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1. Introduction
th

This Report details the Public Information Day held in Clonakility on 16 October 2012.
Following the flood events that occurred in Clonakilty in the summer of 2012, it was decided to prioritise the
work of the study in the town. Originally it was scheduled that the public consultation on the preferred flood
risk management option for Clonakilty would take place in June 2014. The programme for Clonakilty has
been accelerated so that this consultation will now take place in the first half of 2013, over a year earlier
than originally planned. This PID was held at the commencement of the project to gather information about
public perception of flood risk and experience of flooding and views on potential solutions.

The program for the Public Information Day included:
A presentation to the Elected Representatives, Cork County Council and Clonakility Town Council.
A meeting with Clonakilty Chamber of Commerce and Progress Group Members.
A public information session.

Questionnaire forms were available at the Public Information Day in order to collate the opinions and
information available from the public and other parties on the issue of Flood Risk in Clonakilty. The
nd
Questionnaire forms could be completed and returned on the day or by 2 November 2012 by post or
directly to Cork County Council. A summary of the public submissions is contained in Section 2.0 and
Appendix D of this report.

A Detailed submission was also received from the Clonakilty Chamber of Commerce. Refer to Section 3.0
of this report outlining the detailed submission which is included in Appendix E of this report.
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2. Submissions from the Public
2.1

Introduction

Questionnaire forms were available at the Public Information Day in order to collate the opinions and
information available on the issue of Flood Risk in Clonakilty. Information sought included date, location,
type property affected, maximum depth of flooding, source of flooding, and opinions regarding measures to
resolve flooding.
In total 76 submissions from the public were received, of which 38 of the submissions related to domestic
properties, 10 related to domestic/commercial properties, 24 related to commercial properties, 3 were
classified as other or open spaces, and 1 submission with no property type given.
The public submissions are listed in table 2.1, with name of person (where supplied) and the type of
property the submission related to.
Table 2.1:

Submissions from the public

Name

Type of property
Retail
Restaurant
Residential
Residential/Retail
Residential/Retail
Retail
Residential
Office
Retail
Residential
Residential
Retail
Residential
Residential/Guesthouse
Residential
Residential/Retail
Residential
Retail
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
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Name

Type of property
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential/Retail
Retail
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential; Retail; Hotel
Residential
Residential/Hotel/Off-Licence/Shop/Beer Garden
Open Space
Residential
Residential
Retail
Residential
Residential
Residential/Workshop
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential/Retail
Retail (Dental Surgery)
Office/Open Space
Public House
Residential
Residential
Public House
Residential
Retail
Residential
Retail
Restaurant
Restaurant
Retail
Other
Retail
Office/Workshop
Residential
Retail
Residential
Retail
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Name

Type of property
Retail
Retail
Other
Residential/Office
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

2.2

Summary of Submissions

2.2.1

History of Flooding in Clonakility

The dates of individual flood events in Clonakility detailed in the submitted questionnaires from the public
are set out below, including the number of individual reports relating to that flood event.
5 flood events during 2012 were reported in the public submissions received, these included:
th
10 October 2012
− 10 submissions were received
September 2012
− 1 submissions was received
th
28 August 2012
− 13 submissions were received
th
28 July 2012
− 1 submission received
th
th
27 to 29 June 2012
− 53 submissions were received
1 flood event during 2010 was reported in the public submissions received.
3 flood events during 2009 were reported in the public submissions received, these included:
th
30 September 2009
− 1 submission
th
19 November 2009
− 2 submissions
st
31 December 2009
− 2 submissions
2009 (no date provided)
− 3 submissions
2 flood events during 2008 were reported in the public submissions received, these included:
November 2008
296235/CCW/CR/2001/A November 2012
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2008 (no date provided)
1 flood event during 2006 was reported in the public submissions received.
1 flood event during 2004 was reported in the public submissions received.
th

th

1 flood event during 16 to 18 December 1996 was reported in the public submissions received.
Historic flooding was reported during 1960’s, with reports of flooding during 1961 and 1963.
Other submissions detailed the frequency of flooding as follows:
4 times between 1962-2012
20 times in 40 years
On average every 9 years
Tidally flooded every 20 years
4 times between 1962 - 2012

2.2.2

Flood Depths in Clonakility

Maximum flood depths reported in Clonakility ranged from 0.021 to 1.5 m. Information was not provided
which could link the maximum depth of flooding to a particular flood event.

2.2.3

Source of Flooding in Clonakility

The source of flooding was attributed to drains (4 submissions), river/stream (18 submissions), sea (1
submission) and surface water (8 submissions), however the majority of the submissions reported multiple
sources as the source of flooding in Clonakility.

2.2.4

Ranking of Measures

The questionnaire included a section on the ranking of measures (from 1 to 7) with 1 assigned to the most
effective/preferred measure and 7 assigned to the least effective/preferred option. This section of the
questionnaire was not completed in all the returned questionnaires. Therefore in order to assess the overall
ranking of the measures, a count of 1, 2, and 3 rankings (i.e. the most preferred measures) was assessed.
This is set out in Table 2.2 below.
Table 2.2:

Summary of Measures with Rankings (1 to 3)

Measures

Number of 1s assigned

Number of 2s assigned

Number of 3s assigned

3
17
15
16

0
4
14
12

0
6
16
9

No Work
Flood warning
Walls / Embankments
Dredging
296235/CCW/CR/2001/A November 2012
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Measures

Number of 1s assigned

Number of 2s assigned

Number of 3s assigned

12
16
0

17
6
0

11
8
2

Widening
Barrage
Relocation

Based on the rankings assigned in the questionnaires received, the Flood Warning, Dredging and Barrage
nd
rd
measures received the most first ranks (1) , however when including the number of 2 and 3 ranks
assigned the Walls/Embankment Measure appears to be preferred measure by the majority of the public,
with River Widening Measures also highly ranked.
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3. Detailed Submissions
3.1

Introduction

A detailed submission was submitted by the Clonakility Chamber of Commerce, it is included in Appendix E
of this report.
This detailed submission identified the problems associated with flooding in the affected areas of Clonakility
Town, providing possible solutions to flood risk in these areas.
A further detailed submission was received from _____________ . This is also included in Appendix E.
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SOUTH WESTERN CFRAM STUDY
SOUTH WESTERN CATCHMENT FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT STUDY
INTRODUCTION
In November 2011 the Ofice of Public Works (OPW) appointed
Mott MacDonald Ireland to carry out the South Western River
Basin District Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and
Management (CFRAM) Study. The South Western CFRAM Study
is part of the National CFRAM Programme that is being carried out
by the Ofice Of Public Works. The CFRAM Programme is central
to the Irish Government’s medium to long-term strategy for the
reduction and management of lood risk in Ireland. The South
Western River Basin District (RBD) stretches from Dingle to
Dungarvan and includes parts of Counties Cork, Kerry, Limerick,
Tipperary and Waterford. The objective of the study is to produce
detailed Flood Risk Mapping for all areas at signiicant risk in the
District and to prepare Flood Risk Management Plans to identify
and manage the risks of looding on a catchment wide scale. The
CFRAM Programme will help the Irish Government to fulil its
duties under the EU Floods Directive and will inform Irish Planners
as to the level of lood risk present in our towns and cities.

FLOOD RISK REVIEW
The OPW’s nationwide Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA)
identiied 67 towns and villages in the RBD where the potential for
lood risk was high. In December 2011 and January 2012, these areas
were visited by engineers engaged in the study. Through a process of

Mallow, Co. Cork

review and interviews with local residents and other stakeholders the
study team identiied that 26 of the 67 locations were at signiicant risk
from looding and should be investigated in detail. These locations are
known as Areas for Further Assessment (AFAs) and are shown in the
map below.

AFA’s and watercourses covered by the study



Legend
Towns

AFA’s
Rivers in Study
RBD

© Ordnance Survey Ireland. All rights reserved. License number EN-002-1012

HAVE YOUR SAY

CONTACT US

Visit our website to subscribe to our newsletter and to ind
out details of upcoming consultation events throughout the
District.
Follow us on Twitter to keep up to date with the latest
events in the CFRAM Study;

Email: SWCFRAM@mottmac.com

www.twitter.com@SW_CFRAM_Study

www.southwestcframstudy.ie
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Your opportunity to take part.
The OPW wishes to consider all of the opinions and information available on the issue
of Flood Risk in Clonakilty. The way that this information is gathered is through a
questionnaire.
Questionnaire forms will be available at the Public Information Day and can be
completed and returned on the day or at a later date.
Completed forms can be handed in at Clonakilty Town Hall prior to the 2nd of
November. Alternatively completed questionnaires can be posted to the Address
below before 2nd November..

Clonakilty
Flood Risk Management
Public Information Day
Contact us.
The South Western CFRAM Communications Co-Ordinator can be contacted at all
times by post or email. Your queries and comments are most welcomed.
By Post
Mr. Fintan McGivern
South Western CFRAM Communications Coordinator
Mott MacDonald Ireland Ltd.
5 East Gate Avenue, Little Island, Co. Cork
By e-mail;
SWCFRAM@mottmac.com
Visit our website; http://www.southwestcframstudy.ie
Follow the study on twitter; www.twitter.com/SW_CFRAM_Study

October 16th 2012

Introduction.

Work carried out to date.

The Ofice of Public Works (OPW) have
appointed Mott MacDonald to carry out the
South Western River Basin District Catchment
Flood Risk Assessment and
Management (CFRAM) Study. The South
Western CFRAM Study is part of the National
CFRAM Programme that was rolled out by the
Ofice Of Public Works between January 2011
and March 2012. The CFRAM Programme is
central to the Government’s medium to
long-term strategy for the mitigation and
management of lood risk in Ireland. The South
Western River Basin District (RBD) stretches
from Dingle to Dungarvan and includes parts
of Counties Cork, Kerry, Limerick, Tipperary
and Waterford. The aim of this study is to
identify areas at signiicant risk of looding and
to propose measures that will manage the
lood risk in those areas. This study will use
the most up to date lood modelling tools to
determine the extent and depth of looding that
can be expected during extreme lood events
in areas at signiicant risk. Clonakilty has been
identiied as one of the areas that are at
signiicant risk from looding. Clonakilty has
been given top priority in the South Western
CFRAM Study area in order to identify the
preferred lood risk management option for
the town as soon as possible. This is the irst
public consultation to be held in the South
Western CFRAM Study. The purpose of this
public consultation event is to gather
information on looding in Clonakilty and to
advise the public on the work and programme
of the South Western CFRAM study in
Clonakilty.

The initial stage of the CFRAM study involves
gathering a large amount of data. Since
November 2011, the Ofice of Public Works,
Cork County Council and Mott MacDonald have
been gathering the data and procuring the
surveys necessary to deine the extent of lood
risk in the South Western River Basin District.
The data collected includes meteorological
data, hydrometric data, social datasets, land
use data, habitat data, lood studies and records
of past lood events.

River Survey

Surveys Completed in Clonakilty

In order to get the most accurate results
possible from the lood modelling tools, it
was necessary to gather large volumes of
topographical data. This data covers the lood
plains, the river channels and the structures
that are found on the rivers. Flood plain data
was captured early in 2012 by aerial surveying
techniques. The river channel and structure
data was captured by more traditional
surveying techniques. This survey was
completed week ending 28th of September.
The hydrology of the catchment in Clonakilty
has been already assessed to a preliminary
degree in order to split it into sub catchments
and decide upon the best way to derive design
lows for use in the hydraulic models.
Prioritisation of Clonakilty.
Following the lood events that occurred in
Clonakilty in the summer of 2012, it was
decided to prioritise the work of the study in the
town. Originally it was scheduled that the public
consultation on the preferred lood risk
management option for Clonakilty would take
place in June 2014. The programme for
Clonakilty has been accelerated so that this
consultation will now take place in the irst
half of 2013, over a year earlier than originally
planned.

What happens next?

Flood Risk Management Methods.

All of the feedback received at the Public
Information Day will be considered by the
OPW and will help in the development of
the preferred lood risk management option
for Clonakilty. Subject to the identiication
of a cost beneicial and publicly accepted
scheme, Ministerial consent will be sought
to proceed with a public exhibition of the
scheme.

For every area at risk from looding there are a
range of methods that are initially considered to
determine if they can be of beneit in the area in
question. These are listed below. The study team
will review each method and will determine the
method or combination of methods which would
provide the optimum solution for Clonakilty.

Following the anticipated successful
exhibition, which will be carried out in
accordance with the Arterial Drainage Acts,
detailed design of the scheme works will
proceed. Contract documents will be
prepared and subject to conirmation by the
Minister for Expenditure and Reform
construction will commence.

Potential Flood Alleviation Measures
Structural Measures
• Storage
• Flow Diversion
• Increase Conveyance
• Construct Flood Defences
• Rehabilitate, improve existing defences
• Relocation of Properties
Non Structural Measures (e.g. lood warning
system)

SWRBD CFRAM Study
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South Western CFRAM Study
Elected Members
Briefing
Clonakilty Public
Information Day
16 October 2012

• Roles and Responsibilities
– OPW
• Competent Authority
CFRAM Funding and Management
Reporting, Coordination and Consultation
• (key contacts: Peter Lowe, Conor Galvin, Cian Ó Dónaill, Ezra
MacManamon, Peter Duffy)

– Public Bodies (infrastructural Sources of Risk)
Includes the Local Authorities; Cork County Council
• (key contacts: Noel O’Keeffe, Joan Dineen, Charles Brannigan)

– Consultants- Mott McDonald Ireland
(key Contacts Fintan McGivern, Richard Gamble,
Barry O’Connor)

• River basin Districts
– South Western
– South Eastern
– Eastern
– Neagh Bann
– North Eastern
– North Western
– Western
– Shannon

Preliminary Flood
Risk Assessment

• The CFRAM Study
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Data Collection
Flood Risk Review
Hydrology
Surveys
Hydraulic Modelling
Flood Risk Assessment
Flood Risk Management
Environmental Assessment
Consultation and
Engagement
– Flood Risk Management
Plans (FRMP)

• Data Collection
– Flood Relief/Risk
Management Measures
– Historical Flood Data
– Baseline Mapping
– Hydrometric Data
– Meteorological Data
– Land Use Data
– Planning &
Development
Information
– Environmental Data
– Soil & Geological Data
– Defence & Coastal
Protection Asset Data

• Flood Risk Review
–
–
–
–

PFRA
Flood Outlines
Receptors
Validation

• Hydrology
– Historical events
– Catchment
boundaries
– Analysis of rainfall
data
– Hydrometric data
review
– Gauging station
rating review
– Estimation of design
flood parameters
– Joint probability
analysis
– Sensitivity analysis
– Future changes

• Surveys
– River sections,
structures, defences
– Floodplain surveys
– Defence Asset
Condition Surveys
– Property Surveys

• Hydraulic
Modelling
– Model
conceptualisation
– Model
construction
– Calibration &
validation
– Coastal flood
modelling
– Mapping

• Flood Risk Assessment

• Flood Risk management

• Environmental
Assessment
– Strategic
Environmental
assessment
– Appropriate
Assessment

• Consultation and
Engagement
–
–
–
–

Public Information Days
Newsletters
Project Website
Workshops and
presentations
– Responses to queries
from the public

www.southwestcframstudy.ie
www.twitter.com/SW_CFRAM_Study.com

Flood Risk Management Plans
• Collate all relevant data from the study
• Sets out
– Flood Risk Management Objectives
– Flood Risk Management Options
– Prioritised programme of works

• Programme
– Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment
December 2011
– Flood Maps by December 2013
– Flood Risk Management Plans December
2015

The Catchment

• Work Done to date
– Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment
– Data Collection
– Flood Risk Review
– Preliminary Hydrological Assessment
– Flood Plain Surveys
– River channel and structure surveys

Clonakilty
•Historical flooding in 1961,
1962, 1981, 1986, 1989, 1995,
2009, 2012(x3)
•Flash flooding features in
many reports
•Tidal Flooding also an issue

• June 28 2012

• Flood Risk Management options
– Non Structural Measures
• Flood Warning System
• Individual property protection
• Land Use Management

– Structural Measures
•
•
•
•
•

Flood storage
River walls
Flow diversion
Channel Works
Rehabilitate existing walls / defences

• Issues to be
considered
– Capacity of existing
bridges
– Surface water drainage
– Tidal flooding

• Accelerated Clonakilty Programme
– Surveys complete September 2012
– Modelling complete January 2013
– Preliminary options report March 2013 (One year earlier than
scheduled)

SWRBD CFRAM Study
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20

200001

16/10/2012

20

200002

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

20

200003

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

20

200004

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

20

200005

16/10/2012

20

200006

20

200007

Most recent

Previous

Previous

28/06/2012

31/12/2009

19/11/2009

Previous

Maximum depth of
flooding

Source of flooding

Metres

0.9

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

Restaurant

0.9

From drains

28/06/2012

Residential

1.2

Clonakilty

1963

Residential/Retail

1

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

28/08/2012

Residential/Retail

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Tidally flooded every 20
years

Retail

Residential

Volume of water falling and lack of flood plain has
contributed to flooding, not river or tide alone.
Emergency communication vital for flood warning.
Various methods of communication, e.g. radio.

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

Yes

Yes

Drain Connolly Street. Pipe water under arch at
bottom of Connolly Street and drain water into bay
below Spar bridge. Build barrage at a mains point

0.6

From drains

Yes

Yes

Early flood warning system; Walls/Embankments;
River Dredging; Compound River Channel (river
widening); Tidal Barrage

0.8

Directly from river/stream; from
drains

Yes

Yes

20

200009

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

30/09/2009

Office

1.2

20

200010

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

1960's

Retail

0.15

20

200011

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Aug-12

Residential

1.2

20

200012

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.6

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

20

200013

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Sep-12

Retail

0.7

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

20

200014

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Residential

0.7

20

200015

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Residential/Guesthouse

0.2

20

200016

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

28/06/2012 (x 2)

20

200017

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

2006

20

200018

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

20

200019

16/10/2012

20

200020

20

0.5

Directly from river/stream

Directly from river/stream; from
drains
Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water); rain

No

2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

7

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)
Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)
Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains

Yes

1

5

2

1

2

28/06/2012

Residential

0.7

Directly from river/stream

No

Yes

2

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Retail

0.6

Directly from river/stream

Yes

No

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.6

Direct from river/stream

Yes

200021

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

28/08/2012

26/06/2012

Residential

0.1

From drains; Overground flow
(surface water)

20

200022

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

N/A

N/A

Residential

0.25

20

200023

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

About 20 times in 40
years (from river, not tide)

Residential

20

200024

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

Yes

1

3

2

4

No

Yes

1

2

3

4

Overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

5

3

4

2

1.5

Directly from river/stream

Yes

Yes

0.3

Directly from river/stream

No

Yes

N/A

Residential

0.9

N/A

Residential

1.2

Clonakilty

28/06/2012
28/06/2012

20

200029

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Any time there's flooding
on the street

Residential

0.4

Residential

0.05

Residential

20

200030

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

20

200031

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Dec. 2009

2004

Several times between
1962 - 2012

The surface and roads are higher than ground floor
level of houses. This is causing a lot of the
problems. Also, surface water running down the
hills, which the drainage system can't cope with is a
problem. The other problem is overflow from the
river - need for deepening and raising walls.

4

28/06/2012

Clonakilty

3

1

28/06/2012

16/10/2012

2

2

Clonakilty

16/10/2012

1

3

Clonakilty

200027

Centre of road too high - the rainwater should be
taken by the drainage system - for ordinary rainfall
and something to be done to stop the river flowing
down Western Road at a height of 2.5 - 3 ft.

3

16/10/2012

200028

1

1

16/10/2012

20

2

4

200025

Directly from river/stream; from
drains
Directly from river/stream; down
through road
Directly from river/stream; down
street
Directly from river/stream: down
street

A raised floor has offered
protection against
From the sea - always a worry
flooding

7

3

No

1
2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Residential

0.4

From drains; Overground flow
(surface water)

Yes

Yes

Residential/Retail

0.9

From the sea; from drains;
overground flow (surface water)

Yes

No

More efficient drainage, enhanced pipework

3

2

200026

4 6
3

5

20

3

"No Idea"

0.3

20

Walls stopping water getting into river!
Dredging river - Council should be more careful in
future planning decisions; take serious notice of box
10 or 11 on planning forms (has this property
flooded?), walls and embankments, though need to
be careful to maintain existing standard of good
curtain walls in town.

Early flood warning system; Walls/Embankments;
River Dredging; Tidal Barrage

0.7

20

3

3

"Please do something quickly before someone
dies"

Residential

N/A

1

1

4

Yes

1

2

Residential/Retail

16-18 Dec. 1996

Improve drainage; Stop building on flood plains;
Create ways of letting river water, surface water etc.
to get to marsh/flood plain; Put in place a flood
warning system.

Yes

28/06/2012

2009

1

Yes

Clonakilty

Regularly each year

1

Directly from river/stream

16/10/2012

28/06/2012

7

Yes

200008

At least 4 times in last 20
years

How can flooding be resolved

Yes

20

Oct-12

Measures in place

yes / no

Retail

29/06/2012

Photographs

Barrage

Type of property

Relocation

History of flooding

Dredging

AFA

Widening

General Area

Walls /
Embankments

Date

No Work

Record Nr

Flood warning

UOM

7

By not building on flood plains. By having
4 6 something that will take the water away before it
reaches the town.
1

Tidal barrage is major. Cleaning gullies
1) Reconstructing the river walls. 2) flood plains

As this has never happened in this premises in over
one hundred years, I think it's safe to say that
planning is at fault.
Though planning, which has been a huge cause in
the recent flooding.
Get the unfinished developments in Old Chapel
Lane finished and drained properly so water is not
running out on the road. Improve drains and water
flow further up the hill and have these drains
5 6 cleared on a regular basis. Check in Sea Breeze
Heights if drains are big enough. 50% of
floodwaters end up at Mick Finn's Pub and 50%
down in Sea Breeze Heights or on to Tawnies
Crescent.
1 6

It would help if the rivers were kept free of rubbish,
branches of trees, etc. Anything!!

Some method of getting floodwater into the bay as
on the night of 28th June the bay was completely
empty.

1

5

6

4

3

2

1

It's always a huge worry every time south-east gales
are forecast to coincide with high tides. A barrage
would offer protection and act as a wonderful
amenity for Clonakilty Bay for leisure pursuits in
water sports and a looped walk for local enthusiasts
and enhancement for tourists.

1

3

2

5

Flooding at the western side of Clonakilty was due
to bad planning practices of building on river flood
plains. As the western side of the town was not
threatened by flooding before 2009, it is hard to see
how things can be reversed. Firstly, surface water
from Lady's Cross area needs to be redirected
4 7 away from roundabout at Maxol Station, as does
the water from the housing estate above West Cork
Carpets whose water comes into same spot,
contrary to planning, given that all water be
redirected to White's Mars, Granagoleen. Yearly
cleaning of river widening at Bridge; sorting water
problems at Dunnes Stores.

5

2

4

3

1 6

Tidal Barrage/River Dredging. Better planning
process for extensive development; making
provisions for drainage etc.; non-return valves;
larger drainage pipes, gullies, etc.

20

200032

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Previous

Previous

2009

Previous

20

200033

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

20

200034

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

Residential

20

200035

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

20

200036

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

28/08/2012

0.6 (Connolly Street) &
0.1 at Ross Street

Residential

28/06/2012

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

Direct from river; from the sea; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

No

Residential

0.4

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)

No

Yes

Residential

0.075

No

Yes

Residential; Retail; Hotel

0.1; 0.15; and 0.1
respectively

Yes

0.6

Yes

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

20

200038

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

20

200039

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential/Hotel/OffLicence/Shop/Beer
Garden

20
20

200040
200041

16/10/2012
16/10/2012

Clonakilty
Clonakilty

28/06/2012
28/06/2012

Open Space
Residential

0.6

20

200042

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.075

20

200043

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Retail

0.1

20

200044

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

Clonakilty

yes / no

0.6

16/10/2012

16/10/2012

Measures in place

Yes

200037

200045

Photographs

Directly from river/stream

20

20

Source of flooding

Metres

Retail

28/06/2012

Maximum depth of
flooding

0.3

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)
Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)
From drains

How can flooding be resolved

7

Yes

5

3

3

5

2

1

Barrage

Most recent

Type of property

Relocation

History of flooding

Dredging

AFA

Widening

General Area

Walls /
Embankments

Date

No Work

Record Nr

Flood warning

UOM

1

1) Use large underground pipe from Dunnes Stores
via the by-pass and into the bay. Pipe large enough
to drive a small car through. 2) Also, a pipe on
4 6
Connolly Street going through the archway taking
water back into the river. This to be done straight
away.

2

Flooding is not coming from sea but it contributes
to the level of water in the river across the road from
our house. We have had no major problems with
flooding in the past 19 years that we have lived
here. I believe that the problem that needs to be
addressed in our area is with the river itself as even
when Clonakilty has non-serious flooding before,
we never had a problem with flooding in our area
before.

4

It is impossible for any one person to prevent this
problem as the drains are blocked. The river needs
to be dredged as it cannot now take the water.

5

4

1

2

3 6

1

1

1

1

1 7

Yes

5

2

3

4

1

Yes

4

1

2

3

5

Overground flow (surface water) Main Street

Yes

Yes

Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream

No
No

Yes

From drains

No

No

Yes

Yes

1

4

1

3

1

1
1

2

2

3

2

4

By proper drainage. Flood barrier from sea; by
slowing the flow of water into the town.
Tom Keating (087-2586652), who owns
"Craanmore" property below Fernhill is a retired
Water Engineer. His property has been used as a
flood plain previously. He said he has a suggestion
to make to avert future flooding. Perhaps he could
be contacted at the mobile number above. Worth a
phone call! He said the problem can be solved for
€100,000.
Flood walls; tidal barrage.
In my case, a non-return valve would have stopped
the inflow.

1
1

River dredging; river widening; tidal barrage. Bridge
at Spar cannot take the water. It should be
dredged immediately. Bridge at Church also
inadequate.

3
Divert stream at Springmount/Ballyvolane; Tidal
Barrage; Increase size of pipes Gerald Hair's.

10/10/2012
(Wolfe Tone Street)

Flooding on average
once every 9 years. Sea
initially. Rainwater and
river recently

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains

No
Yes

Yes

Residential/Workshop

0.9m in 1961

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

7

Yes

Yes

Residential

Yes

20

200046

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

20

200047

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

20

200048

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

Residential

1

20

200049

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

Residential

1

20

200050

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

Residential

1

20

200051

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential/Retail

0.4

Directly from river/stream

No

No

Yes

Yes

28/06/2012

At least 4 times since
1961

N/A

Elevate flooding immediately at end of Wolfe Tone
Street and Casement Street

0.15 - 0.025

Residential

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)
Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)
Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)

Yes

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

1

4

5

4

3

2

1 6 By numbers 1 - 5 of Q12

7

5

4

3

2

1 6 By numbers 1 - 5 of Q12

7

5

4

3

2

1 6 By numbers 1 - 5 of Q12

1

2

7

5

2

1

3

4 6

Dredging; better drains; better planning for future
housing; flood relief drains in front of Waterfront
Complex - it's stopping water draining to sea! - who
allowed planning here?
Attenuation ponds for the river. Eco-friendly Tidal
Barrage. Improve drainage system to alleviate the
water from flash flooding. Objection to anyone
building on flood plain around Clonakilty.

