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This document has been prepared in January 2019 by Save Cork City with support from the 

Love The Lee Campaign in response to Cork City Council seeking approval from An Bord 

Pleanála under Part 10 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, for proposed 

development works at Morrison’s Island, Cork City, described as: comprising remedial works 

to the existing quay walls, construction of public realm improvement works and flood defence 

works between Parliament Bridge and Parnell Bridge along Morrison's Quay and Fr. Mathew 

Quay and a short section along Union Quay close to Trinity Footbridge. 

 

The public notice for the scheme was advertised on 12th December 2018 and the particulars 

including Natura Impact Statement made available for inspection between 20th December 

2018 and 15th February 2019 in the offices of Cork City Council, Anglesea Street, Cork and 

An Bord Pleanála Marlborough Street, Dublin. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Image Front Cover Winning Design, Morrison’s Island International Design Competition, Henry Harker, HH+ and Francis Keane 

Design Team. Jurors: 
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Introduction 
 

Our objection to proposals for Morrison’s Island is based on a thesis that the project 

is wrong for the area and wrong for Cork.  

 

Research carried out on our behalf confirms major technical issues that remain 
unresolved with the proposal in particular issues with ground water that may affect 

the stability of buildings in the historic centre of Cork. 

 

The scheme was advertised as the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme until 
mid-2017. It then changed name to become the Lower Lee (Cork City) Flood Relief 
Scheme. The Morrison’s Island portion is referred to as Phase 0 as it was identified 
and separated from the scheme originally starting with Phase 1. Confusion reigns in 
Cork in relation to the scheme and what is being referred to under the different 

names. 

 

The City Council Morrison’s Island proposal is a part of the LLFRS and the project 
splitting of this one part denies the correct process that should include a full EIA and 
further public consultation on the impact of major changes on the overall scheme 
since it was advertised including groundwater pumping, cladding of concrete and 
demountable barriers on bridges and quays.  

 

Assessment of alternatives in flood protection requires multicriteria assessment of 
effects of the scheme on tourism and tourism potential, effects on the local economy, 
issues relating to the docklands, lack of insurance cover and loss of and value of 
heritage as well as the upstream and downstream alternatives for flood protection. 
This hasn’t happened in Cork. The assessment of alternatives should consider new 
found information on the feasibility of a tidal barrier for the city of Cork at little Island 
and the cost of the proposal as well as the increasing costs of the Lower Lee (Cork 
City) Drainage Scheme proposal. 

 

The Tidal Barrier Proposal “would also avoid the scenario of overtopping or 

failure of flood walls in the city which would cause serious risk to life as well 
as damage to the city.” 
HR Wallingford, World Leaders in Hydrology 

 

The environmental and visual impact of OPW proposals for Cork have been 
demonstrated in the City before at Merchants Quay where crude raised concrete 
walls and industrial railings (fig. 26& 28-30) have separated people from the river 
environment creating an inhumane place by contrast with the close relationship the 
city has had historically with the river and still has in many places. This kind of 
approach to raise ground levels and create a dangerous separation between the 
quays and the river under the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Plan would severely 
degrade the city and denies its inherent potential to capitalise economically and 
socially from a rare and historically significant riverside landscape. We urge the Bord 

to reject the proposals at Morrison’s Island outright. 

 



5 
Save Cork City Community Association 
REGISTERED IN IRELAND NO: 635265.  REGISTERED OFFICE: Parliament Building, 1 Sullivan’s Quay, cork city, T12HN8E . 

1 Project Origins 
 

The origins of the project under the Arterial Drainage Act and as a drainage proposal for Cork 
have not given balanced consideration to design as would be required in a heritage landscape 
in a populated and economically vibrant city. Public consultation under the Act was 
interpreted in relation to property ownership that is not appropriate or applicable to an urban 
area, leaving many property owners uninformed on the proposals even though their property 
lined the river. 

 

The Project is defined by Cork City Council as their stand alone scheme and yet OPW say it is 
wholly part of the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Plan and Lower Lee Flood Relief Scheme 
(LLFRS). There is no doubt that definition of the scheme is important and raises the issue of 
project splitting for undue advantage for the developer relating to environmental, economic, 
heritage concerns and even political impact and feasibility. 

 

Project Splitting 
 

The Morrison’s Island flood walls proposal is split from the larger project of the Lower Lee 

(Cork City) Drainage Plan, part of the unapproved and controversial Lower Lee Flood Relief 

Scheme (LLFRS). The project has been referred to as Phase 0 of that scheme (a numbering 

system that clearly demonstrates the later strategy of splitting it from the overall project).  

 

It is worth noting that City Council define the project as a stand-alone Cork City Council 

project and OPW define it at the same time as fully as part of the overall (LLFRS) project 

conceived under the Arterial Drainage Act (An act not conceived to implement projects within 

urban areas and conceived before EU conventions and directives and running contrary to 

expected rights of urban dwellers under the Planning and Development Act and The Cork 

City Development Plan). 

 

The absence of any public procurement competition for the consultants to the project who 

are common to the unapproved LLFRS and the Morrison’s Island scheme further 

demonstrates that the Morrison’s Island scheme is clearly split from the larger Lower Lee 

(Cork City) Drainage Plan and the LLFRS. The mechanism of splitting a section of works 

from the overall project has in this instance resulted in avoiding crucial European Directive 

thresholds for Environmental Assessment and the Habitats Directive.  

 

For instance, the Board would not permit the analogous situation of hearing an application 

for 5 wind turbines in a wind farm of 30 turbines where the process has commenced for 

seeking approval for the entire wind farm. This application fundamentally undermines the 

planning process in an attempt to project split. 

 
In a letter of 21st December 2017 Freedom of Information FOI 1/1/1267 from Declan Coyle 
of OPW to Catherine Kirwan, Solicitor acting for Save Cork City it was stated that: 

 

“The procurement process that has been used in the case of Morrisons Island, is that 
of the Lower Lee (Cork City) Flood Relief Scheme (which has always included a 
programme of flood alleviation measures for Morrisons Island) has been extended to 
include Public Realm Enhancement Works which are being carried out at the request 
of Cork City Council (CCiC).”  
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No public procurement process was carried out for the Morrison’s Island public realm 
scheme by Cork City Council. 

 

It was also stated that: 

 

“It was decided that it was more efficient, cost effective and less likely to be 
disruptive, to request the consultants, already employed by OPW to develop and 
design the Lower Lee Cork City Flood Relief Scheme to extend their existing 
contracts to incorporate the Public Realm Enhancement Works elements of the works 
with CCiC acting as Contracting Authority for the Morrisons Island Phase of the 
overall Flood Relief scheme.” 

 

The existing consultants were instructed to adopt the project which demonstrates its 
undeniable connection to the LLFRS and its nature as a split project.  

 

The brief by which the consultants were appointed to the LLFRS would have been drafted in 
relation to the original project as the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme. This brief 
bears no relation to that required for the implementation of widespread intervention of new 
structures within an existing or historic landscape and may explain the inappropriate nature 
of the design. 
 
 
 
 

2 Assessment of Alternatives 

 

The assessment of alternatives had it given weight to all that may influence the project under 
the EU floods directive would have dismissed the walls-based approach in the centre of Cork 
and should have and as such it cannot be appropriate to start it at Morrison’s Island 
particularly with so many unresolved issues coming to light; 

 

“With a view to avoiding and reducing the adverse impacts of floods in the area concerned it 
is appropriate to provide for flood risk management plans. The causes and consequences of 
flood events vary across the countries and regions of the Community. Flood risk 

management plans should therefore take into account the particular characteristics of 
the areas they cover and provide for tailored solutions according to the needs and 
priorities of those areas, whilst ensuring relevant coordination within river basin districts 
and promoting the achievement of environmental objectives laid down in Community 
legislation.” 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 

The LLFRS, of which the Morrison’s Island proposals are an accepted part, are controversial 

and unapproved by Cork City Council. An Independent Review of the scheme proposed by 

the City Council to assess the Walls and other alternatives for flood protection in Cork has 

yet to be convened. The alternatives to be considered in a review of the LLFRS would if 

based on all research available, consign the Morrison’s Island proposal to redundancy. 

 

The walls scheme does not include provision for sea level rise. This is a major flaw. The 
defence level set for the Morrison’s Island flood walls do not include allowance for climate 
change related sea level rise and the wider scheme. The proposals submitted neglect to 



7 
Save Cork City Community Association 
REGISTERED IN IRELAND NO: 635265.  REGISTERED OFFICE: Parliament Building, 1 Sullivan’s Quay, cork city, T12HN8E . 

mention, assess and include provision for sea level rise. This is the height of folly. It has 
been accepted within the documents presented that a different scheme will be required to 
deal with the effects of climate change in the medium term which will make the current 
proposed LLFRS redundant.  
 

The proposal of flood walls in Cork City under the LLFRS, has been discredited by local and 

international experts. The assessment of alternatives have been found wanting by HR 

Wallingford, TU Delft (Delft University), Prof. Robert Devoy, Prof. Gerry Wrixon, Prof. Philip 

O’Kane, Prof. Alistair Borthwick, Dr. Brendan Harley, and others in writing.  

 

“The Lee Dams dams are capable of protecting the City of Cork from a one in a 

Thousand Year Flood, and consequently, high flood walls are not required to defend the city 

from the river. design flood on the river and will be a massive waste of public [Irish and EU] 

funds.” 

Philip O’Kane 

Professor Emeritus UCC. Chair of Civil Engineering National University of Ireland, Cork. Honorary 
Fellow UNESCO IHE Institute for Water Education, Delft NL. Former member of UNESCO Italian 
Government Committee for the Safeguard of the Lagoon of Venice. 

 

While many recent flood walls schemes have cost greatly more than predicted and taken 

more time to construct the addition of elements to a proposal that should have been rejected 

at conception stage, now makes the cost prohibitive for the whole scheme including the 

Morrison’s Island portion which cannot represent any value for money if the rest of the 

scheme isn’t constructed. It is part of a scheme that cannot in itself do so either due to the 

major design additions and changes that were not considered in the initial assessment of 

alternatives (or at public consultation stages). 

 

The conservation consideration of two pages that is submitted by the developer could be 

considered to have the presumption of Cork City Council that one state body will rubber 

stamp the proposals of another regardless of the presentation as the quality of consideration 

is so basic. 

 
“Flood risk management plans should focus on prevention, protection and 

preparedness. With a view to giving rivers more space, they should consider where 

possible the maintenance and/or restoration of floodplains, as well as measures to 
prevent and reduce damage to human health, the environment, cultural heritage and 
economic activity. The elements of flood risk management plans should be periodically 
reviewed and if necessary updated, taking into account the likely impacts of climate 
change on the occurrence of floods.” 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 

Inadequate consideration has been given to the maintenance and/or restoration of 
floodplains. All the interventions proposed are hard engineering defences within a short 
section of the river which contravenes the approach outlined in the EU Flood Directive.  
The environmental impact of any proposal is location dependant. Assessment of the scheme 
proposed has not been adequately carried out in accordance with the Directives including 
the SEI and EIA Directives. The scheme location contains a number of Annex 1 listed 
species. No assessment and monitoring of the flora and fauna were included in the 
published documents for the scheme assessment of alternatives. 
The economic impact of the proposed scheme has not been addressed as it should be 
under the EU Floods Directive and under the Aarhus Convention. The economic impact of 6 
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to 10 years (OPW timelines) of construction in Cork City Centre has not been factored into 
the Cost Benefit Analysis for the project or a Multi-Criteria Analysis of options and 
alternatives. The value of the project for the city has not included lost economic opportunity 
in the future or the capital value of the medieval and Georgian fabric proposed to be 
destroyed. 
 

“…an assessment of the potential adverse consequences of future floods for 
human health, the environment, cultural heritage and economic activity, taking into 
account as far as possible issues such as the topography, the position of watercourses and 
their general hydrological and geo-morphological characteristics, including floodplains as 
natural retention areas, the effectiveness of existing man-made flood defence 
infrastructures, the position of populated areas, areas of economic activity and long-
term developments including impacts of climate change on the occurrence of floods.” 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 
“Member States should base their assessments, maps and plans on appropriate ‘best 

practice’ and ‘best available technologies’ ‘not entailing excessive costs’ in the field 
of flood risk management.” 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 
The built heritage of the City has not been assessed or considered in the selection of the 
LLFRS as required by the EU Directive. This has been confirmed by international heritage 
organisations and local academics. The Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme proposes 

22 sheet piled pump chambers and up to 10km of walls (the depth of the river bed) and 
concrete and steel railings in the city centre of Cork which requires the removal of all historic 
17th, 18th and 19th C. limestone parapet walls and railings and cast-iron railings in the 
historic city and the destruction of hugely significant medieval rubble stone quays (fig. 21-
24). Unprecedented archaeological destruction will result under the proposals at Morrison’s 
Island and the whole LLFRS which stretches along some of the oldest and most occupied 
places in the city. The scheme contains three conservation areas as well as hundreds of 
protected and recorded structures. 
Real consideration of alternatives under the EU Directives would, inevitably, dismiss the 
Morrison’s Island Phase 0 of the LLFRS and the entire proposal. It is clear that excessive 
and unnecessary costs would result at all levels of the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island which 
should have been recognised in the assessment process and should be recognised by the 
Developer Cork City Council now who should be paying much closer attention to their own 
development plan which is their contract with investors of all sizes in the city. 
 

The adoption of environmental assessment procedures at the planning and 
programming level should benefit undertakings by providing a more consistent framework in 
which to operate by the inclusion of the relevant environmental information into decision 
making. The inclusion of a wider set of factors in decision making should contribute to 
more sustainable and effective solutions.” 
SEA Directive 2001 

 

It is appropriate to lay down a procedure in order to enable the developer to obtain an 
opinion from the competent authorities on the content and extent of the information to be 
elaborated and supplied for the assessment. Member States, in the framework of this 
procedure, may require the developer to provide, inter alia, alternatives for the projects for 
which it intends to submit an application. 
EIA Directive 2011 
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The assessment of alternatives for the LLFRS would have discounted the proposed 
intervention at Morrison’s Island however alternatives were not proposed in any meaningful 
way and no alternatives have been proposed for Morrison’s Island as a stand-alone project 
in its own right which is what it is defined as under the application. 
 
 
 
 

3 The Natural Environment 

 

Environmental study of the area and the completion of a Natura Impact Study seem to have 
been rushed and could not have assessed impact based on seasonal study and provide study 
that is entirely up to date since August 2018, the time when the project was withdrawn under a 
High Court Agreement between Save Cork City Group and The developers Cork City Council 
and the Minister. This demonstrates a cavalier attitude to the courts system as well as a 
cavalier concern for the natural environment. 

 

Natura Impact Statement and Surveys 
 

Some of the surveys that underline the conclusion statements in the Natura Impact 

Statement presented by the developer have no dates attached. Some of the surveys do 

have dates stating when they were carried out, as they should and the absence is 

conspicuous.  

 

Environmental surveys are seasonally constrained and some of those presented by the 

Developer could not have and clearly were not completed, in the period between the 

withdrawal of the Part 8 application in August 2018 and the submission of the Part 10 

application. Some of the studies have no date or season of the survey identified with the 

Natura Impact Statement. 

 

Surveys completed for some of the assessments may relate to the not submitted or 

approved and out-of-date Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the LLFRS in 2016. 

Study now relates to Otters or other animal or bird classes such as Egrets (a category one 

species) which have been reported in the estuary not previously considered with the relevant 

depth or at all and the study required is seasonal. New study is required, for the purposes of 

the Habitats Directive, the potentially affected European sites and those Annex I and IV 

species present in the River Lee. 
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4 Public Consultation 
 

Consultation on the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island has raised issues relating to demountable 
barriers and transport in the city, heritage and ground water which have put serious doubt on 
the feasibility of the proposals technically and financially. Public consultation was carried out 
before widespread alteration to the scheme and has become invalid. 

 

High Court Statement on the Same Project 
 

The High Court Case initiated by Save Cork City contesting the validity of the Part 8 

application by Cork City Council was conceded by the City Council. The said Order stated; 

 

“The Court doth grant an Order of Certiorari in respect of the decision of the First Named 

Respondent (Cork City Council) dated the 14th May 2018 to approve the construction of 

flood relief works at Morrison’s Island in Cork city on the grounds that the First Named 

Respondent (Cork City Council) failed to comply with its obligations in relation to appropriate 

assessment under article 6 of Directive 1992/43/EEC  and in particular as set out in the 

European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 by taking into 

account mitigation measures in the screening for appropriate assessment 

And in lieu of directing that an Order of Certiorari do issue IT IS ORDERED that the 

aforesaid decision of the First Named Respondent dated the 14th May 2018 and all records 

and entries relating thereto be quashed without further Order.” 

 

Public Consultation 
 

Save Cork City brought the case based on a number of grounds including local democracy 

and consultation issues, heritage protection and environmental concerns. We argued that 

due public consultation had not been carried out and there was not due regard for the results 

of that public consultation. 

 

In the Morrison’s Island Part 8 application that was ended in the High Court there were 1,491 

public submissions. This is a record for a Part 8 application in Cork City. To give a sense of 

the scale of the opposition to the Morrison’s Island scheme, the Harley St. Bridge proposed 

between Merchants Quay and Patrick’s Quay, Part 8 application which is for a project of 

similar value had less than 10 submissions. The voice of the 1,491 members of the public 

who have demonstrated their opposition to this project should be heard and not disregarded. 

 

There has been an absence of public consultation in the period following the successful 

Judicial Review of the Part 8 application and the lodging of the subject Part 10 application for 

Morrison’s Island identified by City Council as being an unchanged design.  

