 120m 

Sluice Gates 90m 300m 

The acceptability of infrequent short duration high water velocities needs to be balanced with the future shipping traffic to/from 

Cork City – the frequency and acceptable dwell times etc. As the higher velocities coincide with Spring tides, the future scenario 

is that the barrier gate will be closed during the Spring Flood Tide, therefore peak velocities related to Spring Flood Tides will not 

arise or influence navigation. Other instances of high water velocity will be no more disruptive than, and managed in the same 

way as, gate closures. 

The future navigation traffic (type and frequency) needs to be weigthed against the cost of providing additional sluice gates. SCC 

do not rule out a potential necessity for some additional sluice gates, which are a minor cost item (dealt with further in ‘Tidal 

Barrier Cost’ section), but it is extremely unlikely that the level of gates noted by the OPW will be necessary or justified. 
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09  Tidal Barrier Cost 

 

What the OPW Supplementary Report says: Interesting admissions contained within the cost element of the Report are 

as follows: 

• The Little Island Tidal Barrier location is significantly more cost effect than the Great Island Barrier Option – only technically 

feasible tidal barrier solution examined in Lee CFRAMS (Halcrow) and Lower Lee FRS Alternatives Report (Arup); 

• A tidal barrier can protect the City from fluvial flooding without the requirement for any other measures as far upstream as 

the Tyndall/ Mardyke on the North Channel and the entire South Channel; and 

• Arup can rely on past experience for costing of embankment element only. 

The report claims the following Capital Costs and Whle Life Costs of the Tidal Barrier Options and the City Walls Scheme: 

 OPW Estimate - Little Island 
Barrier 
Proposal by Save Cork City/ HR 
Wallingford (Costed at €140m) 

OPW Estimate - Little 
Island (redesign) 
Redesign by OPW/ARUP 

Latest OPW Estimate 
- Great Island 
Barriers 
OPW/ ARUP 
Preferred Barrier 

OPW Estimate -     
15km City Walls 
OPW/ Arup 
Preferred Scheme 

OPW Capital 
Cost Estimate 

€402m €806m €1.39bn €108m 

OPW Whole Life 
Cost Estimate 

€511m €1.02bn €1.73bn €127m 

 

Save Cork City Response: There is a major error in the calculation of Tidal Barrier costs for the Little Island Barrier. The 

proposal is to include a 60m wide navigable gate and 90m of sluice gates to accommodate a throughput of water only. The 

sluice gates are 15m wide and proposed in 3 banks of 2 no. gates. The Supplementary Report applies the same cost rate 

calculated for navigable tidal gates (based on some of the largest tidal gate projects in the world) to the sluice gates. The 

methodology used in the calculation of the construction costs of the barrier is extremely flawed – it is unclear whether this 

application was deliberate in order to inflate the Tidal Barrier cost estimate. Below is a comparision of the Little Island Tidal 

Barrier Cost Estimates undertaken by HR Wallingford (Oct 2017), OPW/Arup in the Supplementary Report (Dec 2017) and the 

corrected Barrier costs based on a reasonable rate for sluice gates based on HR Wallingford experience and percentage based on 

tidal gate costs. 

 

It should be noted that the OPW Supplementary Report Costs and the Corrected Supplementary Report Costs are based on a 

tidal gate with a minimum depth of 10m (bathemetry indicates approx 8m, the calculations for water velocities used 9m and 

max vessel draught that can be accommodated in City/ Tivoli docks is 8.5m) and the crest level of the gates is designed for the 

HEFS sea level + 1 in 200yr storm + 0.5m freeboard – projected for year 2100. This is relevant as the gates and embankments are 

cost sensitive to height/ depth. The corrected costings can be considered extremely conservative and based on a barrier that is 

future proofed for generations to come. In this light, the HR Wallingford cost estimate of €140m, which is the midpoint of an 

estimated range of €100m to €180m (dependent on design decisions), can be seen as reasonably consistant with the 

conservative ‘Corrected Costs’ which only slightly exceed the HR Wallingford upper cost limit despite the 2100 design criteria 

applied to the tidal barrier. This is backed up by the TU Delft Report which estimates the cost of the Tidal Barrier at €185m. 