River Flooding: Widen river and bigger bridges,
straighten and smoothen walls and holding tanks.
Tidal Flooding: Tidal barrage with flood gate.

20

200052

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Retail (Dental Surgery)

0.3

Directly from river/stream; from
drains

20

200053

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Office/Open Space

0.9

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)

Yes

No

7

5

4

3

2

1 6

20

200054

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

10/10/2012

28/08/2012

28/06/2012

Public House

0.1

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

Yes

Yes

6

5

4

2

1

Firstly, find exact cause. Drains are a major issue.
Don’t seem to be able to handle any kind of water
3 7 flow. To look at where flood source is and tackle it
properly. Business to be contacted directly by
OPW/Mott MacDonald with updates.

20

200055

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Oct-10

2008

Residential

0.15

Directly from river/stream; from the
sea; from drains; overground flow
(surface water)

Yes

Yes

1

2

3

Get the basics right first. Early flood warning
systems that work, i.e., road closures. Better storm
drain works that will allow water into the bay. On
28/06/2012, the tide was out at Haste's Corner water couldn't get into the bay.

Residential

28/08 (0.025m)
28/06 (0.6m)

Public House
Residential
Retail
Residential
Retail

1.2
0.6
0.2
0.35
0.6

Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream
Directly from river
Directly from river/stream

Restaurant

0.6

Restaurant

0.9

20

200056

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

20
20
20
20
20

200057
200058
200059
200060
200061

16/10/2012
16/10/2012
16/10/2012
16/10/2012
16/10/2012

Clonakilty
Clonakilty
Clonakilty
Clonakilty
Clonakilty

28/06/2012

20

200262

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

20

200063

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/07/2012

28/06/2012

28/06/2012
28/06/2012

20

200064

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

27/06/2012

20

200065

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

20

200066

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

28/06/2012

Nov-09

Retail

0.3

Other

0.06

Retail

0.5

Yes

Yes

7

1

1

1

4

Proper drainage system to alleviate flash flooding.
Tidal barrage and attenuation ponds for the river.
We have been flooded 3 times since 28 June 2012.
1 7
We need some works carried out immediately and
we also need to know what funding there is for the
main works next June.

Yes
No
No (on YouTube)
Yes
Yes

Yes

7

4

1

5 6

7

4

1

3
1
2

2

Yes
Yes
Yes

3

5 6

7

3

2

4

5

1 6 Basins

Overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

1

3

4

5

2

Directly from river/stream; from
drains

Yes

Yes

1

3

4

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)
Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

7

4

1

1

2

4

2

Equipment to pump the water back out for the time
being; Sort out drainage; Non-returnable valves.
Equipment to pump the water back out for the time
being; Sort out drainage; Non-returnable valves.
Stop building on the flood plain; keep drains clean
at all times; resolve the problem asap.
Improved flood defences on river; tidal barrage;
improved surface water drainage system

3

2

3

5 6 Early flood warnings is important.

20

200067

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Previous

Previous

Previous

29/06/2012

Maximum depth of
flooding

Source of flooding

Metres

Office/Workshop

0.3

Photographs

Measures in place

yes / no

Overground flow (surface water)

Yes

How can flooding be resolved

Yes

6

5

3

1

Barrage

Most recent

Type of property

Relocation

History of flooding

Dredging

AFA

Widening

General Area

Walls /
Embankments

Date

No Work

Record Nr

Flood warning

UOM

2

Basically, the OPW have to replace the flood plains
and areas which traditionally have taken the flood
waters, but have been granted planning permission
for development during the boom. In addition to
this, the river has to be dredged and widened and
4 7
some flood basis development and made available
further upstream. Also, some form of tidal barrage
for high tides and the Council must maintain and
keep clear all the excess water in the Town and
create a proper dredged channel into the bay!!

20

200068

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.15

Overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

7

4

1

5

2

Reassure the inhabitants that when developments
are approved that inter-departmental works ensure
environmental impact studies are conducted. Insist
that developers are forced to put proper
6 3
infrastructure in place prior to commencing
projects. Reconsider the knocking of ditches; free
up flood plains; address the insufficient bridges in
the locality.

20

200069

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Retail

0.6

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

No

Yes

7

5

3

4

1

Stop building on flood plains; attenuation ponds to
2 6 prevent river flooding; tidal barrage; improve
drainage system.

20

200070

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.5

Overground flow (surface water)

No

No

20

200071

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Retail

0.15

Directly from river/stream

No

Yes

20

200072

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

Retail

0.9

Overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

20

200073

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

27/06/2012

Retail

0.2

Overground flow (surface water)

No

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)

Yes

20

20

20

200074

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28 & 29/06/2012

28/06/2012

2009

Other

No

1

4

3

1

2

Dredge the river starting at the bottom and work
back to Dunnes Stores. Reshore flood plain in old
5 7 GAA grounds or nearby. Revoke any planning
permissions that have been granted on known
flood plains.

No

Yes

4

200076

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.7

Directly from river/stream; from
drains; overground flow (surface
water)

No

Yes

1

200077

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.021

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)

Yes

Yes

1

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.275

Directly from river/stream

Yes

No

Clonakilty

28/06/2012

Residential

0.275

Yes

yes

20

200080

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

11/10/142

Directly from river/stream
Directly from river/stream; from
drains, overground flow (surface
water)

20

200081

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

20

200082

16/10/2012

Clonakilty

28/08/2012

28/06/2012

10/10/2012

Residential

0.15

28/08/2012

28/06/2012

10/10/2012

Residential

0.35

Directly from river/stream; from
drains, overground flow (surface
water)

7

Yes

Yes

1) Extra Drains; 2) Storage. You have a 2-year
plan which seems to make sense, but what do we
do in the meantime. There has to be immediate
works so we can survive this 2-year period.

6

Directly from river/stream;
overground flow (surface water)

16/10/2012

4

1 7

0.6

16/10/2012

3

2

Residential/Office

200078

Divert river into large open flat field, holding there
and allow to soak away; build a tidal barrage to
prevent tidal flooding because if river and tidal
flooding coincide, Clonakilty will be under 10 ft. of
water.

1

28/06/2012

200079

4

1

Clonakilty

20

3

3

16/10/2012

20

2

7

200075

Nov-08

Ongoing preventative maintenance on streams and
rivers; holding tanks and pump stations on low-lying
areas; tidal barrage for tidal surges; survey of
existing drainage systems; calculation of surface
water surges off industrial estates, housing estates
and car parks.

1

7

3

2

1

4

2

1

1

1

5

In my 63 years, all previous flooding came from
tides/bay. On 28/06/12, the flood waters came
from the eastern end of town, i.e., river. This is
totally due to the buildings no flood plains over the
past 15 years in particular. In remember as a youth,
various fields flooded every winter, i.e., flood plains.
There has been building development onall of these
flood plains so it is obvious that this was the cause
of the flooding on 28th June. Water will flow. If
there was a combination of the events of 28/06/12
with the high tides now in October, it would be
disastrous for the town. If the works had been
undertaken that Cork Co. Council collected
charges from developers fro to pay proper drains
etc. there would have been a lot less floodign on
28/6/12. Kindly establish the amount of money
collected from developers for relief of flood wters
over the past 20 years and not spent in Clonakilty. I
would like a reply to that question.

3

3

4

1

5

4

6

1

Hold back flood waters in lands west of town and
then release slowly. This could be done by
agreement with landowners. They could be
compensated following flooding. Proper ongoing
maintenance locally and tidal barrage.
If the drains cannot hold all the rainwater/ roadwater
then the river(s) will have to be diverted before it
reaches town. An early warning system is
important. It is vital to have helpers in hand to deal
1
with issues as they arise during a flood warning.
We do not have enough sandbags for example and
on the night of 16th October last, I was only given
6, so a more responsive service depending on
needs.
The Waterfromt building is a big problem,
insufficient drainage is an issue here and should be
2
looked into
2 6 Provide more capacity for surface water

4

3

1

2

5

1

2

6

4

5 3

3
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Executive Summary

The Office of Public Works (OPW) has appointed Mott MacDonald to carry out the South Western River
Basin District Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management (CFRAM) study. The aim of this study
is to prepare flood maps and identify viable measures for managing flood risk in areas of significant risk.
Clonakilty has been identified as one such area and given top priority.
th

A Public Consultation Day (PCD) was held on 16 July 2013 in O’Donovan’s Hotel on Pearse Street in
Clonakilty. The purpose of the PCD was to present the public with the Draft Flood Maps and preliminary
Flood Risk Management Options. Subsequently feedback and comments were gathered from members of
the public and interested parties.
This report details the feedback received at the PCD as regards public experience, attitude, opinion and
preference to the Flood Risk Management (FRM) Options. A detailed analysis is provided on the feedback
received in terms of: flood maps, preferred options, and views on alternative options. Finally the option
appraisal process of the FRM Options and Local Weightings is outlined.

i
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1

Introduction

th

This Report details the Public Consultation Day (PCD) held in Clonakilty on 16 July 2013.
Following the flood events that occurred in Clonakilty in the summer of 2012, it was decided to prioritise the
work of the South Western CFRAM study in the town. Originally it was scheduled that the public
consultation on the preferred flood risk management option for Clonakilty would take place in June 2014.
The programme for Clonakilty has been accelerated so that this consultation has taken place over a year
th
earlier than originally planned and follows a PCD held on 16 October 2012. This PCD was held to present
the public with the Draft Flood Maps and Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options for Clonakilty and to
gather information on experience of flooding and opinions on potential solutions.

The format for the Public Consultation Day included:
A background to the CFRAM study and its analysis methods and stages.
An explanation of the Flood Maps and display of the Draft Flood Maps for public viewing.
A presentation of six Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options, the Preferred Option and reasons
for non-selection of alternative options.
At 1400h a presentation was given to the elected representatives of Clonakilty Town Council and Cork
County Council. Mr Cian O Donall gave an interview to TG4 in Irish. The public were allowed into the PCD
at 1500h. Questions asked by the public were answered by the study team members present. The PCD
was attended by the following study team members; Mark Adamson, Michael Collins, Cian O Donall,
Conor Galvin, John Kelly (all OPW), Joan Dineen, Colm Brennan, Charlie Brannigan, Michael Tobin (All
Cork County Council), Fintan McGivern, Barry O’Connor Tony Donovan (all Mott MacDonald). It is
estimated that the PCD was attended by over 100 members of the public.
Questionnaire forms were available at the Public Consultation Day in order to collate the opinions and
information available from the public and other parties on the explanation of Flood Maps and Flood Risk
Management Options for Clonakilty. The Questionnaire forms could be completed and returned on the day
or by 31st July 2013 by post or directly to Clonakilty Town Hall. A summary of the public submissions is
contained in Section 2.0 of this report.

1

296235/IWE/CCW/CR-2002/C October 2013
P:\Cork\DESIGN\projects\296235, SWRBD CFRAM Study\Public consultations\Clonakilty PID\Clonakilty PCD - July
2013\Report\296235-IWE-CCW-CR-2002-D for tender.docx

SWRBD CFRAM Study
Clonakilty July 2013 PCD Report

2

Submissions from the Public

2.1

Submissions made

Questionnaire forms were available at the Public Consultation Day in order to collate the opinions and
information available on the issue of Flood Maps and Flood Risk Management Options for Clonakilty.
Information sought included information on the consultees for example; location, type of property affected,
history and frequency of flooding and source of flooding. Opinions were also sought from the consultees on
the following; their preference in respect of the FRM Options, the accuracy of the Flood Maps and the
relative importance of the various FRM objectives.
In total 26 submissions from the public were received. 13 of the submissions were from consultees that
had a residence in Clonakilty, 8 were from consultees with an interest in commercial premises in the area,
3 were from consultees who classified their properties as residential/commercial and 2 were from
consultees who classified their properties as residential/other.

2
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3

Feedback and Comments on Flood
Maps

The questionnaires provided the public with an opportunity to supply feedback on the information
presented in the Draft Flood Maps. A number of additional submissions were received via email and letter.
The comments were reviewed and the feedback of public information and opinion related to the Draft Flood
Maps is set out in the sections following.
3.1.1

Areas known to flood not shown on design flood extents

This section refers to submissions providing details of areas which are known to flood, (i.e. have flooded
once or more in the past), but which are not shown by the design flood even extents. Related public
comments on the Draft Flood Maps are provided in Table 3.1 below.
Table 3.1 Areas known to flood not on design flood extents
Ref

Comments on Draft Flood Maps

MM Comment and relevant
action

3.1.1

The (flood) map does not include the area where I own 4 properties. These are
slightly outside the storage area. Those properties have flooded 3 times over the
last few years to a depth of 500mm. I have marked the location on the map with
an X. The bridge at this point is not adequate to take the water. I am the only
registered owner in this area to be flooded all 3 times. I would like to be contacted
about this.

3.1.2

Western Road / Oliver Plunkett Street area is categorised as a low hazard area on
the Draft Flood Map. This is certainly not correct. All this is now very important as
we no longer have flood damage cover on our insurance.

3.1.3

The plans do not take into account the water which came down the miles where
the road became the actual river. This water would completely bypass the storage
area and embankment.

3.1.4

Convent stream has caused flooding to the north of the town to Convent Road and
Wolfe Tone Road. Pipes blocked with silt. Source of water is in the area of the
Liberty Line.

Catchment of this stream is too
small to be included in CFRAM.
Flooding issue could be
considered by CCC.

Maps don't include an area I know which has flooded. Mark Adamson has details.

The area is upstream of the
AFA and the Storage Area. The
flood mapping does not extend
to their property.

3.1.5

3.1.2

Area outside of the AFA, not
covered by Flood Mapping. For
consideration by CCC. This is
within a drainage district.

Part of Western Road is shown
to flood in 1% AEP. The
remainder and OP Street are
shown to flood during the 0.1%
AEP.
This was Pluvial flooding. For
consideration by CCC.

Areas shown as flooded & highly unlikely to ever flood

The public submissions provided no evidence of any areas which are shown by the Draft Flood Maps as
flooded but which are highly unlikely to ever flood.
3.1.3

Evidence of Design Event Flood Profiles having been met or exceeded

This section refers to public submissions which indicate there is evidence of the range of design event
flood profile levels having been met or exceeded. Any evidence received by way of commentary is
provided in Table 3.2 below.

3
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Table 3.2 Evidence of design flood extents being met or exceeded
Comments on Draft Flood Maps

MM Comment and Relevant
Action

3.2.1

We would still have a concern with the flood defence barrier around the house
on the Cappeen downstream of the Kilgarriff road as this stream regularly
bursts its bank and this water flows down the driveway of this house and reenters the stream further down the field.

Fluvial from Cappeen Stream.
Possible Blockage at bridge. This
hazard is indicated on the Maps. No
action required
Fluvial flooding on Western Road /
OP Street is indicated on the maps.
No action required.

3.2.2

The laneway opposite our home, the last on the terrace on the town side of
the Museum, leads a few yards down to the river. On the night of the flood,
we could see the river churning up and spurting water down the lane towards
our house and the street (Oliver Plunkett Street/Western Road) and meeting
up with the fast-flowing river, which had once been the site of the Western
Road. We knew from what we could see from upstairs windows that if it had
been daytime with the normal life of the town, there would have been fatalities.
We never want to see this again!

3.2.3

On the maps for Area 1, the Western Road/ Oliver Plunkett Street areas are
classed as Low Hazard category. How can this be the case when Oliver
Plunkett Street is flooded up to 3 times a year? This area/street is much higher
than 1% AEP Flood Extent quoted on the Flood Extent map. Why is Oliver
Plunkett Street not included on the Flood Depth map when it floods properties
at least 3 times a year for many years - same for Flood Velocity map. . Simply
heavy rain causes flooding along Oliver Plunkett Street, Bridge Street,
Connolly Street, etc.

OP Street has flooding indicated in
the 1% AEP depth map. This area
susceptible to Pluvial flooding also
which leads to a higher frequency of
flooding. No action required..

3.2.4

Western Road / Oliver Plunkett Street area is categorised as a low hazard
area on the Draft Flood Map. This is certainly not correct. All this is now very
important as we no longer have flood damage cover on our insurance.

Fluvial flooding on Western Road /
OP Street is indicated on the maps.
No action required

3.2.5

1961 info inaccurate. 4 inches of water on Connolly Street tidal

3.2.6

High tide level (predicted to be 4m) was Six inches below parapet of u/s side
of Clarke Street bridge.

Tidal hazard is indicated in this area
on the maps. No action required.

3.2.7

The night of 28 June 2012, the Western Road was flooded at 2am. This
flooding was caused by neither river or tidal - but from what came from the
sky.

Flooding of Western Road was from
the Feagle during this event. This
hazard is indicated on the flood
maps.

Ref

Tidal Flooding is indicated on
Connolly Street on the Tidal maps.
No action required.

No action required.
3.2.8

Bridges too low to take volume of flood water bursting out onto main road and
entering houses and to Clonakilty Town. They did not want to know - now
they know and I am suffering and worrying. Ground floor completely (house)
destroyed June 28 2012 - first time since house built 1961.

3.2.9

I find the maps show the flooded area well.

4

Flood hazard is indicated in this
area on the maps. No action
required.
No action required.
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4

Feedback and Comments on the
Preliminary FRM Options

The questionnaire provided the opportunity for public commentary and feedback on the FRM options. The
comments and opinions gathered in the submissions are set out in Table 4.1 below.
Table 4-1 Comments on FRM options
Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options

MM Comment and Relevant Action

4.1.1

Clear drains and dykes of debris. Dredge river. If
the wall near Dunne’s Stores was built up, where it
is broken for years the water might stay in the river
rather than flowing down the main road.

River regrading was considered in the
analysis. Repairing the wall at Dunne’s would
not prevent flooding further downstream.

4.1.2

Drawing No. 296235/Env/DR/20/CLN/212A - Rev.
E was the only option on display. Option shown to
us personally by OPW is our least favourite option.

Consider that displayed option is preferred to
one shown by OPW.

Consider that flood storage is preferred to
fluvial defences.

4.1.3

Tidal Barrage is not an option. We welcome the
storage of fluvial water and its slow release in
relation to both river and brides capacity - hope it
can be achieved. River walls: Would be concerned
if walls on Church were to be repeated. This wall
protected a tarmacadam surface but in turn 'sucked'
river floor towards residences. The just completed
wall at Kent Street is a fine piece of work. It would
be a shame if the town was to lose some of its
ambience by overdoing river walls - character of the
river must be maintained. Maintenance: While it is
sufficient to 'legislate' for the sudden and intense
rainfall, it is imperative that there is a regular
discipline of cleaning shores and drains. The impact
on flooding of any further developments within the
town will have to be taken into account at Planning
stage. Until 'Flood Measures' are in place, further
development should not be considered.

It is not predicted that there will be an impact
on flood levels at this location. OPW to
consider contacting consultee.

4.1.4

I am the owner of a private residence and
agricultural property in Aghamilla, Clonakilty. My
property is located just north of the study area and
includes a private bridge across the River Feagle to
both the house and farm (indicated in red on
attached map). I welcomed the proposed preferred
option emerging for the Clonakilty Flood Relief
Scheme. However, it is not clear from the study
whether there will be increased water levels as a
consequence of the proposed water storage
solution in the area of the access to my property. I
would be concerned that the proposed solution
could potentially adversely affect the access to my
property. I would welcome reassurance in this
regard. I would be grateful if this could be taken into

5
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
account with regard to the scheme.

MM Comment and Relevant Action

We believe that the walls embankments and
reservoir will be adequate.

4.1.5

We are not engineers or suitably qualified to know
what is the best thing to do re the serious flooding
problem in Clonakilty.
We are still intensely
involved in trying to repair our home which was
badly flooded on 28/6/12. Since then, we have
been living upstairs and are anxiously awaiting to
continue with our lives when we can move
downstairs. Constantly we worry about all this work
and expense - will it all be for nothing? As we live
on the western side of town, we are hoping the
suggested fluvial measures re the culvert at
Dunne’s Stores, the defences involving walls and
embankments and he upstream reservoir will all be
sufficient in defending the town from future flooding.

4.1.6

I believe the flood storage area is too small.

We believe that it is of adequate size.
The high tide and extreme flow scenario has
been modelled and the FRM measures will
work in these circumstances.

4.1.7

I would be very cautious of the preferred option.
Storage and tidal barrage would be my preferred
option. My problem with the storage and tidal flood
defences are this: The bay was empty on the night
of 28 June 2012.In the event of there being a week
of heavy rain and water is being released from
storage facilities into the river gradually and you
have a high tide, the tide will back the river up where does water from storage facility go then?
This scenario is more a probability than a
possibility. The night of 28 June 2012, the Western
Road was flooded at 2am. This flooding was
caused by neither river or tidal - but from what
came from the sky. The water had no soakage
because the flood plain had been built upon. I fail
to see how this proposed plan solves the problem
or lowers the risk of flooding we have on the
Western Road if this were to happen again. There
would have been loss of life if bay was full on 28
June. Is money in place for this being ring-fenced??
I believe the fish and fauna area takes precedence
over people's lives and taking livelihoods with
proposed option.

Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis.

4.1.8

I feel flow diversion is the most important element
of any flood management policy. It makes sense to
take away the danger, not store it. I also feel the
town drainage system needs to be upgraded.
Many acres of land have been developed in and
around Clonakilty and the original drainage system

6

It is not proposed to construct a culvert at
Dunne’s Stores.

Pluvial flooding will remain a problem as it is
not addressed in the proposed FRM option.
This is for consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

Storm water and pluvial drainage are not
considered in this study. This is for
consideration by CCC.
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
currently in place is totally inadequate. The
capacity of the drainage system must be increased.
Also, the height of road levels has constantly been
raised with each resurfacing so that the road level
is higher than ground floor level of properties. This
is a huge problem on Oliver Plunkett Street. Height
of road surfaces must be dropped significantly
below floor levels of properties. Also, a culvert from
the western end of town / Lady's Cross area to
Clogheen Strand Intake (marsh) should form part of
this plan.

MM Comment and Relevant Action

Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis. The route proposed would only
impact on flows in the Garage stream where
there is no flood risk (except for blockage) for
the Design event and would require extensive
tunnelling.

As a resident of Oliver Plunkett Street I live in fear
of flooding whenever we have heavy rain. I have
lived here since 1965 and the past number of years
has seen a drastic change as regards flooding in
this area.
4.1.9

Three areas I feel should be considered in dealing
with the problem:
1. Road surface should be lowered.
2. Drainage upgraded as it is not working
efficiently at present.
3. Flow diversions to ensure the river will not
flow down through the town again.

4.1.10

4.1.11

7

Height of wall on bypass - no provision for water
down Convent Road, railway line, McCurtain Hill,
St. Mary's Hill, Dunmore Road, Cloheen Road.
Look at diverting water away from town retaining
river's, stream and have a series of small retaining
walls upstream. Provision to let out water at a rapid
rate from Wolfe Tone Street with a non-return
valve. Look at the road at the GAA pitch Casement Street, to let flood water out through
road to pitch and into bay. Look at tidal barrage
with turbines to generate electricity on the tide in
and out. Can be closed at times of high tide with SE gale, with pumps to pump some of the river water
over wall. Stream that is piped from Quality Hotel
to be looked at. WADDI’s and opened streams
better than pipes for maintenance - Ref. Donegal
Hospital.

Surface water and pluvial flooding are outside
the scope of this study. For consideration by
CCC.
Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis.
Surface water and pluvial flooding are outside
the scope of this study. For consideration by
CCC.

Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis.
Tidal barrage has the potential to damage the
environment in a protected habitat.
The catchment of the stream at the Quality
hotel is too small for consideration in this
study. For consideration by CCC.

We do not believe the flood risk management
options being proposed are sufficient for the long
term. We live at the western end of the town and
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
our threat is the fluvial flood. The storage area
behind the embankment has been calculated on a
single occurrence during a summer month where
rainfall lasted approximately three hours. An extra
allowance of 80m3 is inadequate. It does not make
provision for the probability of future development in
the area. Shortly after 28/06/12, I saw a
documentary on flood defence measures in
Rotterdam land originally reclaimed from the sea. It
was very practicable, effective, and came in at a
fraction of the cost of the proposed project for the
western end of Clonakilty. The Daniel Goedbloed
Rotterdam Climate Initiative is available to view
online:
default/files/rotterdam.climate_proof_connecting_water_with_opportunities__by_daniel_goedbloed.pdf
We also strongly believe an embankment of each
inappropriate as we know first-hand water is a force
of nature which knows no bounds. The water
would erode the embankment. On the night in
question, the water knocked clean a concrete wall
at the wooden footbridge.

4.1.12

I note from the OPW questionnaire form that OPW
is subject to the Privacy and Confidentiality Clause
an yet it is requested that the form is returned to
Clonakilty Town Council or to Mott MacDonald,
which is an English owned company with offices in
Ireland.

4.1.13

The Town Council has completed the erection of a
new wall on the opposite bank of the river to us.
The height of the wall is now far greater than the
wall that is outside our premises and if the river
floods again, the water will run into our premises as
previously it ran out onto the road as well as our
building.
We feel that something should be done with the
river bank on our side as no along will we be
flooded, but the water will continue down to the car
park and flood the premises backing Pearse Street
and Rossa Street. On the car park side of the
building which is Council property, at least half the
wall is missing so we are at high risk of being
flooded.

4.1.14

1. Storage - Cost of purchase of land for storage.

8

MM Comment and Relevant Action
The storage area volume has been calculated
on the basis of our in depth analysis and is
conservative. This volume has been
compared with an extreme event to put this
volume in context with an event that has
occurred recently.

The embankment would be designed to
withstand the forces of a flood.

The proposed measures will limit the flow in
the Feagle so that flood levels will not exceed
the proposed wall heights in this area.
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
Area prime agricultural fertile level fields. Land
price very high presently. May entail CPO thus
more delays before any work proceeds. What
guarantee walls of storage will not breach from
pressure of volume of water.

MM Comment and Relevant Action
CPO/ Interference to be considered by OPW.