 

There has been notable discrepancy in the availability of public documentation for 

inspection, in the times in which it is available and, in the price, presented to obtain 

documents with offices closing before the stated times on the public notice and different 

facilities and charges being applied for information. 
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On 12th December 2016 The LOWER LEE (Cork City) DRAINAGE SCHEME was displayed 
and advertised by OPW in City Hall Cork. 

 
The public information days, held during July and over the Christmas period, presumably deliberately 

to keep numbers low, were poorly attended and were not run again with a better public information 

campaign. SCC says that the public information days were box-ticking exercises 

  

Public Consultation Day No. 1: Constraints Stage 17th July 2013  

(44 attended) 

Public Consultation Day No. 2 Emerging Preferred Option 29th July 2014 

(181 attended) 

Public Consultation Day No. 3 Exhibition of Scheme 12th December 

2016 to 20th 

January 2017 

(extended) 

(186 attended)  

“The Directive shall be carried out in coordination with the Water Framework Directive, 
notably by flood risk management plans and river basin management plans being 
coordinated, and through coordination of the public participation procedures in the 
preparation of these plans. All assessments, maps and plans prepared shall be made 
available to the public.” 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 

Public participation on the LLFRS was not carried out in a meaningful way in accordance 
with the provisions of the Water Framework Directive. There was little public participation in 
the preparation of the plans for flood relief in Cork City. One scheme and one option only 
was presented to the public as the final selected option without any alternatives. The 
consultation process by OPW was extended due to pressure from Save Cork City eventually 
resulted in 1086 submissions by the public which led to little or no alteration to the Lower 
Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme but the addition of demountables suggested by the OPW. 

 

The OPW subsequently admitted that the scheme is a drainage scheme and not a 
conservation project and that there is no conservation report or study of the quays required 
and the minimum required consultation was carried out. The first stage of consultation which 
should present an assessment of alternatives and engage with the public was called the 
Constraints Stage and attended by 44 people. 

 
The history of the Morrison’s Island project is that it forms part of the extensive proposal for 
flood walls in the city under the LLFRS scheme stretching over almost 15km of defences 
with walls predominant in the historic core of the city. Later demountables were extensively 
added to allow cars to cross bridges in flood events and to protect heritage (though the 
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protection of such is debatable using demountables). The now extensive use of 
demountables has called into question the issue of human error and failure of flood defences 
leading to lack of insurance.  
The demountables and ground water pumping schemes did not form part of the public 
consultation. Since the scheme was advertised the addition of extensive demountables and 
the addition of a city centre ground water pumping scheme to attempt to regulate ground 
water behind the flood walls has meant that consultation is out of date as major functional 
and design principles of the scheme have changed and expanded. 
 
The active involvement of all interested parties under Article 10 of this Directive shall be 
coordinated, as appropriate, with the active involvement of interested parties  

Article 10: Member States shall encourage active involvement of interested 
parties in the production, review and updating of the flood risk management plans 
referred to in Chapter IV. 
EU Floods Directive 2007 

 

The Aarhus Convention (referred to in the EIA Directive) 

 

(18) The European Community signed the UN/ECE Convention on Access to 
Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in 
Environmental Matters (the Aarhus Convention) on 25 June 1998 and ratified it on 17 
February 2005. 

(19) Among the objectives of the Aarhus Convention is the desire to guarantee rights 
of public participation in decision-making in environmental matters in order to 
contribute to the protection of the right to live in an environment which is 
adequate for personal health and well-being. 

(20) Article 6 of the Aarhus Convention provides for public participation in decisions 
on the specific activities listed in Annex I thereto and on activities not so listed 
which may have a significant effect on the environment. 

 

The Walls scheme as now envisaged therefore was not subject to effective public 

participation as required by the Aarhus Convention. Decisions were made in a largely closed 
process and then presented to the public for comment as a fait accompli. 

 

 

 

 

5 Breach of Fair Procedures 
 

Public consultation has been reluctantly carried out on the Morrison’s Island Scheme and yet 
has been misrepresented to local Councillors who with new information have called for an 
Independent Review of the whole scheme, the feasibility of which (the scheme) is now in 
widespread doubt. It is generally felt that the public have been misled on alternatives to the 
Walls relating to the cost of the Walls and an alternative Tidal Barrier proposal. In all cases of 
assessment of alternatives so far it has been either OPW assessing its own work and always 
concluding that the project should continue or City Council assessing its own assessment of 
the works. This has led to calls for Independent Review. 

 

Despite 70% of Councillors voting for the Part 8 application, the Council have since 

unanimously passed two motions calling for an independent review of the Lower Lee Flood 

Relief Scheme. 
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The Morrison’s Island Cork City Council scheme is undoubtedly part of the overall LLFRS 

scheme and as the call for the review came after the council’s vote to proceed with works 

the call should override the previous decision. Proceeding with a Morrison’s Island Project is 

not compatible with the subsequent call for a review of the entire LLFRS. 

 

In reality the Part 8 (now Part 10) proposal for Morrison’s Island is simply split from the 

LLFRS (including the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme). The scheme is referred to 

as Phase 0 of the LLFRS, which in itself implies a posthumous reference created from the 

original scheme. The Project Splitting of the works from the original effects considerations of 

the entire scheme relating to environmental and planning issues as well as economical and 

climate change policies and the specifics of the Cork City Development Plan. The lack of 

definition of the project between OPW Morrison’s Island Part of the LLFRS and Cork City 

Council (Absurdly presenting the project as Morrison’s Island not part of the LLRFS) is 

greatly misleading to public. For instance, the Environmental Impact Assessment should 

consider the whole project for any aspect that is project split. 

 

The Statement Required to Ground an Application for Judicial Review presented to The High 
Court, In the Matter of The Planning and Development Act 2000 Seán Antóin Ó Muirí and 
Save Cork City, Applicants and Cork City Council, The Minister for Housing, Planning and 
Local Government, Ireland and the Attorney General, Respondents. Record No: 2018/546 

(Morrison’s Island Judicial Review Statement) identified a significant Conflict of Interest on 
the part of The City Council as carrying out the role of Competent Authority and the role of 
Developer. This conflict has not been resolved. 
 
Furthermore the Report titled “Morrison’s Island Part 8 Contextual Information” presented to 
Council by City Executive on May 14th 2018 egregiously distorted the large number of 
submissions received by the respondent without any basis in fact other than one anonymous 
alleged email of the 1485 received. In particular the opposition organised by Save Cork City 
was unfairly belittled and calumnied. It is our apprehension that the Council is not 
approaching this matter with an open mind and is biased and hostile to the efforts by Save 
Cork City to contribute positively.   
 
The biased nature of the “Morrison’s Island Part 8 Contextual Information: which presented a 
distortion of the nature and value of submissions eroded a capacity to persuade City 
Councillors to refuse the permission for the proposed development and continues to do so in 
contravention of many Acts and guidelines including The Environmental Impact Directive 
2000, the Habitats Directive and the Aarhus Convention 2000 Act and the natural and 
constitutional rights of those who made submissions. 
 
Soon after the High Court Final Order, the Senior Executive stated that the Morrison’s Island 
scheme would be resubmitted without change which clearly disregards not only public 
opinion but also shows contempt for the findings of the High Court and those who had to 
prevent the Council from engaging in illegal development. The Chief Executive of the City 
Council confirmed in the Cork Independent Newspaper on 11th October 2018 that the High 
Court “delay” “will not change the design or scope of the project. “The article was titled: “No 
Change To Halted Flood Plans.” Yet the High Court Order relating to the case was not 
issued until 8th January 2019 based on proceedings of 16th October 2018. 

 
Misleading public information has caused great public confusion. On 14th May 2018 an 
article in the Irish Examiner written by City Hall Environment Director titled False Barriers are 
Used to Block Best Plan dismisses international expert opinion in favour of OPW experience 
and makes statements relating to the heritage work of the OPW (The OPW Heritage 
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department have no involvement with the design of the proposals which are promoted by the 
Drainage Department.) It isn’t conceivable that the author isn’t aware of this. On 15th May 
2018 it was claimed in the Irish Examiner that the Morrison’s Island Project would remove 
“80% of the Flood Threat to Cork. In the Irish Times it was reported in headline as a “€6m 
project to remove 80% of City Flood Risk.” This is highly misleading information released by 
Cork City Council. As part of the overall LLFRS the scheme cannot remove flooding to Cork 
until the entire 15kms are complete including the 48 pump chambers and additional ground 
water control proposal. Any control of flooding in the area of Morrison’s Island is marginal 
compared to the aims of the LLFRS and highly localised under the OPW / City Council 
proposal. Vast quantities of water have been recorded to rise from underground in the 
historic centre of Cork before flooding occurs at Morrison’s Island. Studies have been carried 
out to demonstrate such by UCC graduates and Professor Philip O’Kane in “A Forensic 
Audit of the WALLS project, the thousand-year check floods, to alleviate flooding in the City 
of Cork.” 

 
Robert Devoy a member of the National Sub Committee in Climate Adaptation and a joint 
prize Nobel winner, has commented on the flawed nature of the OPW scheme for Cork but 
also the manner in which OPW oppose contribution from the public or open discourse on the 
issue: 
 

“The OPW’s published river channel-based flood walls and water pumping approach 
in Cork city is one of a “Sticking Plaster and will ultimately fail. The excuse of arguing in the 
press about comparative costings of walls versus a barrier is disingenuous.” 
Professor Robert Devoy. 

 
For Local government process to work, it relies on officers to act fairly in interpreting their 
duties and to inform Councillors so that they can carry out their role respectfully and to act 
fairly and honestly towards citizens in all their actions. That the Press releases misled people 
concerning the High Court findings before agreement was reached demonstrates how the 
officers of Cork City Council are willing to mislead on vital issues demonstrating a contempt 
towards members of the public in carrying out their civic duty. Officers of Cork City Council 
have not engaged with citizens despite widespread local sentiment against the LLFRS 
proposals including the Morrison’s Island Phase 0 portion. 
 
The lack of diplomacy on the part of City Council Officers has led to further and entrenched 
division between the local authority and the public which could easily have been avoided. It 
is a function of the local authority to engage with meaningfully as a minimum requirement 
under the Aarhus convention. 
 
The complete dismissal of contributions of The International Design Competition on the 
Quays of Cork supported by national institutions and judged by international and renowned 
cultural and design experts in historic environments, demonstrates a further contempt for 
excellence or expert advice on the part of the local authority and a disregard for active 
participation and contributions from the public (fig. 43-45). 
 

Effective public participation in the taking of decisions enables the public to 
express, and the decision-maker to take account of, opinions and concerns which 
may be relevant to those decisions, thereby increasing the accountability and 
transparency of the decision-making process and contributing to public awareness of 
environmental issues and support for the decisions taken.” 
EIA Directive 2011 

 
“Participation, including participation by associations, organisations and groups, in 

particular non-governmental organisations promoting environmental protection, should 
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accordingly be fostered, including, inter alia, by promoting environmental education of the 
public.” 
EIA Directive 2011 

 

The Part 10 application was advertised on12th December 2018 and 
submitted on 13th December 2018: 
 
“A copy of the particulars and the Natura impact statement will be available for inspection at: 
The offices of Cork City Council, City Hall, Anglesea Street,  Cork between the hours of 9.00am and 
5.00pm, on working days from 20th December 2018 to 15th February 2019 (inclusive of both dates) 
The offices of An Bord Pleanála, 64 Marlborough Street, Dublin 1 between the hours of 9.15 am and 
5.30 pm on working days from 20th December 2018 to 15th February 2019 (inclusive of both dates) 
The Natura impact statement may be inspected free of charge or purchased on payment of a 
specified fee (which fee shall not exceed the reasonable cost of making such copy). 
 
Any submissions/observations must be received by An Bord Pleanála not later than 5.30 p.m. on 15th 
February 2019” 

 

Requests for Information, Friday 21st December 2019 
 
The five visits to the planning counter in Cork City Hall outlined below took place between 
12midday and 2.00pm on Friday 21st December. The counter closed at 2.00pm. Documents 
were advertised to be available until 5.30pm. 
 
1 John MacCarthy called to the offices of City Hall, Cork and requested a copy of the 
MI Part 10 Application documents. He was refused documents but when the refusal was 
requested in writing he was given the Natura Impact Statement document only and charged 
€1.50 for the copy. 
 
2 Polly Magee called to the City Hall offices and was refused a copy of all 
documentation. She was directed to a website. Nobody else who asked for the documents 
was made aware of a website where documentation could be found. 
 
3 Catherine Kirwan called and was refused a copy of all documentation and was 
refused any written confirmation of the refusal. 
 
4 Eamonn Wiseman called and after initially being refused was provided with a copy of 
the Natura Impact Statement free of charge. 
 
5 Diarmuid Seán MacCárthaigh called to the public counter at city hall and was 
provided with a copy of the Natura Impact Statement only at a charge of €9. 
 
6 Seán Ó’Muirí called just after 1400hrs but before the advertised 5pm to request a 
copy of the documentation including the Natura Impact Statement but found the counter to 
be closed for the afternoon and the documents unavailable. 
 
There was no consistency of availability of the documentation relating to the application or 
consistent fee charged for the NIS document which was the only item released to any of the 
six people. It is not known if the counter opened at 9.15am but it was closed at 2.00pm and 
not at 5.30pm 
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6 Conflict of Interests / Breach of procurement 
 

The Morrison’s Island Part 8 and Part 10 project consultants are those that were appointed to 
the LLFRS under the OPW and the Arterial Drainage Act which raises serious questions 
relating to procurement and project splitting but also the standing of the City Council as 
Developers assessing their own project while also acting as the competent authority under the 
EIA Directive. This defines a serious conflict of interest which also exists relating to the City 
Council as developer and the recognised body to implement the Local Development Plan. 

 

The Morrison’s Island Phase 0 part of the LLFRS is presented as a Cork City Council project 
of public realm improvement and flood defence. The addition of consultants to dress the 
public realm aspect was additionally carried out without public procurement process and by 
OPW consultants. If the project is a stand-alone City Council project, consultants should be 
appointed under due public procurement process which did not happen. Consultants were 
not appointed separately but were extended from the LLFRS project which defines the 
Morrison’s Island scheme as a part of the LLFRS. The local authority as the project 
developer cannot act in a manner that is transparent in carrying out its duties as an entity 
responsible for multi disciplinary consideration of any project without bias or self-interest. 

 

1.7.2 The duties of a local authority apply across all its functions, for example 
as a planning authority, a building control authority, a fire authority and so on, to act 
positively to protect the architectural heritage when exercising their functions. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

7.5.3 Planning authorities should ensure that they themselves have access to 
appropriately qualified, competent specialist advice on any development likely to impact on a 
protected structure. This advice might come from in-house conservation staff or from 
independent consultants. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

Independent consultants can have no connection to the LLFRS or the other consultants of 
the LLFRS if Morrison’s Island is to be designed independently. 

 

In order to contribute to more transparent decision making and with the aim of 
ensuring that the information supplied for the assessment is comprehensive and reliable, it 

is necessary to provide that authorities with relevant environmental responsibilities 
and the public are to be consulted during the assessment of plans and programmes, 
and that appropriate time frames are set, allowing sufficient time for consultations, 
including the expression of opinion.” 
SEA Directive 2001 

 

The order of the High Court that resulted in new assessments and statements carried out by 
the Developers of the project, Cork City Council gave no time to the public to be consulted 
on the issues. 

 

“Development consent for public and private projects which are likely to have 
significant effects on the environment should be granted only after an assessment of the 
likely significant environmental effects of those projects has been carried out. That 
assessment should be conducted on the basis of the appropriate information supplied by the 
developer, which may be supplemented by the authorities and by the public likely to be 
concerned by the project in question. 
EIA Directive 2011 
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No such opportunity was given to the public to supplement the studies carried out to comply 
with its obligations as set out in the High Court Order in relation to appropriate assessment 
under article 6 of Directive 1992/43/EEC and in particular as set out in the European 
Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 by taking into account mitigation 
measures in the screening for appropriate assessment showing further disregard for 
planning process, the public and the rule of law. 

 

 

 

 

7 Breach of Planning Objectives 
 

Planning objectives for Cork as set out in the Cork City Development Plan have been breached 
on multiple points and objectives by The Morrison’s Island Cork City Council / OPW scheme 
which is grossly unfair to all those who have invested in the city at whatever level, based on 
current and past plans. The contract that is the development plan has been broken, 
disregarded and would be weakened by acceptance of the OPW proposals by Cork City 
Council who act in conflict with the Development Plan by becoming developer of Phase 0 of 
the scheme. 

 

Page 8 1.4 The Strategic Vision for Cork City: The Plan is based on achieving the 
following strategic vision for the development of Cork City: ‘The vision for Cork City over the 
period of this Development Plan and beyond is to be a successful, sustainable regional 
capital and to achieve a high quality of life for its citizens and a robust local economy, by 
balancing the relationship between community, economic development and environmental 
quality. It will have a diverse innovative economy, will maintain its distinctive character 
and culture, will have a network of attractive neighbourhoods served by good quality 
transport and amenities and will be a place where people want to live, work, visit and invest 
in.’ 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 144 Objective 10.9 River and Waterway Corridors 

To promote an integrated approach to the future development of the River Lee so that 
it includes all aspects of use e.g. recreation, maritime history and economic factors 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 116 Objective 9.26 Historic Landscapes 

Cork City Council will ensure the historic landscapes and gardens throughout the city 
are protected from inappropriate development. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

13.5.1 Proposals for new development within the cartilage of a protected 
structure should be carefully scrutinised by the planning authority, as inappropriate 
development will be detrimental to the character of the structure. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme in the LLFRS has been designed without due 
reference to the Development Plan for Cork City which is the only contract investors have 
with Cork City Council in deciding to make investment in the city at any level.  