The OPW Supplementary Report cost for the embankment/ causeway element has been retained as it is noted that this has 

been derived from Arup experience – the only design element where past experience was applied to costings in the report. 

Tidal Gate unit cost rates derived from the worlds largest tidal gate projects were also used to calculate the cost of two no. gates 

on the N25 bridges/ culverts between Little Island and ‘mainland’. Apart from being an inappropriately high rate based for this 

Cost

Ratio of 

cost 

elements

Distribution of 

projects costs 

to elements

Comparable 

Costs Element 

Costs

Jonkman 

Method
Aerts Method

Unit Cost 

Method 3.1 

Length

Unit Cost 

Method 3.2 

Area

Unit Cost 

Method 3.3 

Unit Rate

Sluice Gate 

Cost Item

Sluice Gate Rate 

(15% of 

Navigation Gate)

Sluice Gate Rate 

(25% of 

Navigation Gate)

Tidal Gate Design Rate
€2,256,119 

/meter
€1.9m /metre

€1.87m 

/meter
€163,892 /m2

€181,874/m2 & 

€170,900/m2

60 m Navigable Gate 48 0.59 17.6 65.6 135.4 116 112.2 143.1 158.8 143 143 143

90 m Sluice Gates 11 0.13 4.0 15.0 203.1 174 168.3 88.5 92.3 11 13.3 22

Causeway Embankment 23 0.28 8.4 31.4 38 56 38 38 38.2 38 38 38

82 30 112.0 376.5 346 318.5 269.6 289.3 192 194.3 203

Contingency (HRW 30% & OPW 20%) 28.2 75.3 69.2 63.7 53.92 57.86

Total Barrier Cost 140.2 451.8 415.2 382.2 323.52 347.16 192 194.3 203

HR Wallingford Cost Estimate of SCC Proposal (Option1) OPW/ Arup Cost Estimate of SCC Proposal (Option1) Corrected OPW/ Arup Cost Estimate (Option1)
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use, it is evidently the most costly location to cut off any future potential bypass which can be addressed by short length low 

embankments at locations outside the SAC in conjunction with a single non-return valve if necessary. The €26m cost of cutting 

off this bypass is significantly higher than the entire Bandon or Blackpool Flood Relief Schemes (€16m contract cost and 

estimated cost respectively). It is not plausable that this cost would be added to the tidal barrier cost estimate. 

The OPW hydraulic modelling referred to in the Supplementary Report acknowledges that the tidal barrier negates any 

requirement for city centre quay walls, pumping system to maintain existing city drainage and groundwater pumping system for 

BOTH tidal AND fluvial flooding. However, approximately €20m has been added to the tidal barrier cost for fluvial defences 

upstream of the Lee Maltings on the North Channel and Lancaster Quay on the South Channel. This is not accepted by SCC since 

the only fluvial event since completion of the Dams in 1957, the November 2009 event, was adjudicated by the High Court as 

being avoidable through better Dam management and the avoidance of any city flooding during the 1986 1 in 250 yr fluvial 

event. 

A comparative cost of a Tidal Barrier with a crest level equivalent to the top of City flood Walls level would result in a further 

reduction of €9.8m in the Little Island Tidal Barrier cost estimate i.e. Comparable Corrected Capital Cost = €182m. It is the SCC 

position that a 1km tidal barrier with embankment, navigable sector gate and sluice gates would be more readily adaptable and 

suitable for vertical extensions than 15km of City Walls & Embankments which would require a ‘walling off of the river’ with a 

1m vertical extension or the construction of a ‘new’ tidal barrier. 

The progression of the OPW Estimated Costs for the Great 

Island Tidal Barrier, the only relevant design constant in the 

cost estimates that preceeds and postdates the Save Cork 

City Little Island Tidal Barrier proposal. The Great Island. 

Tidal Barrier Estimated Cost inflation is interesting and 

revealing in terms of the approach taken in the process. It is 

worth noting that Halcrow included design cost principles 

and were conservative in the approach that was set out in 

the 2014 Lee CFRAMS report that estimated a construction 

cost of €197m (whole life - €340m) for the Great Island 

Barriers. The March 2017 Options Report prepared by Arup 

which estimated a cost of €900m was based on a “High 

Level Report” which is understood never to have existed 

following requests. It is understood that the €900m derived 

from the cost of the 360m wide Maeslant (Rotterdam) 

multiplied by 2. The Supplementary Report cost represents 

a 500% increase on the Halcrow (conservative) estimate.  