2. Flood Plain
Plenty of room for floodwater to reach its own level
even with tidal backup with no danger to
houses/roads prior to 1999 estate building and
Dunne’s Stores. Area greatly reduced, flood area
reduced, plus increase in land drainage hinterland.
Further house and industrial development in miles all surfaces to river. Expressed my great concern
on many occasions to Clonakilty Urban Council and
Cork County Council (per letters) during planning
applications 1999 - 2007 re danger of flooding to
houses on Western Road (western end). Bridges
too low to take volume of flood water bursting out
onto main road and entering houses and to
Clonakilty Town. They did not want to know - now
they know and I am suffering and worrying. Ground
floor completely (house) destroyed June 28 2012 first time since house built 1961.
3. Fluvial Flood Defences
Building higher walls - water builds up - bridges
from west (Dunne’s Stores) too low for volume of
water. Water will back from bridge to bridge from
sea back to flood plain, bursting out in all directions
whenever possible. Difficult to see the logic!

The combination of flood storage and flood
walls will prevent flooding in the vulnerable
areas in the town.

The flow at Rossa Street Bridge will be limited
by the storage reservoir. The stability of this
bridge should be investigated fully in the
detailed design phase of the works.

4.1.15

While I am in agreement with option of storage and
tidal defences, I am concerned about fluvial flood
defences acting as a funnel to concentrate the
fluvial flow under the bridge at Rossa Street, the
foundations of which have been undermined over a
period and may be even non-existent so that the
danger of this bridge being destroyed is a serious
concern to me. My business premises are just
beside the bridge and would be undermined in the
event of a bridge cataclysm. If fluvial defences are
to be put in place, a restructuring of this bridge is
imperative together with the removal of material
from the bed of the river under the bridge to
increase space for fluvial flow under bridge.

4.1.16

Would like to see minor works to improve channel
between Dunne’s and Tobin's Bridge to open eyes

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed

9
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
of bridges.
Trim vegetation from Flemming
compound channel.

MM Comment and Relevant Action
scheme..

4.1.17

OPW recorded some details of fluvial flooding in
Q.8 field. Consultee will submit his own form.

4.1.18

Consider using preserved bypass routing via
Industrial HACC to former Dump at Youghals

Flow bypass was considered along a slightly
different route in our analysis.

4.1.19

Suggest bypass route (same on 1961 road route
and discharge water from land (through old
surveyor's hose).

Flow bypass was considered along a slightly
different route in our analysis.

4.1.20

Thinks that the storage area is too big. Will not
allow embankment to be constructed in its
proposed form - too much storage. Defence on his
property cuts off runway. Queries what is it
protecting. 3.5 hours of storage should suffice.

The size of the flood storage area has been
determined using best practice and is based
on our in depth analysis of the hydrology of
the area. 3.5 hours storage is not adequate.

4.1.21

The two marshes at Inchydoney Road and
Dunmore Road could be used for storage and runoff. Usually there are 10 horses held there. A large
pipe could be run along the side of the road through
the miles down to Cloheen from your proposed
storage area.

Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis. The route proposed would only
impact on flows in the Garage stream where
there is no flood risk (except for blockage) for
the Design event and would require extensive
tunnelling.

Lady’s Cross, Dunne’s Store, The Miles
Problem: The meeting of diverted streams and
water from developments resulting in water flowing
into town. There is inadequate drainage and
diversion of surface water away from town.
4.1.22

Solution: Divert drains beyond the Miles and part of
the River Feale to run to marsh at Clogheen
Strand/Whites Marsh (which is already OPW
property)

Flow diversion was considered in the
analysis. There is no fluvial flood risk from the
Garage Stream (except for blockage) for the
Design event This diversion Route would
require extensive tunnelling.

Meeting of Park Road / Youghals / Lamb Street /
Jim Hurley Terrace
Problem: Surface water from Clogheen East flowing
onto bypass through Lam Street onto Connolly

10
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
Street, Rossa Street and Casement Street which
results in the flooding of Connolly Street, Casement
Street and Clarke Street.
Solution:
(a) Run a storm drain from underneath Clonakilty
Lodge through agricultural land to meet the bay
at the sewerage point.
(b) Run a pipe from Clogheen East to Whites
Marsh.

MM Comment and Relevant Action

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

Kent Street, Rossa Street, Connolly Street
Problem: Low-lying streets without adequate
drainage. Suffers flooding from hotspot 2 and from
the river bursting its banks on Kent Street.
Solution:
(a) .An emergency storm drain needs to be laid
going through Harte’s Courtyard and then left
into river. Estimated distance of pipe is 40
metres.
(b) Rebuilding of the temporary wall in the car park
that collapsed in the flood of June 28th to be
considered – since completed.
(c) All damaged bridges and drains to be
accessed, enlarged and repaired as necessary.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.
Works completed by CCC.
Conveyance measures were considered as
part of the analysis. It was found that this was
not effective during high tide levels.

Waterfront, Eurospar
Problem: Build-up of water flowing from Clogheen
and adjacent streets. Inadequate drainage. There
is also a danger here from tidal flooding.
Solution:
(a) Emergency storm drains need to be laid to take
water to bay side of Clarke Street Bridge.
(b) Construction of a tidal barrage.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.
A tidal barrage was considered as part of the
analysis.

Richy’s Restaurant, O’Neill Sports – Junction of
Ashe Street, Wolfe Tone Street and Clarke Street

11
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options

MM Comment and Relevant Action

Problem: Water from Community College, Ashe
Street, and James P. O’Regan Road floods this
area which is susceptible to tidal flooding and has
inadequate drains.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

Solution: Storm drain with pipe running adjacent to
An Súgan and entering the bay on the bypass road
and fitted with a non-return valve.

The flapping of pipes through tidal defences
would be carried out as part of the tidal
defences.

Tobairin Road
Problem: Major surface water flowing down Old
Timoleague Road / Tobairin Road flooding Fax
Bridge area.
Solution: New storm drain with pipe through
agricultural land through to the bay; this solution
can also be linked into a drain on Convent Road.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

Clonakilty Bay
Problem: The culmination of heavy rain, south-east
winds and high tides has historically caused
Clonakilty to flood.
Solution:
(a) The erection of a flood barrage at Gilman’s
Point (the narrowest part of the bay). Planning
permission was sought and granted for this
project but it did not go ahead.
(b) Alternatively, a gate or lock closer to the town
between Deasy’s Quay and the sewage plant.

A tidal barrage was considered as part of the
analysis.

Carhoo
Problem: Build-up and collection of water in this
area which contributes to the flows on the Garage
Stream and at its worst follows the direction of the
stream flooding Ladies Cross, Clogheen Cottages,
N71 Bypass and Western Road.

There is no fluvial flood risk from the Garage
Stream(except for blockage) for the Design
event. There is a surface water problem in
this area. For consideration by CCC as an
interim measure, and / or as part of the
proposed scheme.

Solution: Water is contained and redirected by
piping along land adjacent to road from Carhoo
under the N71 and piped into the attenuation area
west of the town.
N1 – Western Flood Plain

12
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
Problem: Flood plains have been built on and
excess water is going into River Feale which is
bursting its banks at Dunnes Stores and from there
flowing via Western Road and flooding the town
centre.
Solution:
(a) .Allowing flood plains and farmland adjacent to
the river to flood and arranging compensation
for farmers. Creating holding ponds adjacent
to Dunnes Stores.
(b) Divert the river to Whites Marsh.

MM Comment and Relevant Action

Flood storage has been considered as part of
the analysis.
Flow diversion was also considered. This
diversion Route would require extensive
tunnelling.

N2 – Tawnies Lower
Problem: Excess surface water flooding downhill
from developments is culminating in flooding at the
oil depot area on Western Road.
Solution: Build a storm drain at the junction of
graveyard car park to holding ponds via river.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

N3 – Tawnies Lower, Barrack Hill, Old Chapel
Lane, McCurtain Hill
Problem: Water from higher ground flowing down
McCurtain Hill, Old Chapel Lane and Patrick’s
Street onto Main Street (Pearse Street).
Solution: Storm drain at the top of Patrick’s Hill
going across Old Chapel Lane, meeting drain on
McCurtain Hill going to Community School at the
back of Strand Road and entering the bay at
Faxbridge. This would alleviate flooding from the
Pearse Street / Strand Road area.

For consideration by CCC as an interim
measure, and / or as part of the proposed
scheme.

N4 – Containment of Water from Patrick’s Hill,
McCurtain Hill and Filhols
Problem: At peak rainfall, there is pressure on the
drainage collection system at Patrick’s Hill,
McCurtain Hill and Filhols.
An assessment of the collection system in these
areas needs to be completed as to how rain and
water flows are collected and to the size of the

13
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Name

Comments on Flood Risk Management Options
drainage pipes used to direct these flows to the
mouth of the bay at Faxbridge.

MM Comment and Relevant Action

N5 – Build-up, Collection and Flow Rates on
Convent Hill
Problem: At peak rainfall, the streams on either side
of Convent Hill appear inadequate to cope with
water flows.

The catchment of the stream at the
hotel is too small for consideration
study. For consideration by CCC
interim measure, and/or as part
proposed scheme..

Solution: Create a proper excavated stream on the
southern side of the carriageway which will connect
to the current stream at Faxbridge.

4.1

Quality
in this
as an
of the

Ranking of FRM Options
st

nd

People were asked to rank the possible FRM options 1 to 6. The number of 1 , 2 etc. preferences
submitted is summed in Table 4.2 below. These sums were multiplied by the weighting factors indicated in
the table. The weighted scores for each option were summed to indicate the option preferred by the
respondents. From this analysis it would appear that the fluvial storage and tidal defences option was the
preferred option. This was followed closely by the fluvial flow diversion and tidal defences option.

Table 4-2 Ranking of FRM Options

Preference

Flow
Diversion &
Tidal
Barrage

Flow
Diversion &
Tidal
Defences

Fluvial Flood
Defences &
Tidal Barrage

Fluvial Flood
Defences &
Tidal Flood
Defences

Storage &
Tidal
Barrage

Storage &
Tidal
Defences

10

1

1

5

1

2

4

5

7

2

0

3

5

3

2

3

5

3

0

1

6

2

3

1

3

4

1

0

0

5

1

3

2

5

6

2

0

0

2

0

1

6

Weight

3

5

1

1

0

2

Score

35

74

53

56

71

76

Rank

6

2

5

4

3

1
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5

Local importance of FRM Objectives

Respondents were asked to indicate how important they felt certain FRM objectives were in respect of
Clonakilty. People were asked to rank 19 objectives when considering a FRM option for Clonakilty
according to 5 levels of importance ranging from ‘very important’ to ‘not important’. The number of scores
for each level of importance received by each objective is set out in Table 5.2 below. These sums were
multiplied by the weighting factors ranging from 5 to 1 in descending 1 unit increments according to the
level of importance, for example ‘very important’ carries a weighting factor of 5, while ‘not important’ has a
weighting factor of 1. The weighted scores for each option were summed and then divided by the number
of responses to indicate the local weighting placed on that objective by respondents. An average weighted
score greater than 4.5 is taken as an indication that the objective is very important. Similarly a score
between 3.5 and 4.5 is an indication that the objective is fairly important and so on. The weighting of the
relative importances and the indications of importance associated with bands of average weighted scores
are indicated in Table 5.1 below.

15

5

4

3

2

1

4.5

3.5

2.5

1.5

0

Not important

Slightly Important

Lower bound average weighted score used to
indicate this response

Important

Weight used

Fairly important

Assessment of responses
Very Important

Table 5-1:
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Risk to transport
infrastructure

5

Risk to utility infrastructure

4

Risk to agriculture

6

Risk to human health and
life of residents

14

Risk to high vulnerability
properties

15

Risk to social infrastructure

3

Risk to local employment

11

Risk to flood-sensitive
social amenity sites

3

Risk to water-bodies

3

Risk to environment

5

Risk to protected sites and
habitats

2

Risk to protected and
endangered species

1

Risk to fisheries habitat

0

Risk to visual amenity and
views of the river

2

Risk to architectural
features

1

16

2

2

2

0
0
5

1
5

1
0
2
3
4
1
2

4

4

3

2
1
3

3
2

4
5
4
2
3
3
5

0

1

3

0
0
1

0
3

0
2
3
5
2
4
3

0

0

0

1
1
0

0
0

4
1
1
2
4
3
1

15
11

11

14

17
17
12

15
13

12
13
12
13
13
13
12

Local Weighting used in MCA

Local Weighting indicated

0

Outcome

0

Avgas Weighted Score

3

Weighted Score

Not important

0

Nr of responses

Slightly Important

12

Important

Risk to local economy

Fairly important

Local Weighting
Very Important

Table 5-2:

69
4.6

Very Important

4.1

Fairly
Important

3.8

Fairly
Important

3.8

Fairly
Important

4.5

Very Important

4.6

Very Important

3.8

Fairly
Important

4.5

Very Important

3.6

Fairly
Important

2.9

Important

3.5

Important

3.1

Important

2.7

Important

2.5

Important

2.6

Important

2.9

Important

45

42

53

77
79
46

68
47

35
45
37
35
33
34
35

5

5

4

5

4

2

4

1

5

5

5

3

4

2

5

5

4

2

3

2

3

2

3

5

3

1

3

1

3

2

3

2
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Risk to archaeology
Risk of soil erosion

Risk to impacts of climate
change

1
5

3

1
2

3

7
5

2

1
1

3

2
1

3

12
14

14

34
2.8

Important

3.6

Fairly
Important

51

42
3.0

3

2

4

2

3

2

Important

For comparative purposes, the local weighting indicated by public responses for each of the objectives
considered for the FRM options is shown adjacent to the local weighting assigned during the Multi-Criteria
Analysis (MCA), which was used in appraising options developed and in identifying the preferred option.
Further analysis of the differences in assigned local weighting will be made and due consideration will be
given to the results over the coming stages of the study.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Public Consultation Day Poster
Appendix B: Public Consultation Day Leaflet
Appendix C: Public Consultation Day Display Material
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Appendix A. Public Consultation Day
Poster
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Appendix A. Public Consultation Day
Poster
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Appendix B. Public Consultation Day
Leaflet
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Your Opportunity to Take Part
The OPW wishes to consider all of the opinions and information available on the Draft
Flood Maps and the Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options for Clonakilty. The
way that this information is gathered is through a questionnaire.
Questionnaire forms are available and can be completed and returned on the day or at
a later day.
Completed forms can be handed in at Clonakilty Town Hall prior to the 31st July 2013.
Alternatively, completed questionnaires can be posted to the Study Team at the
address below before 31st July 2013.

What Happens Next
All of the feedback submitted before the 31st July 2013 will be considered by the
OPW. This will inform more detailed development of the Preferred Flood Risk
Management Option for Clonakilty.
Subject to the identiication of a cost beneicial and publicly accepted scheme,
Ministerial Consent will be sought to proceed with a public exhibition of the scheme.
Following the anticipated successful exhibition of the preferred scheme, which will be
carried out in accordance with the Arterial Drainage Acts, Construction Contract
Documents will be prepared subject to Ministerial Conirmation.

Draft Flood Maps and
Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options
Clonakilty
Public Consultation Day

Contact Us
The South Western CFRAM Communications Co-Ordinator can be contacted at all
times by post or email. Your queries and comments are most welcome.
By Post:
Mr. Fintan McGivern
South Western CFRAM Communications Coordinator
Mott MacDonald Ireland Ltd.
5 Eastgate Avenue, Little Island, Co. Cork
By e-mail:
SWCFRAM@mottmac.com
Visit our website: http://www.southwestcframstudy.ie
Follow the study on twitter: www.twitter.com/SW_CFRAM_Study

16th July 2013
O’Donovan’s Hotel
Pearse Street
3.30pm to 9.00pm

Introduction
The Ofice of Public Works (OPW) have
appointed Mott MacDonald to carry out the
South Western River Basin District Catchment
Flood Risk Assessment and
Management (CFRAM) Study. The South
Western CFRAM Study is part of the National
CFRAM Programme that was rolled out by the
Ofice Of Public Works between January 2011
and March 2012. The CFRAM Programme is
central to the Government’s medium to
long-term strategy for the mitigation and
management of lood risk in Ireland. The aim
of this study is to prepare lood maps and
identify viable measures for managing lood
risk in areas of signiicant risk. Clonakilty has
been identiied as one of the areas that are at
signiicant risk from looding.
Prioritisation of Clonakilty
Following the lood events that occurred in
Clonakilty in the summer of 2012, Clonakilty
was given top priority in the South Western
CFRAM Study area in order to identify the
preferred lood risk management option for
the town as soon as possible. Originally it was
scheduled that the public consultation on the
preferred lood risk management option for
Clonakilty would take place in June 2014. The
programme for Clonakilty has been
accelerated and the Public Consultation Day
has arrived almost a year earlier than originally
planned.
Work Carried Out To Date
The accelerated programme for Clonakilty has
resulted in signiicant work been carried out to
date. The Ofice of Public Works, Cork County
Council and Mott MacDonald have been
gathering data and procuring river and channel
surveys. The hydrology of the catchment has
been assessed and the lows in the river for
extreme events have been determined.
A Hydraulic Model, which uses computer
programmes to represent the lows of rivers in
the channels and lood plains, has been built.
This model was calibrated against historical
lood events for Clonakilty, such as the June
2012 event, to ensure that realistic results are
provided.

The Hydraulic Model was then used to predict
the extent and depth of looding in extreme
situations. These results are represented on the
Draft Flood Maps.
Once the extent and depth of looding from
extreme situations were identiied, methods and
options on how to mitigate the lood risk in
Clonakilty were assessed. These options form
the Preliminary Flood Risk Management
Options for Clonakilty.
Public Consultation Day
The purpose of this Public Consultation Day is
to present to the public the Draft Flood Maps
and the Preliminary Flood Risk Management
Options for Clonakilty and to facilitate feedback
from the public. It should be noted that all of the
options presented at this stage are preliminary
and the Study Team are on hand to explain
them and assist with any enquiries.
We would invite all members of the public and
interested parties to review the Draft Flood
Maps and the Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Options for Clonakilty. We would
encourage people to provide their feedback.
The Draft Flood Maps and Preliminary Options
will be available for viewing and comments on
the project website (see overleaf) for a period of
two weeks from 16th July.
Draft Flood Maps
The Draft Flood Maps are maps that show the
expected lood extents during lood events that
have a chance of occurring of 1 in 10 (dark
blue), 1 in 100 (medium blue) and 1 in 1000
(light blue) in any given year, and also projected
lood levels and peak lows shown in tables on
maps.

Preliminary Flood Risk Management
Options
A lood risk management option consists of
one or, more commonly, a combination of
lood risk management methods. The
following structural measures have been
identiied as effective measures for protecting
against luvial (river) and tidal lood risk.
Fluvial (River) Measures
• Flow Diversion (i.e. underground culvert
from Dunnes Stores to Waterfront)
• Fluvial Flood Defences (i.e. walls and
earth embankments from Dunnes Stores,
through the town to Clarke Street Bridge)
• Storage (i.e. reservoir upstream of town)
Tidal Measures
• Tidal Barrage (i.e. dam like structure
downstream of town, which can open and
close to prevent tidal looding)
• Tidal Flood Defences (i.e walls and earth
embankments from Clarke Street Bridge to
Facksbridge)

These measures have been combined into a
number of Flood Risk Management Options for
Clonakilty which will protect against both luvial
(river) and tidal looding. These options are:
• Flow Diversion and Tidal Barrage
• Flow Diversion and Tidal Flood Defences
• Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Barrage
• Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Flood Defences
• Storage and Tidal Barrage
• Storage and Tidal Flood Defences
These options have undergone a Multi-Criteria
Assessment which looks at each of the options
under Technical, Economic, Social and
Environmental headings. Scores, weightings and
levels of importance have been applied to these
headings.
Based on the Multi-Criteria Assessment, the
preferred option is:
• Storage and Tidal Flood Defences

SWRBD CFRAM Study
Clonakilty July 2013 PCD Report

Appendix C. Public Consultation Day
Display Material
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Introduction
The Office of Public Works (OPW) has appointed Mott MacDonald to
carry out the South Western River Basin District Catchment Flood Risk
Assessment and Management (CFRAM) Study.
The South Western RBD CFRAM Study is part of the National CFRAM
Programme that was rolled out by the Office of Public Works between
January 2011 and March 2012.
The South Western River Basin District (RBD) stretches from Dingle to
Dungarvan and includes parts of Counties Cork, Kerry, Limerick,
Tipperary and Waterford.
The CFRAM Programme is central to the Government’s medium to
long-term strategy for the mitigation and management of flood risk in
Ireland.
The aim of this study is to prepare Flood Maps and identify viable
Measures and Options for Managing Flood Risk in areas of significant
risk.
This study will use the most up to date flood modelling tools to
determine the extent and depth of flooding that can be expected
during extreme flood events in areas of significant risk.

Clonakilty
The SW CFRAM Study has identified Clonakilty as an area of significant
risk of flooding and the River Feagle as a High Priority Watercourse
(HPW).
The study area for Clonakilty is shown below:

The study area includes the River Feagle, it’s northern tributary (the
Cappeen Stream) and it’s southern tributary (the ‘Garage’ Stream)
which all flow into Clonakilty Harbour before discharging into the sea
at Wind Rock.

Clonakilty – History of Flooding
Clonakilty has a long record of flooding from tidal storm surges, heavy
rainfall and extreme river flows over the past 60 years. More recently,
extreme rainfall and river flows have inundated the centre of Clonakilty
causing significant damage to properties and businesses and distress to
Clonakilty’s residents. Flooding issues are likely to increase as the town
grows and the climate changes into the future.

Prioritisation of Clonakilty
Following the flood events in the summer of 2012, Clonakilty was given
top priority in the South Western CFRAM Study area in order to
identify the preferred Flood Risk Management Option for the town as
soon as possible.
Originally it was scheduled that this public consultation on the
preferred flood risk management options for Clonakilty would take
place in June 2014. The programme for Clonakilty has been accelerated
and the Public Consultation Day has arrived almost a year earlier than
originally planned.

Photos courtesy of
Cork County Council

November 2009

June 2012

Recorded Historic Flood Events in Clonakilty
Date
28 Jun 2012

Flooding Mechanisms

16 Dec 1989

(mODM)

Reported Duration of Flooding
(Hours)

3.7 (Connolly Street)

11

Casement St and Wolfe Tone St

Over 170 properties flooded

Well Court, Dunnes Stores, Michael Collins Rd ,Oliver
Plunkett Street, Pearse Street, Ashe Street and Wolfe Tone
Street.

Fire station and town hall flooded

Eastern end of the town was badly affected with flooding along
Oliver Plunkett Street and Kent Street Car Park.

Over 20 properties flooded

3.1 (Connolly Street)

5

Western Road, Kent Street, Connolly Street, Rossa Street and
Wolfe Tone Street

Number not reported.

Not applicable

Estimated to be of short duration < 2
hours.

Wolfe Tone Street, Clarke Street, Connelly Street and the
lower end of Kent Street.

Number not reported.

2.8 (Clarke Street)

25 hours of raised total tidal levels due
to storm surge based on typical storm
surge duration in section 5.2.

Strand Street and probably other areas in the eastern end of
Clonakilty but these were not reported.

Number not reported.

Not applicable

Estimated to be short duration.

Fluvial flooding from the River Feagle

Pluvial flooding from intense rainfall
Tidal flooding from extreme storm surge
No fluvial flooding reported along the River Feagle

24 Aug 1986

Reported Peak Level

Pluvial flooding from intense rainfall along roads
Fluvial flooding from Garage Stream and River Feagle

Additional flooding from collapsed walls at Western Road, Oliver Plunkett
Street and Kent Street
27 Jan 1995

Properties Flooded

Saturated catchment conditions

Additional flooding from collapsed walls at Dunnes Stores and Kent Street
19 Nov 2009

Areas Affected

Pluvial flooding from intense rainfall from summer storm.

Estimated to be > 20.
Estimated to be 70 -100.

Estimated to be > 20.

14 Dec 1981

Pluvial flooding from heavy rainfall
High tidal levels preventing discharge from the urban drainage systems
causing flooding.

Wolfe Tone Street and Clarke Street areas
Island strand intake

Number not reported.
Estimated to be > 70.

Estimated to be 2.9 based on
predicted water level of 2.24m in
Clonakilty Bay*

Estimated to be 25 hours

7 Mar 1962

Tidal flooding from storm surge
Possible collapse of wall along the lower River Feagle

Clarke Street and Connelly Street areas slightly greater than
1989 event

Number not reported.
Estimated to be 70 - 120.

Estimated to be 2.8 based on
Preliminary Tidal Barrage Report.

Estimated to be 25 hours

22 Oct 1961

Mechanisms not reported but rain gauges recorded relatively heavy rainfall
over this period, suggesting pluvial flooding was involved.

Old Timoleague Road

Number not reported.

Not applicable

Estimated to be short duration.

Estimated to be < 10

Work Process
The Clonakilty flood risk assessment and management study is being
undertaken in seven stages:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Data Collection
Hydrological Analysis
Hydraulic Modelling / Analysis
Development of Flood Maps
Flood Risk Assessment of People, Economy and Environment
Development and Assessment of Flood Risk Mitigation Options
Development of the Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP)

The accelerated programme for Clonakilty has resulted in significant
work being carried out to date.
The Office of Public Works, Cork County Council and Mott MacDonald
have gathered all the available data and procured river and channel
surveys (Stage 1).
The hydrology of the catchment has been assessed and the flows in the
river for extreme events have been determined (Stage 2).
A hydraulic model, which uses computer programmes to represent the
flows of rivers in the channels and flood plains, has been built. This
model was calibrated against historical flood events for Clonakilty, such
as the June 2012 event, to ensure that realistic results are provided
(Stage 3).
The hydraulic model was then used to predict the extent and depth of
flooding in extreme situations. These results are represented on the
Draft Flood Maps (Stage 4).

Once the extent and depth of flooding from the extreme situations
were identified an assessment of the risk to people, property and the
environment from flooding was carried out (Stage 5). Following from
this assessment methods and options on how to mitigate the flood risk
in Clonakilty were assessed. These options form the Preliminary Flood
Risk Management Options for Clonakilty (Stage 6).

Public Consultation Day
The purpose of this Public Consultation Day is to present to the public
the Draft Flood Maps (Stage 4) and the Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Options (Stage 6) for Clonakilty and to facilitate feedback
from the public.
It should be noted that all of the options presented at this stage are
preliminary and the Study Team are on hand to explain them and assist
with any enquiries.
We would invite all members of the public and interested parties to
review the Draft Flood Maps and the Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Options.
In addition to the maps posted for display, a full set of flood maps
including Draft Flood Zone maps, are available for viewing.
The Draft Flood Maps and Preliminary Options will be available for
viewing and comment on the SW CFRAM project website for a period
of two weeks from the 16th July.
Project Website: www.southwestcframstudy.ie

Data Collection
The initial stage of the SW CFRAM Study involved the gathering of large
amounts of data. Since November 2011, the Office of Public Works,
Cork County Council and Mott MacDonald have gathered the data and
procured the necessary surveys to define the extent of flood risk in the
South Western River Basin District.
River and Channel Surveys
In order to get the most accurate results possible from flood modelling
tools, it was necessary to gather large volumes of topographical data.
This data covers the flood plains, the river channels and the structures
that are found on the rivers. Flood plain data was captured by aerial
surveying techniques. The river channel and structure data was
captured by more traditional surveying techniques.