 



18 
Save Cork City Community Association 
REGISTERED IN IRELAND NO: 635265.  REGISTERED OFFICE: Parliament Building, 1 Sullivan’s Quay, cork city, T12HN8E . 

The Part 10 scheme as presented for Morrison’s Island is based on LLFRS requirements for 
walls, raising of ground levels, underground sheet piling and grouting and pumping of water. 
Visible treatment of the scheme defined by The OPW Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage 
Scheme, (presented publicly on 12th December 2016 for consultation), has been superficially 
altered only, maintaining a basic layout with concrete and tarmac as the predominant 
materials which are detailed in alien form. The proposal doesn’t reflect the distinctive 
character of the city and would reduce the attractiveness of the city as a place to live and 
work in. It is inappropriate development as defined in the guidelines for planners and 
international design and conservation guidelines. 

 

The SWRPG sets an ambitious target for population growth in Cork City with a view to 
concentrating development and creating a compact, sustainable city. While the number of 
households in the city has been increasing steadily, household size has declined in line with 
national trends and much new development has occurred outside the city boundary, 
resulting in a falling population. This Plan will show that there is capacity within the city to 
meet the SWRPG population target but acknowledges that this target will only be met by the 

implementation of a co-ordinated approach to the development of the greater city 
area, significant investment in infrastructure and an increase in the attractiveness of 
the city as a place to live and work in. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The LLFRS was conceived by OPW for Cork without the cooperation of OPW Heritage 
Services department. The scheme had no conservation report when presented for 
consultation in Cork in 2016-2017. Significant changes have occurred to the scheme since 
this time that suggest it requires further consultation and invalidates the relevance of 
previous attempts. Crucially there was no urban designer, architect or heritage consultant or 
conservation report carried out that may have excluded the approach to the use of flood 
walls in the historic city at assessment of alternatives stage. The scheme works against any 
coordinated approach to the future attractiveness of the city and especially damages the 
historic core, where European examples at Copenhagen, Aarhus, Bruges, Amsterdam and 
even Prague all lead the way in appropriate urban realm treatment for historic city centres 
(fig. 38-41).  

 

At present the quays of Morrison’s Island act as access for parking in an historic landscape 
which has been degraded visually by a crude railing installed in the 1960s. Any new scheme 
that supports the introduction of inflexible footpaths and concrete paths misses the point of 
the historic and maritime quayside and misses the opportunity to create amenity, flexible 
space and parking and design appropriate to historic places that would be reflected in a 
coordinated and informed design approach. Less is more for this kind of landscape in terms 
of design and in terms of cost which leads to better, more meaningful public space and 
potential savings of millions of euro. 

 

We agree with the Cork Chamber of Commerce when they said in 2014 that the OPW Walls 
scheme “concrete flood barriers could potentially damage the ability of the city to realise it’s 
obvious riverside potential and negatively impact on the attractiveness of the city as a 
location for inward investment and tourism.” (Irish Examiner, September 23rd 2014). 

 

Page 14 Strategic Goal 2: ACHIEVE A HIGHER QUALITY OF LIFE, PROMOTE SOCIAL 

INCLUSION AND MAKE THE CITY AN ATTRACTIVE AND HEALTHY PLACE TO LIVE, 
WORK, VISIT AND INVEST IN 

The first step in reversing the decline in city population will be to improve its 
attractiveness as a living and working environment. A city that’s attractive and 
provides a good quality of life and health for residents will also be attractive for 
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workers, investors and visitors. The approach will centre on the ‘5 minute city’ concept 
focused on residential neighbourhoods served by a range of amenities, as well as an 
attractive City Centre. This is addressed particularly in Chapter 6, Residential Strategy; 
Chapter 7, Inclusive Neighbourhoods and Chapter 13 City Centre and Docklands; while 
wider measures to increase the attractiveness of the city and improve quality of life are a 
cross-cutting principle in the rest of the Plan. Promoting social inclusion and health 
(recognising Cork’s status as a World Health Organisation Healthy City) is an integral part of 
this strategic goal and are also cross-cutting principles in the Plan. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The attractiveness of the city is not improved by flood walls or inflexible concrete paving and 
tarmac as presented. These materials are harsh and alien to the historic environment and 
deny the maritime and trading history of the city associated with the quays. The employment 
of the OPW / Cork City Council approach would severely reduce the attractiveness of Cork 
for workers, investors and for visitors (including tourist potential). The crude nature of the 
designs based on the OPW Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme denies any 
consideration of appropriate design in a heritage environment or strategic urban realm in 
historic city cores for economic or social benefit. For instance, this environment could benefit 
from space in front of buildings dedicated to café seating, shared surfaces and parking 
designation that may evolve and not define the space. Simple shared space, design 
application could eliminate the need for future alteration and include an authentic reference 
to the historic fabric and material quality of the quays and the surrounding architecture 
referencing the authentic historic landscape through conservation study. The scheme 
presented by City Council ignores principles of good social inclusion in local government by 
denying its promotion through good design. The health benefits of spending time close to 
water are well recognised and are greatly reduced by the proposals which only separate 
people from the river. 
 

The Morrison’s Island International Design Competition for the quays (booklet attached and 
fig. 43-45) was organised to demonstrate new ideas for the urban realm of Cork’s quayside 
landscapes. The principal juror was Yvonne Farrell of Grafton Architects an official design 
ambassador for Ireland with notable additional international jurors including Tim Lucas from 
Price Myers Engineers, Siobhán Ní Éanaigh bridge designer, James Howley, conservation 
consultant, Eilis O’Connell, sculptor and Eoin O’Mahony, local trader. The brief was written 
specifically to reflect the ambition of the Development Plan for the City. The competition was 
supported by local business and organised by the Cork Architectural Association and The 
Architectural Association of Ireland. It was hugely successful with 28 registered entries that 
were put on display in the city centre. It was largely ignored by OPW and Cork City Council 
in formulating the Phase 0 Scheme yet it fulfils the design requirements of the Development 
Plan and was carried out by public donation and initiative. 

 
Page 93 8.21: Improving access to the water will be a key component of the City 

Council’s strategy to enhance the city’s identity as a Maritime Harbour. Central to this will 

be the enhancement of physical access to the water from the existing quaysides for 
amenity purposes such as boating/kayaking as well as improving visual access to the 
water for pedestrians and cyclists. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Access to the water is severely reduced and creates a dangerous environment for those still 
wishing to use the river as an amenity. An elevated landscape, impenetrable railings and 
reduced points of access make the river a much more dangerous place. In a fast-flowing 
river that is elevated and railed and walled off with much less points of access the chances 
of surviving a fall into the water are greatly reduced and this is not a precedent that should 
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be set in Cork as it alters the entire dynamic of the river in the city and makes engaging with 
the river much more dangerous. 

 
Page 93 Objective 8.3 Maritime Harbour: Improve physical and visual access to 

the water and promote water-based activities 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The LLFRS Morrison’s Island proposals do not improve or enhance access to the water from 
existing quaysides. By raising quays and ground levels while designing for faster flowing 
water in the river the environment of the river and the relationship between the quayside and 
the water would be altered dramatically. Physical access to steps and slipways for boating is 
greatly reduced. Access to the water is not increased under the Lower Lee (Cork City) 
Drainage Scheme, LLFRS and the Morrison’s Island proposal. While cities in continental 
Europe are providing safe swimming platforms in their centres and pontoons for urban 
boating and water activities and providing increased stepped access to their rivers the 
Morrison’s Island proposal and LLFRS separates citizens and visitors from the river in a 
dramatic way. The City Council scheme makes the river more dangerous by design but also 
in terms of future flooding potential and for those who wish to climb out of the river or be 
rescued from the river for whatever reason. Proposed alterations make the access points on 
the quays daunting to use and altered in a manner that raises many health and safety issues 
particularly the addition of more steps and the increased separation between those on the 
water and the quayside. The safety of the riverside landscape is greatly reduced by 
increased separation. The perception of the river as designed for drainage and as being a 
dangerous place that is difficult to alight from is greatly heightened under the LLFRS and 
Morrison’s Island scheme and greatly dis-improves the physical and visual access to the 
river and the potential for amenity and increased well-being of citizens. This is in stark 
contrast to the OPW Rivers 2040 document showing illustrations of the Morrison’s Island 
quayside with new wider limestone steps creating the increased amenity of better access to 
the water. 

 

Page 93 8.22: Human beings like to be by water but Cork provides little 
opportunity for them to spend leisure time by its waterfronts. There are major development 

opportunities overlooking the river and the strategy will be to convert the quaysides 
to public space where possible, which can be used in turn to increase financial 
attractiveness of waterfront development opportunities. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1  

 

The identification of the riverside landscape as a great opportunity for Cork is positive in the 
Cork City Development Plan. Retention of the authentic and specific character, people and 
business of the city would make it attractive to wider investment. The Morrison’s Island Part 
10 proposal would reduce opportunities to overlook the river and does not convert the 
quaysides to public space conducive to spending time near water. It does not increase the 
attractiveness of the waterfront which the development plan hopes will attract investment to 
the city. The assumption that anything is better than what is there now is not credible as 
what exists is closer related to the principles of retention of specific character and offers 
opportunity for economical and beneficial public realm improvement that is much less 
damaging to character, heritage and the local economy and offers exciting prospects for 
creative and economical proposals. Loss of specific character and attractiveness and 
opportunities such as engaging meaningfully with the river or restoring maritime setting and 
landscape means that the overall effect of the Morrison’s Island proposal would be severely 
negative to the future opportunities of the city centre. The health benefits of spending time 
close to water are reduced by the proposals which only separate people from the river. This 
also applies to the destruction of Cork under the entire LLFRS which has proposals to build 
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entirely in front of quaysides and raise ground levels much more in places than Morrison’s 
Island.  

 

Page 94 8.25: The City Council is committed to a programme of ongoing public 

realm improvements particularly to those areas which support the interpretative 
journeys which tourists may wish to make through the city. Improving these routes will 
help to enhance the ease with which people orientate themselves as they wander through 
the city and enhance the sense of place experienced at various nodes along these routes. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Many thousands of objectors have voiced their opinion that the proposals for Morrison ’s 
Island put forward by Cork City Council as the developer would not constitute an 
improvement and represent a dis-improvement for the city and a wasted opportunity of 
wasted public funding. One reason is that the proposals do not support interpretive journeys 
or support tourism. Tourism in historic cities is now largely based on authenticity which the 
proposal erodes. The Morrison’s Island quayside is not a destination but could be if 
sensitively developed as an historic place and not just concrete footpaths, roads, tarmac and 
concrete railings in a form that deny sense of place that is specifically Cork. In particular the 
proposed roadway defined by tarmac surfaces and kerbs and the altered landscape 
separates buildings from the river and excludes the opportunities that might attract events 
and social interaction in the area that would lead to greater development opportunity; 
opportunities based on authentic shared surfaces in an authentic historic landscape. 

 

Page 96 8.33: Transforming space alongside the quays into areas where people can 
pause and orient themselves in relation to key landmarks and places will benefit all and 
contribute to a greater sense of Cork as a ‘River City’. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The intention here is very good in relation to orientation and sense of place. Morrison ’s Quay 
and Fr Mathew Quay at Morrison’s Island could create a place that connects to the river and 
the city and is a key location for orientation and connection with the river to create a greater 
sense of the city as a ‘River City’. There is no doubt but that the LLFRS and Morrison’s 
Island proposals would greatly diminish the sense of Cork as a River City in terms of the 
physical change and the understanding of the city as a maritime and trading base. The 
addition of viewing platforms to the scheme presented in the Part 8 and Part 10 application 
have identified the crude reality of the increased separation between landscape and the river 
created by the walls, upstands, railings, concrete and altered ground levels that were 
wrongfully enshrined in the LLFRS proposal at the early stages and remain unchanged.  

 

Objective 1: To Protect and Enhance the Archaeology, Built, Natural and Cultural 

Heritage of Cork City 

Cork City Heritage Plan 2015 to 2020 

 

The deep iceberg of excavation proposed throughout Cork City Centre behind existing 
quaysides would reveal the ancient and antique quays, now buried, that later quays were 
built in front of. The archaeology of previous now buried quays is extensive and significant 
and located exactly where the LLFRS proposes to excavate. It serves historical and 
structural purpose even supporting thousands of local buildings some of which are highly 
significant. The earlier quays and structures of a city built as canals on a marsh also effect 
groundwater and foundation conditions. In terms of archaeology unknown costs could lead 
to many millions in extra spending, extensive delays and add to the unprecedented 
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destruction of the city as well as limiting future study and development opportunities relating 
to the more ancient and buried quayside landscape. 

 

The particular landscape that is the quayside of Morrison’s Island is a merchant quay based 
on trade and reflects a maritime history. It also demonstrates the skill of the construction in 
terms of architecture, engineering and in particular stonemasonry. The City Council proposal 
merely covers the Built Cultural Heritage of the quayside. 

 

1.2: Collate existing studies on the quay walls and associated structures e.g. timbers, 

slips, steps etc. Devise an action plan to protect, conserve and interpret these quay walls. 

Cork City Heritage Plan 2015 to 2020 

 

Some little study has been carried out on the quayside landscape and more is proposed by 
this group. The conservation of and interpretation of the quay walls, riverside landscape and 
archaeology requires design and designers that specialise in interpretation of and 
intervention to historic landscapes governed by international and national design guidelines 
(UNESCO, ICOMOS). Conservation, repair and restoration are specific skills and sciences 
and when considered at inception stage as per the EU Floods Directive can produce highly 
considerate and restrained solutions in the historic environment. This has not happened at 
Morrison’s Island which has been window dressed in alien materials of form and 
arrangement that bear no relation to context. 

 

The LLFRS does not protect the Docklands area, would eliminate residential uses on ground 
floors creating undue competition for city centre retailers already under pressure in the 
historic city centre. This is contrary to the aims of the development of both where, as 
Docklands expands City Centre would contract. This is worth mentioning in terms of the 
overall scheme of the LLFRS and the Development Plan which combines consideration of 
the Docklands and City Centre together. 

 

 

 

 

8 Economic Development 

 

The development of the local economy in Cork can be greatly influenced by alteration to the 
built environment. The river is an asset to Cork that could define the character of the city 
beneficially for generations. The LLFRS would produce economic stagnation caused by 
widespread construction inconvenience and traffic during an up to ten-year construction 
programme. The nature of the designs by reducing opportunity for the benefits of authentic 
new development in historic places would ensure reduced opportunity for tourism, trade and 
the ability to attract skilled workers to the city. The limited, expensive OPW/City Council Walls 
based scheme compares very badly with a tidal barrier that costs less and protects more of 
the city and isn’t constructed in an urban environment and all that that means for disruption 
and cost. The LLFRS and Morrison’s Island proposal is acting in direct conflict with the aims 
of the city to be progressive and to expand supported by an authentic historic core and 
docklands development area. The losses in development and business opportunity in 
combination with the overspend of the project and the need for a Tidal Barrier regardless 
could mean an overspend of hundreds of millions of Euro and combined losses of Billions of 
Euro of earnings for the City over the period between now and 2030. 

 

GOAL 2: ACHIEVE A HIGHER QUALITY OF LIFE, PROMOTE SOCIAL INCLUSION 
AND MAKE THE CITY AN ATTRACTIVE AND HEALTHY PLACE TO LIVE, WORK, VISIT 
AND INVEST IN 
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 The first step in reversing the decline in city population will be to improve its 
attractiveness as a living and working environment. A city that’s attractive and 
provides a good quality of life and health for residents will also be attractive for 
workers, investors and visitors. The approach will centre on the ‘5 minute city’ concept 
focused on residential neighbourhoods served by a range of amenities, as well as an 
attractive City Centre. 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

Objections to the LLFRS are against short term thinking in local government on an issue 
where the confidence to pursue a better alternative is what people want. People are against 
the waste of public funds and in particular the destruction of the historic city. The destruction 
of the potential of the quays in Cork starting at Morrison’s Island doesn’t provide the 
attractive healthy environment for workers, investors or visitors that is an ambition of the city. 
People have already voiced their opinion on two occasions to the scheme and their 
engagement has led to little change and now a third process that seems to ignore their 
concerns and still doesn’t engage. Quality of life is related directly to environment. Cork has 
seen mass demolition of buildings on the quayside and removal of historic bridges, quay 
walls and railings buried in concrete and an explosion in development that is not contextual 
and interferes with the social cohesion of the city and visual landscape. Particularly low 
bridges detailed as motorway flyovers have prevented boating on the river and destroyed the 
civic landscape of the city. Many projects have incrementally and demonstrably reduced the 
quality of the environment in Cork. These projects do not seem to reflect how people feel the 
city should be treated and the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island project are seen as a turning 
point where Cork can either be given up on or saved from a continual series of damage 
promoted by or sanctioned by a city seen as in a terminal kind of self-destructive panic that 
may be based on historic decline. 

 

2.22: A healthy City Centre is essential for the city region as a whole. The strategy 
is for the City Centre to continue as the economic, social, and cultural heart of the city, 
supported by further public realm improvements, protection and enhancement of its 
existing character 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

Being near water is good for your health. There is no doubt that the river and how we 
engage with it can influence health and wellbeing. There is no doubt but that the proposals 
at Morrison’s Island distance our relationship with the river and affect the health benefits of 
connection and amenity that the river could and has provided. There is no doubt but that the 
character of Cork relies on its authenticity as an historic city. The authenticity of the setting of 
Morrison’s Island and the quays as an entire setting engaging with the opposite sides 
including important curtilage of protected structures and monuments in the area all 
contribute to existing character that would be severely negatively affected and not enhanced 
by the Morrison’s Island scheme.  