The capital costs of the Walls Scheme is noted in the Supplementary Report as €108m which is consistant with previously 

quoted costs despite the simultaneous publication of a Supplementary Groundwater Report which proposed an additional 

Groundwater Pumping system for the City Island – no allowance has been made in the cost estimate for this additional pumping 

system. The average cost per km for the Cork City scheme is €7.2m per km. This cost estimate is inconsistant and grossely 

underestimated based on the capital cost of delivery for recent OPW ‘Walls’ Flood Relief Schemes – none of which present the 

same level of complexity as envisaged in the Cork City scheme. A cost estimate of €20m /km would be more appropriate and 

reasonable and would result in a ‘City Walls Option’ capital cost of €300m. The Tidal Barrier Comparable Corrected Capital Cost 

of €182m would be just 60% of an experience based cost estimate of the Walls Scheme.  

Scheme Capital Cost Walls/Embankments/Culverts Cost per Km 

Mallow €37m     800m/ 125m/ 720m €22.4m /km 

Fermoy €38m 1.5km/1km/0m €15.2m /km 

Bandon €16m     752m/ 541m/0m €12.3m /km 

Bray €46m 2km/2km/0m €11.5m /km 

Cork City Walls Scheme  

(OPW Estimate) 

€108m  

(Capital Cost) 

   10km/5km/0m €7.2m /km 

Cork City Walls Scheme 
(SCC Estimate) 

€300m 
(Capital Cost) 

10km/5km/0m €20m /km 
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The OPW Supplementary Report uses Net Present Value to project the 50 year cost (Capital Cost + Operation & Maintenance 

Costs). 

Note: SCC suggest that the operation and maintenaance costs for the Walls Scheme will eclipse that of the Tidal Barrier due to 

the 2 no. pumping systems (drainage system – 48 pumping stations – and unspecified groundwater pumping system), hundreds 

of non-return valves, demountable barriers and 15km of structural defences. The operation and maintenance costs are excluded 

from this assessment as these costs are calculated as a percentage (%) of the Capital Cost estimates in the methodology used in 

the OPW Supplementary Report. If the OPW methodology is applied, whichever option has a lower Capital Cost has a lower 

Whole Life Cost. 

However, the OPW Supplementary Report neglects to include the Net Present Value (NPV) of Capital Costs in the 50 year period 

if the Walls scheme is progressed. The OPW Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) Mapping indicates that major City 

development zones (docklands) and key infrastructure (Jack Lynch Tunnel) are currently at risk of tidal flooding. Cork City 

Council are currently finalising Local Area Plans (LAPs) for the South City, North City and Tivoli Docklands in anticipation of the 

imminent relocation of Port of Cork operations to Ringaskiddy. 

A longitudinal extension of the Walls & Embankments to defend this development area will be required during the development 

horizon for these areas and certainly within the 50 year design life of the scheme. The table below indicates the length of direct 

defences that would be required as an extension of the Walls Scheme and applies both the SCC €/km estimated rates for each 

area and the OPW Lower Lee €/km Capital Cost estimated rate. The Net Present Value (NPV) for these (near) future costs are 

also presented taking a conservative development horizon and using the discount rate used in the OPW Supplementary Report. 

Net Present Value (NPV) Calculation  
𝑅

(1+𝑖)𝑡
  i = discount rate   t = time  R = Present Day Cost 

 

The OPW Supplementary Report also concedes that a Tidal Barrier will be a future requirement for Cork City flood protection 

and could be required as early as 2050. This year is also within the Design Life of 50 years used in the OPW Supplementary 

Report for calculating the Net Present Value of Operation and Maintenance costs. However the future cost of a Tidal Barrier, 

although acknowledged as a requirement, is not included in the OPW cost analysis. 