Data
The data collected includes meteorological data, hydrometric data,
social datasets, land use data, habitat data, flood studies and records
of past flood events.

Hydrological Analysis
Hydrology is the study of water and its movements along its various
pathways which includes rivers, oceans and soils.

Hydrology is used to determine high flows in rivers, low flows in rivers
and the effect of urbanisation on rivers. For the assessment of flood
risk, high flows in rivers are the primary concern.
Rain intensity, duration and occurrence are important elements in
hydrological analysis.
The hydrology of a catchment is assessed and through this assessment,
the design flows in rivers for extreme events are derived.

Flood Occurance (AEP)
The probability or chance of a flood event occurring in any given year
can be a useful tool to better understand the rarity of a flood event.
Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) is a term used to refer to the
rarity of a flood event.
The probability or chance of a flood relates to the likelihood of an
event of that size (or larger), occurring within any one year period.
For example, a “one in hundred” year flood has a:
• “one chance in a hundred” of occurring in any given year
• 1:100 odds of occurring in any given year
• or a 1% likelihood of occurring
This is described as a 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flood
event.
% Annual Exceedance
Probability (%AEP)

Odds of a Flood Event in Any
Given Year

Chance of a Flood Event in
Any Given Year or
Previous ‘Return Period’

50%
20%
10%
5%
2%
1%
0.5%
0.1%

1:2
1:5
1:10
1:20
1:50
1:100
1:200
1:1000

1 in 2
1 in 5
1 in 10
1 in 20
1 in 50
1 in 100
1 in 200
1 in 1000

Hydraulic Modelling
DATA COLLECTON

HYDROLOGICAL ANALYSIS

HYDRAULIC MODEL

A hydraulic model uses computer programmes to represent the flows
of the rivers in the channels and flood plains. The model is then used to
predict the extent and depth of flooding in extreme situations. These
results are presented on Flood Maps.

FLOOD MAPS

Flood Maps
Flood maps are the representation of predicted outputs from hydraulic
modelling on maps. Under the SW CFRAM Study, the following flood
maps are being produced:

• Flood Extent Maps – show the extent of flooding for extreme
events of a given probability, described as AEP (Annual Exceedance
Probability).
• Flood Depth Maps – show the depth of flooding (in metres) relative
to ground level.
• Flood Velocity Maps – show the speed of flow.
• Flood Hazard (Risk to Life) Maps – show the potential risk to life
from low to extreme calculated from the depth and speed of flow.
• Flood Zone Maps – show three flood extents, as Zones A, B and C in
accordance with the Guidelines on the Planning System and Flood
Risk Management (DoEHLG & OPW, November 2009).

Please note that the flood maps on display are currently in Draft Status.
Please review the Disclaimer and Guidance Note on display.

Flood Risk Management Options
A Flood Risk Management (FRM) Option consists of one or, more
commonly, a combination of flood risk management measures.
A screening process was carried out to identify the viable measures for
Clonakilty. The following structural measures have been identified as
effective measures for protecting against Fluvial (River) or Tidal flood
risk.

Fluvial (River) Measures
• Flow Diversion – underground culvert from Dunnes Stores to
Waterfront
• Fluvial Flood Defences – walls and earth embankments from
Dunnes Store, through the town to Clarke Street Bridge
• Storage – reservoir upstream of the town (2 proposed locations)

Tidal Measures
• Tidal Barrage – dam like structure downstream of the town, which
can open and close to prevent tidal flooding
• Tidal Flood Defences – walls and earth embankments from Clarke
Street Bridge to Facksbridge

Clonakilty is at risk from both Fluvial (River) and Tidal flooding.
Therefore, a combination of fluvial and tidal measures is required to
provide an effective Flood Risk Management Option for Clonakilty.

Flood Risk Management Options
The effective Fluvial (River) and Tidal measures have been combined
into a number of Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options for
Clonakilty which will prevent against both Fluvial (River) and Tidal
flooding.
These options have undergone a Multi-Criteria Assessment which looks
at each of the options under Technical, Economic, Social and
Environmental headings.
The Preliminary Flood Risk Management Options are:
(Reasons why a particular option was not selected are listed in Red)
• Flow Diversion and Tidal Barrage (Flow diversion was very
disruptive and expensive, Tidal Barrage has an impact upon a
protected habitat)
• Flow Diversion and Tidal Defences (Flow diversion was very
disruptive and expensive)
• Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Barrage (Flood walls would have to
be 4m high at Kent Street, which would be damaging to the visual
amenity, Tidal Barrage has an impact upon a protected habitat)
• Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Flood Defences (Flood walls would
have to be 4m high at Kent Street)
• Storage and Tidal Barrage (Tidal Barrage has an impact upon a
protected habitat)
• Storage and Tidal Flood Defences
Based on the Multi-Criteria Assessment, the preferred option is:
• Storage and Tidal Flood Defences

Clonakilty

Flood Defences
0.5m high approx.

Tidal Flood Defences - List 1 & List 2

Max Height of
Embankment = 5.2m
Storage Area = 303,685m2
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Your Opportunity to Take Part
The OPW wishes to consider all of the opinions and information
available on the Draft Flood Maps and the Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Options for Clonakilty. The way that this information is
gathered is through a questionnaire.
Questionnaire forms are available and can be completed and returned
on the day or at a later date.
Completed forms can be handed in at Clonakilty Town Hall prior to the
31st July 2013. Alternatively, completed questionnaires can be posted
to the Study Team before the 31st July. Contact details for the Study
Team are provided on the questionnaire.

What Happens Next
All of the feedback submitted before the 31st July 2013 will be
considered by the OPW. This will inform more detailed development of
the Preferred Flood Risk Management Option for Clonakilty.
Subject to the identification of a cost beneficial and publically accepted
scheme, Ministerial Consent will be sought to proceed with a public
exhibition of the scheme. Following the anticipated successful
exhibition of the preferred scheme, which will be carried out in
accordance with the Arterial Drainage Acts, Construction Documents
will be prepared subject to Ministerial Confirmation.

Glossary of Terms
AEP

Annual Exceedance Probability; this represents the probability of an event being
exceeded in any one year and is an alternative method of defining flood probability to
‘return periods’. The 10%, 1% and 0.1% AEP events are equivalent to 10-year, 100-year
and 1000-year return period events respectively.

AFA

Area for Further Assessment – Areas where, based on the Preliminary Flood Risk
Assessment and the CFRAM STUDY Flood Risk Review, the risks associated with flooding
are potentially significant, and where further, more detailed assessment is required to
determine the degree of flood risk, and develop measures to manage and reduce the
flood risk.

CFRAM

Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management – The ‘CFRAM’ Studies will develop
more detailed flood mapping and measures to manage and reduce the flood risk for the
AFAs.

HPW

High Priority Watercourse. A watercourse within an AFA.

MCA

Multi-Criteria Assessment. A process of assessment that measures the effectiveness of
Flood Risk Management Options over a range of criteria.

MPW

Medium Priority Watercourse. A watercourse between AFAs, and between an AFA and
the sea.

OPW

Office of Public Works, Ireland.

PCD

Public Consultation Day.

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment. A high level assessment of the potential of the
FRMPs to have an impact on the Environment within a UoM.

SW CFRAM

South Western Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management study.

UoM

Unit of Management. The divisions into which the RBD is split in order to study flood
risk. In this case a HA.

WFD

Water Framework Directive. A European Directive for the protection of water bodies
that aims to, prevent further deterioration of our waters, to enhance the quality of our
waters, to promote sustainable water use, and to reduce chemical pollution of our
waters.
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«Name»
«Department»
«Company»
«Addr_1»
«Addr_2»
«Addr_3»
«Addr_4»
«Addr_5»

24th March 2014

Our Ref: CG\2014s0971-I-L001-1.doc
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re. Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme – Environmental Constraints Consultation
JBA Consulting has been retained by the Office of Public Works to prepare an
Environmental Impact Assessment of the proposed Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme.
The preparation of the Environmental Impact Assessment undergoes a number of stages,
this Constraints Assessment, being the first stage (see table below). The Constraints
Assessment is tasked with identifying key environmental issues or constraints within the
study area that may be impacted upon by a possible flood relief scheme and/or which
may impose constraints on the viability or final design of the flood relief scheme.
Stage

I

Environmental Impact
Assessment
Part 1. Constraints Study
Part
2.
Screening
Appropriate Assessment

Engineering Study

for

II

Part
1.
Environmental
Assessment of options for the
Scheme
Part 2. Appropriate Assessment
(if required)

III

Environmental Impact Statement
for the Preferred Option

IV

Public Exhibition

Data Gathering and review
Hydrology Study & Hydraulic
Modelling
Site
Investigations
and
site
walkovers
Conduct Flood Risk Assessments
Prepare a number of Flood Risk
Management Options
Carry out a Cost Benefit Analysis
Selection of a Preferred Option
Flood Risk Management Plan
Interference Notices
Public Exhibition

The table above demonstrates where this Constraints Assessments fits into the
development of an environmental impact statement for the preferred scheme.
We do not have a full Engineering Study as yet, so it is impossible to say what flood
alleviation measures will be proposed for the Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme. However,

typical flood measures were provided at a public meeting that was held in Clonakilty in
July 2013. This was part of an accelerated process within the Catchment Flood Risk
Assessment and Management (CFRAM) programme for the SW River Basin District.
These preliminary options were examined by CFRAM consultant (Mott McDonald) and a
number of viable options were determined. The viable options are as follows:






Flow Diversion and Tidal Barrage
Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Barrage
Fluvial Flood Defences and Tidal Flood Defences
Upstream storage and Tidal Barrage
Upstream storage and Tidal Flood Defences

During the Public Information Day held in July 2013, upstream storage and tidal defences
was the most favoured option by the public. A drawing illustrating this option is attached
to this letter.
As part of the EIA all feasible alternative options are to be considered and therefore the
Study Area is much broader and includes the harbour area.
We invite your comments in relation to any environmental issues that may be impacted
upon by a Flood Relief Scheme. The Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme is an accelerated
programme promoted by OPW under the Arterial Drainage Act and we would appreciate
your comments/inputs by the 25th April 2014.
Later on this year (July) we propose to hold another public consultation meeting. This is a
requirement for the Environmental Impact Assessment for the chosen scheme. At that
stage we will have details of the proposed engineering measures and we will invite
comments from you at this stage.
Please forward this letter to the most appropriate person in your organisation, if you will
not be dealing with this scheme.

Yours faithfully,
For Jeremy Benn Associates Limited

Jonathan Cooper
Director
jonathan.cooper@jbaconsulting.com

2014s0971-I-L001-1.doc
24 March 2014
www.jbaconsulting.ie
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<Name>
<Address>
<Address>
<Address>
<Address>

<Date>
Re. Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme – Environmental Constraints Consultation –
Revised Study Area

Dear Sir/Madam,
Further to my consultation letter regarding the Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme options,
the engineering investigations into options for the scheme has identified other possible
options. These include a suitable outfall for diverted fluvial water and a number of small
fluvial storage areas upstream of the town. Consequently our study area has extended
and I have included an updated drawing outlining the extent of the revised study area.
We invite your comments in relation to any environmental issues that may be impacted
upon by these options for the Flood Relief Scheme. The Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme is
an accelerated programme and we would appreciate your comments/inputs at your
earliest convenience. We would also like to take this opportunity to thank those
consultees who have already made a submission. If no further interests or comments
are identified in the enlarged boundary then we would appreciate an emailed reply to
confirm that.

Yours Sincerely,

________________________
Jonathan Cooper
Project Director
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From: Michael McPartland [Michael.McPartland@fisheriesireland.ie]
Sent: 25 April 2014 12:50
To: Declan Egan; Laura Thomas
Subject: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme
Declan/Laura
I refer to your letters of 24th March and 10th April and to our meeting on
23rd April.
The study area encompasses the Fealge River and its tributaries which contains
salmonid(salmon, sea trout and lamprey) spawning and nursery waters. In
addition to salmonids, lamprey and eels have been recorded within the
constraints study area.
While IFI are fully
flooding events any
and in keeping with
and Water Framework

aware of, and sensitive to, the hardship caused by
proposed flood alleviation measures must be sustainable
the requirements of the Fisheries Acts, Habitats Directive
Directive.

In this context IFI feels that the current assessment of flooding events must
be a catchment wide process assessing the impact of changes in drainage,
development and land use patterns and practices on the response of flows in
rivers to rainfall events involved to rainfall events. Likewise potential
solutions should consider the catchment in its entirety and not focus solely
on the relatively small area set out in the constraints study. Each solution
or series of solutions proposed should be considered not alone in financial
terms but also in the context of long term sustainability and durability in
combination with flood control effectiveness.
More specifically considering the significance of the rivers involved terms of
fisheries, the EIS associated with any proposed flood alleviation measures
needs to address the following
Assessment of Existing Conditions:
The following data is necessary, both within the study area and to the limits
of the zone of influence of any proposed works, to assess existing
conditions:a)
Mapping of the range, location and extent of each aquatic
habitat type e.g. pools, nursery and spawning areas.
b)
Redd counting in the proposed study area and upstream to the
limits of the zone of influence of any proposed works be carried out.
c)
Mapping of both the extent and nature of bankside vegetation,
highlighting in particular all areas subject to river bank erosion at present.
d)

A complete stock survey of all fish species.

e)
Characterization and quantification of each habitat area,
identified in (a), based on its macro invertebrate population.
f)
Detailed assessment and characterization of all potentially
impacted channels in terms of their surface and sub-surface sedimentology.

Impact Assessment:
The following requirements apply from a fisheries perspective in relation to
impact assessment of any proposed works:a)
Quantification of habitat losses and the impact on both flora
and fauna.
b)
Impact of any proposed works on fish stock densities for each
species.
c)
Changes in flow dynamics, the consequent impact on fish
migrations and the loss of opportunity for fish movement.
d)
Compatibility of any proposed measures with existing legislative
requirements.
It is the understanding of IFI that the main options currently being
considered are as follows.
Creation of Storage Areas:
From a fisheries perspective the principle issues which would result from such
a proposal are a) fish passage and b) habitat loss as a result of impoundment.
These issues are liable to be particularly problematic should on line
impoundment be proposed. A fish pass would be required at each storage site.
Off line storage is certainly an option which would have less impact and IFI
would ask that this option be fully considered.
Piped Diversion of Flood Flows:
Provided the design of such a system is such that fish cannot enter the
diversion pipes at either the upstream or downstream ends nor is there a
negative knock on effect in the receiving location this is an option which
should not be problematic to fisheries post construction.
Tidal Barrage:
The chief concerns of IFI in relation to a tidal barrage would be a) impact on
fish passage and b) potential impact on water quality particularly bearing in
mind that Clonakilty WWTP discharges upstream of the proposed barrage location
. The number of occasions per annum when the barrage would be closed and
duration of the closures would be key factors in assessing impact.
Channel Sealing/Canalization:
IFI understands that this option effectively proposes to replace a
significant section of the existing river channel in the Clonakilty town area
with an open box culvert type structure. This is liable to have a significant
negative impact on fisheries both at the construction and operational phases.
Such a proposal would necessitate the effective replacement/recreation of the
existing river features and substrate. This is high impact highly specialized
work.
Discussion above has focused in general terms on the main options under
consideration. When a preferred option emerges then much more detailed
assessment and discussion will be needed in relation to specifics. Needless to
say methodologies to minimise to construction phase impact will also be
required. In relation to instream works in freshwater environments these
should be limited to the period May to September inclusive to minimise the
impact on salmondis.

I would ask that you keep IFI updated as the study progresses. Should you
require any clarification please do not hesitate to contact me.

Michael Mc Partland
Senior Fisheries Environmental Officer.
-------------------------------Iascach Intíre Éireann
Inland Fisheries Ireland
Tel
+ 353 (0)26 412 21/2
Fax
+ 353 (0)26 412 23
Email
michael.mcpartland@fisheriesireland.ie<mailto:michael.mcpartland@fisheriesirel
and.ie>
www.fisheriesireland.ie<http://www.fisheriesireland.ie>
Web
Sunnyside House, Macroom, Co. Cork, Ireland.
--------------------------------------------------------Help Protect Ireland’s Inland Fisheries

-----Original Message----From: Declan Egan [mailto:Declan.Egan@jbaconsulting.com]
Sent: 02 April 2014 11:27
To: Michael McPartland
Cc: Laura Thomas; Jonathan Cooper
Subject: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme
Michael,
Good morning. JBA Consulting has been retained by the OPW to carry out an
environmental impact assessment of the Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme. We are
in the Constraints Study section of this work and we are consulting with
various consultees as part of the process. Our senior ecologist, who is UK
based, is in Ireland on the 23dr of April and we would like , if possible, to
meet with you to discuss the various options that we are looking at . I will
bring some drawings to the meeting so that we can discuss them.
Laura is flying into Cork early in the morning and flying back the same
evening. Please revert to me with a time if this is suitable for you. Thanks.
Regards
Declan Egan
Project Manager # JBA first internal send 11:26 Wed 02 Apr 2014 #
Michael Mc Partland
Senior Fisheries Environmental Officer.

-------------------------------Iascach Intíre Éireann
Inland Fisheries Ireland
Tel
+ 353 (0)26 412 21/2
Fax
+ 353 (0)26 412 23
Email
michael.mcpartland@fisheriesireland.ie<mailto:michael.mcpartland@fisheriesirel
and.ie>
Web
www.fisheriesireland.ie<http://www.fisheriesireland.ie>
Sunnyside House, Macroom, Co. Cork, Ireland.
--------------------------------------------------------Help Protect Ireland’s Inland Fisheries

Suirbhéireacht Gheolaíochta Éireann
Tor an Bhacaigh
Bóthar Hadington
Baile Átha Cliath 4

Geological Survey of Ireland
Beggars Bush
Haddington Road
Dublin 4
Tel. +353 1 6707444
Fax. +353 1 6681782
http://www.gsi.ie

Mr Jonathan Cooper
Director
JBA Consulting
24 Grove Island
Corbally
Limerick.

08 April 2014

RE: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme - Environmental Constraints Consultation
Your Ref: CG\2014s0971-I-L001-1.doc
GSI Ref: 14/108

Dear Mr Cooper,
I would like to acknowledge receipt of your correspondence of 24 March 2014 concerning the above
Scheme.
Please note that Geological Heritage data can now be viewed online on the GSI Public Data Viewer
at: http://spatial.dcenr.gov.ie/imf/imf.jsp?site=GSI_Simple – see below.
Datasets
The Geological Survey of Ireland, as the national earth science agency, has datasets on Bedrock
Geology, Quaternary Geology, Mineral deposits, Groundwater Resources, Geological Heritage,
Landslides and the Irish Seabed. These comprise maps, reports and extensive databases that include
mineral occurrences, bedrock/mineral exploration, groundwater, site investigation boreholes, karst
features, wells and springs.
To assist with an Environmental impact Assessment (EIA), and especially the “Soils & Geology” and
“Surface Water & Groundwater” parts, maps/databases are available on the GSI website under “Online
Mapping”- direct link: http://www.gsi.ie/Mapping.htm with datasets currently available for Bedrock,
Geological Heritage, Groundwater, Karst, Geotechnical boreholes, Mineral locations. More recent viewers
accessible from the same link include the National Landslide Viewer, the Aggregate Potential Mapping
and the Geotechnical Viewer.
Please note that Geological Heritage data can now be viewed online on the GSI Public Data Viewer
at: http://spatial.dcenr.gov.ie/imf/imf.jsp?site=GSI_Simple
There are two map layers under ‘Geological Heritage’:

Department of Communications, Energy, and Natural Resources

Roinn Cumarsáide, Fuinnimh agus Acmhainní Nádúrtha

1.‘Geological Heritage Sites Boundaries’: a national dataset (one shapefile with boundary polygons)
showing the nine County Geological Sites audits to date (Carlow, Clare, Kildare, Sligo; and Meath,
Kilkenny, Fingal, Waterford and Roscommon, at July 2013).
County Geological Sites audit data are still available for download (as individual county shapefiles and
site report pdfs; with direct links to individual reports in the most recent 5 audits) at:
http://www.gsi.ie/Programmes/Heritage+and+Planning/County+Geological+Sites+Audits/
2.‘Geological Heritage Sites No Boundaries’: a national dataset (one shapefile with buffer polygons)
covering all the other counties not yet audited, indicating the provisional location/extent of sites. These
sites have buffers appropriate to their type (or theme), ranging between 200m, 500m and 1000m (for the
largest landscape/glacial features). These are not ‘mitigation’ buffers, but an attempt to encompass the
extent of the particular type of site.
These will all be available to download as well in the next few weeks from:
http://www.dcenr.gov.ie/Spatial+Data/Geological+Survey+of+Ireland/GSI+Spatial+Data+Downloads.htm
Data Updates
The ‘No Boundaries’ data is provisional data only. As each county’s geological heritage is audited, the
‘No Boundaries’ data will be replaced with the audited ‘Boundaries’ data, so please re-visit the viewer
regularly for updates. There can also be ad hoc updates of individual site data at any time.
We anticipate that with necessary funding and the ongoing good partnerships of local authorities and the
Heritage Council, that it will be possible to complete the remaining county audits within the next 5 years.
Please note that all the above sites are of, at least, County Geological Site (CGS) status (some are also
recommended for designation as Natural Heritage Areas) and are included in the relevant County
Development Plan with associated protection policy/ies.
Other comments
Should you identify a Geological Heritage Site with buffer within your study area, please contact Sarah
Gatley, Head of the Geological Heritage and Planning Programme at sarah.gatley@gsi.ie, for further
information and possible mitigation measures if applicable.
As GSI’s karst dataset is far from comprehensive due to important data gaps, GSI would welcome
complementary data collected during any EIA; data which would be added to the national database. If you
wish to contribute data, please contact Caoimhe Hickey for details (caoimhe.hickey@gsi.ie ).
At a later stage, GSI would much appreciate a copy of reports detailing any site investigations carried out.
The data would be added to GSI’s national database of site investigation boreholes, implemented to
provide a better service to the civil engineering sector. Data can be sent to Beatriz Mozo
(beatriz.mozo@gsi.ie, 01-678 2795).
I hope that these comments are of assistance, and if the GSI can be of any further help, please contact
me.
Yours sincerely,

John Butler, Clerical Officer

Department of Communications, Energy, and Natural Resources

Roinn Cumarsáide, Fuinnimh agus Acmhainní Nádúrtha

Guidelines on the treatment
Environmental Impact Statement

of

tourism

in

an

1. Introduction
Tourism is a significant component of the Irish Economy – estimated to employ
approximately 190,000 people – and contributing over €5.3 billion in spending to
the economy in 2009. The environment is one of the main resources upon which
this activity depends – so it is important that the EIS evaluates whether and how
the interacting impacts of a project are likely to affect tourism resources.
The purpose of this short note is to provide guidance on how these impacts can
be assessed through the existing EIA process. Undertaking an EIA is governed by
the EIA Advice Notes published by the EPA. These Advice Notes contain detailed
guidance on how to describe and evaluate the effects arising from a range of
projects, including tourism projects.
These guidelines were written with the assistance of Conor Skehan, Head of
Department of Environment and Planning, Dublin Institute of Technology.

2. Tourism and the Environment
There are two interactions between tourism and the environment.
1. Impacts caused by Tourism Projects
2. Impacts affecting Tourism (e.g. the quality of a destination or a tourism
activity)
Impacts caused by Tourism Projects
Tourism projects can give rise to effects on the environment. These are
specifically dealt with under a number of Project Types in the Advice Notes,
specifically:
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a. Ski-runs, ski-lifts and cable-cars where the length would exceed 500 metres
and associated developments. Project Type 20
b. Sea water marinas where the number of berths would exceed 300 and fresh
water marinas where the number of berths would exceed 100. Project Type 10
c. Holiday villages which would consist of more than 100 holiday homes outside
built-up areas; hotel complexes outside built-up areas which would have an area
of 20 hectares or more or an accommodation capacity exceeding 300 bedrooms.
Project Type 28
d. Permanent camp sites and caravan sites where the number of pitches would be
greater than 100. Project Type 28
e. Theme parks occupying an area greater than 5 hectares. Project Type 29
Figure 1 The Advice Notes contain detailed descriptions on how to describe and evaluate
the effects arising from a range of tourism projects.

Impacts affecting Tourism
Environmental effects of other projects on tourism are not specifically addressed
in the Advice Notes. Taking account of the significance of tourism to the Irish
economy a specialist topic of ‘Tourism’ has been prepared to facilitate a
systematic evaluation of effects on this sector within the format laid down for
other parts of the Environmental Impact Statement.
It is not intended that the assessment of effects on tourism should become a
separate section of the Impact Statement, instead it is intended to become a
specialist sub-section of the topic ‘Human Beings’ which is currently described in
Section 2 of the Advice Notes

3. Tourism in the Existing Environment
Introduction
Visitor attitude surveys reveal that the following factors – in order of priority –
are the reasons that tourists visit and enjoy Ireland:
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Beautiful scenery
Friendly & hospitable people
Safe & Secure
Easy, relaxed pace of life
Unspoilt environment
Nature, wildlife, flora
Interesting history & culture
Plenty of things to see and do
Good range of natural attractions

It is noteworthy that over half of the factors listed are environmental and that all
others are related to the way of life of the people. The following describes how
these factors are considered within an EIS, set out under EIA topic headings, and
how they interact with tourism.
Beautiful scenery
This is covered in the ‘Landscape’ Section. Particular attention needs to be
paid to effects on views from existing purpose-built tourism facilities,
especially hotels, as well as views from touring routes and walking trails.
It is important to note that there appears to be evidence that the visitor’s
expectations of ‘beautiful’ scenery does not exclude an admiration of new
modern developments – such as windfarms – which appear to be seen as
indicative of an modern, informed and responsible attitude to the
environment.
Friendly & hospitable people
This is not an environmental factor though it is indirectly covered under
the ‘Human Beings’ section of the EIS. The principal factor is the ratio of
visitors to residents. This is of less significance in areas with longestablished patterns of tourism.
Safe & Secure
This is not an environmental issue – though some of the factors that are
sometimes covered under the heading of ‘Human Beings’ – such as social
inclusion or poverty – can point to likely effects and interactions.
Easy, relaxed pace of life
This is not an environmental issue though it is partially covered under
‘Human Beings’ – see comments above.