 

Objective 12.16: Floodplains To protect, enhance and manage the City’s floodplains, 
wetlands and coastal habitat areas that are subject to flooding as vital ‘green infrastructure’ 
which provides space for storage and conveyance of floodwater, enabling flood risk to be 
more effectively managed and reduce the need to provide flood defence infrastructures. 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

The LLFRS has identified that if a tidal barrier is built for Cork the Walls scheme is not 
required. In supplementary reports this has been confirmed. There is some division on how 
floodplains that exist upstream of the city could be developed in a manner that considers the 
objectives of the Room for the River proposals being carried out on the Rhine River. 
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Objectives for floodplains that increase access to them for water and expand their 
usefulness are highly prevalent in continental approaches to upstream flood water. Studies 
have shown it takes up to two days for rain water to become river water in the Lee Valley 
and this has led to proposals to monitor rainwater and control the Lee Dams accordingly 
before a flood event occurs (which has the added advantage of producing electricity). More 
proposals have been made for upstream water control between the Dams and the City and if 
implemented can greatly assist slowing the flow of the river and the reintroduction of 
significant habitat for wildlife while also reducing the need for flood defence infrastructures in 
the city in the future or even affecting the river flow rates and improving the city environment. 
As it has been demonstrated the Dams can control fluvial flooding Cork needs a tidal barrier. 
This tidal barrier acts to separate tidal water from fluvial water and it would eliminate the 
need for flood walls in the historic city. The objectives of the City Council are to reduce the 
need to provide flood defence infrastructures. The alternatives to do this exist and would be 

highly beneficial to the economy. 

 

Objective 13.1: Strategic Objectives – City Centre and Docklands It is a strategic 
objective of Cork City Council to: 
a. Sustain and enhance the vitality and attractiveness of Cork City Centre as the 

‘Healthy Heart’ of the region and as a quality place to live, work and visit; 

b. Facilitate the orderly expansion of the City Centre eastwards into Docklands and support 

the progressive development of Docklands as a sustainable urban quarter to 
complement the continued vibrancy and primacy of the City Centre; 

c. Implement the appropriate recommendations of the City Centre Strategy report (2014); 

d. Support the City Centre in realising its full potential as the leading regional retail 
centre and the primary office location; 

e. Continue to develop Cork City Centre as a high quality, vibrant and adaptable location 
for the growth of indigenous and international business; 

 f. To develop the City Centre as a desirable place to live for all by providing a quality, 
sustainable and socially inclusive housing stock in proximity to quality services and 
amenities; 

 g. To develop and establish the City Centre as an international destination for 

tourism, business, culture, leisure and arts; 

 h. To continue to enhance the quality of the city’s public realm and improve access into and 
within the City Centre for all the city’s users and ensure that the City Centre is attractive to all 
age groups including children, young people and families; 

i. To facilitate the safe, efficient and sustainable movement of people to, from and within the 
City Centre. 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

Strategic objectives talk of a larger city connected to Docklands with a primacy for the City 
Centre as an international destination for tourism. These aims of a larger planned more 
significant city can’t be achieved with the OPW / City Council Morrison’s Island proposal as 
the LLFRS has no place in such a city. Its limited scope denies the consideration of the City 
Centre and Docklands together which would as an exercise prove the feasibility of a tidal 
barrier option for the city and all the benefits that would have for development. The 
objectives for maintaining the city centre as attractive are rooted in authenticity and 
specificity that the LLFRS proposal cannot demonstrate. 

 

Page 15 Strategic Goal 5 MAINTAIN AND CAPITALISE ON CORK’S UNIQUE 
FORM AND CHARACTER 

Cork City‘s unique character derives from the combination of plan, topography, built 
fabric and the setting provided by the River Lee valley. The dramatic east west ridges 
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create the visual setting for the city. The goal of the Plan is to protect and capitalise on 
the unique character of the city, both the character derived from the natural environment 
and the man-made character created by the built form, while providing opportunities for 
new development. New development will be required to respect and reflect the 

dramatic topography as well as the landscape and ecology of the city. It must also 
respect the built heritage of the city, in particular areas of significant historic 
character such as the City Centre, the historic north-south spine and the historic villages in 
the suburbs. There are also opportunities for creation of new character areas in locations 
such as Docklands, Mahon and Blackpool and at the arrival points or gateways into the city. 
This strategic goal is addressed in Chapter 9. Built Heritage and Archaeology, Chapter 10 
Landscape and Natural Heritage and Chapter 8 Arts, Cultural Heritage and Tourism. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The Walls scheme for the LLFRS including the Morrison’s Island Proposal ignores the stated 
aim of Cork City Council to protect and capitalise on the unique character of the city and 
respect the built heritage of the city. It is clear that Cork is an historic place and that the 

quays link the city to its role as a maritime and trading city of great importance in the later 
part of the Renaissance in northern Europe. The quayside reflects an antique stone structure 
that may be the largest urban Georgian riverside landscape in the world and it is so far 
intact. It contains fabric back to Viking settlements and is lined with protected structures, 
national monuments and conservation areas. It is also the next part of a collection of great 
maritime structures proposed for inclusion as UNESCO world heritage sites. The LLFRS has 
been confirmed as being the largest planned destruction of heritage in the history of the 
state. 
 
Capitalising on the unique nature of the city requires specific design intervention that 
understands and reinforces the historic nature of the place even allowing for restoration of 
material quality and form. UNESCO and the World Bank support the authentic conservation 
of historic places as vital for economic advantage and significance in consideration of the 
Granada Convention and the protection of heritage. The intervention of the crude concrete 
and tarmac design to Morrison’s Island is highly limited in terms of flexibility required in such 
spaces if they are to grow organically. The proposals are lack respect for the real economic 
and social benefit of good design in historic places (greatly reflected in the Morrison’s Island 
Competition winning 3 entries). The OPW City Council Morrison’s Island scheme denies the 
role of good design in the historic urban landscape. The unattractiveness of the LLFRS and 
Morrison’s Island Proposals are based on their origins on drainage consideration that are 
given a disproportionate emphasis over other aspects of consideration such as heritage, 
protection of the economy and well being of citizens as set down in the EU Floods Directive. 
This disproportionate consideration of one drainage requirement and lack of balanced 
consideration of other requirements makes the proposals contrary to the aims of the 
development plan and inappropriate to an historic city centre. Essentially the lack of balance 
is why the proposals can be designated as bad design.  Good design is based primarily on 
economy of purpose and bad design ignores economy by overemphasising single use and 
ignoring elements of consideration that should and would create balance. Everyone can see 
bad design. The nature of the concrete and tarmac designs proposed in the application by 
City Council, which are barely appropriate for green field development, bear no respect for or 
understanding of “the specific landscape and ecology of the city or the built heritage of the 
city, in particular areas of significant historic character such as the City Centre”. 
 
Page 114 9.32 Sympathetic maintenance, adaptation and re-use can allow the 
architectural heritage to yield aesthetic, environmental and economic benefits even 
when the original use may no longer be viable. Conservation can be recognised as a good 
environmental choice as the reuse of buildings rather than their demolition contributes to 
sustainability through retaining the embodied energy of buildings and reducing demolition 
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waste. In some cases it is also more cost effective to renovate than demolish and rebuild. 
Conservation also supports employment and skills, and provides for good quality jobs for 
artisans. Architectural Heritage Protection – Guidelines for Planning Authorities was 
published in 2004 by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, 
and whilst primarily aimed at planning authorities, they are also of assistance to owners and 
occupiers of protected structures, proposed protected structures and other buildings within 
Architectural Conservation Areas. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

For economic benefit to be derived from heritage it has to involve intervention that is specific 
and maintains the authenticity of the heritage concerned. The Morrison’s Island proposals 
don’t respect any of the international charters on conservation, restoration, maintenance of 
authenticity or design within historic landscapes or cities as developed by UNESCO or 
Icomos. They also are not in line with the economic benefits of heritage in terms of tourism, 
wellbeing, innovation and urban regeneration as set down by the World Bank and UNESCO. 

 

“A city’s conserved historic core can differentiate that city from competing locations, 

branding it nationally and internationally, thus helping the city to attract investment and 

talented people”...”‘Heritage anchors people to their roots, builds self-esteem and restores 

dignity.” 

The Economics of Uniqueness published by the World Bank 

 

“Urban heritage is of vital importance for our cities – now and in the future. Tangible 

and intangible heritage are sources of social cohesion, factors of diversity and drivers of 

creativity, innovation and urban regeneration - we must do more to harness this power.” 

Irina Bokova, Director-General of UNESCO 

 

See UNESCO New Life for Historic Cities, The Historic Urban Landscape Approach 
Explained pg 5 (2013). 

 

The LLFRS scheme ‘could potentially damage the ability of the city to realise its 

obvious riverside potential and negatively impact on the attractiveness of the city as a 

location for inward investment and tourism.’ 

Cork Chamber of Commerce reported in the Irish Examiner 23 September 2014 by 
Eoin English. 

 

If the city decides to pursue a tidal barrier it would free the city from the stagnation of the 
LLFRS project in the historic city and the resolution of protection for the lower part of the 
river and the dockland area which could be of significant help for development and the local 
economy. 

 

If the city decided to invest in a tidal barrier it could be carried out in a public private 
partnership where the capital cost is covered privately or partly privately and a maintenance 
cost is paid by the city to the second developer supplemented by a protection cost based on 
use which could revert the asset to public ownership in time. In terms of benefit to the local 
economy the economical Tidal Barrier at little Island by far outweighs any benefit of the 
LLFRS proposal.  
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9 Heritage and Conservation 
 

1.1.1 Our architectural heritage is a unique resource, an irreplaceable 
expression of the richness and diversity of our past. Structures and places can, over 
time, acquire character and special interest through their intrinsic quality, continued 
existence and familiarity. The built heritage consists not only of great artistic 
achievements, but also of the everyday works of craftsmen. In a changing world, these 
structures have a cultural significance which we may recognise for the first time only 
when individual structures are lost or threatened. As we enjoy this inheritance, we 
should ensure it is conserved in order to pass it on to our successors. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

Cork is an ancient maritime place and Viking remains have been excavated within the Medieval 
City, near the proposed site at Morrison’s Island. This is an area of great significance in 
historic terms relating to the river landscape, quays and architecture and the setting and 
curtilage of all structures in the area. No heritage or conservation study had been carried out 
under the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Plan presented to the public in December 2016. For 
Morrison’s Island a woefully inadequate statement has been presented on less than two A4 
sheets by City Hall / OPW consultants. This demonstrates the disregard of City Hall for 
heritage and for their own development plan and a contempt for the wishes of the people of 
Cork who are increasingly aware of the incremental destruction of the character of the city and 
the current threat of destruction under the LLFRS and at Morrison’s Island. Extracts from the 
guidelines are presented here as evidence of the inappropriate nature of the development 
proposed for Morrison’s Island as part of the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme under 
the LLFRS. 

 

1.1.4 Structures can be read as historic evidence just like written documents, 
and can aid the understanding of past conditions and of how society changes. Social 
history is revealed by structures such as market houses, hump-backed canal bridges, 
stables, servants’ staircases in eighteenth-century houses, public water-pumps and even by 
details such as bootscrapers outside front doors. There are personal histories and events of 
the distant past that leave their mark on places, whether these be mansions, grand 
schemes of town planning, bullet holes or masons’ marks. The evidence presented by a 
surviving structure should be carefully examined for clues to the understanding of the 
buildings themselves. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The authenticity of structures such as the architecture and quayside structures that surround 
the quayside landscape in Cork City and their importance to society is recognised in the 
guidelines (fig. 1-14). 

 

1.1.3 The conservation-minded approach entails changing assumptions...At as 
early a stage as possible in the process of designing for change, emphasis should be 
put on identifying and holding on to the inherent character of the structure and its 
physical and aesthetic strengths... The most appropriate interventions tend to be low 
key and can be financially economical. Specialised conservation techniques to prolong 
the existence of structures often rely on empathy with the original constructional materials 
and methods. 

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The required consideration for development in the setting of the river at Georges Quay, 
Parliament Bridge, Sullivan’s Quay, Fr Mathew Quay, Union Quay and Morrison’s Quay is 
well recognised under the guidelines for planners that related directly to the Planning and 
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Development Act 2000 and further back to the Granada Convention. It requires a changing 
of assumptions at an early assessment stage. The requirements of this early assessment 
also form a central part of the environmental and floods directives. Consideration on these 
issues is notable by its absence in the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island Phase 0 of the scheme. 

 

13.6.2 The designed landscape associated with the protected structure can 
include other buildings or structures associated with the functioning of the main 
building such as stables, icehouses, dovecotes, walled gardens, greenhouses, gate-lodges 
or bridges. There may also be apparently natural man-made features within a designed 
landscape such as lakes, canals, mounds, woodland or parkland. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

13.6.1 Designed landscapes which form the attendant grounds of a protected 
structure may form part of a unified design concept. The landscape and the structures 
can be complementary and interdependent. For example, a mill building was entirely 
dependent on the designed landscape surrounding it and could not have functioned without 
its mill-pond, mill-races and bridges. These features of the designed landscape are essential 
to the understanding of the building and vice versa. 

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The quays of Cork are part of a significant and historic maritime based set of structures 
linked to the harbour and the buildings that address the setting of the quays of the south 
channel of the Lee in the centre of Cork and those that are associated with that history (fig. 
10 & 13). 

 

13.6.3 In order to identify special features of the designed landscape 
associated with a protected structure, it will be necessary to carry out a historical 
assessment of the site. Some of the most important features may not be obvious at the 
outset without adequate survey and research using old maps, drawings, aerial photographs 
(both old and new), documents and other historical material. When assessing a designed 
landscape it is important to identify the historical layers of intervention that may exist and to 
respect the integrity of the site. Landscapes were often continually adapted and altered in 
response to changing fashions or uses. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

This statement defines the location of the proposed development with quayside structures, quayside 
landscapes and buildings all interdependent and forming an historic landscape of features requiring 
study that may not be obvious at the outset without adequate survey which has not been carried out. 
Had the area been viewed with due regard to all the concerns of the Floods Directive including 
heritage its entire basis would have been different or an entirely different approach taken even before 
any detailed technical assessment. It is clear that the design proposed now is entirely inappropriate 
for the place and would gravely damage the future potential of the city economically and socially. 

 

13.7.1 It is essential to understand the character of a site before development 
proposals can be considered. Where attendant grounds of particular significance are 
proposed for development, a conservation plan could be prepared in advance of any 
planning application which would identify the significance of the site and locate areas 
within the designed landscape, if any, which could accept change and development and 
those areas which could not without damaging the architectural heritage of the place. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

It is clear that conservation reports and studies are a planning requirement for even small-scale 
development in a heritage landscape. It is not credible that such study has not been done for such a 
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large development in such a significant place that is important in the minds of so many people. The 
quays of Cork are intrinsic to the character of the city and the history of the city. 

 

13.7.2 When dealing with applications for works within the attendant grounds of a 
protected structure, the planning authority should consider: 

a) Would the development affect the character of the protected structure?  

b) Would the proposed works affect the relationship of the protected structure to its 
surroundings and attendant grounds?  

c) Would the protected structure remain the focus of its setting? For example, a new building 
erected between a structure and a feature within the attendant grounds will alter the 
character of both;  

d) Do the proposed works require an alteration of the profile of the landscape, for example, 
the creation of a golf course? How would this affect the character of the protected structure 
and its attendant grounds?  

e) Do the proposals respect important woodland and parkland? Do they conserve significant 
built features and landscape features?  

f ) Are there important views of or from the structure that could be damaged by the proposed 
development? Would important vistas be obstructed by new development? 

g) Would distant views of important architectural or natural landmarks be blocked or 
changed? Would a significant skyline be altered? 

h) Even where the proposed development is at a distance from the protected structure, could 
it still have an impact? This could include tall or bulky buildings interrupting views of or from 
the protected structure and other features of the designed landscape; 

i) Where the new works would not be directly visible from the protected structure, would they 
be visible from the approaches to the structure or from other important sites or features 
within the attendant grounds? If so, would this be acceptable? 

j) What effect would the scale, height, massing, alignment or materials of a proposed 
construction have on the protected 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

Answers to the suggested considerations of planners in considering development within the grounds 
of a protected structure would deny the proposal at Morrison’s Island in its current form and require a 
return to initial assessment of alternatives for the project. 

 

13.8.1 When dealing with applications for works outside the curtilage and attendant 
grounds of a protected structure or outside an ACA which have the potential to impact upon 
their character, similar consideration should be given as for proposed development 
within the attendant grounds. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

This requirement for consideration applies fully to the Morrison’s Island proposal which looks towards 
and can be seen from a conservation area and contains numerous significant and protected 
landscape features and structures in the area. 

 

13.8.2 New development both adjacent to, and at a distance from, a protected 
structure can affect its character and special interest and impact on it in a variety of 
ways. The proposed development may directly affect the protected structure, as with 
buildings in a terrace. Alternatively, it may take the form of a new structure within the 
attendant grounds of the protected structure. A new development could also have an impact 
even when it is detached from the protected structure and outside the curtilage and 
attendant grounds but is visible in an important view of or from the protected structure. 

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 
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13.8.3 The extent of the potential impact of proposals will depend on the location of 
the new works, the character and quality of the protected structure, its designed landscape 
and its setting, and the character and quality of the ACA. Large buildings, sometimes at a 
considerable distance, can alter views to or from the protected structure or ACA and thus 
affect their character. Proposals should not have an adverse effect on the special interest of 
the ACA. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

New development attached to, near or within an important view (such as from Georges Quay towards 
Fr Mathew Quay)(fig. 3, 6 & 9) can affect character and impact in a variety of ways on setting, 
landscape, and the curtilage of historic buildings, protected structures or conservation areas. The 
development proposed at Morrison’s Island cannot be seen as separate from the entire section of the 
river that it is proposed to be constructed within. In particular the visual impact of the proposal from 
quays surrounding the development is given little consideration and would be hugely visually and 
environmentally intrusive. 