SCC believe that should the Walls scheme be progressed that the choice will be between a Tidal Barrier at Little Island or a 

vertical extension of the Walls scheme to increase the height of the Walls by a further 1m. A vertical extension of existing Walls 

over 10km of tidal direct defences in proposed scheme plus the 14km of longitudinal extension would incur a lower cost rate of 

approx €3m/km. SCC believe that once Walls are progressed the lower capital cost of extending walls will be preferred to a 

future Tidal Barrier. The Net Present Value (NPV) Capital Costs for both the Little Island Barrier and the Walls Scheme are 

presented in the table below. The two options for the Walls Scheme to deal with sea level rises are included for completeness 

and the year for implementation of either of these options is conservatively taken as 2050. A €10m vertical extension of the 

Tidal Barrier is allowed for in 2050. 

 

Area Requiring Longitudinal 

Extension of Walls Scheme 

within 50 yr design life

Length of Walls 

& Embankments 

(km)

SCC Estimated 

Rate 

(€million/km)

SCC Estimated 

Capital Cost 

(€million)

OPW Lower 

Lee Rate 

(€million/km)

OPW based 

Capital Cost 

(€million)

Year 

Required

time 

(years)

Discount 

Rate (4%)

Net Present Value 

(NPV) SCC Estimate 

(€million)

Net Present Value 

(NPV) OPW based 

(€million)

South City Docklands 3 20 60 7.2 21.6 2030 12 0.04 37.5 13.5

North City Docks 1 20 20 7.2 7.2 2030 12 0.04 12.5 4.5

Tivoli Docks 2.5 15 37.5 7.2 18 2030 12 0.04 23.4 11.2

Lough Mahon (incl. Tunnel) 3 10 30 7.2 21.6 2035 17 0.04 15.4 11.1

Little Island 1.5 10 15 7.2 10.8 2035 17 0.04 7.7 5.5

Rochestown Road 3 10 30 7.2 21.6 2035 17 0.04 15.4 11.1

TOTAL 14 111.9 57.0
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As can be seen, the corrected OPW Tidal Barrier Cost is marginally lower than the Walls Scheme with longitudinal and vertical 

extension based on the OPW estimates. Building a Tidal Barrier now instead of Walls now and Tidal Barrier later is significantly 

cheaper with all estimates. The difference in Costs of a Tidal Barrier and progressing a Walls scheme is significant based on SCC 

projections. 

The added benefit of a Tidal Barrier is noted as just €55.7m but just €38m of this was included in the revised Benefit-Cost Ratio 

(BCR). It is incredible that the added Benefit of a barrier would be so low considering that it would protect the entire City and 

Tivoli Docklands (both currently under water in a 1 in 200yr storm surge at current sea levels). Cork City Council envisage that 

these areas will accommodate upwards of 10,000 properties as part of the planning objectives of the City. In comparison the 

Walls scheme is projected to protect 2,000 properties and has an assigned benefit of €185.5m. Based on this, it is difficult to 

understand the rationale that providing flood protection to even the current commercial and industrial properties in the City 

Docklands has only 20% of the benefit of protecting the 2,000 City Centre properties. Should even a fraction of the planned 

Docklands redevelopment be realised, the added benefit of the Tidal Barrier would far outstrip the assigned benefit value. It is 

also incredible that the Tidal Barrier benefit to areas outside the current City Boundary would be excluded from the BCR 

calculation for some unknown reason. The economic value of flood protection to, and uninterrrupted operation of, the Jack 

Lynch Tunnel alone would eclipse the figures assigned as ‘added benefit’ of the Little Island barrier.  

The cost estimates and the subsequent BCR calculation in the Supplementary report are flawed.  

Additional items not assessed/ factored into the BCR calculation are risks that should be attributed with an appropriate cost 

value at a threshold that it would be desirable to ‘buy out’ the risk. The additional risks associated with the Walls Scheme are as 

follows: 

 

 

SCC Estimate 

(€million)

OPW Corrected 

Estimate 

(€million)
Tidal Barrier  + 1m to Walls Tidal Barrier  + 1m to Walls

140 182 300 300 108 108

2030 73.4 73.4 29.2 29.2

2035 38.5 38.5 27.7 27.7

2050 2.9 2.9 54.7 20.5 54.7 20.5

TOTAL 

(2068)
142.9 184.9 466.6 432.4 219.7 185.5

Net Present Value (NPV) of Capital Costs

Little Is. Tidal Barrier Walls Scheme

SCC Estimate (€million)
OPW figures + assumptions 

(€million)

Risk Example Probability

● Loss of traffic lanes during 10 years of construction

● Loss of on street parking during construction period

●Noise, Dust and Vibration

● Interruption of Water Supply, Electricity and Telecoms

● Erecting of demountable barriers - closing roads and bridges

● Impact on cross city travel, traffic volumes on routes, city centre access, Emergency Services operation etc.