Unspoilt environment
This is covered under the sections dealing with ‘Landscape’, ‘Flora’ and
‘Fauna’ and to a lesser extent under emissions to ‘Water’ and ‘Air’. In
some instances traffic congestion, especially in rural areas, can be an
issue, this is usually covered within ‘Material Assets’.
Nature, wildlife, flora
This is principally covered under the headings of ‘Flora’ and ‘Fauna’ and to
a lesser extent by ‘Landscape’, ‘Water’ and ‘Air’. The principal issues being
to avoid any effects that might reduce the health or extent of the habitats.
This can occur either directly, by impinging on the site, or indirectly,
through emission, that can affect the natural resources, like clean water,
which the habitat depends on. It also considers effect on physical access
to and visibility of these sites. Occasionally there are concerns about the
disturbance or wear and tear of visitor numbers to such sites.
Interesting history & culture
This is principally covered under ‘Cultural Heritage’ and, to a lesser extent,
under ‘Human Beings’. The principal issues being to avoid damage to sites
and structures of cultural, historical, archaeological or architectural
significance – and to their contexts or settings. It also considers effect on
physical access to and visibility of these sites. Occasionally there are
concerns about the wear and tear of visitor numbers to such sites.
Plenty of things to see and do.
This is not an environmental issue though it is partially covered by the
‘Human Beings’ section, where the tourism resources of an area are
described and assessed.
Good range of natural attractions
This is covered by the ‘Landscape’, ‘Flora’, ‘Fauna’, and ‘Cultural Heritage’
sections of the EIS.

4. Project factors affecting Tourism
Introduction
Tourism can be affected both by the structures or emissions of new developments
as well as by interactions between new activities and tourism activities – for
example the effects of high volumes of heavy goods vehicles passing through
hitherto quiet, scenic, rural areas. Tourism can be affected by a number of the
characteristics of the new project such as:
–
–
–

New Developments
Social Considerations
Land-uses and Activities

–

New Developments - will the development stimulate or suppress demand for
additional tourism development in the area? If so, what type, how much and
where? Marinas, golf courses, other major sporting facilities as well as theme
parks and larger conference facilities can all stimulate the emergence of new
accommodation, catering and leisure facilities often within an extensive area
around a new primary visitor facility. Extensive urbanisation and large scale
infrastructure as well as certain processing and extractive industries all have
the potential to suppress demand for additional tourism – but usually only in
the immediate locality of the new development. It should be noted however,
that some types of new or improved large scale infrastructure – such as roads
– can improve the visitor experience – by increasing safety and comfort or
can convey a sense of environmental responsibility – such as wind turbines.

–

Social Consideration - will the development change patterns and types of
activity and land use? Will it affect the demographics, economy or social
dynamics of the locality?

–

Land-use - will there be severance, loss of rights of way or amenities,
conflicts, or other changes likely to ultimately alter the character and use of
the tourism resources in the surrounding area?

Existing Tourism
In the area likely to be affected by the proposed development, the following
attributes of tourism, or the resources that sustain tourism, should be described
under the following headings.
Note that the detailed description and analysis will usually be covered in the
section dealing with the relevant environmental topic – such as ‘Landscape’. Only
the relevant finding as to the likely significance to, or effect on, tourism needs to
be summarised in this section.
Context
Indicate the location of sensitive neighbouring tourism resources that are likely to
be directly affected, and other premises which although located elsewhere, may
be the subject of secondary impacts such as alteration of traffic flows or
increased urban development. The following should be noted in particular:

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Hotels, conference centres, holiday accommodation – including holiday
villages, holiday homes, and caravan parks.
Visitor centres, Interpretive centres and theme parks
Golf courses, adventure sport centres and other visitor sporting facilities
Marinas and boating facilities
Angling facilities
Equestrian facilities
Tourism-related specialist retailers and visitor facilities
Historic and Cultural Sites
Pedestrian, cycling, equestrian, vehicular and coach touring routes

Indicate the numbers of premises and visitors likely to be directly affected directly
and indirectly.
Identify and quantify, where possible, their potential receptors of impacts, noting
in particular transient populations, such as drivers, walkers, seasonal and other
non-resident groups.
Describe any significant trends evident in the overall growth or decline of these
numbers, or of any changes in the proportion of one type of activity relative to
any other.
Indicate any commercial tourism activity which likely to be directly affected, with
resultant environmental impacts.
Character
Indicate the occupations, activities or interests of principal types of tourism in the
area. – Where relevant, describe the specific environmental resources or
attributes in the existing environment which each group uses or values; where
relevant, indicate the time, duration or seasonality of any of those activities. For
example describe the number of guides, boats and anglers who use a salmon
fishery and the duration of the salmon season as well as the quantity and type of
local accommodation that is believed to be used by the anglers.
Significance
Indicate the significance of the principal tourism assets or activities likely to be
affected. Refer to any existing formal or published designation or recognition of
such significance. Where possible provide an estimate of the contribution of such
tourism activities to the local economy. For instance refer to the number of
annual visitors to a tourism attraction or to the grading of a hotel.
Sensitivity
Describe any significant concerns, fears or opposition to the development known
to exist among tourism interests. Identify, where possible, the particular aspect
of the development which is of concern, together with the part of the existing
tourism resource which may be threatened. For instance describe the extent of a
potential visual intrusion onto a site of historic significance which is the main local
tourist attraction.

5. Impacts on Tourism
"Do Nothing" Impact;
Describe how trends evident in the existing environment will continue and how
these trends will affect tourism.
Predicted impact;
– Describe the location, type, significance, magnitude/extent of the tourism
activities or assets that are likely to be affected.
–

Describe how the new development will affect the balance between longestablished and new dwellers in an area and it’s affect on the cultural or
linguistic distinctiveness of an area. For example describe the effect of a
new multi-national population required for an international call-centre
located in a Gaeltacht area.

–

Describe how changes in patterns of employment, land use and economic
activity arising from the proposed development will affect tourism, for
example, illustrating how a new industrial development will diversify local
employment opportunities thereby reducing the area’s unsustainable overreliance on seasonal tourism.

–

Describe the consequences of change, referring to indirect, secondary and
cumulative impacts on tourism; Examples can include describing how the
new development may lead to a reduced assimilative capacity for traffic or
water during the peak of the tourism season or how new urbanism
combined with existing patterns of tourism may lead to unsustainable
levels of pedestrian traffic through a sensitive habitat.

–

Describe the potential for interaction between changes induced in tourism
and other uses that may affect the environment – for instance increasing
new tourism-related housing affecting water resources or structures

–

Describe the worst case for tourism if all mitigation measures fail.

6. Mitigating adverse impact on Tourism
Describe the mitigation measures proposed to:
–

avoid sensitive tourism resources – such as views, access, and amenity
areas including habitats as well as historical or cultural sites and
structures.

–

reduce the exposure of sensitive resources to excessive environmental
burdens arising from the development’s emissions or volumes of traffic
[pedestrian and vehicular], and/or losses of amenity arising from visually
conspicuous elements of the development – for example by prioritizing
visual screening of views from a hotel towards a quarry.

–

reduce the adverse effects to tourism land uses and patterns of activities –
especially through interactions arising from significant changes in the
intensity of use or contrasts of character or appearance – for example by
separating traffic routes for industrial and tourism traffic.

–

remedy any unavoidable significant residual adverse effects on tourism
resources or activities, for example by providing alternative access to
tourism amenities – such as waterways or monuments.

Our Ref:
Your Ref:

G Pre00131/2014
CG\2014s0971-I-L001-1.doc

08 April 2014
Jonathan Cooper
24 Grove Island
Corbally
Limerick
jonathan.cooper@jbaconsulting.com
Re:

Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme - Environmental Constraints Consultation

A Chara,
On behalf of the Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, I refer to your correspondence in
relation to the above. Outlined below are the observations of the Department in relation to nature
conservation.
All aspects of this plan need to comply with the legislation relating to the Special Protection Area
and Special Area of Conservation designations for the Clonakilty Bay area. The Department
acknowledges that discussions with the consultants and National Parks and Wildlife Service for
this project are on-going with a view to establish how this compliance can be achieved.
The acknowledgement to this letter or any further information should ideally be sent to
manager.dau@ahg.gov.ie; if this is not possible, correspondence may alternatively be sent to:
The Manager
Development Applications Unit
Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht
Newtown Road
Wexford
Finally, the above observations and recommendations are based on the papers submitted to this
Department on a pre-planning basis and are made without prejudice to any observations the
Minister may make in the context of any consultation arising on foot of any development
application referred to the Minister, by the planning authority, in his role as statutory consultee
under the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended.
Is mise, le meas

Patricia O’Leary
Development Applications Unit
Tel: (053) 911 7482
e manager.dau@ahg.gov.ie

Jonathan Cooper
Project Manager
JBA Consulting
24 Grove Island
Corbally
Limerick.
Re:

15/04/2014

Your Ref: CG\2014s0971-l-L002-1
Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme

Dear Mr Cooper,
I am responding to your letter dated 10/04/2014 which was addressed to our
Department at Darrara, Clonakilty. Our office at Darrara is now closed and we are at
our new address. While I was in charge at Darrara I did not receive previous
correspondence from you about this matter. Also, I am puzzled why you would need
to contact us at Darrara when our location was outside the Study Area.
However, I am taking this opportunity to respond in my private capacity as a resident
at Wolfe Tone Street, Clonakilty where we are subject to flooding fro the tow ’s
river and the sea. The sea floodi g is our real o er a d as you’re aware it o urs
with increasing frequency.
I attended at the open consultation session last year where engineers were available
to hear our various submissions. I proposed support for a barrage at the narrowest
poi t i the ay whi h has ee o the flood works’ age da for uite so e ti e. I
added that it would provide an amenity for a looped walk route as a further
enhancement for the town. While the primary purpose of the consultation was to
consider means of controlling flooding, the mere suggestion of an added value
amenity was frown upon by the consulting engineer. This I found most disappointing
because surely the ultimate goal is to secure the town from flooding and enhance
the surroundings wherever possible for residents and visitors alike.
It would be such a relief if we had a barrage in place and not to be so fretful every
time the South East gales are forecast to test our own flood defences.
Yours sincerely
____________
John McCarthy SVI
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine
Cork South Regional Office
Clogheen
Clonakilty
Co. Cork

Telephone +353 23 8836200
Fax
+353 23 8836006

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine
Cork South Regional Office
Clogheen
Clonakilty
Co. Cork

Telephone +353 23 8836200
Fax
+353 23 8836006

Unit 20 Block D
t: +353 1 281 9878
Patron
Éarlamh
Bullford Business Campus e: info@birdwatchireland.ie Michael D. Higgins Micheál D Ó hUigínn
Kilcoole
w: birdwatchireland.ie
President of Ireland Uachtarán Na hÉireann
Greystones
Co. Wicklow
Ireland

Jonathan Cooper
JBA Consulting Ltd.
24 Grove Island
Corbally
Limerick
Ireland

Re: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme.
Your Ref. CG/2014s0971-I-L001-1.doc
Our Ref. 27.03.14CK

Dear Mr Cooper,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme. BirdWatch Ireland understands
the necessity for flood alleviation works in Clonakilty and would like to be involved in the design of a sustainable
solution to the flooding problem. This scheme may potentially have significant impacts on the conservation
interests of the Clonakilty Bay SPA/SAC and on other protected bird species in the area. We therefore would
appreciate it if you would keep us informed and engage with us in further consultation throughout all stages of this
project going forward. We trust that appropriate and due consideration will be given to the Clonakilty Bay SPA and
SAC and that appropriate detailed investigations into the impacts of the scheme on the designated sites will be
carried out. It would be very useful if you could send us copies of the Appropriate Assessment Screening and the EIA
document as and when they become available.
Birdwatch Ireland would have concerns about options that include a tidal barrage given the importance of the inner
Clonakilty Bay estuary for wading birds and the potential significant impacts that the barrage could cause.
Alternative solutions to a tidal barrage would be welcomed by Birdwatch Ireland as would any solutions that would
result in the least impacts upon the SPA site and its conservation interests.
In addition, Birdwatch Ireland would have some concerns with regard to the tidal defences option as the provision
of higher sea walls around the inner estuary may impact on known roost sites. Waterbirds are known to roost on
sea walls around the Model Railway Village, and if these are developed into tidal defences (e.g. raised sea walls),
then roost sites may be lost. Furthermore, given the man-made nature of the inner estuary, there are already
limited roosting options for birds; therefore any impacts upon roosts may be highly significant. We would therefore

Directors: K O’Byrne (Chairman), J Cromie, J O’Halloran, B Lavery, P. Moore, JB Peart, E Sides, J Wilson
Registered charity no. 5703. BirdWatch Ireland is the trading name of the Irish Wildbird Conservancy, Cairde Éanlaith Éireann, a company limited by guarantee.
Registered in Ireland, no. 116468. Registered office: Unit 20, Block D, Bullford Business Campus, Kilcoole, Co.Wicklow, Ireland.

Unit 20 Block D
t: +353 1 281 9878
Patron
Éarlamh
Bullford Business Campus e: info@birdwatchireland.ie Michael D. Higgins Micheál D Ó hUigínn
Kilcoole
w: birdwatchireland.ie
President of Ireland Uachtarán Na hÉireann
Greystones
Co. Wicklow
Ireland

recommend that appropriate bird surveys are carried out on sites proposed for development of sea walls to inform
on the nature and level of impact that may arise and that appropriate mitigation measures be put in place should
this option be chosen.
In addition, the lands at Deasy's Quay, in the inner estuary, although outside the SPA boundary, are a known
important roost site. This area is often used for materials storage and other purposes with little consideration given
to its proximity to the estuary or use by birds. This area, which is reclaimed land, should be protected during works
and its importance given due consideration during the impact assessment phase.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this scheme and our comments further with you.

Yours sincerely,

De orah D’Ar y
Casework Officer
Policy and Advocacy Team

Directors: K O’Byrne (Chairman), J Cromie, J O’Halloran, B Lavery, P. Moore, JB Peart, E Sides, J Wilson
Registered charity no. 5703. BirdWatch Ireland is the trading name of the Irish Wildbird Conservancy, Cairde Éanlaith Éireann, a company limited by guarantee.
Registered in Ireland, no. 116468. Registered office: Unit 20, Block D, Bullford Business Campus, Kilcoole, Co.Wicklow, Ireland.

20131104-XX-Clonakilty
JBA Consulting
24 Grove Island
Corbally Limerick
Ireland
11.04.13
Re: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme – Environment Constraints Consultation
Dear Sir/Madam,
As required under the EU Floods Directive (2007/60/EC), Ireland is currently developing a catchment based
approach to flood risk management. An integral part of this process, as directed by European best practise
guidance, is the identification of strategies to improve water retention within the catchment. The National
Flood Policy Review of 2004 and the EU Floods Directive of 2007 are prescribing that a more proactive,
sustainable flood risk management approach with increased use of non-structural and flood impact
mitigation measures. An Taisce has previously demonstrated our commitment to sustainable flood risk
a age e t i our report The use of wetla ds for flood atte uatio
y Willia s et al.,
.
I re e t years there has ee shift away fro hard’ e gi eeri g flood defe e solutio s, su h as ha el
alteration and river embankment construction, towards encouraging more natural flood management
NFM solutio s withi at h e ts. The UK’s Maki g “pa e for Water’ a d Netherla d’s ‘oo for ‘i ers’
approaches, for example, promote spatial rather than purely technical flood management solutions by the
provision of more room for Peak River discharges. In this context, wetlands are increasingly seen as
providing a potential valuable ecosystem service of flood attenuation. This is additional to their purported
role as uffers’ to pre e t e ess sedi e t a d utrie t i puts i to waterways a d as o ser atio a d
biodiversity hotspots within intensively-used landscapes.
Irelands present Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management (CFRAM) approach indicates that
policy is in place that recognises catchment scale processes in flood generation and management. An
Taisce would like to see an option in the Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme which embodies the sustainable
flood risk management approach with increased use of non-structural and flood impact mitigation
measures. Two possible measures to enhance the flood attenuation potential of floodplains along the
Feagle River are: (1) restoring the natural hydrological connectivity between river and floodplain so
allowi g la d to i u date ore fre ue tly; a d,
retai i g or restori g rough’ floodplai surfa es, i the
form of walls, hedges, coarse and woody vegetation, relict channels and depressions.
In addition An Taisce would like to note that this development has the capacity to have a significant
negative impact on the Clonakilty Bay SAC and pNHA (Site Code: 000091) and the Clonakilty Bay SPA (Site
Code: 00408). The Clonakilty Bay SAC has been designated because it contains a good diversity of coastal
habitats. These habitats show a succession from salt to freshwater influences and include six which are
listed on Annex I of the EU Habitats Directive. The dune types, as well as the intertidal sand and mud flats,
are habitats that are listed on Annex I of the E.U. Habitats Directive. The Clonakilty Bay SPA was designated
under the EU Birds Directive, of special conservation interest for the following species: Shelduck, Dunlin,
The Tailors’ Hall, Ba k La e, Du li

, Irela d | Telepho e:
| Fa :
www.antaisce.org
Company Registration No: 12469 | Charity Reference No: CHY 4741

Directors : J Harnett | J Leahy | M Mehigan | D Murphy | B Rickwood (British) | P Howley | C Stanley Smith (British) | A Uí Bhroin
Working for a Better Quality of Life – For Now and For Future Generations

Black-tailed Godwit and Curlew. It is of high ornithological importance, particularly for its internationally
important population of Black-tailed Godwit. In addition, there are four species with populations of
national importance. The presence of the E.U. Birds Directive Annex I species, Golden Plover, Bar-tailed
Godwit, Little Egret and Short-eared Owl is of note.
The proposed tidal flood defences may impact on the substantial areas of sand and mud flats which are
found in Clonakilty harbour. The intertidal flats have a typical diversity of macro-invertebrates, including
Lugworm (Arenicola marina), Peppery Furrow -shell (Scrobicularia plana), Ragworm (Hediste diversicolor),
the marine bristle worms Nephtys hombergii and N. cirrosa, Laver Spire-shell (Hydrobia ulvae) and
Common Cockle (Cerastoderma edule). These intertidal sand and mud flats provide are an important food
resource for the wintering waterfowl.

Yours sincerely,
Fintan Kelly
Natural Environment Office
naturalenvironment@antaisce.org
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Tom Sampson
Elizabeth Russell
13 May 2014 11:56
Jonathan Cooper; Declan Egan; Tom Sampson
Ross Bryant
FW: Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme- Envoronmental Constraints Consultation-Revised
Study Area

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

FYI
Elizabeth Russell
Operations Manager (Ireland)
061 345463
JBA Consulting, Unit 24 Grove Island, Corbally, Limerick
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Jonathan, further to the above and your recent letters to Teagasc, I would confirm that Teagasc will not be
making any submission and that we waive our right to be consulted on the proposed scheme on any
derivative thereof.
Michael O'Kane C. Eng
Teagasc
Moorepark
Fermoy
PH 025 42307
E michael.okane@teagasc.ie
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Introduction
This report details the outcomes of the Public Consultation Day held in the Parish Centre,
Clonakilty on the 2nd July, 2014
The flood events that occurred in Clonakilty in the summer of 2012 and in 2013 prompted the
programme for flood relief works to be accelerated. A Public Information Day was held in Clonakilty
in November 2012.

1.1

Clonakilty Public Consultation Day
A Public Consultation Day (PCD) was held in the Parish Centre, Clonakilty on the 2nd July, 2014.
The programme for the PCD was:





A presentation to the Elected Representatives from Cork County Council and Clonakilty
Town Council. The presentation describing the preferred drainage scheme option was
given by JBA Consulting and Mott McDonald Ireland
Public information session where the public viewed information on the preferred option.
JBA Consulting and MMI personnel were available to answer any queries from the public.
Cork County Council and OPW personnel were also available throughout the day
Feedback forms were made available to the public for comment. Members of the public
were invited to comment either at the event or were requested to return their comments
by post in a stamped addressed envelope. The closing date for submissions was the 2nd
August. A copy of the feedback form is given in this appendix to the EIS.

A brochure on the scheme was made available to the public. A copy of the brochure is given in
this appendix to the EIS.

2

Submissions for the Public

2.1

Introduction
Feedback forms were available at the Public Consultation Day in order to collate opinions on the
preferred drainage scheme option presented at the PCD. In summary the feedback form sought
to gather information on:




The preferred option
Comments or suggestions for the design of the Tidal Defence walls, the fluvial
embankment and storage, river walls through the town and any other further information
How useful the PCD was to them.

58 people attended the PCD and a total of 9 people returned completed feedback forms. 2 other
people submitted comments by letter and email.

2.2

Summary of Submissions
A breakdown of the submissions given in the feedback forms is discussed below.

2.2.1

Comments on the Preferred Option



3 of the 9 submissions commented that a tidal barrage would be their preferred option



2 respondents were concerned about flooding in Weston Lodge



2 submissions agreed that the chosen preferred option was the best option
1 respondent requested further information on the operation of the sluice gate on the fluvial
storage embankment.
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2.2.2

Comments on the Tidal Defence Walls




2.2.3










3 respondents favoured the embankment and storage
1 respondent was concerned about the stability of the embankment
1 respondent suggested smaller holding areas further upstream.

1 respondent favoured with the walls
1 respondent felt that the walls would lessen the amenity value of the river
1 respondent stated that the walls alongside the church should be removed or other walls
in the area raised
1 respondent stated that the walls at the western side of the town must be repaired or
replaced
1 respondent requested more information about the bridge and walls at the Credit Union.

Additional Information Requested





2.2.6

2 respondents were concerned about the impacts of flooding on Weston Lodge.

Comments on the River Walls through the Town


2.2.5

1 respondent was concerned about the strength of the foundations to withstand increased
flood levels heights due to global warming

Comments on Fluvial Embankment and Storage


2.2.4

2 respondents were concerned about the visual impacts of the tidal defence walls

2 respondents requested further information on an engineer's report prepared prior to the
construction of the defence wall at the church
1 respondent asked if the river could be dredged.
1 respondent requested the Council to lay a drain through the archway into Hartes
Courtyard

How useful was the Event?




5 respondents said that it was about right
2 respondents said that it was OK
1 respondent requested more information.
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River Fealge (Clonakilty)
Drainage Scheme

Public Consultation Day
Parish Centre, Clonakilty
2nd July 2014
4pm to 8pm

RIVER FEALGE (CLONAKILTY) DRAINAGE SCHEME
PUBLIC CONSULTATION DAY – 2ND JULY 2014
FEEDBACK FORM
(Please complete this questionnaire and hand it in at the Public Consultation Day or place in the stamped
addressed envelope provided, and return by 2nd August 2014 or e-mail to clonakiltyfrs@mottmac.com)

1. Name (optional):
Address:

Phone (optional):
Email (optional): _________________________________________________________________

Do you have any comments on the preferred option?
If so, please describe:

Do you have any comments or suggestions for the design of the following elements of the
preferred option?
Tidal Defence Walls

Comment:
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Fluvial Embankment and Storage upstream (west) of Clonakilty

Comment:

River walls through the town

Comment:

Is there any further information you would like?

Comment:

How useful have you found this public event?
Above expectations
About right
OK
Partially OK
Need more information

□
□
□
□
□

Freedom of Information Act
The Office of Public Works (OPW) undertakes to hold any information provided to it by individuals or others on a
confidential basis, subject to the OPW’s obligations under law, including the Freedom of Information Act. If, for any
reason, it is intended that information provided to the OPW should not be disclosed due to the sensitive nature of
such information, it is incumbent on the person or body supplying the information to make clear this wish and to
specify the reasons for the information’s sensitivity. The OPW will consult with any individual or body so supplying
sensitive information before making a decision on any freedom of information request received.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION
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Artists Impression of the Tidal Defence Walls at Croppy Road

What Next?
All comments received from this public consultation day will be considered by the OPW in the
inal design of the Scheme. Comments can be made by way of the Feedback Form available at
the meeting or on the scheme website listed below.

The next stage (Stage II) is the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.
A Public Exhibition of the Scheme will be given in November 2014. Stage III of the
Scheme will include detailed design tenders. Then the Scheme will then be subject
to conirmation by the Minister of Public Expenditure and Reform (stage IV). The inal
stage (stage V) involves the construction of the Scheme. The stages are shown in the
table below.
Stage No.

Stage

I

Feasibility Study

II

Environmental Impact Statement and Publc Exhibition.
Public Exhibition in November 2014

III

Detailed Design

IV

Conirmation of Scheme

V

Construction

It is expected that construction will commence in October 2015 and be completed in early 2018.

For more information contact us or visit the website:

Public Consultation Day
July 2nd 2014

When will it be built?

clonakiltyfrs@mottmac.com
www.clonakiltyfrs.ie

River Fealge
(Clonakilty)
Drainage Scheme

Clonakilty FRS Communications
Coordinator
Mott MacDonald Ireland Limited
5 Eastgate Avenue, Eastgate,
Little Island, Co. Cork

Introduction
The purpose of the River Fealge (Clonakilty)
Drainage Scheme is to alleviate tidal and luvial looding in Clonakilty. The Ofice of Public
Works (OPW) has appointed consultants to
carry out both an Engineering Study and an
Environmental Study in order to determine an
appropriate scheme on the basis of technical,
social and environmental criteria.
Current Position
An Environmental Constraints Study was carried out to inform the Design Engineers.
Summary of the Constraints Study
•
The biggest constraint within the Study
Area is Clonakilty Bay. This site is protected under the EU Habitats Directive and is
of international importance for its intertidal
and estuarine habitats and wader and
wildfowl populations.
•
•
Clonakilty has been designated an Architectural Conservation Area. There are 207
listed structures in the Record of Protected Structures (RPS) within the study
area of Clonakilty. There are 42 Record of
Monument and Places (RMPs) incorporated by the study area.

Scheme Options
Six options were considered for the Drainage
Scheme, namely:
1. Flow Diversion & Tidal Barrage
2. Flow Diversion & Tidal Defences
3. Fluvial Defences & Tidal Barrage
4. Fluvial Defences & Tidal Defences
5. Fluvial Storage & Tidal Barrage
6. Fluvial Storage & Tidal Defences
The Preferred Scheme Option
Option 6 (luvial storage and tidal defences) is
the Preferred Scheme Option. This consists of
a number elements.
Fluvial Flood Storage Area
•
Designed to limit low in the River Fealge
to bank-full level.
•
Excess lood low retained in storage
area.
•
Embankment to store c.400,000 m3 of
lood water.
•
The embankment will have a single
sluice, a spillway and a ish pass to accommodate the movement of ish.