 

14.2.4 Proposals to reinforce, widen or infill sections of a bridge which is a 
protected structure, resulting in the concealment of any part of it, should be treated 
with caution. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The LLFRS contains proposals to conceal and build around parts of many bridges in particular at 
Parliament Bridge (Early 19th Century), Southgate Bridge (15th -17th Century) and Clarkes Bridge 
(Early 18th Century) which are the oldest in the city and form part of the Morrison’s Island landscape 
in particular Parliament Bridge. The entire scheme is not considered in relation to interference with 
monuments and protected structures or bridges and the concealment of such by lack of presentation 
applies throughout Morrison’s Island in particular against Parliament Bridge (fig. 2, 18 & 19). 

 

14.3.1 The structures and features of interest associated with harbours and 
canals which should be protected could include quay walls, slipways, docks, dry 
docks, lifting bridges, locks, piers, jetties, breakwaters and associated buildings such 
as warehouses and boathouses. The construction of safe harbours necessitated great 
engineering skills, which were matched by the stone-cutting and laying skills of the 
masons who quarried and cut the stones for massive harbour and quay walls and 
piers. Lighthouses, boathouses, lifting bridges and breakwaters are often integral parts of 

harbours and quays and add to their special interest 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The maritime history of Cork as a trading city is now well recognised as being linked to the quayside 
structures of trade and shipping. The quayside landscape of the city is rare and ancient stretching 
back to medieval times in places and running through the 17th 18th and 19th Centuries. The 
engineering and design skills demonstrated by the quays combined with masonry of world class 
standard are made more significant by the rarity and quality of the limestone from which they are 
constructed. The entire structure of the quays and quayside landscape forms one of the greatest parts 
of the collection of maritime structures that define the City and Harbour of Cork and form part of a 
current proposal for UNESCO World Heritage status (fig. 31 & 32). 

 

Page 104 “contribute to creating the sense of place” 

The sense of place that characterises Cork is the specific nature of the city defined by its 
connection to the riverside and the material quality of the public realm.  
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The proposals under the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island would diminish the specific sense of place of 
the city centre by replacing specific landscape and potential landscape quality (lying immediately 
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under existing surfaces) with alien materials and out of town concrete and tarmac landscaping that 
defines specific driving, walking and parking layouts while ignoring the economical materials and 
forms of paving specific to the character of historic Cork or beneficial to local development. 

 

Page 105 Objective 9.1 Strategic Objectives: Built Heritage and Archaeology 

a. To promote the protection of the heritage of the city and the implementation of the 
Heritage Plan; 

b. Ensure that elements of archaeological, architectural and other cultural 
significance are identified, retained and interpreted wherever possible and the 
knowledge placed in the public domain; 

c. Promote the retention reuse, and enhancement of buildings and other elements of 

architectural or other significance; 

d. Ensure that development reflects and is sensitive to the historical importance and 
character of the city, in particular the street layout and pattern, plot sizes, building heights 
and scales; 

e. Improve and encourage access to and understanding of the architectural heritage 

of the city. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Strategic objectives of the Cork City Development plan continue to prove the wrongful nature 
of the proposal of OPW and City Council for Morrison’s Island (Phase 0 of the LLFRS). 

The LLFRS and Morrison’s Island plan would dramatically and negatively affect the 
preservation of archaeology. The scheme would not promote the enhancement of 
architectural elements but degrade them and is notably grossly insensitive to the historical 
importance and character of the city identified within strategic objectives. This reduction of 
the city environment with alien forms and materials (concrete, stainless steel, tarmac) and 
out of town design approach is in stark contravention of the Granada Convention and the 
Planning and Development Act 2000 on Heritage as recognised in the Cork City 
Development Plan. 

 

Page 106 Objective 9.3 Conservation of Heritage in City 

To ensure that consideration and conservation of heritage is an integral part of Cork 
City Council’s plans and programmes for the physical, economic and social planning 
and development, and that the appropriate training and education is provided to enable the 
City Council to achieve Heritage Objectives. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The LLFRS has been confirmed as the greatest planned destruction of heritage in the history 
of the Irish State. The LLFRS plans to destroy kilometres of historic Georgian and medieval 
parapets as well as building in front of existing quaysides entirely and extensively covering 
both 18th and 19th Century rare and irreplaceable cut stone not currently quarried. It is in its 
entirety and at Morrison’s Island the antithesis of conservation or considerate design, 
disregarding not only the Granada Convention but also the EU Floods Directive. The 
approach to the LLFRS and the Morrison’s Island Phase 0 portion is contrary to almost all 
ambitions of the Cork City Development plan and is without consideration of the 
development and investment rights of those who have invested in Cork and been informed in 
their rights by the current and previous development plans, relevant acts and EU Directives 
and conventions to which Ireland has adopted. 

 

Page 116 9.40 Historic landscapes and gardens associated with Protected 
Structures are also an important amenity and contribute to the setting and character of 
Protected Structures. It will be the policy of the City Council to protect these unique historic 
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gardens (including walled gardens), landscapes and settings from inappropriate 
development. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 117 9.46 Cork's historic areas can be protected by means of Architectural 
Conservation Areas (ACAs) under Section 81 of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 - 
2006. The aim of designating areas is to protect their special characteristics and 

distinctive features from inappropriate actions. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 119 Objective 9.32 Development in Architectural Conservation Areas 

Development in ACAs should take account of the following: 

- Works that impact negatively upon features within the public realm such as paving, 
railings, street furniture, kerbing etc. shall not be generally permitted; 

- Acceptable design, scale, materials and finishes for new developments; 

- Original materials and methods of construction should be retained. For example, timber 
barge boards, windows and doors should not be replaced with PVC, original roofing material 
types should be retained along with original forms and locations of openings etc.; 

- Features of historic or architectural value should not be removed. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Parliament Bridge stems from the time of picturesque landscapes in the mid to late Georgian 
period or late 18th to 19th Century ((fig. 2 & 19). It could be placed without ambiguity in the 
landscape of an 18th Century country house or an urban riverside town of the same period. 
In Cork it has been placed in a much earlier setting recognised for its picturesque qualities. 
The landscape and setting include buildings placed on the river’s edge in continuation of the 
Mediaeval landscape running towards the Mediaeval City. On the opposite side of Fr 
Mathew Quay is Georges Quay an early 18th Century quayside development and 
conservation area and to the other side of Grand Parade sits the ancient quayside 
landscape of Sullivan’s Quay (fig. 11 & 15-19). The river is defined by a weir in this location 
that runs at mid tide. The setting is extraordinarily rich in history and historic structures. 

 

“The noble width and architecture of its principal streets and the charm and beauty of 
the quays lining the two arms of the river Lee. The pleasing Curves of the river, the silver 
grey of the limestone walls, the decorative value of the bridges and the discerning placement 
of public buildings and churches…….The beauty of the quays,.., is one of Cork’s assets 
which should be jealously guarded...” 
Chapter XI Architectural Character, City Streets and Quays, Cork Town Planning Association and 
Chamber of Commerce, Civic Survey 1925. 

 

 

That the applicant believes it appropriate to assess the entire heritage and conservation 

significance of the area adjacent to the medieval centre of Cork the and impact of a 500m 

development on an historic quayside landscape surrounded by 18 th and 19th century 

structures with the possibility of extensive archaeological settlement revealed in excavations 

in a one-and-a-half-page comment speaks volumes. In its function as a planning authority it 

is unlikely that such a miserly report and assessment would be acceptable to Cork City 

Council from a private citizen proposing the most minor of works on a single period property 

located a much greater distance from the Medieval City Centre. 
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The “Conservation Comment” provided through the landscape designers office 

demonstrates clearly that procurement in relation to the landscape design and conservation 

issues was not carried out by Cork City Council and was carried out to seek and find 

consultants that could satisfy the brief of already existing designs promoting the Walls 

scheme. The work of consultants appointed without public procurement process as a 

minimum and without a brief relating to the assessment of alternatives stage of the project 

means that in addition to the inadequate response to urban design and conservation we 

have a scheme presented that should have been rejected at assessment stage following 

adequate conservation report and urban design study in relation to places of historic 

significance. Convention in conservation practice accepts that a minimum Conservation 

Report based on guidance of the Burra Charter may be acceptable for a project such as The 

Morrison’s Island Scheme in addition to knowledge of the following documents which a 

Grade 1 conservation practitioner may refer to as a minimum in such a report: 

 

Council of Europe Convention on the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe (the ‘Granada 
Convention 1984’) ratified by Ireland in 1997 

 

Local Government (Planning and Development) Act, 2000 

 

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning Authorities Department of the Environment, 
Heritage and Local Government (2004) 

 

Action on Architecture 2002-2005 Government Policy on Architecture 

 

European Council Directive on Environmental Impact Assessment (85/337/EEC), 1985 and Amending 
Directive (97/11/EC), 1997 

 

Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites, Venice 1964. ICOMOS 
Charter, Principles for the Analysis, Conservation and Structural Restoration of Architectural Heritage, 
2003 

 

ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Historic Towns and Urban Areas, The Washington Charter, 
1987 

 

ICOMOS Principles for the Conservation of Industrial Heritage Sites, Structures, Areas and 
Landscapes 2011 

 

ICOMOS The Valletta Principles for the Safeguarding and Management of Historic Cities, Towns and 
Urban Areas 2011 

 

ICOMOS International Cultural Tourism Charter, Managing Tourism at Places of Heritage Significance 
1999 

 

ICOMOS The Nara Document on Authenticity, 1994 

 

Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance - (The Burra 
Charter) (Australia ICOMOS) 1981 

 

Convention for the Protection of World Cultural and National Heritage. (1972) 

 

UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (2011) 

 

https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/structures_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/structures_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/towns_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/GA2011_ICOMOS_TICCIH_joint_principles_EN_FR_final_20120110.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/GA2011_ICOMOS_TICCIH_joint_principles_EN_FR_final_20120110.pdf
http://civvih.icomos.org/sites/default/files/CIVVIH%20Valletta%20Principles.pdf
http://civvih.icomos.org/sites/default/files/CIVVIH%20Valletta%20Principles.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/INTERNATIONAL_CULTURAL_TOURISM_CHARTER.pdf
https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf
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The limited response to the design of the scheme presented as window dressing of the OPW 

scheme and the disregard for conservation and heritage issues in urban landscape design 

within historic places clearly demonstrated by the proposal shows the limited possibility for 

the brief to procure consultants for the proposal given its place as Phase 0 of the existing 

LLFRS. 

 

National Inventory of Architectural Heritage 
 
20515061 – Parliament Bridge 
Father Mathew Quay: 

20514320, 20514321, 20514322, 20514323, 20514325 Capuchin Monastery, 20514326 
Holy Trinity Church (National Importance), 
Morrison’s Quay: 

20514333, 20514336, 20514337 
George’s Quay (opposite quay): 

20514690, 20514689, 20514688, 20514687, 20514686, 20514685, 20514684, 20514683, 
20514682, 20514681, 20514680, 20514679, 20514678, 20514677, 20514675, 20514674, 
20514673, 20514672, 20514671, 20514667, 20514923 
Union Quay (opposite quay): 

20515208, 20515004, 20515001, 20514998, 20514997, 20514996, 20514995 
 
In total there are 38 no. buildings on the national inventory along the quays, 37 no. 
buildings of regional significance and 1 no. building of National Significance (Holy 
Trinity Church). 

 

Protected Structures under Planning and Development Act 2000 
following Granada Convention 

 
PS270 – Parliament Bridge 
Father Mathew Quay and Morrison’s Quay: PS086 – Capuchin Priory, PS078 – Holy Trinity 
Church, PS079 – 1, PS080 – 2 , PS081 – 3 , PS082 – 4 , PS083 – 5 , PS084 – 6 , PS085 – 
7, PS998 – Post Box 
George’s Quay (opposite quay): PS117 – 1, PS099 – 6, PS100 – 7, PS101 – 8, PS102 – 9, 
PS103 – 10, PS104 – 14, PS105 – 15, PS106 – 16, PS107 – 17, PS108 – 18, PS109 – 19, 
PS110 – 20, PS111 – 21, PS112 – 22, PS113 – 23, PS114 – 2, PS975 – Post Box 
Union Quay (opposite quay): PS450 – Former Kraft Warehouse (limestone frontage, PS432 
– Red Brick Warehouse (adjoining School of Music), PS442 – 1, PS444 – 2, PS446 – 3, 
PS448 – 4 
 
In total there are 35 no. protected structures along the quays relating directly to the 
proposal. 
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10 Archaeology 
 

The quays of the city and Morrison’s Island are recognised as significant to the development 
of Cork in the Cork City Development Plan including over ground and underground 
archaeology. The Morrison’s Island project would remove or cover much of what’s over 
ground or just beneath the surface and remove extensive archaeology underground. The 
quays were often progressively built in front of older and rarer versions and as such rare 
structures exist behind the existing quay walls the extent of which is not defined and all of 
which is proposed to be excavated. 

 

Page 108 9.14 Archaeology is the study of past societies through the material 
remains left by those societies and the evidence of their environment. All remains and 
objects and any other traces of humankind from past times are considered elements 
of our archaeological heritage. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 108 Objective 9.4 Archaeological Heritage 

Cork City Council will aim to protect, record and promote the rich archaeological 
heritage of the city. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The LLFRS and Morrison’s Island plan would dramatically and negatively affect the 
preservation of archaeology in the city both underground and over ground. Many historic 
quay walls and landscapes sit directly behind the existing later structures, even the very 
early ones may have ancient remains behind them. The possibility for extensive 
underground archaeology in the LLFRS and at Morrison’s Island (where it is likely) has not 
been studied. 

 

Page 108 Objective 9.5 Sites of Established Archaeological Interest 

Cork City Council will protect and enhance the archaeological value of the sites (and 
their settings) listed in the Record of Monuments and Places (RMP). 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The quays of Cork are lined with items listed in the Record of Monuments and Places and 
entirely and completely form the setting of such. They should they be protected under the 
Granada Convention and the Planning and Development Act 2000. Both the Act and the City 
Development Plan combined with the EU Floods Directive and Arhaus Convention strongly 
suggest rigorous protection of the quayside landscape and the maritime heritage and 
archaeology of the city. The correct level of consideration of heritage value to the city and 
local economy would have precluded it’s destruction as set out in the LLFRS at an earlier 
stage. The Directives, Conventions and Acts individually and together do not allow for the 
alien and limited form of development that constitutes the Morrison’s Island Cork City / OPW 
proposal. 

 

Page 114 Objective 9.20 Underwater Archaeology 

All development proposals which will impact on riverine, intertidal and sub-tidal 
environments should be accompanied by an archaeological assessment. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Page 114 9.30 The City Council has a legal duty to protect and promote good 
custodianship of built heritage assets, including those on the Record of Protected 
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Structures and in Architectural Conservation Areas with the resources that it has available to 
it. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The City Council are custodians of The Quays of Cork which contain many structures on the 
Record of Protected Structures and Architectural Conservation areas and have failed in their 
duty to protect the quays against OPW LLFRS proposals and reflects their duty and the will 
of citizens who have invested in the city. The Morrison’s Island proposals of the LLFRS and 
Cork City Council are located in the setting of protected structures, recorded monuments 
and within part of and the environment of a recognised conservation area. Archaeological 
assessment which hasn’t been carried out would confirm the vast quantities underground 
which are proposed to be removed which may cause extensive damage, delays and 
unknown additional costs. 

 

Page 120 9.60 Many non structural elements such as curtilage features, 

historic gardens, stone walls, historic ironwork, historic plaques and street furniture 
(post boxes, horse troughs etc.) contribute to our built heritage. These items are often 
an integral part of the urban landscape or provide significant historic references 
which contribute to the character of an area. These elements can be vulnerable to 
needless, partial or total destruction and theft as well as poor reconstruction due to 
carelessness and a lack of awareness. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

Morrison’s Quay and the quays generally contain significant over ground archaeology of 
bollards and railings of different sources that are proposed to be removed. Particularly 
notable are elements of archaeology beside Parliament Bridge. The intervention of concrete 
paving, kerbs and tarmac under the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island proposals is inappropriate 
to what is considerate intervention in an historic place. 

 

Page 121 9.61 Of immense importance are the 19th century elements 

associated with the north and south channel. Important features include quay walls, 
railings, bollards, kerbing etc. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

The immense importance of the quays is recognised by the city Development Plan and it is 
from this that protection that should be afforded the quays is promised to those who have 
invested in the city. It is those people whose rights of consideration of property need to be 
protected; not only for the value of their assets but for the future economic prosperity of the 
city, and its ability to attract tourism, workers and investment and to maintain the wellbeing of 
citizens. 
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11 Tourism 
 

Cork City has one of the most significant 17th, 18th and 19th Century riverside landscapes, in an 
urban context anywhere in the world. Without even basic assessment and against the city 
development plan the LLFRS would destroy the significant latent tourism potential of this 
landscape relating to authentic cultural heritage and amenity. As Phase 0 of the Lower Lee 
(Cork City) Drainage Plan the Morrison’s Island project would greatly and indefinably affect the 
tourism potential of the city while also representing a waste of a significant opportunity for the 
city. 