● Heavily reliant on 2 no. pumping systems to prevent flooding behind walls

● Pump failure due to electricity outage caused by storm and resultant storm surge

● Pump failure due to lack of maintenance and lack of use in interflood period

● One or a number of the hundreds of non-return valve(s) stuck on open

● Human error in erecting demountables

● Structural collapse due to storm blown vessel (eg. New Orleans)

● Structural collapse due to storm blown debris (eg. School hall roof, Cork, Ophelia 2017)

● Structural collapse due to lack of maintenance and erosion -eg. embankment collapse

● Loss of heritage tourism as City is less attractive and loss of amenity

● Loss of inward business investment as City is less attractive and loss of amenity

● City less attractive as a base location to skilled international labour

● Incremental development of Docklands hindered

● Interference with groundwater regime causing drying out of sand and gravel layers - differential settlement subsidience

● Lowering of groundwater causing dry-rot conditions for historic buildings on timber piled foundations
Structural Damage to Buildings

Certain

Certain

Probable

Possible

Probable

Probable

Probable

● Ground floor use in Docklands behind defences for retail, commercial & hospitality competing with 'old' city - loss of 

property values and negative impact on existing businesses

Construction Disruption

Operation Disruption

Effectiveness

Structural Collapse

City Development 

Tourism and Investment
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Conclusion 

It is the position of Save Cork City that the OPW Supplementary Report of December 2017 prepared by Arups 

Engineers Cork contains errors that cast serious doubt on its legitimacy. When the errors are corrected they prove 

without any doubt the overwhelming suitability of the Little Island Tidal Barrier presented in the Save Cork City Three 

Point Plan which is based on the use of combined forms of flood defence and flood relief methods for Cork City as is 

best international practice and best for the future viability and expansion of Cork City. The plan is in line with the 

principals of natural justice and full consideration of the citizens of Cork under the Arhaus Convention as the justifiable 

beneficiaries of public spending. The plan also promotes best practice in upstream river management as a benefit to 

the River Lee, the improved use of the Lee dams to protect the city without reduction in electricity production, the 

protection of irreplaceable heritage under the Granada Convention and the protection and promotion of the local 

economy and of vast additional areas of development land upstream of the barrier. 

 A Tidal Barrier at Little Island is the most considerate, viable and economical basis for future flood protection for Cork 

in line with the best practice recommendations of the EU Floods Directive and extensive consideration of the detail of 

the proposal. The response here by Save Cork City is backed by international experts and challenges the issues 

raised in the OPW Supplementary Report which mischievously and retrospectively rules out a Tidal Barrier as an 

option for Cork. The Save Cork City response concludes that OPW have carried out a grave disservice to the people 

of Cork in the presentation of a report that promotes an uneconomical and damaging Walls scheme for flood relief in 

the City that would ultimately be abandoned due to excessive cost, flawed engineering and environmental 

considerations as well as highly possible dangerous failure. 

Cork has a great advantage in the geography of the river and the Little Island tidal Barrier solution is an ingenious, 

economical response to the problem of obtaining sustainable and long-term flood protection for the city. Dismissal of 

the location by OPW reflects their limited knowledge of how tidal barriers work. By dismissing the Little Island Tidal 

Barrier without independent assessment, they have acted against the best interests of the people of Cork. If OPW 

succeed their negative effect on the city would be felt for generations and their motives and those of Cork City Council 

Executives should be examined. 

In line with the 1086 observations lodged with OPW in March of 2017 and additional 1480 to Cork City Council in April 

2018 that still remain unanswered, Save Cork City wish to confirm that flawed engineering as a reason to abandon the 

Walls project is accompanied by many other serious disadvantages for Cork relating to economic, social and heritage 

damage to the city that would be felt for generations and would be caused by the Walls scheme. It is worth noting in 

the interests of objections to the Walls scheme the very poor quality of the designed interventions proposed by OPW 

in the historic core of the much loved and historically significant City of Cork. 

 

 

End. 