Tidal Defences
•
Floodwalls (typically 1.1m high) from
Bridge Street to Croppy Road.
•
1.6m high wall at Facksbridge.
•
Raise Ring Road for a length of 200m to a
height of 1.7m.
•
Tidal lood embankments at the old
Timoleague Road (1.4m high) and beside
the Wastewater Treatment Plant (0.75m
high).
Stormwater Pumping
Pumping stations will be constructed to ensure
that rainwater that falls behind the defences
does not cause a lood risk. These will be
located at:
•
Croppy Road (Cork County Council)
•
Rossa Street
•
Kent Street
•
Former GAA grounds (Cork County
Council)
Area between Fluvial Storage and Tidal
Defences
Works to be carried out to strenghten river
banks where required. Locations where banks
are low to be raised to permit design low to be
contained within the river banks.

The arrangement of culverts on the Garage
Stream to be optimised to manage lood risk.

Flood modelling has demonstrated that this
Scheme will work to alleviate looding. The
tidal defence walls are relatively low and they
will replace some of the existing lood walls
in the town. The construction programme for
this Scheme is relatively short (c.18 months)
and will not signiicantly disrupt normal day
businesses or retailers in the town.
Environmental Appraisal
Option 6 (luvial storage and tidal defences) is
the Preferred Scheme option because:
•
•
•
•
•
•

minimal impact on the SAC and SPA in
Clonakilty Bay
minimal impact on the River Fealge
acceptable level of lood defence walls
within the town
limits likelihood of delay on Scheme
provides double protection; luvial storage
and tidal defences
approximately 18 month construction
programme

Preferred Flood Relief Scheme Option

Flood storage area

Stormwater pumping stations
Flood storage
embankment

River Fealge

Raised road
Tidal lood walls
Flood control
structure

Spillway
Garage Stream

Tidal lood
embankments
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Jones Environmental Laboratory
Registered Address : Unit 3 Deeside Point, Zone 3, Deeside Industrial Park, Deeside, CH5 2UA. UK

Unit 3 Deeside Point
Zone 3
Deeside Industrial Park
Deeside
CH5 2UA
Egan Environmental
17 Laureston Crescent Tower
Cork
Ireland

Tel: +44 (0) 1244 833780
Fax: +44 (0) 1244 833781

Attention :

Declan Egan

Date :

4th November, 2014

Your reference :
Our reference :

Test Report 14/13017 Batch 1

Location :

Clonakilty

Date samples received :

29th October, 2014

Status :

Final report

Issue :

1

Two samples were received for analysis on 29th October, 2014 of which two were scheduled for analysis. Please find attached our Test Report
which should be read with notes at the end of the report and should include all sections if reproduced. Interpretations and opinions are outside the
scope of any accreditation, and all results relate only to samples supplied.
All analysis is carried out on as received samples and reported on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. Results are not surrogate corrected.

Compiled By:

Kim Mills
Project Co-ordinator

QF-PM 3.1.1 v16

Bob Millward BSc FRSC
Principal Chemist

Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced
All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise.
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Jones Environmental Laboratory
Client Name:
Reference:
Location:
Contact:
JE Job No.:
J E Sample No.

Sample ID

Egan Environmental

Report : Liquid

Clonakilty
Declan Egan

Liquids/products: V=40ml vial, G=glass bottle, P=plastic bottle

14/13017

H=H2SO4, Z=ZnAc, N=NaOH, HN=HN03

1-3

4-6

SAMPLE 1 DS

SAMPLE 2 US

Depth

Please see attached notes for all
abbreviations and acronyms

COC No / misc
Containers

H P BOD

H P BOD

Sample Date 28/10/2014 28/10/2014
Sample Type
Batch Number

Liquid

Liquid

1

1

LOD/LOR

Units

Method
No.
TM30/PM14

Date of Receipt 29/10/2014 29/10/2014
Dissolved Copper

<7

<7

<7

ug/l

Total Zinc

22

52

<3

ug/l

TM30/PM14

278

90

<1

mg/l

TM30/PM14

Sulphate

89.29

16.89

<0.05

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Chloride

571.2

30.0

<0.3

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Nitrate as NO3

10.1

11.9

<0.2

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Nitrite as NO2

<0.02

<0.02

<0.02

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Ortho Phosphate as PO4

0.37

0.37

<0.06

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Ammoniacal Nitrogen as NH4

0.34

0.39

<0.03

mg/l

TM38/PM0

Total Hardness Dissolved (as CaCO3)

BOD (Settled)

<1

<1

<1

mg/l

TM58/PM0

Electrical Conductivity @25C

2041

280

<2

uS/cm

TM76/PM0

pH

7.31

7.47

<0.01

pH units

TM73/PM0

45

125

<10

mg/l

TM37/PM0

Total Suspended Solids

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11

Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced
All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise.
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Notification of Deviating Samples

Jones Environmental Laboratory
Client Name:
Reference:
Location:
Contact:
JE
Job
No.

Batch

Egan Environmental
Clonakilty
Declan Egan
Sample ID

Depth

J E Sample
No.

Analysis

Reason

No deviating sample report results for job 14/13017

Please note that only samples that are deviating are mentioned in this report. If no samples are listed it is because none were deviating.
Only analyses which are accredited are recorded as deviating if set criteria are not met.
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Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced
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NOTES TO ACCOMPANY ALL SCHEDULES AND REPORTS
JE Job No.:

14/13017

SOILS
Please note we are only MCERTS accredited for sand, loam and clay and any other matrix is outside our scope of accreditation.
Where an MCERTS report has been requested, you will be notified within 48 hours of any samples that have been identified as being outside our
MCERTS scope. As validation has been performed on clay, sand and loam, only samples that are predominantly these matrices, or combinations
of them will be within our MCERTS scope. If samples are not one of a combination of the above matrices they will not be marked as MCERTS
accredited.
It is assumed that you have taken representative samples on site and require analysis on a representative subsample. Stones will generally be
included unless we are requested to remove them.
All samples will be discarded one month after the date of reporting, unless we are instructed to the contrary. If we are instructed to keep samples, a
storage charge of £1 (1.5 Euros) per sample per month will be applied until we are asked to dispose of them.
If you have not already done so, please send us a purchase order if this is required by your company.
Where appropriate please make sure that our detection limits are suitable for your needs, if they are not, please notify us immediately.
All analysis is reported on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. Results are not surrogate corrected. Samples are dried at 35°C ±5°C unless
otherwise stated. Moisture content for CEN Leachate tests are dried at 105°C ±5°C.
Where Mineral Oil or Fats, Oils and Grease is quoted, this refers to Total Aliphatics C10-C40.
Where a CEN 10:1 ZERO Headspace VOC test has been carried out, a 10:1 ratio of water to wet (as received) soil has been used.
% Asbestos in Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMs) is determined by reference to HSG 264 The Survey Guide - Appendix 2 : ACMs in buildings
listed in order of ease of fibre release.
WATERS
Please note we are not a Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) Approved Laboratory . It is important that detection limits are carefully considered
when requesting water analysis.
UKAS accreditation applies to surface water and groundwater and one other matrix which is analysis specific, any other liquids are outside our
scope of accreditation
As surface waters require different sample preparation to groundwaters the laboratory must be informed of the water type when submitting samples.
Where Mineral Oil or Fats, Oils and Grease is quoted, this refers to Total Aliphatics C10-C40.
DEVIATING SAMPLES
Samples must be received in a condition appropriate to the requested analyses. All samples should be submitted to the laboratory in suitable
containers with sufficient ice packs to sustain an appropriate temperature for the requested analysis. If this is not the case you will be informed and
any test results that may be compromised highlighted on your deviating samples report.
SURROGATES
Surrogate compounds are added during the preparation process to monitor recovery of analytes. However low recovery in soils is often due to peat,
clay or other organic rich matrices. For waters this can be due to oxidants, surfactants, organic rich sediments or remediation fluids. Acceptable
limits for most organic methods are 70 - 130% and for VOCs are 50 - 150%. When surrogate recoveries are outside the performance criteria but
the associated AQC passes this is assumed to be due to matrix effect. Results are not surrogate corrected.

DILUTIONS
A dilution suffix indicates a dilution has been performed and the reported result takes this into account. No further calculation is required.

NOTE
Data is only reported if the laboratory is confident that the data is a true reflection of the samples analysed. Data is only reported as accredited when
all the requirements of our Quality System have been met. In certain circumstances where all the requirements of the Quality System have not been
met, for instance if the associated AQC has failed, the reason is fully investigated and documented. The sample data is then evaluated alongside
the other quality control checks performed during analysis to determine its suitability. Following this evaluation, provided the sample results have not
been effected, the data is reported but accreditation is removed. It is a UKAS requirement for data not reported as accredited to be considered
indicative only, but this does not mean the data is not valid.
Where possible, and if requested, samples will be re-extracted and a revised report issued with accredited results. Please do not hesitate to contact
the laboratory if further details are required of the circumstances which have led to the removal of accreditation.

QF-PM 3.1.9 v30
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JE Job No.:

14/13017

ABBREVIATIONS and ACRONYMS USED
#

UKAS accredited.

B

Indicates analyte found in associated method blank.

DR

Dilution required.

M

MCERTS accredited.

NA

Not applicable

NAD
ND
NDP

No Asbestos Detected.
None Detected (usually refers to VOC and/SVOC TICs).
No Determination Possible

SS

Calibrated against a single substance

SV

Surrogate recovery outside performance criteria. This may be due to a matrix effect.

W

Results expressed on as received basis.

+

AQC failure, accreditation has been removed from this result, if appropriate, see 'Note' on previous page.

++

Result outside calibration range, results should be considered as indicative only and are not accredited.

*

Analysis subcontracted to a Jones Environmental approved laboratory.

AD

Samples are dried at 35°C ±5°C

CO

Suspected carry over

LOD/LOR

Limit of Detection (Limit of Reporting) in line with ISO 17025 and MCERTS

ME

Matrix Effect

NFD

No Fibres Detected

OC

Outside Calibration Range

QF-PM 3.1.9 v30
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Method Code Appendix

Jones Environmental Laboratory
JE Job No:

14/13017

Test Method No.

Prep Method
No. (if
appropriate)

Description

Description

TM30

Determination of Trace Metal elements by ICP-OES (Inductively Coupled Plasma Optical Emission Spectrometry). Modified US EPA Method 200.7

PM14

Analysis of waters and leachates for metals by ICP OES. Samples are filtered for
dissolved metals and acidified if required.

TM37

Modified USEPA 160.2 .Gravimetric determination of Total Suspended Solids. Sample is
filtered and the resulting residue is dried and weighed.

PM0

No preparation is required.

TM38

Soluble Ion analysis using the Thermo Aquakem Photometric Automatic Analyser.
Modified US EPA methods 325.2, 375.4, 365.2, 353.1, 354.1

PM0

No preparation is required.

TM58

Modified USEPA methods 405.1 and BS 5667-3. Measurement of Biochemical Oxygen
Demand.

PM0

No preparation is required.

TM73

Modified US EPA methods 150.1 and 9045D. Determination of pH by Metrohm
automated probe analyser.

PM0

No preparation is required.

TM76

Modified US EPA method 120.1. Determination of Specific Conductance by Metrohm
automated probe analyser.

PM0

No preparation is required.

QF-PM 3.1.10 v14
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Analysis done
MCERTS
on As Received
UKAS
(soils
(AR) or Dried
only)
(AD)

Reported on
dry weight
basis
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) occurs throughout Ireland where their presence within a
system is restricted by instream habitats and water quality. White clawed crayfish
(Austropotamobius pallipes) are restricted to areas of relatively hard water with high
calcium levels and have a limited distribution in Ireland. Three indigenous species of
lamprey occur in Ireland; the non-parasitic resident brook lamprey Lampetra planeri, and
the parasitic anadromous river lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis and sea lamprey Petromyzon
marinus. All of the aforementioned species are listed under Annex II of the European Union
Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC). This Directive requires the Irish Government to designate
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and to maintain the favourable conservation status of
these species.
The purpose of the electro-fishing survey was to address the concerns expressed by the IFI
at a meeting held in April in Cork. As part of ongoing assessments of Annex II species within
the River Fealge, OPW commissioned a survey of fish and white clawed crayfish
Austropotamobius pallipes populations within the river at four locations. This survey was
undertaken by INIS Environmental Consultants Ltd. during July 2014.
A total of 4 sites were sampled using electrical fishing and snorkelling hand searching
methods. Physical habitat measurements were also recorded at each survey site.
The relationship between fish abundance and environmental conditions was explored using
Principle Components Analyses (PCA). Mean depth, wetted width, bank height, pool/riffle
presence and shade/canopy cover were all found to be important macrohabitat predictors
for juvenile salmonids.
The presence of Atlantic salmon was confirmed during the current survey at 2 of 4 sample
sites. The distribution and size characteristics of the juveniles recorded strongly suggest that
salmon are spawning at the upper reaches of the River Fealge. Population structure of
salmon was restricted to 1+ fish; no 0+ salmon were recorded.
No white clawed crayfish were recorded during extensive searches, which likely confirm
their absence from this system.
Lampreys were not recorded during this survey but are known to be present in the system.
Their absence from the survey results is most likely as a result of the low number of sites
sampled coupled with there being no suitable habitat at the selected Sample Sites.
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Brown Trout and European Eel were recorded at all 4 sites. Other species recorded included
Three spined Stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus) and Stoneloach (Barbatula barbatula).
Population structure of trout did not vary significantly between most sample sites. All
surveyed areas displayed a strong presence of both 0+ and 1+ fish with lower numbers of 2+
fish present at each site with the exception of site 2 where older fish were absent due to
very low water conditions and the absence of pools.
Areas with a prominent 0+ year class generally also had other cohorts present. Standard
length of trout and salmon encountered ranged from 5cm to 36cm and 7.9cm to 14.8cm
respectively. Good numbers of European Eel were present at all sample sites; standard
length of eels recorded ranged from 5.4cm to 45cm. Elvers were prominent at the two
downstream sample sites (Samples sites 3 & 4).
Given the presence of anadromous salmonids at the upper sample site (Sample Site 1) any
mitigation that is designed for salmonids on this scheme must allow for fish passage up to
this area.
In total 327 fish (12.58 Kg) were intercepted during the electrical fishing activities over the
four sites with five species of fish represented i.e. Brown Trout (n=275), Eel (n=38), Salmon
(n=3), Stoneloach (n=5), Stickleback (n=5).
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INTRODUCTION

INIS Environmental Consultants ltd was commissioned to carry out an aquatic ecology survey
at certain locations on the Fealge River, Clonakilty County Cork. The surveys commissioned
for this assessment were an electrofishing survey to assess fish communities and a
presence/ absence survey for White clawed crayfish. This work is being completed to
support the Environmental Impact Statement being compiled by JBA Consulting for the
Clonakilty Flood Alleviation Scheme as part of the South Western Catchment Flood Risk
Assessment (SW CFRAM).
The objectives of the South Western River Basin District Catchment Flood Risk Assessment
and Management (CFRAM) Study are as follows;






Promote the active participation of the public in addressing flood risk;
Create accurate flood maps for areas at significant risk from flooding;
Develop plans to manage flood risk on a catchment wide scale.

The SW CFRAM will identify and map existing and potential flood hazards within the South
West. SW CFRAM will also identify systems and measures for the effective and sustainable
management of flood risk. Prior to implementation of measures SW CFRAM will prepare
Flood Risk Management Plans (FRMPs) for the Study Area, prepare Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) and Appropriate Assessment (AA) for the plans. The current electrofishing
survey will help to inform these reports for the Clonakilty area, prior to implementation of
any measures to alleviate flood risk e.g. dredging, bankside reinforcements etc.
There is a long history of flooding in Clonakilty Town with flooding events recorded in 1961,
1963, December 1996, 2004, 2006, 2008, three times during 2009, 2010, and five times in
2012. In the vast majority of these cases flooding was attributed to rivers and streams.
This report provides evidence of fish abundance, size/weight, distribution and species
diversity and in addition a description of the receiving aquatic environment prior to the
construction of any flood relief measures. A White clawed crayfish Austropotamobius
pallipes survey was conducted simultaneously.
Four monitoring locations (as presented in Figure 1 overleaf) were supplied by JBA
Consulting, in consultation with OPW. The monitoring locations were chosen to help inform
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the flood relief work.
INIS Environmental ecologists carried out the entire assessment which took place during the
weekend of the 26th-27th July 2014.
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EPA Q-Monitoring Station,
Second Bridge, downstream

of Bridge, East-south-east of
Garralacka in Clonakilty.
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1.1

Clonakilty Aquatic Ecology Assessment

Study River Description

Clonakilty town is on the southern coast of Ireland in County Cork and has the North Atlantic
to the south of it. The landscape of the study area is a combination of rural,
residential/commercial and maritime in nature. Clonakilty Town comprises the built
environment. The outskirts of the town and associated ribbon development extend primarily
to the Southeast with smaller areas to the north of the town. Clonakilty Harbour forms a
large water body within the study area. Riverine landscapes include:






The main River Feagle channel
The Cappeen Stream
The Garage Stream.

The River Fealge, in the upstream part of the study area, is a relatively narrow
(approximately 3-4m in width), fast-flowing watercourse with a gravel/silt substrate. Directly
upstream of the town of Clonakilty, the watercourse is tree-lined on the right bank. The left
river bank upstream of the town is, in general, much more open with only occasional
isolated shrubs or trees. In-channel vegetation in the upstream reach consisted
predominantly of Hemlock Waterdropwort (Oenanthe crocata) and River Water-crowfoot
(Ranunculus fluitans), with very occasional Water-starwort Callitriche sp. present in more
slower flowing areas. At upstream locations there are lengths of channel which are choked
by fallen vegetation (trees and branches). Extensive areas of Fools Watercress Apium spp
indicating enrichment is evident in areas where agriculture is present. The banksides were
modified in some locations, with stone protection. This was most especially true of the
urban sample site (Sample Site 4).
Through the town itself the river becomes wider, but is constrained on both banks by walls
and development. A number of bridges cross the river and some sections run through
culverts beneath buildings. In-channel vegetation is very limited in these areas.

1.2

Statement of Authority

Howard Williams B.Sc.
-

Full Member of Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(CIEEM).

-

Chartered Environmentalist (CEnv) with the Society for the Environment (Soc Env)

-

Chartered Biologist (CBiol)

-

Member of the Institute of Fisheries Management

Mr. Domhnall Finch, B.Sc. Env. Sc. (Hons), M.Sc. Biodiversity and Conservation (Distinction)
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Ms Sarah Ingham B.Sc. (Hons.), MSc (Biodiversity and Conservation).
Anne Mullen B.Sc. Env. Sc. (Hons), M.Sc. (Ecological Assessment).

1.3

Guidelines and legislative context

1.3.1 Water Framework Directive:
The Water Framework Directive (WFD), adopted in 2000, requires governments to take a
new approach to managing all their waters: rivers, canals, lakes, reservoirs, groundwaters,
protected areas (including wetlands and other water-dependent ecosystems), estuaries
(transitional) and coastal waters. Member states must ensure that their waters achieve at
least good status by 2015, and that status does not deteriorate in any waters. To achieve
good status and preserve the best waters, it is necessary to prepare and implement
management plans for those waters.
The Water Framework Directive sets out four core objectives to be achieved by 2015:








prevent deterioration;
restore good status;
reduce chemical pollution;
achieve protected areas objectives.

The South Western River Basin District (SWRBD) has prepared a comprehensive River Basin
Management Plan (2009-2015), under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and
monitoring is undertaken under the WFD National Water Quality Monitoring Programme.
Detailed action plans were prepared for more locally focused catchment areas called Water
Management Units. These extract the key measures and objectives in the overall plan,
presenting them for the geographical areas in which implementation will be coordinated.
Further detail on water quality is presented in Section 2.1.

1.3.2 EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) Directive
The EIA Directive also provides an outline of the process involved with a site assessment for
the purposes of an EIS. The EIA Directive (85/337/EEC) has been amended a number of times
– 1997, 2009 and 2009 since its inception in 1985.
The EIA Directive sets out the general details of how and when an Environmental Impact
Assessment should be carried out. Union policy on the environment is based on the
precautionary principle and on the principles that preventive action should be taken, that
environmental damage should, as a priority, be rectified at source and that the polluter
should pay. Effects on the environment should be taken into account at the earliest possible
stage in all the technical planning and decision-making processes.
6
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The legislation refers to projects which should be subject to assessment (listed in Annex I),
and which may need assessment. Selection is on a case by case basis and/or threshold
criteria set by the individual states (Annex II). The criteria which should be taken into
consideration for the decision about when an EIA is needed is outlined in Annex III of the
legislation e.g. is the development in a specially protected area?
The Directive also gives provision for consultation between the developer and the
competent authorities e.g. this is particularly relevant early in the process to allow for the
developer to mitigate through design rather than at end of line emissions.
The main obligations of the developers and the content of the assessment is detailed in
Articles 5-12 of the assessment and in Annex IV of the legislation e.g. under Article 5, Part 3
(b) an EIA should contain a description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce
and, if possible, remedy significant adverse effects of the project.

1.3.3 Fisheries Legislation
The primary legislation governing the Inland Fisheries Sector are the Fisheries Consolidation
Act 1959 (No. 14 of 1959) and the Inland Fisheries Act 2010 (No 10. of 2010).
Fisheries Consolidation Act, 1959-2007
The Fisheries Consolidation Act, 1959, has been amended and extended a number of times
(1962, 1964, 1976, 1980, 1987, 1991, 1994, 1994, 1997 and 1999). The Fisheries
Consolidation Act makes provisions for the licences for sea and freshwater fishing.
Under the Fisheries (Consolidation) Act, 1959, it is an offence to disturb the bed of a river.
Section 171 of the Fisheries (Consolidation) Act 1959 creates the offence of throwing,
emptying, permitting or casing to fall onto any waters deleterious matter. Deleterious
matter is defined as any substance that is liable to injure fish: to damage their spawning
grounds; or the food of any fish; or to injure fish in their value as human food; or to impair
the usefulness of the bed and soil of any waters as spawning grounds or other capacity to
produce the food of fish.
Inland Fisheries Act 2010
An Act to establish Inland Fisheries Ireland and to define its functions, to dissolve the Central
Fisheries Board and Regional Fisheries Boards, which had been established under the
Fisheries Act, 1980 (amended 1999). The Inland Fisheries Act, 2010, also provides for other
matters connected with the foregoing and to amend and extend the Fisheries Acts 1959 to
2007.
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1.3.4 Salmonid Regulations
For the protection of fisheries, Ireland supports a network of Salmonid Waters designated by
the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government under the EU Freshwater
Fish Directive (78/659/EEC), S.I. No. 293/1988 - European Communities (Quality of Salmonid
Waters) Regulations, 1988. These rivers, and a number of other non-designated waters, are
important for salmonids (salmon and trout) and, accordingly, their water quality and fish
habitat must be maintained (NRA, 2009). These rivers must ensure to meet certain water
quality standards as outlined in Schedule 2 of the legislation.
The regulations list particular rivers/waters which are to protected under these regulations.

1.3.5 Other relevant legislation:
Under Section 3 of the Local Government (Water Pollution) Act, 1977 (as amended by
Sections 3 and 24 of the 1990 Act) it is an offence to cause or permit any polluting matter to
enter waters. Various elements of the Wildlife Act and the Habitats Directive are also
relevant to riparian and riverine habitats. The Habitats Directive (gives provision for
protection of the Natura 2000. The Habitats Directive also defines:




Annex I – natural habitats whose conservation requires designation of SACs;



SACs;







Annex II – animal and plant species whose conservation requires designation of
Annex III – criteria for selecting sites for SACs;
Annex IV – animal and plant species in need of strict protection;
Annex V – animal and plant species whose taking in the wild and exploitation may
be subject to management measures;
Annex VI – prohibited methods.

The aims of the Wildlife Act, 1976, (amended 2000) are to provide for the protection and
conservation of wild fauna and flora, to conserve a representative sample of important
ecosystems, to provide for the development and protection of game resources and to
regulate their exploitation, and to provide the services necessary to accomplish such aims.
As a consequence of the Wildlife Act all wild birds are now protected throughout the state
and careful assessment of their habitats must take place before any development is allowed.
The Wildlife Act lays out the protection for National Heritage Areas (NHAs), Nature Reserves
and Refuges. It also lists a number of species of birds and animals in its schedules.
The Wildlife Act refers to other acts such as the Forestry and Fisheries Act where necessary
in its amendment:
Section 40 (1)
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(a): It shall be an offence for a person to cut, grub, burn or otherwise destroy, during the
period beginning on the 1st day of March and ending on the 31st day of August in any year,
any vegetation growing on any land not then cultivated.
(b) It shall be an offence for a person to cut, grub, burn or otherwise destroy any vegetation
growing in any hedge or ditch during the period mentioned in paragraph (a) of this
su se tion.”,
(2) Subsection (1) of this section shall not apply in relation to—:
(c): The clearance of vegetation in the course of fisheries development works carried out by
the Central Fisheries Board or a regional fisheries board in the exercise of its functions under
the Fisheries A ts, 1959 to 1999;”
Essentially this means that the clearance of vegetation in the course of fisheries
development works carried out by the Fisheries Board in the exercise of its functions under
the Fisheries Acts is permitted within of bird-nesting season, with due regard to other
ecological interests and the most suitable time of year to satisfy diverse habitats, flora and
fauna (including fish) features should be sought.
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DESKTOP REVIEW

A desktop review was carried out to determine information from previous studies in the
area, and to determine the most suitable methods for carrying out the survey. The desktop
review included a full review of all relevant literature (published reports, books, journals and
peer reviewed papers) and websites for all pertinent information on aquatic areas of
interest within the study area. Information sources included the websites of IFI, EPA and
O’‘eillys fly-fishers guide to the ‘i ers of Irela d O’‘eilly,

.

Various specific survey methodologies and field skills were utilized during these surveys. The
sources of these are provided in the original reports and manuals listed below. Desktop
reviews of relevant ecological/environmental assessments and survey guidance documents
include:






River Habitat Survey in Britain and Ireland Field Survey Guidance Manual, 2003
(EA, 2003). Environment Agency
Methods for the Water Framework Directive: Electric fishing in wadable reaches.
CFB, 2008.
A Guide to Habitats of Ireland. Dr. J. Fossit, NPWS, DoEHLG, Dublin; (2000)
A Desk Study to Determine a Methodology for the Monitoring of the Morphological
Condition of Irish Rivers for the Water Framework Directive (Philip McGinnity, Paul
Mills, William Roche & Mark Muller, 2006) Central Fisheries Board and Informatics,




EPA;
Water Quality in Ireland 2006, Key Indicators of the Aquatic Environment (2006)
EPA Report;
Irish Wildlife Manuals, No 45. ‘ey olds, J.D., O’Co

or, W., O’Keeffe, C. & Ly

, D.