 

1.1.6 Cultural tourism is increasing and playing a significant part in the tourist 
economy. The conservation of our built environment contributes to the attractiveness 
of our country as a place that we can enjoy and invite others to visit. Many people are 
employed in the heritage sector in Ireland. The promotion of local history for tourism 
purposes is a significant part of the economy and should be closely bound up with a genuine 
appreciation of the historic environment that is the backdrop for all visitors, national and 
foreign alike. 

 

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

13.20 Tourism generates significant expenditure in the city, helps to support 
businesses and jobs and contributes to the infrastructure and physical regeneration 
of the built and natural environment. A strong tourist industry can help enhance the 
image of the City Centre and generate a positive attitude within the wider population, 
prospective developers and investors. 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

It is clear that tourism is based on authentic heritage and that this is recognised in planning 
objectives and guidelines. Attractiveness, meaning, history and authenticity combined with 
connection to other places and specific material quality all define what authenticity means 
amongst other intangible aspects of a place. Morrison’s Island is an opportunity for Cork to 
define how it will treat heritage and landscape for generations and how the centre of the city 
(often just a place to stay for one night) will present itself to the rest of the world. It may 
define who we are by showing how we care for our past for setting and for our environment. 
It shows who we are in our understanding (or lack of) of authenticity and heritage and our 
respect for the history of the place that we come from and have been given the duty to care 
for. How we present Cork to the World reflects who we are and the LLFRS, The Lower Lee 
(Cork City) Drainage Plan and the Morrison’s Island Phase 0 of the scheme does not reflect 
us well. This is in evidence in how other places care for and design within their historic 
landscapes such as Copenhagen, Bristol, Lisbon, Aarhus, Amsterdam Gdansk etc all who 
profit daily from extraordinary tourist revenues (fig. 38-41). The inbound Tourist Spend in 
2016 in Billions of Euro for Amsterdam was 11.8€bn, Brussels earned 6.3€bn and Prague 
5.9€bn. We are failing to capitalise on the potential of Cork City in terms of tourism and the 
LLFRS scheme in all its phases reflects who we are and what we think of Cork and would 
lead to a lost opportunity for future generations who may want to restore the quays following 
their destruction but could not afford to do so and ironically had lost the source of income 
(the authenticity of the city) to do so. 

 

Slowing the Flow of Rivers is now accepted practice in the EU. A fast-flowing river that is 
elevated and railed and walled off with much less points of access alters the entire dynamic 
of the river in the city reducing its use as an amenity and making the environment more 
hostile and dangerous. This widespread alteration at Morrison’s Island and elsewhere would 
affect tourism and the local economy as well as reducing amenity for residents.  
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12 Design in Historic Places 
 

Conflict as the Developer 
 

Historic places require good design. Despite being based entirely on the requirement of the 
LLFRS, a drainage led proposal, the design interventions to try to humanise or make the 
proposals contextual have been unsuccessful. New intervention in historic places should be 
respectful of the authenticity of the place and not parasitic in nature. 

 

The project raises ground levels affecting views, decreases access to the river, and in doing 
so makes the river a more dangerous place to be in, especially if not intended to be or wishing 
to get out from the water. The images of scattered seating, (timber crates?), tarmac and 
coloured concrete slabs with stainless rails evokes a dated corporate landscape that detracts 
from its own bad design with impractical props. The scattered timber crates show a lack of 
understanding of urban places. They are worth noting as they demonstrate the lack of 
understanding of the designers of the place for which the work relates and the nature of 
successful urban space and even successful seating in urban places. 

 

1.1.2 Sympathetic maintenance, adaptation and re-use can allow the architectural 
heritage to yield aesthetic, environmental and economic benefits ...The creative challenge is 
to find appropriate ways to satisfy the requirements of a structure to be safe, durable and 
useful on the one hand, and to retain its character and special interest on the other. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The creative challenge of intervention, sympathetic maintenance and adaptation of heritage 
structures is a challenge that has not been met at Morrison’s Island by OPW or OPW 
consultants. The kind of intervention required is specific. Whether appropriate assessment 
would have recommended any intervention at Morrison’s Island is unknown as it wasn’t 
carried out however it is likely that intervention would be minimised and designed by 
specialists of which there are very few not identified through qualifications, experience or 
competition based on a specific brief that aims to preserve authenticity. 

 

7.6.1 The character and special interest of a protected structure can be 
damaged by inappropriate works. Most obviously, a structure can be demolished or 
partly demolished. It can also be stripped of its value and distinctiveness by neglect 
and decay, unsuitable alteration, uninformed repair or over restoration. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

It is with regret for Cork that this reflects the current condition of its historic quayside 
landscape and structures yet the potential exists for economical repair and intervention 
because they are largely intact. The great rarity of the landscape should not be diminished or 
stripped of distinctiveness by unsuitable alteration.  

 

13.5.2 Where a formal relationship exists between a protected structure and its 
ancillary buildings or features, new construction which interrupts that relationship 
should rarely be permitted. There may be a designed vista between a building and a built 
or landscape feature within its gardens or a less formal relationship between a house and its 
outbuildings. Similarly, the relationship between the protected structure and the street 
should not be damaged. New works should not adversely impact on views of the principal 
elevations of the protected structure. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 
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New construction that would affect a relationship between a structure and other structures or 
a designed vista or street should not adversely impact on the views of the principle 
elevations. This applies to all structures of importance on the quays of Cork and at 
Morrison’s Island especially where there are significant buildings, bridges and designed 
landscapes. 

 

7.7.1 The principle of promoting minimum intervention in a protected structure is best 
summed up by the maxim ‘do as much as necessary and as little as possible’. Dramatic 

interventions in a protected structure are rarely appropriate. The best work in 
conservation terms is often that which is low key, involves the least work and can be 
inexpensive. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

There is little doubt but that the design for the LLFRS in the historic core of Cork is a 
drainage led proposal that did not carry out adequate assessment of options and 
alternatives. Examination of the drawings presented reflects this bias. The Morrison’s Island 
Phase 0 proposal reflects a heavy handed and unnecessary scheme that is imbalanced in its 
own relationship with context as well as its own size and magnitude of construction. Crucially 
it is not defined by being as little intervention as possible in a heritage environment and this 
is due partly on the LLFRS initial design and partly on a lack of creativity in the proposed 
design or interpretation of the required criteria for consideration. It may be assumed that the 
brief for any aesthetic change to the LLFRS phase 0 scheme was that it couldn’t alter the 
proposal in any meaningful way or that resources that would allow such considerations were 
not presented. 

 

GOAL 5 MAINTAIN AND CAPITALISE ON CORK’S UNIQUE FORM AND CHARACTER 

Cork City’s unique character derives from the combination of plan, topography, built 
fabric and the setting provided by the River Lee valley. The dramatic east west ridges 
create the visual setting for the city. The goal of the Plan is to protect and capitalise on the 
unique character of the city, both the character derived from the natural environment and the 
man-made character created by the built form, while providing opportunities for new 
development. New development will be required to respect and reflect the dramatic 
topography as well as the landscape and ecology of the city. It must also respect the built 
heritage of the city, in particular areas of significant historic character such as the 
City Centre, the historic north-south spine and the historic villages in the suburbs.  
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

Objective 13.21 City Centre Design Quality and Context 

a. To ensure that new development is of the highest quality and respects, safeguards and 

enhances the special character of the City Centre 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

Page 195 13.37: A high quality public realm makes the City Centre a more 

desirable place to live, work and visit. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 

 

A high quality of public realm intervention is important to the city. This implies a high level of 
consideration that balances all that is important in the Development Plan. High quality 
means high level of consideration of design and the historic environment in the manner often 
seen in other European Countries. This can ensure consideration of the historic environment 
and historic materials and design consideration in sympathy with historic setting and the 
requirements of amenity, continuity, identity, the protection of heritage and tourism which 
can greatly benefit a city economically and socially. The LLFRS and Morrison’s Island 
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proposal does not do this. Other cities invest in shared surfaces, the provision of bicycle 
priority zones and lanes and space that may adapt on a weekly or monthly cycle without 
limiting designated roadway functions like tarmac corridors and parking bays that can’t be 
altered. Historic cities and historic quays are often cobbled or surfaced in historic materials 
with an emphasis on spending less and revealing more heritage. A high-quality public realm 
does not mean spending on inappropriate intervention. It can often mean merely quietly 
removing inappropriate additions and revealing historic surfaces while improving the 
landscape by minimal and unseen intervention. The public realm is not defined by just 
paving, it is everything that defines a place or space and the proposal at Morrison’s Island 
introduces a wall and concrete paving and tarmac that by crude design would undoubtedly 
be the burden to remove of future generations almost the minute it was be completed. 

 

Key principles of urban design and conservation of places are set out in the Department of 
Arts Heritage and the Gaeltacht Shaping the Future document 2012 which forms the 
framework for policies to promote quality design in historic urban spaces. The document 
refers to the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning Authorities 2004 and 
2011 specifically. 

 

“To understand and address the existing environment which makes up our cities, towns and 
villages while responding to this context with appropriate planning strategies at a macro level 
prior to detailed development of proposals.” 

 

“The continued commitment to the ‘highest standards in the protection, conservation, and 
maintenance of the historic built environment’ as set out in the Architectural Heritage 
Protection Guidelines by way of the sympathetic conservation, adaptation and reuse of 
historic buildings.” 

 

The applicant’s proposal for Morrison’s Island (Phase 0) of the LLFRS is almost the 
antithesis of current thinking in the design of urban spaces in Historic areas. By promoting 
the plan, the City Council are in conflict with their role to protect the city from low quality 
proposals, particularly in the historic centre. 

 

The City Council has a clear conflict of interest in carrying out its role as planning authority 
and developer and cannot carry out its role as it should to protect the city by rejecting the 
LLFRS or rejecting the poor quality of design in the Morrison’s Island Part 0 scheme. The 
conflict in combination with pressure to act has led them to support a scheme that places the 
city in confusion and flux until the day it is completed (after up to 10 years), is poorly 
supported locally and would not protect the entire docklands area that it is their objective to 
develop. A tidal barrier once decided upon would remove the majority of considerations of 
flooding in the city for those willing to promote new development.  The technology of the tidal 
barrier can be easily made to work to protect far more of the city for less expenditure 
including the dockland area. 
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13 Traffic and Transport 
 

Little real study of impact on traffic and transport has been carried out and the assumptions 
made of the usage of the quays under the Morrison’s Island application which have become a 
widely used car park for the city centre. The proposals don’t give due consideration to the 
removal of so many parking spaces. Shared surfaces that predominate in quayside locations 
and heritage landscapes throughout Europe could easily, flexibly adapt to changing parking 
needs while supporting cycle uses and multifunctional use. The thinking behind the proposal 
is outdated and without creativity it is limited to a poor interpretation of standards that have 
not been interpreted to relate to the specific circumstances of the historic quayside location. 

 

The current car parking in Morrison’s Island makes up almost 10 % of all surface car parking 

in the city centre. A linear relationship with the income the City Council brings in from on 

street parking could mean a revenue drop of approximately €1 million annually under the 

City Council / OPW Morrison’s Island Phase 0 proposal. The drop in revenue is likely to be 

much higher however considering the high occupancy rate of parking spaces on Morrison’s 

Island. The loss of this parking for the duration of the works, and the reduction of 115 car 

spaces overall when completed is very significant (fig. 25). 

 

The loss of in excess of 115 high occupancy rate parking spaces that are subject to €2 per 

hour disc parking with a maximum limit of 2 hours are more likely to be utilised by a much 

higher proportion of shoppers than daily commuters due to these factors. There is a high 

occupancy rate of these spaces at the weekends where the spaces are likely to be 

exclusively to be used by shoppers and in the evening times when the use is most likely to 

be for customers of the City centre’s hospitality business. The loss of these spaces would 

cause a change in shopper behaviour impacting on the City Centre business community. 

 

Parking provision in the scheme is defined by constructed, kerbed parking bays which are 

inflexible and cannot adapt. The quays could have flexible parking occupancy allowing much 

more occupancy at different times including allowing flexible occupancy that could react to 

needs as the requirement changes and a sustainable urban customer base is established 

that may support local business over time. Shared spaces and flexible space in terms of 

design defines historic and quayside landscapes in cities across Europe and can be highly 

beneficial for users. The application of such rigorous forms of limited parking allowance and 

functional rigour that defines Phase 0 is out of date in that it misses opportunities for urban 

space to exist to serve an ever-changing city and can’t respond to the parking need in the 

area as it is now and as it may become in future in sympathy with the needs of local 

business. It is bad design because it isn’t considerate of all the issues that may influence a 

considerate result because it is so heavily defined by a pre-existing design requirement 

under the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme and very poor interpretation of design 

standards. 

 
Layout Plan and Cross Section Drawings Discrepancy 
 
The Transport Assessment states that, “As part of the Proposed Streetscape Enhancement 
an extensive public lighting scheme is planned for the area. This will ensure a safe 
environment for all users of the area after dark.” This is welcomed and is echoed in the 

‘Proposed Layout Plan’ Drawings No. MOR-1000 to 1004 which details extensive public 
lighting along the shared path nearside in intervals of c. 20-30m. However, the provision of 
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extensive lighting has not been reflected in the cross-sectional drawings of the scheme, 
Drawings No. MOR-3000 to MOR-3004. In fact, public lighting has been omitted entirely 
from 5 of the 8 cross sections and only one of these, cross-section G-G, details the public 
lighting in its correct position.  Drawing No. MOR 3004 also indicates public lighting, 
however, there is a discrepancy between the location of the public lighting shown here and 
in the Proposed Layout Plan Drawing No. MOR-1000. This discrepancy indicates a lack of 
attention to detail and quality control within the applicant’s design procedures.  
 
Public lighting is not the only element of the built environment that is omitted from the cross-
section detailing. The positioning of the bike rental scheme is not included and this has a 
substantial negative impact on the effective width of the shared use path. 
 

Effective Width of Shared Use Path 

 
The effective width is the useful width where the route is not bounded by vertical features.  
The omission of the bike rental docking stations and other street furniture on the cross 
sections is does not give a true indication of the useful width of the shared use path. For 
example, cross section E-E within Drawing No.  MOR 3002 details the shared use path 
alongside the carriageway. It omits the bike rental docking stations, which occupies a space 
of 1.500m in width, taking this into account; the width of the shared use path is reduced from 
4.600m to 3.100m. The vertical edge features create the need for additional width. In the 
absence of Irish guidelines, best practice for shared use infrastructure relies on guidance 
from the UK Department of Transports (DoTs) Local Transport Note 1/12 Shared Use 
Routes for Pedestrians and Cyclists. These vertical edge features require additional width for 
a shared use path. Therefore, in accordance with Table 7.4 of Transport Note 1/12, the 
required widths for each of the cross sections is outlined below.  
 

Cross 
Section 

Type Type of Edge Constraint Total  
Required 
width to 
maintain 
effective 
width 

Applicants 
Proposed 
width 

Applicant 
Achieves 
Minimum 
Effective 
Width 

Unsegregated 
shared use 
preferred 
width (m) 
 

Kerb up 
to 
150mm 
high 

Vertical 
feature 
from 
150 to 
600 mm 
high  

Vertical 
feature 
above 
600 mm 
high  

   

3.000m 0.200m 0.250m 0.500m    

Section 
A-A 

3.000m +0.200 - +0.500 3.700m 4.900 Yes 

Section 
B-B 

3.000m +0.200 - +0.500 3.700m 3.750 Yes 

Section 
C-C 

3.000m - +0.250m - 3.250m 3.100 No 

Section 
D-D 

3.000m - +0.250m - 3.250m 3.000 No 

Section 
E-E 

3.000m +0.200 - +0.500 3.700m 3.100* No 

*Bike rental docking station shown immediately adjacent to Cross Section E-E: 4.600m-
1.500m = 3.100m 
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The location choice of the cross-section detailing does not reflect the overall design as the 
applicant has chosen the widest points on the shared use scheme, however, for the majority 
of the scheme, the shared use path is approximately 3.000m wide given the provision of 
either car parking bays, bike rental docking stations, street furniture and public lighting 
located along it. The cross-sectional detailing does not give an accurate or true reflection of 
the width of the shared use path and may be misleading.  
 
The preferred minimum width of a shared use path is 3.000m as per previously stated 
guidelines, however, minimum widths relate to what is physically required for the convenient 
passage of a small number of users. They do not take into account the need for increase 
width to accommodate larger user flows. Wherever it is possible, widths large than the 
minimum should be used, the guidelines clearly state that practitioners should not regard 
minimum widths as design targets.  
 
In summary, the shared use path provided along the majority of the scheme is of a 
substandard width.  Shared use schemes are often implemented to improve conditions for 
cyclists, but it is essential that they are designed to take into account the needs of everyone 
expected to use the facility. Poorly designed schemes, and schemes where the available 
width is insufficient to comfortably accommodate the expected flows of pedestrians and 
cyclists, are likely to reduce the amenity value of the route.  
 
It appears the applicant is unclear of the expected volume of pedestrians and cyclists that 
will use the scheme, as they have not demonstrated the approach taken to determine the 
width of the proposed share use facility necessary to accommodate predicted pedestrians 
and cyclists. Indeed, the provision of the substandard width of the shared use element 
highlights the lack of consideration to non-car modes and gives the impression that any 
design feature for non-car modes has been added in as an afterthought to the Transport 
Assessment and the design. The guidelines for the preparation of Transport Assessments 
are mentioned in the report, yet, it appears have not been adhered to when it comes to 
sustainable modes of transport and instead has narrowly focused on the movement of 
vehicular traffic. A quick text of the Transport Assessment search confirms the heavy 
emphasis on car movement with text of cycling/cyclist/bicycle(s)/cycle(s)/bike occurring 20 
times, pedestrian only 19 times, yet vehicle(s)/vehicular appears 36 times.  
 