(2010) A technical manual for monitoring White clawed crayfish Austropotamobius
pallipes in Irish lakes. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of the




Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Dublin.
IFI Biosecurity Protocol for Field Survey Work. Inland Fisheries. (2010)
Ireland Red List No. 5: Amphibians, Reptiles & Freshwater Fish. King, J.L., Marnell,
F., Kingston, N., Rosell, R., Boylan, P., Caffrey, J.M., FitzPatrick, Ú., Gargan, P.G.,
Kelly, F.L., O’Grady, M.F., Poole, ‘., ‘o he, W.K. & Cassidy, D.





Natio al Parks

and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.
EPA Web Browser Envision Portal Surface Water Quality, http://gis.epa.ie/Envision



Geological Survey Ireland Mapping Tools; www.gsi.ie



www.npws.ie.

NPWS Web Browser Mapping Tool Environmental designations, NPWS, DoEHLG,
National Biodiversity Data Centre Mapping Tool. www.nbdc.ie
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Biological Water Quality Q-Values

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and its predecessors have assessed the water
quality (Chemical and Biological) of Irish rivers since 1971 as part of the National Water
Quality Monitoring Programme (McGarrigle et al., 2002).
The published water quality study results for water quality in the locality around the 4
Sample Sites and Study Area are given in Table 1. The results of EPA biological water quality
monitoring surveys downstream of the sampling sites indicate that water quality has been
consistently of good status for the past 20 years.
Table 1: EPA Water Quality at Clonakilty Stream (the EPA name for this section of the Fealge
River, Clonakilty Cork. The location of this point can be seen in Figure 1.
Sample location
Second Br d/s Br ESE of
Garralacka (in Clonakilty)

Monitoring Site

1989 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012

RS20C050300

3-4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
(Good)

The Water Framework Directive (WFD), adopted in 2000, requires governments to take a
new approach to managing all their waters: rivers, canals, lakes, reservoirs, groundwater,
protected areas (including wetlands and other water-dependent ecosystems), estuaries
(transitional) and coastal waters.
The river is part of the South Western River Basin District (SWRBD). Clonakilty (Fealge River)
is within the Skibbereen Clonakilty WMU, and is considered to be continuing satisfactorily,
with good ecological quality in 2009 (Source: www.wfd.ie, Skibbereen Clonakilty WMU, River
Section SW_20_2260). Threats to this section of the catchment are primarily believed to be
agricultural. Point pressures on the system include two areas for Waste Water Treatment
Plant (WWTP) for Clonakilty. From the EPA datasets Article 5 point pressures, both WWTP
areas are located downstream of the study site, as is the landfill and the combined sewer
overflow (CSO).
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Species Descriptions

2.2.1 White clawed crayfish (Austropotamobius pallipes)
Freshwater White clawed crayfish require relatively hard water with a pH of 7 or above and
calcium concentrations of at least 5 mg/l. They thrive where there is a firm substrate and
moderate productivity levels. White-clawed crayfish occur in both streams and lakes in
Ireland, but chiefly in streams elsewhere in Europe. Their living requirements are rather
similar to those of brown trout - good water quality (above 50% oxygen saturation, BOD
below 3 ppm) and moderate summer water temperatures (below 20°C) although they only
feed actively and moult above 10°C (Reynolds, 1998).
White clawed crayfish are large, mobile, omnivorous (predators and grazers) freshwater
crustacean. The species is largely nocturnal. White clawed crayfish are now generally
considered as a keystone species wherever they occur: the grazing impacts of White clawed
crayfish on aquatic macrophytes have long been known; their grazing checks primary
productivity and in their absence, luxuriant macrophyte growth may occur (Reynolds, 1998).
The White clawed rayfish typi ally o upies a refuge’ whi h it will leave to forage. Refuges
can take many forms, including large boulders and water-saturated logs, rocks and cobbles,
slates, crevices in man-made walls, accumulations of fallen leaves, tree roots, holes in banks
or sediment, constructions such as piers and fishing platforms and anthropogenic debris.
The White clawed crayfish has been classified as vulnerable in the 2010 IUCN Red List and is
listed under Appendix III of the Bern Convention (82/72/EEC) and Annexes II and V of the EU
Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC).
White clawed crayfish Distribution
The distribution of freshwater White clawed crayfish is generally throughout the lime rich
midlands, and in some of the western areas of Connacht (records from the NBDC and
Demers et al, 2005). Consultation with the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS),
NPWS Web Browser and the National Biodiversity Data Centre showed that there are no
known records of White clawed crayfish within a 65 km radius of the Clonakilty sites. Given
that the species requires relatively hard water with high calcium levels, the sandstone
bedrock of the area is probably unsuitable for White clawed crayfish.
It has not been recorded within the study area, but it may be under recorded and suitable
habitat is present at the sample sites (overhanging roots, stone and rock river walls with a
number of cracks and crevices and a gravel substrate on the bed), so a comprehensive check
was completed at all four sample sites during the survey to confirm presence or absence.
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Figure 2: Irish White clawed crayfish
distribution (source: NBDC, accessed 7/8/14).

2.2.2 Brown Trout (Salmo trutta)
The brown trout (Salmo trutta) is an originally European species of salmonid fish. It includes
both purely freshwater populations, referred to Salmo trutta morpha fario and S. trutta
morpha lacustris, and anadromous forms known as the sea trout, S. trutta morpha trutta.
Spawning occurs in the late autumn – early spring period in channels of suitable gradient
and cobble/gravel bed type. Juveniles may spend entire life in natal stream, or may descend
to lower reaches. Trout feed primarily on a range of invertebrates and on small fish e.g.
stickleback and minnow. The retention of tree lines along rivers and streams serves to
provide shading and cooler thermal regimes for instream salmon and brown trout. The
anadromous form of trout, sea trout Salmo trutta trutta, can spend up to 4 years in
freshwater before spending a number of years in the sea as adults.
Sea trout 'parr' are indistinguishable from parr of resident brown trout. Sea trout parr
remain in fresh water for 1 to 5 years, most migrating to sea after 2 or 3 years. Growth rates,
and the age at which they enter the sea, varies over their geographical range. Female parr
are more likely to become smolts and migrate to sea than males. Smoltification happens in
the spring, typically when the fish reach 5–9 inches (or 13-22cm) long. They turn silver with
spotted flanks and yellow pectoral fins. The seaward migration takes place between April
and June. The bulk of smaller fish (0.75–1.5lbs or 350-700g) return to freshwater between
June and August. Larger Sea trout (4lb+ (or 1800g+)) usually run in April and May of the
following year. Spawning takes place in October/November. Sea trout can survive the
rigours of spawning and migrate to sea to recover their condition and spawn again the
following year (Inland Fisheries Ireland, www.fishinginireland.info). Trout feed primarily on a
range of invertebrates and on small fish e.g. stickleback and minnow.
13
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Brown trout do not have the ability to leap as high as salmon. SEPA (2009) provide a figure
of 1.81m height in that which is impassable to trout, but note that trout may ascend using
shallower side channels.
While the populations of Irish sea trout have reduced in recent years, the conservation
status for brown trout is Least Concern (both in Irish terms and global status), and brown
trout are ubiquitous in rivulets, brooks, streams, rivers and lakes in Ireland (King et al. 2011).
Brow trout sto ks i Irela d are ow regarded as a fa ily of fishes a d ot a si gle
species.

2.2.3 Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar)
The Atlantic salmon, Salmo salar, is a fish in the family Salmonidae, which is found in the
northern Atlantic Ocean and in rivers that flow into the north Atlantic and, due to human
introduction, the north Pacific. Spawning occurs in freshwater in channels of suitable
gradient and cobble/gravel bed type in the November ‐ March period. Juvenile stages live
for two years in freshwater, and descend to sea as smolts in the spring period of their third

year. To complete their life cycle they must return to their spawning river. Adult salmon
exhibit remarkable "homing instinct" with a very high proportion able to locate their river of
origin using the earth's magnetic field, the chemical smell of their river and pheromones
(chemical substances released by other salmon in the river). Good water quality is a
requirement of salmon fisheries. SEPA (2009) note that barriers to salmon migration are
waterfalls >3.7m high, but that water depth below obstacles are also of critical importance
in determining the maximum leaping height.
Significant declines that have been observed since the 1970s, largely driven by reduced
marine survival attributed to climate effects (Friedland et al. 2009), which justify the species
assessment as Vulnerable in Ireland.

2.2.4 European Eel (Anguilla anguilla)
Eels have a complicated life cycle, and similar to salmon spend a stage of their life cycle at
sea, but in their case it is the spawning stage. Irish populations spawn in the Gulf of Mexico.
The larvae, known as glass eels, migrate from the Sargasso Sea to Irish coastal waters. These
juveniles become progressively more pigmented as they grow and migrate up estuaries into
freshwaters. Immature adult fish are known as brown or yellow eel while the downward‐
migrating maturing adults are known as silver eel. Eels are widespread in fisheries surveys of
rivers and lakes of all sizes in Ireland. Eels do not have the ability to leap, but where they
meet obstacles they may crawl up along vegetation and rocks, and even across fields to
ascend rivers and streams.
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Eel are a ery lo g‐li ed spe ies, e igrati g freshwater as reprodu ti e adults, o a erage,
10 to 20 years after recruitment from the ocean, but eels up to 50+ years have been
recorded. Adult fish feed widely on a range of invertebrates and on small fish species. Eels
inhabit all types of benthic habitats from coastal and estuarine saline waters to small
streams, large rivers and lakes.
A dramatic pan‐European decline in glass eel returning from the sea occurred in the early
1980s and glass eel numbers are now at <7% of pre 1980s averages. Recruitment of
juveniles into Irish catchments has declined dramatically, in line with experience along the
Atlantic seaboard. Due to the shared nature of the eel stock, continental threats also impact
on recruitment of eel to Ireland. The conservation status of eel is Critically Endangered (both
in an Irish and a global context) (King et al. 2011).

2.2.5 Lamprey
Three indigenous species of lamprey occur in Ireland; the parasitic anadromous river
lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis, the non-parasitic resident brook lamprey Lampetra planeri, and
sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus. All three species are listed under Annex II of the European
Union Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC). This Directive requires the Irish Government to
designate Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and to maintain the favourable conservation
status of these species. It is now appreciated that lampreys are an important element in
river ecosystems. The key importance of lampreys is the fact that, together with the
hagfishes, they are the sole survivors of the agnathan (jawless) stage in vertebrate evolution.
Recent work on fossils in China indicates that lampreys arose over 500 million years ago
O’Co

or,

.

Lampreys are of high ecological value and can play an important role in processing nutrients,
nutrient storage, and nutrient cycling in streams. Moreover, they also constitute a food
source for other animals and can act as a buffer for salmon from predators in areas where
they are abundant. It is now understood that they are susceptible to the same threats facing
other native freshwater fish (i.e. pollution, barriers to migration, habitat destruction, etc.)
and will require careful management and consideration in the future. The status of the three
lamprey species in Ireland as a whole has been recorded as indeterminate (Whilde, 1993),
largely due to the very limited records in the scientific literature. However, recent studies
have greatly added to our knowledge of lampreys in Ireland. Kurz and Costello (1999)
undertook a desk study which gathered information on locations where lamprey species
were recorded in Ireland during the period 1960 - 1995, Kelly and King (2001) reviewed
aspects of lamprey ecology and conservation relevant to Ireland, while King & Linnane
(2004) reported the results of a survey of lamprey species in the Slaney and Munster
Blackwater catchments.
The aims of the current investigation were to:15
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Establish which species of lamprey are present at the 4 Sample Sites, and
Assess the distribution of these species within the catchment.

2.2.6 Other fish
Stoneloach (Barbatula barbatula)
A o ‐ ati e spe ies, Stoneloach is widely, but erratically, distributed throughout Ireland.
Stoneloach were used as live bait and this may explain the somewhat random distribution in
Irela d. Distri utio al i for atio suggests a apa ity to thri e i

utrie t‐e ri hed ri ers

and streams in Ireland, but no specific Irish studies are available (King et. al. 2011), but it
appears to tolerate moderate organic pollution. It is nocturnal, living in gravelled and stony
areas. It uses its distinctive barbels, present on the lower jaw, to forage for invertebrate
food. Some fish attain 5.0 cm by the winter of their first year of life and spawn when 1 year
old; others less than 5.0 cm do not spawn until the next season.
Three spined Stickeback (Gasterosteus aculeatus)
Three-spined Stickleback is widely distributed in rivers of all sizes and in lakes and
transitional waters around the coast. They occur in a variety of habitats in freshwater from
small streams to lakes. In the sea they are confined to coastal areas and are commonly
found in upper reaches of estuaries and in tidal freshwater zone. Spawning takes place in
spring, with the males building a nest. Young fish feed on zooplankton while adult fish feed
on a range of invertebrates and cannibalism is also known. (Kelly et al., 2007) notes
relatively high abundance in waters with poor water quality. Sticklebacks are commonly
predated on by other fish species and also by otters (Gormally & Fairley, 1982). Daoud et al.
(1985b) found that spawning took place in littoral vegetation in the reservoir they examined.
Fluctuations in water level would severely impact on spawning success in such habitats.

2.3

Evaluation of Ecological Importance

The scheme used to evaluate the ecological importance of watercourses (based on NRA,
2008) in the study area is presented in Appendix III, along with the criteria for assessing the
impact significance on aquatic sites. Further to the gathering of data from the surveying,
professional judgement has been used in some cases to help evaluate the ecological
importance of the study area. This evaluation will help to inform the measures that may
need to be put in place prior to flood relief works.
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SURVEY METHODOLOGIES

Salmonids, White clawed crayfish and riparian/ riverine habitats were investigated using a
combination of desktop reviews and on-site investigations. A desktop review also
established the water quality of the river as close as possible to the Study Area and details
background ecological information for species of fish and White clawed crayfish.
The sampling points were chosen to allow information on the baseline presence (or
absence) and abundance of White clawed crayfish and various species of fish within the
area. This is not within the known distribution range of the species in Ireland, (usually
confined to the centre of the country - see Figure 2), but a specific request was made to
sample for these, as they are under-recorded, and to confirm absence/presence from the
monitoring locations.
The site was surveyed during the weekend of the 25th - 27th July 2014. The location of the
sites surveyed is presented in Figure 1 and Table 2.
Table 2 Location of the sampling sites
Sample Site No.

Grid Reference

Location

1

W 36037, 42265

Location upstream of the embankment

2

W 36484, 41753

Location upstream of the embankment

3

W 37360, 41214

Embankment upstream from Dunnes Stores

4

W 37885, 41293

Between Bridge street and Clarkes

3.1

Assessment of Aquatic Habitat Suitability for Fish

An aquatic and riparian habitat assessment was carried out at the four Sample Sites shown
in Figure 1. The diversity (species richness) of aquatic/riparian fauna is primarily a function
of the integrity and physical diversity of the aquatic habitats. The more diverse the aquatic
habitat is in terms of substrate, depth, riparian vegetation, etc. the richer the biological
community is likely to be. Salmonid fish (trout and salmon) in particular have specific habitat
requirements and the presence and abundance of these fish has been shown to be strongly
correlated with key physical habitat variables (Haury, 1999).
Habitat considerations for juvenile salmonids in streams and rivers include stream size and
flow (Hatfield & Bruce 2000), depth and gradient (Kennedy & Strange 1986), substrate
Gree

erg & Dahl

, a opy O’Grady 1993) and engineering history of the river

O’Grady a d Curti

. The ha itat o sideratio s for la preys i water ourses ha e

been reviewed in an Irish context by Kelly & King (2001).
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Physical habitat assessments were undertaken at the four sampling sites. These sites were
assessed in terms of: 

Wetted width (m)



Bank slope (degrees)



Rock substrate (%)



Bank height (m)



Riffle (%)



Cobble substrate (%)



Mean depth (cm)



Glide (%)



Gravel substrate (%)



Maximum depth (cm)



Pool (%)



Clay/silt substrate (%)



Thalweg width (m)



Vegetation cover (%)



Bank cover (%)



Canopy cover (%)



Shade (%)



Large Woody Debris
(%)

These predictors were used to assess the physical suitability of each channel for supporting
(i) populations of salmonids, lampreys and other fish, a d ii a

or al’

a ro-invertebrate

community (these physical habitat characteristics in relation to macro-invertebrate
community are provided in Table 4).
The results of the physical habitat study were used to assess habitat class (spawning,
nursery, rearing, and foraging) for salmonids, lampreys, and other fish and provide an
overall evaluation of the watercourses. The habitat classes used are defined as follows;







Spawning habitat is used by fish for the specific act of spawning;
Nursery habitat is used by developing embryos and young-of-the-year (YOY);
Rearing habitat is used by sub-adult fish other than YOY for foraging and refuge from
predators; and,
Foraging habitat is used by adult fish for feeding or periods between feeding events.

Habitat Rating Index:
Habitat class at each site was rated using a habitat rating index (HRI). The index and
descriptions used to represent habitat quality during the aquatic habitat survey are
presented in Table 3. The index works on a scale of 1-5 where 1=Unsuitable, 2=Poor,
3=Satisfactory, 4=Good and 5=Excellent. A rati g of

i di ates that the e ologist arryi g

out the assessment regarded it as impossible that the stream could support Salmonid fish in
the rele a t life stage. A rati g of

-

i di ates that it was regarded as possible but

unlikely that the stream could support Salmonid fish in the relevant life stage. The HRI
results are given in Table 6.
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Table 3 Habitat rating index (HRI) and descriptions used to represent habitat quality during
the aquatic habitat survey.
HRI

Value Habitat Description

1

Unsuitable

2

Poor

3

Satisfactory

4

Good

5

Excellent

Assessment of Habitat Suitability for Macro-invertebrates
The habitats of aquatic areas within the Study Area were appraised in relation to macroinvertebrates using a method given by Barbour and Stribling (1991). A table showing how
the habitats are assessed using this method is provided in Table 4. This method assesses
habitat parameters and rates each parameter as optimal, sub-optimal, marginal or poor
(scores 5, 10, 15 and 20 respectively). The scores for each parameter are then added up to
give an overall habitat score. This is useful to evaluate the macro-invertebrate habitat
present.
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Table 4: Physical habitat assessment of streams for their suitability for macro-invertebrate production
(adapted from Barbour and Stribling, 1991).
Excellent

Good

Marginal

Poor

Score

20

15

10

5

Bottom

More than 60% of

30-60% of bottom is

10-30% of substrata

Substrate

substrate

bottom is gravel,

cobble or boulder

consist of large

dominated by silt

cobble, and

substrata. Substrate

materials. Silt or

and sand. Gravel,

boulders. Even mix

may be dominated

sand accounts for

cobble and larger

of substratum size

by one size class.

70-90% of bottom.

substrate sizes

classes.
Habitat

A variety of types

<10%.
Structural types or

Habitat dominated

Monotonous

sizes of material are

by only one or two

habitat with little

material form a

less than optimum

structural

diversity. Silt and

diverse habitat.

but adequate cover

components.

sand dominate and

still provided.

Amount of cover is

reduce habitat

limited.

diversity and

complexity and sizes of

complexity.
Pool

25% of the pools

<5% of the pools

<1% of the pools

Majority of pools

quality

are as wide as or

are >1m deep and

are >1m deep and

are small and

wider than the

wider than the

wider than the

shallow. Pools may

mean stream width

mean stream width.

mean stream width.

be absent.

and area >1m deep.

Pools present may
be very deep or
very shallow.
Variety of pools or
quality is fair.

Bank

Little evidence of

Infrequent or very

Mass wasting

Frequent or large

stability

past bank failure

small slides. Low

moderate in

slides. Banks

and little potential

future potential of

frequency and size.

unstable and

for future mass

slides.

Raw spots eroded

contributing

during high floods.

sediment to the

wasting into
channel.

stream.

Bank

Over 80% of stream

50-80% of the

25-50% of the

<25% of the stream

protection

bank surfaces are

stream banks

stream bank is

bank is covered by

covered by

covered with

covered by

vegetation or stable

vegetation,

vegetation, cobble,

vegetation.

materials.

boulders, bedrock,

or larger material.

or other stable
materials.
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Table 4: Physical habitat assessment of streams for their suitability for macro-invertebrate production
(adapted from Barbour and Stribling, 1991).
Excellent

Good

Marginal

Poor

Score

20

15

10

5

Canopy

Vegetation of

Discontinuous

Shading is complete

Water surface is

various heights

vegetation provides

and dense. Or

exposed to full sun

provides a mix of

areas of shade

filtering shade

nearly all day long.

shade and filtering

alternating with

occurs <3h/day.

light to water

areas of full

surface.

exposure. Or
filtering shade
occurs <6h/day.

3.2

Surveying for White clawed Crayfish

Work followed best practice methods and was carried out in suitable environmental
conditions e.g. Avoid periods of high water, winds, heavy rain and low water visibility.
Survey work was carried out in the optimal survey period, between the months of July and
September (Table 5).
Table 5: Shows best practice time of year is the most appropriate to survey for White clawed
Crayfish
Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sub-optimal Survey Period – Limited

Optimal

Activity

Period

Sep
Survey

Oct

Nov

Dec

Mating – No
Surveys

Snorkelling Hand Search
This method was found to be the most successful method in surveying White clawed
rayfish O’Co

or et al. 2009) and involves using a wetsuit or drysuit and snorkel gear to

search the river bed. Once in the water a competent ecologist can use both hands to search
underneath rocks for any evidence of White clawed crayfish. This method means that the
surveyor is closer to the river bed which increases visibility and increases the chances of
finding evidence of White clawed crayfish. Manoeuvrability and careful displacement of
potential refuges is also made easier. This method allows deeper or more inaccessible areas
to be searched, as the surveyor is often swimming over the area being surveyed, as opposed
to standing in it. Moreover, the use of snorkel gear helps reduce the amount of soft debris
disturbed from river bed. With this method, one can search actual refuges and catch
juveniles using a small hand held net.
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Sweep netting
This method is carried out by sweeping a fine net (diameter of holes <0.05 mm) through the
soft substrate or heavy vegetation in the water. This is a highly efficient method of surveying
White clawed crayfish due to the amount of area sampled in a short period of time and so
reduces survey time and effort. This method of survey is one of the most effective for
catching smaller White clawed crayfish (hatchlings/juveniles) (Reynolds et al. 2010).
These two methods of surveying White-clawed crayfish were used at the four Sample Sites
along the River Feagle in Clonakilty County Cork (Table 2 and Figure 1). Where very low
water conditions made it impossible to snorkel, a combination of sweep netting and large
bathyscope was used to assess all suitable refuges at these two sites. All suitable potential
refuges at all 4 sample sites were searched comprehensively during this survey.

3.3

Electro Fishing Survey

Electrofishing was undertaken at selected sites under authorisation from the Department of
Communication, Energy and Natural Resources (DCENR), under Section 14 of the Fisheries
Act (1980). Survey locations are shown in Figure 1 and Table 2 detailing the grid co-ordinates
of the survey site locations. The letter of Authorisation (Section 14) dated July 27th 2014 is
included in Appendix I of this report.
It was proposed to electro fish four sample sites with two number replicates at each sample
site to ascertain the status of the fish populations present.
The semi quantitative electrical fishing method used for the current study is widely utilized
in the UK and Ireland; the methodology follows the manual 'Methods for the Water
Framework Directive: Electric fishing in wadable reaches' by Central Fisheries Board (2008)
and (Winstone, 1993; Crozier & Kennedy, 1994, 1995) where it has been shown to have a
high degree of predictive ability in relation to juvenile salmonids. All fish captured were
released unharmed after the survey.
Sites were fished using a portable GFT Safari Researcher 660D portable electrical fishing unit
with pulsed DC current at 200V for attraction and stunning. A fishing operation started with
the gear o sta tly o ’ followed y a regular o /off se ue e. While the gear was o ’ the
anode was slowly pulled backwards in the water to cause fish present under stones to
emerge as a result of electro-taxis (Bohlin et al, 1982). This procedure was repeated
throughout the operation. By keeping the anode 1-15cm above the bottom and pulling the
anode backwards the number of fish stunned within rock crevices was reduced. An assistant
held an insulated dip net (mesh size 20mm; 40cm x 40cm frame, handle length 182cm) for
collecting fish that failed to be captured by the operator.
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Electrical fishing for larval lampreys is unique because the larvae, unlike most other fish,
normally burrow into the substrate. Sampling areas, if present at each site, should be fished
in a zigzag manner. The area fished varies depending on the extent of fine-grained bed
material and suitable water depth available at any site. Each one m2 section of the surveyed
area should be fished for 1-2 minutes or until lampreys stop emerging from their burrows. A
fishing operation starts with the gear o sta tly o ’ followed by a regular on/off sequence.
This intermittent operation of the electrode is used to irritate larvae out of the substrate.
While the gear is operated, the anode is slowly pulled backwards in the water to cause
lampreys to emerge from burrows as a result of electro-taxis. This procedure is repeated
throughout the operatio . Whe la preys e erge the ele trode is held i the o ’ position
to stun (or electro-narcotise) the larvae for capture. By keeping the anode 1-15 cm above
the sediment and pulling the anode backwards, the number of lampreys stunned within the
substrate is thought to be reduced.
All captured fish were netted and placed into a container of river water. Captured fish were
then anaesthetized using a solution of 2-phenoxyethanol, identified and measured to the
nearest mm using a measuring board and weighed to the nearest decigram using a portable
scales. Lampreys, if recorded, are measured to the nearest mm (Standard Length), weighed
to the nearest 0.1g and identified using the keys in Gardiner (2003). Fish were then allowed
to recover in a container of river water and were released alive in the sampling area.
Site characteristics were also recorded e.g. average water depth, wetted area width and
length of the area fished (where it was not possible to fish the recommended 50m). Habitat
features were also noted at every site e.g. nursery habitat, and the percentage of riffle,
glide, pool etc.
Single-pass fishing estimates the fish population of a stret h per u it effort’. “ta dardisatio
of operation is important to obtain good relative data. Not all the fish in a stretch are caught
y ele tri fishi g duri g a si gle pass’ fishi g sa pli g. Multi-pass fishing attempts to
derive an absolute abundance estimate by deplete sampling, as was used in this case.
While multiple passes were made, the productivity of the system meant that not all fish
present were captured and results of the investigations are presented using two Catch per
Unit Effort (CPUE) indices; fish number/m2 and fish number/minute fishing. Catch per Unit
Effort is impacted by the catchability (differs from species to species as well as from site to
site), as well as its abundance.
The fish communities at the 4 sample sites were investigated during the weekend July 26th 27th 2014.

23

INIS Environmental Consultants Ltd.