The Transport Assessment guidelines state; “In urban areas, ways to promote non-car 
access to the proposed development need to be explored. Non-car access includes 
convenient pedestrian and cycle interconnection between existing and proposed 
developments and public transport facilities. The assessment should also look at the existing 
levels of public transport use and, where appropriate, identify measures to maximise such 
use.”  

 
The applicant has not provided “...convenient cycle interconnection” as they include a 
statement that, “Cyclists travelling in the same direction as the one-way system are expected 
to use the carriageway.” This is grossly inconvenient given that cyclists are already on the 

shared use path and are now expected to exit and re-join traffic on the carriageway. This 
solution does not reflect real usage patterns. It is not believable that all cyclists will only 
travel one-way on a shared use path where pedestrians are allowed to travel in both 
directions on it. Drawing No. MOR-3001 details cross-section C-C where the applicant 
expects all cyclists travelling westwards, after crossing Trinity Bridge, to join the carriageway 
and not use the shared use path. Even though the shared use path continues in a westward 
direction along the quay, is directly linked with a clear route to the bridge and where 
pedestrians can freely use it in both directions.    
 
The UK DoTs Local Transport Note 1/12 states, “...for any shared use route (segregated or 
otherwise) away from the road, it can be assumed that cyclists will want to travel along the 
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route in both directions. “The guidance is clear that shared use paths are for pedestrians and 
cyclists to use in both directions. Again, this highlights the applicants disregard to other road 
users’ actual needs and usage patterns. It also calls into question the applicant’s knowledge 
of current best practice in this area of infrastructure design.  
 
The applicant has stated that “...cyclists will benefit from the reduced speed on the 
carriageway...” The applicant has not demonstrated via a speed survey or indeed 

observation or even local media reports that there was an issue with speeding along 
Morrison’s Island. Given the current existing conditions of perpendicular parking along the 
Quayside, narrow carriageway, and multiple entry/exit points, it would be challenging to drive 
at speed along this route. From observations, vehicular speeds are very low. It is unclear 
why the applicant would include a misleading statement. 

 
Data Collection 
 
The Transport Assessment states it has been prepared in accordance with Transport 
Infrastructure Irelands (TIIs) 2014 Transport Assessment Guidelines (TAG). The TAG 
includes advice on where to seek further TII guidance on data collection which advises that 
all data collection should be carried out during a ‘neutral’ month, avoiding national and local 
holiday periods, local school holidays, mid-terms and any other abnormal traffic periods. 
Neutral periods are defined as “...Monday to Thursdays during the following periods: late 
March and April – excluding the period surrounding St. Patrick’s Day and Easter; May – 
excluding the Thursday before and all of the week of the Bank Holiday; September – 
excluding school holidays and the return to school weeks; October – excluding the Thursday 
before and all of the week of the Bank Holiday; and All of November. Bank Holidays (and the 
days before and after it) should be avoided. “ 

The traffic surveys for 2no. of the 5no. sites were undertaken during a non ‘neutral’ month, 
June. The data is incomplete. New data collection is required on a neutral month which will 
ensure the results of the traffic analysis do not misrepresent actual vehicular movement.  
The date, duration and location of the traffic surveys are recorded within the Transport 
Assessment. However, there is no mention of any car parking survey having been 
undertaken.   

 

Car Parking Survey 

 
Parking management, when appropriately applied, can significantly reduce the number of 
parking spaces required in a particular situation and provide a variety of additional benefits. 
Parking management strategies include:  

 Strategies that increases parking facility efficiency  

 Strategies that reduce parking demand 

 Support strategies  

The ‘old’ concept of parking problems meant that there was insufficient free parking at each 
location resulting in the provision of maximum supply and minimum pricing. Now, the ‘new’ 
concept is to provide optimum parking supply and price, where too much supply is as 
harmful as too little supply, and too low prices is as harmful as prices that are too high.  
An approach to determine the optimum parking supply would be to use efficiently based 
standards, which means that parking supply decisions are based on specific needs of each 
location and take into account geographic, demographic, and economic factors. With such 
standards, parking facilities are sized so that they may fill up, with management strategies, 
outlined above, used to ensure user convenience and address any overflow problems when 
this occurs. For example, parking provision on Morrison’s Island can be sized to be fully 
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occupied frequently as long as management strategies such as overflow parking options, 
regulations are adequately enforced and additional management strategies are implemented 
as needed.   
As it is not always possible to predict exactly how much parking will be needed at a 
particularly location and how effective management programs will be, efficiency-based 
standards use contingency based planning, a planning strategy that deals with uncertainty 
by implementing some solutions immediately and others on an as needed basis. This means 
that a relatively small supply of parking is built initially with identified specific solutions that 
can be deployed if needed in the future. With contingency based planning, a low supply of 
parking can be provided initially, conditions are monitored, and various strategies are 
identified for deployment if needed. Therefore, a contingency based planning requires a 
monitoring process to alert managers to possible problems.  
The applicant has substantially reduced the number of car parking spaces from 148 to 33. 
They have not outlined any strategy as to how to manage user convenience and address 
any overflow problems that could occur.  
In fact, the applicant has not demonstrated that they have carried out a comprehensive or 
indeed limited parking survey which would include:  
 

 An inventory of existing parking facilities 

 An examination of the adequacy of existing laws and ordinances 

 An analysis of the limitations of administrative responsibility 

 Usage patterns for existing parking facilities including duration of parking and walking 

distances 

 Current demand patterns 

 Possible methods of financing 

 Traffic flow 

 Parking characteristics 

 Effect of large traffic generators 

A substantial reduction of parking spaces has been proposed by the applicant without 
adequate knowledge of the existing usage or duration within the study area. From 
observations, the demand for parking is not only high during the weekdays, but also at 
weekends during the day and evening. No contingency or any parking management 
strategies have been proposed by the applicant to manage the parking.  
 
Improving walking and cycling conditions could support parking management strategies, 
however, as previously stated, the effective width of the inflexible shared use path proposed 
is below standard. Walking and cycling trips are negatively affected by the quality of the 
walking and cycling facilities. Litman (2004) has carried out research that parking 
requirements can usually be reduced by 10 to 30% in pedestrian friendly areas compared 
with conventional standards, due to shifts from automobile to non-motorised modes and the 
increased feasibility of using shared and remote parking. Using this research alone, parking 
on Morrison’s Island should only be reduced to a maximum provision of 104 car parking 
spaces, yet without any evidence, guidance, research, contingency or mitigation, the 
applicant has chosen 33 car parking spaces as the new maximum provision on Morrison’s 
Island. This substantial reduction of car parking spaces without transportation demand 
management strategies to increase transportation system efficiently by changing travel 
behaviour, will have substantial negative impact on user convenience and the economic 
vibrancy of the adjoining areas. The applicant has not included any Improved Transport 
Options, Incentives to Shift Mode, Land Use Management, Policies and Programs in 

the proposals, which are part of transportation demand management systems. 
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The applicant should be requested to develop an integrated parking plan that includes an 
optimal combination of complementary management strategies, which requires a 
comprehensive planning process to identify the combination of strategies that provide the 
greatest overall benefits. A considerate design approach with reference to design in historic 
places can produce urban space that benefits users far better than the basic proposals 
presented. 
Reference 
Litman, T. (2018) ‘Evaluating Active Transport Benefits and Costs Guide to Valuing Walking and Cycling 
Improvements and Encouragement Programs’,  Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org/nmt-tdm.pdf) 

 
 
 
 

14 Value for Money 
 

The cost estimates for Morrison’s Island vary. It is understood that OPW are contributing to 
the scheme in partnership with Cork City Council. The proportion is yet to be agreed. Without 
the unworkable aspects of the LLFRS defining it, the Morrison’s Island scheme could be much 
better designed (including reference to The International Design Competition for the Quays) 
and cost much less. The opportunity to create an authentic urban space that is warranted by 
the specific landscape and setting Cork is lost in favour of a costly investment, defined by the 
parasitic needs of the flawed LLFRS. Overspending on a grand scale is the history of OPW 
flood walls and drainage projects. 

 

7.7.1 The principle of promoting minimum intervention in a protected structure is best 
summed up by the maxim ‘do as much as necessary and as little as possible’. Dramatic 
interventions in a protected structure are rarely appropriate. The best work in conservation 

terms is often that which is low key, involves the least work and can be inexpensive. 
Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planners 

 

The impact of localised flooding caused by tidal events at Morrison’s Island could be 
controlled for very little expenditure while the city decides what course to take. It is widely 
demonstrated that before water collects on the quayside at Morrison’s Island that it rises 
from the ground in other locations. The proposal can only protect what is a very limited area 
of concern without being connected to the rest of the 15km LLFRS proposals. Walls often 
concentrate flooding at their extremities and the creation of a flood wall along two quays 
could increase flooding risk in other areas. 

 

There is no doubt but that the space requires minimal intervention without the need for flood 
walls of the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme. Review of the larger project based on 
its feasibility and a multicriteria cost benefit analysis including it’s relationship to the 
Docklands area could discount the entire LLFRS and make the Morrison’s Island project a 
costly white elephant. The contributions of City Council to the OPW to carry out the works 
would be far in excess of what would be required to improve the area without the constraints 
of the LLFRS (Phase 0) in its current form. The Morrison’s Island Phase 0 project is a waste 
of resources by the city and by the OPW. It should not be considered without a clear path on 
the best flood protection measures for the city which includes its new boundary and 
development possibilities based on multicriteria assessment.  

 

The initial budget for the OPW Walls Scheme started at €20 million and could now reach up 
to and over €200 million. The similar (but smaller) OPW Walls Scheme for the River Nore 
began at €13 million and rose to a real contract figure of €47 million, as noted in Chapter 4 of 
the Comptroller and Auditor General’s Report on the Accounts of the Public Services, 2013. 
An increase to 360% is an alarming prospect for a Walls Scheme that could severely reduce 

http://www.vtpi.org/nmt-tdm.pdf
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the economic potential of Cork City. Although the OPW have not yet embarked on a project 
of such complexity or scale, involving the challenging ground conditions and water regimes 
that are present in Cork and therefore it would be prudent to expect that significant cost 
overruns are not only possible, but probable at Morrison’s Island. Precedent shows that 
neither of the schemes carried out in the significantly smaller Mallow scheme were 
completed within the contract programme (the programme over-ran by between 50 and 
80%). In 2018 MMC Quantity Surveyors carried out a detailed cost estimate of the LLFRS 
concluding that it would cost over €200m even without consideration of the unknown ground 
water pumping scheme which could add further millions to the scheme. A cost of over 
€300m to extend the Walls protection as far as the Little Island Tidal Barrier even without 
benefit considerations for the protection of the Douglas estuary or the ground water 
protection that may be required for the extension. OPW have accepted the need for a Tidal 
Barrier now if the Walls aren’t built. The LLFRS is an unnecessary and costly project. If 
multicriteria assessment was employed, as it should be under the EU Floods Directive, the 
negative financial impact on the local economy and tourism as well as property should 
eliminate any possibility of consideration of the LLFRS without independent assessment of 
the alternatives. 

 

Under the principles of the Cork City Development Plan and planning guidelines for Local 
Authorities restrained and authentic intervention could improve vastly greater areas of the 
riverside landscape for the same or less than half the predicted spending of the Morrison’s 
Island proposal. The strangulation of Cork by the LLFRS is based in not knowing what areas 
of the city it would protect or when and as such it dictates that almost no works can be 
carried out that are relevant to the city without full acceptance of the proposal or a full 
rejection of it in favour of the tidal barrier solution. In contrast the tidal barrier solution once 
pursued, which could be immediate, would define and support all opportunities immediately 
and allow investment in known circumstances that could free the local economy. 

 

In 2018 the government administered two schemes that could have supported investment in 
Cork. Under Project 2040, The URBAN REGENERATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND 
2018 could have provided matching funding for the entire repair and restoration of the quays 
of Cork and for a developed design based on the Morrison’s Island International Design 
Competition (fig. 43-45). Two projects that could significantly contribute to Cork without any 
requirement for OPW finance.  

 

The Climate Action Fund 2018, could have provided funding for the entire feasibility 
assessment and design proposals for a tidal barrier at Little Island. The LLFRS having been 
designed for Cork without due consideration under the EU Floods Directive, The EIA 
Directive, The Planning Act 2000 and the City Development Plan, is now severely limiting 
development and funding opportunities for the city by its own nature. This strangulation of 
the city by bad design is limiting available funding for Cork proving that the LLFRS is not only 
too expensive in its own right but also it is preventing the possibilities for funding for 
legitimate works that would otherwise be designed and carried out without hesitation. In the 
case of the Climate Action fund there could be no project more appropriate to Cork now than 
progressing the study of the possibility of a tidal barrier. The nature of the Morrison’s Island 
Proposal as an OPW / Cork City Council project excludes it from further funding under the 
Urban Regeneration and Development Fund because the City Council officers will not 
pursue alternative proposals.  

 

City Hall as the developers of the project have a clear conflict of interest within the project 
structure which should not be a phase of the OPW scheme promoted under the Arterial 
Drainage Act. OPW have a conflict of interest in relation to the tidal barrier which is why 
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Independent Review has been called for by City Councillors. All this conflict and uncertainty 
is leading to waste and loss in terms of funding for Cork City. 

 

 “The lynch pin of the OPW design is the belief that the Dams on the Lee are 
good for small floods but not for big ones. But the premise is false. The Dams are good for 
big floods, so high walls are not required, their construction a significant waste of public 
funds.” 
 

Philip O’Kane 

Professor Emeritus UCC. Chair of Civil Engineering National University of Ireland, Cork. Honorary 
Fellow UNESCO IHE Institute for Water Education, Delft NL. Former member of UNESCO Italian 
Government Committee for the Safeguard of the Lagoon of Venice. 

 

The use of demountable barriers and flood walls and pumps to maintain a dry city rather 
than by tidal barrier means that many properties that now have flood insurance will not be 
able to get flood insurance. The scheme should be making insurance more available but 
does the opposite by bringing more people into the protected area behind the constructed 
walls and embankments. Support for the LLFRS had been based on the need for flood 
insurance and the belief that the scheme would ensure insurance for those in the city centre 
was not contradicted meaningfully by OPW. Insurance is not given to those protected by 
pumps and demountables which often fail by human or mechanical error (See flooding due 
to pump failure New Orleans August 2017 and May 2018). 
 
Support for the LLFRS related to insurance has waned. This support that had existed locally 
based on real protection and insurance for local business helped the project to progress at 
assessment stage when serious questions should have altered the design of the scheme. 
 

 

 

 

15 Technical Issues 
 

The LLFRS and Morrison’s Island Phase 0 would degrade many aspects of the potential of the 
city including economic and tourism potential as well as the vibrancy of cafe society and 
visual and physical amenity on the river. There are additionally serious flaws in the proposals 
that have come to light that have been largely left without consideration by the developers, 
OPW and Cork City Council. 

 

Demountables in the city are now so extensive in the LLFRS that they are unworkable in terms 
of maintenance logistics, movement of people in the city centre and remove any possibility of 
market-based insurance for flood victims with increased lack of cover for those designed in to 
new protected areas under the LLFRS including areas that have historically never flooded. 

 

These issues sit hand in hand with the issue of the proposed tidal barrier at Little Island which 
has been independently studied by HR Wallingford and Delft University as a feasible proposal 
and continually rejected by OPW without independent assessment. What is most unfortunate 
for Cork is that a possible decade of piecemeal flood walls construction in the city (supported 
by unfair project splitting), gives no certainty to the city in terms of its Development Plan and 
stagnates the expansion of the city into the Docklands area. The Tidal Barrier if it is found to 
be feasible could unlock a great development potential for the city as development 
circumstances would be regularised on the issue of flooding in the LLFRS area and within the 
extended Docklands almost immediately. 
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Demountables under the LLFRS would block pedestrian traffic in a flood event. They are 
extensively proposed on bridges. Widespread disruption would increase every time there 
was a flood event as the events increased in frequency. Experience shows demountables 
are subject to human error which is why insurance companies won’t insure those protected 
by any combination that includes them. They are also are often left entirely in place for long 
periods. 
Morrison’s Island relies on the completion of the entire LLFRS scheme to protect any more 
than a few meters of the local area from flooding which could be currently addressed using 
limited spending and tried and tested techniques. Water rises up from underground and 
would cause flooding the city regardless of any walls at Morrison’s Island. The LLFRS 
causes a strangulation of Cork development based on not knowing what areas of the city it 
would protect, or when and as such it dictates that almost no works can be carried out that 
are relevant to the city without full acceptance of the proposal or a full rejection of it in favour 
of the tidal barrier solution. In contrast the impact of the tidal barrier solution once pursued 
would be immediate by defining the nature of development opportunity for the city with 
widespread planned flood protection and by removing years of uncertainty on the issue. 
 
Alteration of groundwater caused by the LLFRS is a major concern for owners of existing 
buildings. The technical difficulties that discount kilometres of city centre walls as the 
economical and sustainable flood protection scheme for Cork are not present for the tidal 
barrier solution which is based on international experience and the suitability of Cork. 
 

“I maintain a significant interest in the engineering process and the promotion of 
elegant design solutions to modern problems. The option of a tidal barrier at Little Island, in 
combination with a flood protection function in the operation of the Lee Dams, to address the 
issue of flooding in Cork City is, in my opinion, the correct solution to provide flood defence 
for Cork City. While the prospect of aesthetic damage and loss of authentic heritage on the 
City quays concerns me, I believe there are clear advantages to using a tidal barrier to 
protect Cork as it would additionally protect the docklands while also providing climate 
change resilience relating to sea level rise. 
 
I was appointed Chairperson of the Cork Docklands Development Forum in 2007. The City 
Docklands and the Tivoli Docks are an integral part of the City’s development objectives and 
are currently subject to tidal flooding. It is important for the future of the city that the 
Docklands not be omitted from the Lower Lee Flood Relief Scheme proposals and the 
subsequent comparative assessments of estimated costs and benefits between the 
competing options of flood walls and the Little Island Tidal Barrier. The good news for Cork 
is that the technology that provides a solution exists and is proven in operation 
internationally. Tidal barriers and tidal gates operate successfully worldwide, with many more 
under construction and planned. I have lived and worked in the Netherlands where a number 
of different types of tidal gates effectively protect millions of inhabitants. Irish Engineers can 
be complimented for the delivery of flood wall-based defence projects as a suitable 
intervention in some situations. However, flood protection is a complex art and consideration 
must be given to the complexities presented by river systems and manmade” 
 

Gerry Wrixon is President Emeritus of University College Cork, former professor of Micro- 

Electronics and the founder of the National Microelectronic Research Centre, now the 

Tyndall Institute. He gained a primary degree in electrical engineering in UCC in 1961 and 

completed his PhD in Electrical Engineering from the University of California in Berkeley in 

1969. He is a member of the Irish Academy of Engineers and a Fellow of the Royal 

Academy of Engineering. 

 

“A storm surge barrier (also called a tidal barrier in the studies for Cork) is a fully or 
partly movable barrier that can be closed to temporarily close off bays and estuaries during 
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storm surges to provide coastal flood protection. It can also be closed to exert a level of 
downstream control to help alleviate fluvial (river) flooding. Storm surge barriers can 
significantly reduce the length of coastline that is directly exposed to coastal flooding and 
thereby reduce (or prevent) raising of embankments behind the barrier. This is particularly 
beneficial in densely populated areas i.e. in the case of well-established and historic cities. A 
barrier solution can therefore facilitate additional benefits for waterfront development.” 
 

Prof. dr. ir. S.N. (Bas) Jonkman 

Professor of hydraulic engineering 

Delft University of Technology, Delft, the Netherlands 

 

Many more opinions exist that support construction of a tidal barrier option to protect Cork in 
the fastest and safest manner and studies support the thesis that it could be carried out for 
much less expenditure and protect much more of the city. Cork needs urgently to resolve 
this issue and not pursue the commencement of wasteful and unnecessary spending under 
the flawed LLFRS scheme. 
 
 
 
 

16 Ground Water Proposals 
 

Following public consultation in February 2016 it has come to light that groundwater issues 
relating to the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island have been left without resolution and a proposal 
to pump the ground water of the city affected by the LLFRS (on which Morrison’s Island 
depends) hasn’t been designed, presented to the public or priced.  

 

Ground water in Cork varies with the tide and in doing so keeps the foundations of buildings 
stable by maintaining timber piles in water, preventing rotting and maintaining water content 
in the soil that maintains the strength of the city centre foundation system. Those who have 
tried to build basements in the city understand the high-water levels from first hand 
experience.  

 

The LLFRS Walls scheme, including at Morrison’s Island Phase 0, aims to create a continuous 
deep wall separating the river from the city centre. This new circumstance of a solid wall 
between the city centre ground water and the river creates a new set of circumstances.  

 

OPW have admitted in their Supplementary Report on Ground water that the levels of water 
within the quay walls may rise due to the LLFRS proposals. Increased collection of water and 
pumping is now proposed to maintain ground water levels in addition to those initially 
designed within the scheme.  

 

The trapping of water behind the walls where it can’t escape could produce, flooding of the 
city from the inside by raised tidal flood water which already happens and may continue while 
the LLFRS proposals are being constructed or even in unknown locations after they are 
completed.  

 

Serious concerns have also been raised by the possibility of the separation of river water and 
the city groundwater that would cause a drying out of ground water. This may happen in dry 
periods where enough rainwater hasn’t fallen to maintain ground water levels required for 
ground stability and maintenance of timber piles that need to be submerged in water to 
prevent rot. This concern had previously only been an issue of instability caused by the 
extensive nature of excavation and piling during the works. Alleged damage to private 
property by flood works in urban areas is a feature of many schemes.  
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At Morrison’s Island ground water issues could have effect on the structure of historic 
buildings (many protected) that line that quays and may affect later structures also. The 
genuine concerns relating to the widespread ground conditions and proposals that alter them 
in the historic centre of Cork have not been dealt with by OPW or City Council. 

 
Groundwater Pumping 

 
The LLFRS neglects to assess the groundwater conditions in Cork City and a number of 

expert submissions have been made to OPW and Cork City Council to the effect that the 

proposals threaten the structural integrity of existing property in the city and would be 

ineffective as flood protection, concluded that the proposals were unsuitable for Cork City.  

 

The OPW and their consultants have admitted that the deep cut of measures of the 

proposed walls could be bypassed by floodwaters in the river leading to water surfacing 

within the protected area behind the walls. River water in Cork is conveyed on a 50m to 

150m deep sand and gravel base. The river has been culverted historically with many 

historic channels backfilled in rubble weaving through what was once twelve marshy islands 

and is now bounded by the North and South channels defined by the 16th, 17th, 18th and 19th 

Century historic quay walls. Behind the quays there is vast archaeology of previous 

structures and myriad of unchartered buried services.  

 

It is suggested that the cut off walls proposed could additionally cause a lag in the response 

of the groundwater to the channel tide levels. This lag would cause a reduction in the 

groundwater fluctuation range with the tidal cycle, drying out the top layers of sand and 

gravel which would lose compaction value in the building foundation zone and 

catastrophically affect historic foundations by causing decay in timber piled foundations. 

 

The OPW and their consultants for the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island part of the scheme 

published a Groundwater Supplementary Report (in addition to others which all conclude 

that the LLFRS scheme proceed) to address the lack of assessment of this important issue. 

They conclude that an additional groundwater pumping regime would be required to prevent 

flooding behind the quay walls if the proposals of the LLFRS are to work. 

 

Requests for detail on how this groundwater pumping system would work have not been 

answered. It is believed that OPW hope that the 48 proposed drainage system pumping 

stations might be used to pump the groundwater but no workable scheme exists. 

 

In this context the proposals for Morrison’s Island flood walls neglect the OPW’s own 

assessment findings and LLFRS ‘Supplementary Report’ on the issue, to the extent that 

Groundwater Pumping is not mentioned or assessed in the proposals or the Natura Impact 

Statement. Two of the pumping stations that the OPW have indicated may be used as part 

of this groundwater pumping system are located on Morrison’s Island. 

 

Contamination of the River 

 
There is a very real risk that the deep cut of measures and loss of continuity between the 

channel tidal waters and the groundwater behind the walls would also lead to a degradation 
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of the groundwater where leakage of sewers and oil filled electrical cables is constant and 

seepage of pollutants through the urban fabric will continue. The designation of the aquifer 

running under the city and the impact of the development proposals on same has not been 

addressed in the Natura Impact Statement. In particular the pumping of contaminated 

groundwater from behind the deep cut measures of steel sheet piling and concrete into the 

river channel from the two pumping stations is not assessed in the Natura Impact Statement 

or anywhere else. 

 

Consideration has not been given to the issue of structural stability of buildings relating to 

groundwater alterations and pumping proposals to regularise groundwater. In particular the 

most iconic building located on Morrison’s Island is directly behind the proposed deep cut off 

walls, Holy Trinity Church (A Protected Structure)(fig. 9 & 10). This structure is constructed 

on a grid of timber piles which would be subject to dry rot if the groundwater table is 

interfered with by the proposed deep flood walls and grout sealing to the depths or lower 

than the river bed. The proposals are silent on this most grave issue and omit any 

assessment on the impact on the structural stability of properties affected by drying of the 

area.  

 

The issue of groundwater alteration in the city that may flood the city internally or dry out the 

city catastrophically has altered the considerations of other cities flood defences where early 

consideration of walls on ground water and its monumental impact, has discounted the 

consideration of walls as defence from flooding (notably in Venice). 

 

As examination of the LLFRS highlighted, there has to be an acceptance of either a 

groundwater pumping system (significant assessment and modelling would be required 

leading to extensive further spending and construction work that may not even work) or an 

acceptance of the acceptability of the major risk of structural damage and collapse to older 

buildings where flood walls with deep cut off measures are proposed in Cork City.  

 

It is highly questionable that the Morrison’s Island proposals and Natura Impact Statement 

omits any assessment of either condition. It is a major omission that there is no assessment 

of the OPW accepted condition of the requirement for groundwater pumping and that it 

remains without a viable design when the results of such could be catastrophic for the city 

and for the area behind the Morrison’s Island proposed flood wall. 

 

The Morrison’s Island application is incomplete based on the OPW’s published 

‘supplementary report on groundwater’ for the LLFRS. 

 

The entire LLFRS scheme is based on drainage principles that propose rising water levels 

as acceptable in the environment of the city centre of Cork. Quays that have not flooded 

before are consigned to that possibility in future as the overall scheme affects and accepts 

rising water levels in the city (caused in part by its own design) and the consignment of 

existing properties to exist below high-water levels of the river as the unprecedented norm in 

the city. This changes the conditions by which the river relates to the city and increases the 

possibility of future catastrophic flooding in the city. The Morrison’s Island Project would 

affect how flood waters may enter the city at either end of its construction and change 

conditions for other quays and properties. Groundwater pumping not required by the tidal 

barrier would be pumping contaminated water directly into the river under the LLFRS at 
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Morrison’s Island. This demonstrates further why project splitting should not be tolerated 

within an overall scheme where technical issues that may lead to widespread problems for 

Cork must be considered for the project as a whole in the public interest. 

 

 

 

 

17 Climate Change 
 

The LLFRS is not Climate Change considerate and neither are the proposals at Morrison’s 
Island. Climate Change is one of the greatest challenges of our time and related sea level rise 
which affects Morrison’s Island and the surrounding area cannot be addressed with indefinite 
addition to the tops of the Walls. Such a proposal only increases the problems Cork would 
have and the possibilities of creating an alien environment that can even address the river in 
any way. Issues of crime safety and the danger of the river come hand in hand with the 
degrading of the city with ever rising concrete, steel or aluminium structures in front of 
quayside properties whose values would be greatly affected. The Morrison’s Island proposals 
of OPW and Cork City Council are unsustainable by their inflexibility, lack of adaptation 
possibility and reliance on thousands of tonnes of steel and underground concrete grout. 

 

Seperately, the Scheme in no way considers the requirements of the Climate Action and Low 
Carbon Economy Act 2015 and the obligation to move towards the national transition 
objective, reduce greenhouse gas emissions (from inter alia construction) and the objective to 
build climate resilience. None of those objectives are considered or factored into the Scheme – 
indeed the Scheme appears to proceed on the bizarre basis that Climate Change will not 
happen and seas will not rise and makes provision for neither. This is both wrong and 
reckless. 

 

GOAL 6 TACKLE CLIMATE CHANGE THROUGH REDUCING ENERGY USAGE, 
REDUCING EMISSIONS, ADAPT TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND MITIGATE AGAINST 
FLOOD RISK 

A key aim of the Plan is to reduce emissions that lead to global warming through sustainable 
energy usage in transport and buildings. It also aims to mitigate and adapt to the challenges 
of climate change such as the increased risk of flooding, through the design, layout and 
location of appropriate land-uses. 
Cork City Development Plan Volume 1 

 

The Morrison’s Island Phase 0 scheme presents a limited approach to climate change and is 
by far the most construction heavy solution to the issue of flooding in Cork in the historic city 
centre. The same levels of employment could be created in sustainable and growing 
industries in the area of flood protection which could contribute to less emissions. The irony 
of the carbon heavy LLFRS scheme is that it is contributing to the problem. 

 

Page 15 Strategic Goal 6 TACKLE CLIMATE CHANGE THROUGH REDUCING 
ENERGY USAGE, REDUCING EMISSIONS, ADAPT TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND 
MITIGATE AGAINST FLOOD RISK 

A key aim of the Plan is to reduce emissions that lead to global warming through sustainable 
energy usage in transport and buildings. It also aims to mitigate and adapt to the 

challenges of climate change such as the increased risk of flooding, through the 
design, layout and location of appropriate land-uses. This is particularly addressed in 
Chapter 12, Environmental Infrastructure and Management and Chapter 16, Development 
Management. 
Cork City Development Plan 2015 to 2021 Volume 1 
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Article 14 of Directive 2000/60/EC (Water Framework Directive) 
1. The preliminary flood risk assessment, or the assessment and decisions referred to 
in Article 13(1), shall be reviewed, and if necessary updated, by 22 December 2018 and 
every six years thereafter. 

2. The flood hazard maps and the flood risk maps shall be reviewed, and if necessary 
updated, by 22 December 2019 and every six years thereafter. 

3. The flood risk management plan(s) shall be reviewed, and if necessary updated, 
including the components set out in part B of the Annex, by 22 December 2021 and every 
six years thereafter. 

4. The likely impact of climate change on the occurrence of floods shall be taken 
into account in the reviews referred to in paragraphs 1 and 3. 

 

EU Directive 2000/EC The Water Framework Directive 
The proposal of a Tidal Barrier at Little Island to avoid the destruction of the historic quays of 
Cork is well documented and supported by international and local experts in their field. The 
tidal barrier proposes to help preserve the historic city and protect vastly wider areas of Cork 
from flooding including areas of great potential future development opportunity defined by 
the city development plan. The tidal barrier is a low environmental impact solution that is sea 
level rise and climate change considerate and is adaptable to climate change in its inherent 
flexibility. The walls of the LLFRS and Morrison’s Island are limited on consideration of 
Climate Change by having limited adaptability. The Docklands and appropriate land uses are 
not protected by the LLFRS. 
 

        “Climate warming is happening. It is physically observable. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) have forecast repeatedly that 
average sea-levels globally will have risen by over 1m by c.2000. This is probably a 
conservative projection. At the regional levels of Atlantic Europe the rises will be 
higher than this average. For the OPW to continue with its outdated engineering 
approach, of building flood walls in Cork city and the River Lee, is foolish….The 
decision now to start the scheme with works at Morrison’s Island appears as 
arrogant. It flies in the face of the many who actually live in Cork and do not want the 
scheme, with all its attendant disruptions for the city and its economy. This is 
particularly so when very practical and well researched options have been presented 
to tackle the root of the flooding problem….The excuse of arguing in the press about 
comparative costings of walls versus a barrier is disingenuous”  
Robert Devoy, Professor in Physical Geography and Emeritus Professor in Geography, Archaeology 
and Planning, University College Cork (UCC). A lead author in the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s Nobel Prize (2007) winning Fourth Assessment Report and lead member of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Working Group. Advisor to the Centre for Marine and 
Energy-based Research, Environmental Research Institute, UCC; as member of the Irish Maritime 
and Energy Resource Cluster (IMERC) for UCC & the NMCI. External scientific assessor and member 
of the governance group for Science Foundation Ireland’s (SFI) virtual Centre for Marine and 
Renewable Energy Ireland (MaREI).  Working with MaREI in a range of EU Framework, EPA and 
other nationally funded research projects relating to coastal science and management, climate, 
energy and linked environmental changes.  
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Conclusion 
 

Morrison’s Island is a quayside location. It has been identified for improvement and the south 
facing space could provide major amenity for residents and visitors to the city. It is a 
relatively unspoilt historic quay in the curtilage of protected structures and landscapes that 
would benefit from gentle urban realm improvement that is economical, facilitates cafe 
culture and is flexible enough to develop its own uses depending on the functions of 
buildings introduced by development. The opportunity for amenity by facilitating connection 
with the river could transform the location. The possibility to reveal and develop cultural 
authenticity in the landscape could provide an economical boost for the city centre in line 
with the objectives of the Cork City Development Plan and the EU Floods Directive.  
 
The Morrison’s Island Phase 0 Scheme represents a lost opportunity for considerate, 
economical, safe and beneficial intervention. As presented, it is in contravention of almost all 
guidance, local, national and international on flood defence, urban space and historic city 
cores. It is an affront to good design and an affront to local democracy but most of all it is a 
complete waste of public funds. 
 
The project as part of the LLFRS supports an economic stagnation in Cork that is creating 
and maintaining uncertainty locally that is leading to further decline of the historic city centre, 
stagnating growth in the historic city where it would severely affect property values and the 
attractiveness of the city for inward investment. It is additionally providing no support for the 
Docklands or other areas that could be protected by alternative proposals that are proving to 
be more economical than the LLFRS. So many unresolved technical issues now exist that 
it’s doubtful that a scheme would work effectively as New Orleans, with a pump based 
system, demonstrates. No assessment of tourism based losses has been made, 
construction inconvenience losses or any value given to discarded late Mediaeval or 
Georgian heritage. Assessment of the scheme carried out by OPW, and their consultants 
always concludes the scheme should go ahead yet major technical and financial flaws keep 
arising. No independent assessment has been carried out although independent 
assessment has been called for by City Council. The scheme is opposed by many 
thousands of people in the city. 
 
As a spilt part of the Lower Lee (Cork City) Drainage Scheme advertised on 12 December 
2016 the Phase 0 Morrison’s Island project should be refused permission to proceed based 
on the series of major concerns relating to the project that have been raised by reference to 
international and national laws, guidelines, directives, conventions and expert opinions in 
flood protection, climate change, environment, economics, development, design, heritage 
and local and national government procedure. 
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	The Morrison’s Island International Design Competition for the quays (booklet attached and fig. 43-45) was organised to demonstrate new ideas for the urban realm of Cork’s quayside landscapes. The principal juror was Yvonne Farrell of Grafton Architec...