4
4.1

Clonakilty Aquatic Ecology & Fisheries Assessment

RESULTS
Aquatic Habitat Assessment

The habitat rating index (HRI) (Table 3) identifies that the habitat at the 4 sample sites is
good to excellent and the potential for macro-invertebrate production is satisfactory to
excellent.
The results for the physical habitat assessment of the four sample sites within the study area
for their suitability for macro-invertebrate production are provided in Table 7. All sites
scored high and can be considered to provide good to excellent macro-invertebrate
production conditions. The results of the ecological habitat evaluation indicate that there
should be a high volume of macro-invertebrates available, which will allow fish populations
to thrive.

Table 6: Results of Habitat Rating Index for each site.
HRI

Value Habitat Description

Sample Site 1

Excellent

Sample Site 2

Good

Sample Site 3

Excellent

Sample Site 4

Excellent
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Table 7: Results of physical habitat assessment of streams for their suitability for macro-invertebrate production (adapted from Barbour and Stribling, 1991).

Bottom
substrate

Habitat
complexity

Pool
quality

Bank
stability
Bank
protection

Canopy

Score
(Max 120)

Sample Site 1

Sample Site 2

Sample Site 3

Sample Site 4

Cobble substrate with large areas
of sediment. A combination of low
water conditions and high
macrophytic content give a
congested
appearance
and
therefore flow is sluggish.
15
Structural types or sizes of
material are less than optimal but
adequate cover still provided.
15
25% of the pools are as wide as or
wider than the mean stream
width and area >1m deep.
20
Infrequent or very small slides.
Low future potential of slides.
15
Over 80% of riparian surfaces are
covered by vegetation, boulders,
bedrock, or other stable materials.
20
Discontinuous vegetation provides
areas of shade alternating with
areas of full exposure. Or filtering
shade occurs <6h/day.
15

Substrate dominated by gravel
however areas of deposition/
sediment
were
present.
Macrophytic growth dominated
by Fools Watercress Apium spp
indicating enrichment.
15
Structural types or sizes of
material are less than optimal but
adequate cover still provided.
15
Majority of pools are small and
shallow. Pools may be absent.
5

Substrate dominated by gravel
and cobble. Areas of sediment
were present. Larger substrate
sizes ca10%.
20

Substrate dominated by cobbles.
Areas of gravel were present.
Larger substrate sizes c15%.
20

Structural types or sizes of
material are less than optimal but
adequate cover still provided.
15
25% of the pools are as wide as or
wider than the mean stream
width and area >1m deep.
20
Infrequent or very small slides.
Low future potential of slides.
15
Over 80% of riparian surfaces are
covered by vegetation, boulders,
bedrock, or other stable materials.
20
Discontinuous vegetation provides
areas of shade alternating with
areas of full exposure. Or filtering
shade occurs <6h/day.
15

Habitat dominated by only one or
two
structural
components.
Amount of cover is limited.
10
25% of the pools are as wide as or
wider than the mean stream
width and area >1m deep.
20
Infrequent or very small slides.
Low future potential of slides.
15
Over 80% of riparian surfaces are
covered by vegetation, boulders,
bedrock, or other stable materials.
20
Discontinuous vegetation provides
areas of shade alternating with
areas of full exposure. Or filtering
shade occurs <6h/day.
15

100

80

105

100

Infrequent or very small slides.
Low future potential of slides.
15
Over 80% of riparian surfaces are
covered by vegetation, boulders,
bedrock, or other stable materials.
20
Shading is complete and dense. Or
filtering shade occurs <3h/day.
10
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4.2

White clawed crayfish

After searching all suitable refuges at each site using the methodologies outlined in Section
3.2, no White clawed crayfish were recorded at any of the sites. These survey results
combined with the known current distribution the species in Ireland and the sandstone rock
type in the area most likely confirms the absence of White clawed crayfish in this river.

4.1

Fisheries Assessment

4.1.1 Fish Habitats
The four sample sites provide significant sections of good to excellent fish habitat (See Table
6). However instream characteristics such as macrophytic growth affect the quality of
certain sites as water levels rise and fall, by congesting the water course. Some sites
provided some potential for lamprey but overall lamprey habitat was not widespread in the
sections under investigation. A description of each site is detailed below, to provide further
information on the suitability of each site for fish.
Sample Site 1:
Sample site 1, on a 1st order stream, comprised an approximate 31m transect adjacent to
the horse arena. This site was electrofished twice taking 21 minutes to complete in total.
This section of the river ranged from 0.5 – 1.25 m in width and was not easily fished due to
shallow water conditions in some places, fallen vegetation blocking areas of pools and also
dense vegetation (Rubus sp and Hawthorn) within the river channel itself making movement
within the channel very difficult.
This site is banked on both sides by improved agricultural grassland and a high proportion
(approximately 80%) of riparian vegetation and mature trees. The water level of the stream
was very low with approximately 80% macrophytic content in total including a lot of
filamentous algae growing in the slower moving areas of the sample site. There are two
large pools at the western end of the sample site which accounts for approximately 50% of
the total area of the sample location while the remainder of the sample site consists of
approximately 30% riffle and 20% glide. With a substrate of gravel and sand the pool
provides excellent rearing habitat for young fish and feeding ground for older 1+ fish.
The pools associated with this site hold good numbers of both adult and 1+ salmonids. There
are glide areas which will not hold many fish in low water conditions. Most of this sample
site is choked with overhanging vegetation and instream blockages of twigs and branches.
While these blockages provide good fish habitat, they also facilitate the deposition of fine
particulate matter and this is evident at this location, most especially at the head of the
pools. This build-up of sediment provides potential lamprey habitat and these areas were
surveyed for lamprey. No invasive species were recorded at the site.
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Sample Site 2:
This was a relatively shallow section of river adjacent agricultural grassland with a maximum
depth of 0.45 m. The transect was approximately 30 m in length and on average was 2.5 m
wide (channelized). This site was not easily fished due the amount of aquatic vegetation
choking the river and extensive overhanging bushes and trees. Very strong instream
vegetation is a clear indication of agricultural influence on this stream.
Riparian vegetation (mature hedgerow) is limited to one side of the bank. This hedgerow
while shading large parts of the river will provide invertebrate prey items for adult, 0+ and
1+ salmonids and can be described as beneficial and is an integral part of this section of river
due to one bank being devoid of vegetation (due to agriculture). No potential lamprey
habitat was evident at this sample site. No invasive species were recorded at the site.
Sample Site 3:
This sample site is located within the urban district of Clonakilty town. The average width of
Sample Site 3 was 4.1 m and the transect was 50 m long. This section of river had some
pools, with the deepest parts reaching 0.6 m in depth. While there were overhanging bushes
and trees this site was accessible and relatively easily fished with very little macrophytic
growth within the river channel itself due to shading over large sections.
The substrate is gravel and sand with the combinations of habitats at this site supporting the
greatest abundance of fish of the four sample sites with one deep pool especially providing
an excellent nursery for 1+ fish and feeding areas for adult fish. No potential lamprey habitat
was evident at this sample site. No invasive species were recorded at the site.
Sample Site 4:
The transect length of Sample Site 4 was approximately 52 m and on average it was 3.8 m
wide (channelized). Both sides of this section are highly altered by walls and concrete
supporting walls with significant shading due to buildings along the riparian areas. The
maximum depth within this section of the river was 0.5 m. The site was easily accessible and
did not prove difficult to fish. The low water conditions made some areas impossible to
snorkel and a large bathyscope was used in conjunction with sweep netting at this site to
survey for White clawed crayfish.
Located within the urban district of Clonakilty town the substrate at this location is primarily
cobbles and small stones. Approximately 65% of the sampling site comprises of pools of
various sizes with 25% glide and 10% of riffle areas. The site does not contain any
macrophytic growth due to shading although there is heavy riparian growth present along
so e se tio s of the ri er’s edge ausi g egetative debris to build up in those areas.
Although this debris has the potential to alter the flow of the river, it can provide good
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habitat for smaller fish. Both younger and older fish will thrive with habitat characteristics
such as found at the sample site i.e. larger pools with faster flowing highly oxygenated riffles
and glides. No potential lamprey habitat was evident at this sample site. No invasive species
were recorded at the site.
Table 8: Physical habitat assessment of sites within the study area for their suitability for
fish.
Sample
Site number
Grid coordinates.
Bank height
range (m)
River width

Sample Site 1

Sample Site 2

Sample Sites 3

Sample Site 4

W 36037, 42265

W 36484, 41753

W 37360, 41214

W 37885, 41293

0.5 - 1.2 – 1.2m

0.5 – 0.8 m
(channelised)

0.1 – 0.5m

0.5 - 2m
(channelised)

0.5 -1.25m

2 – 2.9m

2.3 – 4.6m

5m (channelised)

0.1 – 0.75m

0.1 – 0.45m

0.15 – 0.6m

0.1 - .05 m

*Riffle %

30

5

50

10

*Glide %

20

15

40

25

*Pool %

50

80

10

65

Bank stability

High – Stable

High - stable

High - stable

High - stable

50%

20%

70%

40%

80%

50%

30%

15%

Limited foraging

Macrophytic

Excellent foraging

Average foraging

habitat present due

growth has

and nursery habitat

habitat present in

to filamentous algal

congested this

present. Some

addition to

growth. Two deep

stretch of river.

deep pools exist, as

spawning habitat.

Total

pools but

Good foraging

do good spawning

No macrophytic

Assessment

congested with

habitat is present in gravels. Average

growth due to

brambles. Silt

places but is

macrophytic

shading.

deposition in

limited. Limited but

growth due to

places. No

high quality

shading.

spawning habitat

spawning habitat

present.

present.

range (m)
Depth range
(m)

Canopy/
tunnelling
Riparian
vegetation

*Riffle, pool and Glide % equal 100% of that classification.
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Table 9: Assessment of habitat class (spawning, nursery, rearing, and foraging) for salmonids
in watercourses within the study area.
Site 1

Site 2

Sites 3

Site 4

Salmonids Lampreys Salmonids Lampreys Salmonids Lampreys Salmonids Lampreys
Spawning

1

2

2

1

3

1

3

1

Nursery

2

2

3-4

1

3

1

4

1

Rearing

2

2

4

1

5

1

5

1

Foraging

3

2

4

1

5

1

5

1

1=Unsuitable, 2=Poor, 3=Satisfactory, 4=Good and 5=Excellent

4.1.2 Fish Catch
At the designated sample sites areas with optimal salmonid habitat (riffles, glides and pools)
were chosen where possible. Sample sites were distributed along the section of river being
investigated and each location has varying characteristics.
Water levels were considered to be very low after a prolonged dry period and at some
sample sites this affected the sampling methods i.e. it was not possible to snorkel hand
search all areas at each sample site as a lot of suitable habitat was either above water or in
water that was too shallow due to low water conditions.
Water was running clear and dry areas of river bed were present at each of the sample sites
illustrating the very dry conditions that this area had witnessed over the past few months.
The GPS co-ordinates of the Sample Sites are given in Table 2.
In total 327 fish were caught over the four sites with five species of fish represented i.e.
Brown Trout (n=275), Eel (n=38), Salmon (n=3), Stoneloach (n=5), Stickleback (n=5).
Further detail of the electrofishing results is presented in Table 10. Analysis of the relative
abundance of each species is presented in Table 11, which has been adjusted to take into
account the differences in area (m2) fished and the time differences of electrofishing at each
site. These results are presented as Catch per Unit Effort (CPUE).
Data on the age profile of the salmonids in the river is also provided to help determine the
ecological importance of the sample sites for salmonids.
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Table 10: The overall results of the electrical fishing survey.
Sample Site 1

Sample Site 2

Sample Site 3

Sample Site 4

(2 replicates)

(2 replicates)

(2 replicates)

(2 replicates)

Area Fished (m )

31

95

205

197.6

Channel mean width (m)

1

2.5

4.1

3.8

Channel length (m)

31

30

50

52

10

4

10

13

Trout

63

32

112

68

Average length (forked length) (mm)

12.8

11.4

13.3

13.2

Average weight (g)

35.3

28.7

36.6

38.1

Maximum length (mm)

36

16.9

35.6

25.1

Minimum length (mm)

5

6.7

5.9

5.6

Eel

6

2

9

22

Average length (mm)

30

23

24.3

19.9

Average weight (g)

52.5

37.2

41

16.6

Maximum length (mm)

35.9

33

45

30.5

Minimum length (mm)

21.8

13

5.4

8

Three spined stickleback

1

3

0

1

Average length (forked length) (mm)

5

5.2

n/a

5.3

Average weight (g)

1.1

4.2

n/a

2.3

Maximum length (mm)

5

5.5

n/a

5.3

Minimum length (mm)

5

4.5

n/a

5.3

Atlantic Salmon

1

0

2

0

Average length (forked length) (mm)

14.8

n/a

11

n/a

Average weight (g)

44.9

n/a

22.7

n/a

Maximum length (mm)

14.8

n/a

14

n/a

Minimum length (mm)

14.8

n/a

7.9

n/a

Stoneloach

2

1

0

2

Average length (forked length) (mm)

9.5

7.1

n/a

7.2

Average weight (g)

14.7

4.1

n/a

4.6

Maximum length (mm)

11.7

7.1

n/a

7.4

Minimum length (mm)

7.3

7.1

n/a

7

21

9

20

27

73

38

123

93

2

Average length of time fished
(mins)

Total length of time channel fished
(minutes)
Total number of fish
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Table 11: Catch per Unit Effort (CPUE). Catch per min and per m2 at each site, as well as biomass per m2

Site
Site
1
Site
2
Site
3
Site
4

Fishing
times
(min)

Area
Fished
(m2)

Brown Trout

Eel

n

Fish/
m2

Fish/
min

Biomass
(g /m2)

n

Fish/
m2

Fish/
min

Biomass
(g /m2)

n

Fish/
m2

Fish/
min

Biomass
(g /m2)

21

31

63

2.03

3.00

71.72

6

0.19

0.29

10.16

1

0.03

0.05

1.45

9

95

32

0.34

3.56

9.68

2

0.02

0.22

0.78

0

n/a

n/a

n/a

20

205

112

0.55

5.60

20.01

9

0.04

0.45

1.80

2

0.01

0.10

0.22

27

198

68

0.34

2.52

13.12

22

0.11

0.81

1.85

0

n/a

n/a

n/a

Stoneloach
Site
Site
1
Site
2
Site
3
Site
4

Salmon

Stickleback

Fishing
times
(min)

Area
Fished
(m2)

n

Fish/
m2

Fish/
min

Biomass
(g /m2)

n

Fish/
m2

Fish/
min

Biomass
(g /m2)

21

31

2

0.06

0.10

0.95

1

0.03

0.05

0.03548

9

95

1

0.01

0.11

0.04

3

0.03

0.33

0.13263

20

205

0

n/a

n/a

n/a

0

n/a

n/a

n/a

27

198

2

0.01

0.07

0.05

1

0.01

0.04

0.01164
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Figure 3: Age profile of salmonid fish in the river.
(0+,
s 1+ and 2+ denote age class i.e. 1+ = more than 1 year old)

0+

1+

2+

No
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Figure 4: Percentage breakdown of the age profile of salmonids at Site 1.

Age Profile of Salmonids at Site 1

9%
25%

0+ (25%)
1+ (66%)
2+ (9%)

66%

Figure 5: Percentage breakdown of the age profile of salmonids at Site 2.
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Figure 6: Percentage breakdown of the age profile of salmonids at Site 3.
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Figure 7: Percentage breakdown of the age profile of salmonids at Site 4.
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4.2

Overall Evaluation of Sample Sites

The scheme used to evaluate the ecological importance of watercourses (based on NRA,
2008) in the study area is presented in Appendix III. Watercourses were evaluated on the
basis of a number of characteristics and features as outlined below. The characteristics are
defined as follows:



Aquatic habitat refers to the in-water conditions of any watercourse; including
substrate and stream structure (i.e. proportion of riffles, runs and pools).
The fisheries value of a watercourse refers to its suitability for fish, primarily
salmonids (salmon and trout), and to the associated value for recreational angling




purposes.
Annex II species are those that are listed under the EU Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC).
Annex I habitats are those that are listed under the EU Habitats Directive, including
Priority Habitats.

The results for the physical habitat assessment of sites within the study area for their
suitability for macro-invertebrate production are provided in Table 7. All sites scored high
and can be considered to provide good to excellent macro-invertebrate production
conditions (in particular Sites 1, 3 and 4). The results of the ecological habitat evaluation
indicate that there should be a high volume of macro-invertebrates available, which will
allow fish populations to thrive. All Sample Sites 1-4 were rated as C – High Value, Locally
Important, based on the NRA evaluation criteria (2008).
The resident salmonid populations of fish in the river are primarily brown trout (including
sea trout) (n=275), with just a few salmon encountered (n=3). The vast majority of the
salmonid fish encountered are 0+ and 1+ (see Figure 3), estimated at 91%. This indicates
that Sample Sites 1-4 provides excellent nursery and rearing habitat for salmonids. In
particular Site 2 and Site 4 provide good to excellent habitat for nursery and rearing areas
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for salmonids (both trout and salmon). Population structure of trout did not vary
significantly between most sample sites. All surveyed areas displayed a strong presence of
both 0+ and 1+ fish with lower numbers of 2+ fish present at each site with the exception of
Site 2 where older fish were mostly absent due to very low water conditions and the
absence of pools (see Figures 4 -7).
Taken as a whole this is a very productive river for salmonids, with large numbers of juvenile
brown trout present. Salmon numbers are low but the fact that salmon were recorded at
Sample Site 1 is significant and illustrates that salmon are migrating to the top of the system.
None of the salmon or trout caught was returning sea trout or salmon.
Regarding the separation of brown trout from their anadromous form (sea trout) it is not
possible to tell the parentage (based on life history phenotype i.e. sea trout or brown trout)
of juvenile brown trout of the size range 6cm to 19cm captured in freshwater in July from
visual inspection. Neither is it possible to determine the life history type (resident brown
trout or sea trout or a combination of both) of the parents of juvenile brown trout sampled
in freshwater in July using genetic techniques, unless:
1. A pre-existing genetic baseline is available that differentiates sea trout and brown
phenotypes in that specific river.
2. A complete or near complete family pedigree has been established based on the
sampling of known adult sea trout ascending the specific river.
3. A genetic marker or quantitative trait loci (QTL) exists that is diagnostic for the trait in
this particular river.
We have consulted with the pre-eminent sea trout scientist in Ireland (Dr Phillip McGinnity*)
regarding the issue of identifying what percentage of sea trout are within our sample and Dr
McGinnity has indicated that to the best of his knowledge neither a genetic baseline of
brown or sea trout phenotypes nor a pedigree of known migrating adult sea trout exists for
the Fealge River. Also to the best of his knowledge he does not know of the existence of a
genetic marker that is indicative of the trait in the Feagle or is definitively diagnostic for the
trait of any other river. This being the case he does not believe it possible to determine the
life history phenotype of the parents of the juvenile brown trout collected in our present
survey. In this scenario it must be assumed that sea trout spawn and live at the uppermost
sample site which was assessed, i.e. Sample Site 1, and that any mitigation that is designed
for salmonids on this scheme must take fish passage up to this area into account.

* Dr Phillip McGinnity is Principal Investigator at the Beaufort Marine Research Award in Fish Population Genetics at the School
of Biological, Earth & Environmental Sciences of University College Cork.
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While lampreys are present in this system no lampreys were recorded during this survey.
The reason for this is that little suitable habitat is present at any of the 4 Sample Sites given
the substrate is dominated by cobble at these locations. Where potential lamprey habitat
was encountered this was electrofished.
Good numbers of European Eel were recorded most especially at Sample Site 4 within the
urban zone of Clonakilty. No White clawed crayfish were recorded at any of the Sample
Sites, and given the national distribution, this survey can be considered to confirm their
absence from the river.
While the stream is somewhat congested in places with vegetation, the water quality over
the past 20 years has remained in good condition, and has maintained good water quality
status.
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Appendix 1:
Authorisation Letter from Inland Fisheries Ireland
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Appendix 2:
Plates
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1

2

3

4

5

6

Plates 1 -6: (1) Snorkel hand searching for crayfish, (2) using bathyscope for crayfish survey
(Site 1) (3) Sweep netting for crayfish (4) Heavy effluent algal growth at Sample Site 1 (5)
Three spined Stickleback (6) Stoneloach from Sample Site 1.
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7

8

9

10

11

12

Plates 7 – 12: (7) European Eel (8) Atlantic salmon & Brown trout (9 & 10) at Sample site 1
(11 & 12) habitat characteristics at Sample Site 1.

47

INIS Environmental Consultants Ltd.

Clonakilty Aquatic Ecology & Fisheries Assessment

13

14

15

16

17

18

Plates 13 - 18: (13) Note sediment in the water column at Sample site 1 (14, 15 & 17)
Sample site 2 (16 & 18) stoneloach and salmonids from Sample site 2.
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19

20

21

22

Plates 19, 20 & 22: Sample site 2 showing the congested stream and habitat charateristics
(21) Difficult electrofishing conditions.
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23

24

25

26

27

28

Plates 23 - 28: (23 & 24) Sample site 2 (25 – 27) Eels from Sample site 3 (28) Downstream of
Sample site 3.
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29

30

31

32

33

34

Plates 29 - 34: (29 & 30) Downstream of Sample site 3. (31 & 32) Sample site 4 (33 & 34) fish
from Sample site 4.
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35

Plate 35: Young trout caught during electrofishing on the River Fealge.
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Appendix 3:
Evaluation of Ecological Importance of Aquatic Sites
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Table 1: Criteria for assessing ecological importance of watercourse sites (Adapted from
NRA, 2008).
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Table 2: Criteria for assessing impact significance on aquatic sites (taken from NRA, 2008).
A Sites
Temporary

Short-term

Medium-term

Long-term

Extensive

Major

Severe

Severe

Severe

Localised

Major

Major

Severe

Severe

Temporary

Short-term

Medium-term

Long-term

Extensive

Major

Major

Severe

Severe

Localised

Moderate

Moderate

Major

Major

Temporary

Short-term

Medium-term

Long-term

Extensive

Moderate

Moderate

Major

Major

Localised

Minor

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Temporary

Short-term

Medium-term

Long-term

Extensive

Minor

Minor

Moderate

Moderate

Localised

Not significant

Minor

Minor

Minor

Temporary

Short-term

Medium-term

Long-term

Extensive

Not significant

Not significant

Minor

Minor

Localised

Not significant

Not significant

Not significant

Not

B Sites

C Sites

D Sites

E Sites

significant
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Appendix 4: Fish Data
ID

Site

Species

Length
(cm)

ID

Weight
(g)

Site

Species

Length
(cm)

Weight
(g)

42

1

BTW

14.7

46.7

43

1

BTW

11

22.9
24.9

1

1

BTW

12.9

14.4

44

1

BTW

13.3

2

1

BTW

15.8

56.6

45

1

BTW

11.6

24.2

1

BTW

36

101.6

3

1

BTW

12.7

28.1

46

4

1

BTW

18.1

31.9

47

1

BTW

11.9

26.6

5

1

BTW

14.3

45.7

48

1

SAL

14.8

44.9

6

1

BTW

23.1

143.7

49

1

BTW

12.2

28.4

7

1

BTW

12.1

28.9

50

1

BTW

14.1

40.3

8

1

BTW

14.1

41.7

51

1

BTW

7.9

12

9

1

BTW

8.4

8

52

1

BTW

7.8

13.1

10

1

BTW

17.6

70.3

53

1

BTW

12.7

29.5

1

BTW

7.8

12.1

12.7

29.8

11

1

BTW

13.9

40.3

54

12

1

BTW

21.5

111.8

55

1

BTW

13

1

BTW

13.8

22.8

56

1

ELE

34

63.3

14

1

BTW

16.8

65

57

1

FTL

11.7

23.3

15

1

BTW

19.6

90.5

58

1

BTW

7.2

11.5

16

1

BTW

13.1

31.2

59

1

ELE

30.5

49.2

17

1

BTW

12.1

29.9

60

1

BTW

5.9

10.5

18

1

BTW

12.2

29.1

61

1

ELE

24.7

25.7

1

BTW

7

10.5

19

1

BTW

13.9

37.7

62

20

1

BTW

11.8

27.7

63

1

BTW

8.5

11.6

21

1

BTW

15.2

57.2

64

1

ELE

21.8

18.7

22

1

BTW

15.5

54.1

65

1

BTW

5

6.2

23

1

BTW

10.8

21.2

66

1

BTW

7

7

24

1

BTW

12.2

29.6

67

1

BTW

7.2

6.3

25

1

BTW

11.6

24.9

68

1

BTW

7.8

3

26

1

BTW

16.1

54.8

69

1

BTW

6.1

2.8

1

BTW

6.7

2.5

27

1

BTW

7.7

13.1

70

28

1

BTW

19.1

94.4

71

1

TSS

5

1.1

29

1

BTW

12

29.5

72

1

FTL

7.3

6.1

30

1

BTW

12.1

27.4

73

1

BTW

5

3.1

31

1

BTW

14.1

33.2

74

2

BTW

16.9

67.2

32

1

BTW

14.3

40.8

75

2

BTW

15.6

53.8

33

1

BTW

14.7

43.5

76

2

BTW

14.7

47.2

34

1

ELE

33.1

73.7

77

2

BTW

15.2

47.7

2

BTW

13.1

26.5

35

1

BTW

15.3

49.7

78

36

1

BTW

11.1

23.2

79

2

BTW

12.1

27.6

37

1

BTW

11.7

26.3

80

2

BTW

15.5

57

38

1

BTW

12.6

30.8

81

2

BTW

13

28.3

39
40

1
1

ELE

84.5
39.7

82

2

BTW

12.7

33.3

BTW

35.9
14.1

83

2

BTW

7.4

11.3

41

1

BTW

19.1

87.4

84

2

BTW

12

29.2
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Length
(cm)

Weight
(g)

ID

Site

Species

Length
(cm)

Weight
(g)

85

2

BTW

15.1

46.3

128

3

BTW

20.5

99.1

86

2

BTW

14.1

43.9

129

3

BTW

19.5

102.3

87

2

BTW

16

55.7

130

3

BTW

14.4

42.8

88

2

BTW

12.9

31.6

131

3

BTW

16.1

63.7

89

2

BTW

14.3

28

132

3

BTW

13.6

34.4

90

2

BTW

7.5

9.1

133

3

BTW

15.2

52.8

91

2

BTW

9.2

28.7

134

3

BTW

15.9

54.8

92

2

BTW

15

48.1

135

3

BTW

8.4

13.1

93

2

BTW

7.7

12.9

136

3

BTW

14.1

39.7

94

2

BTW

13.7

37.1

137

3

BTW

17.8

73.4

95

2

BTW

13.6

36.9

138

3

BTW

13.9

40.5

96

2

BTW

8.4

14.1

139

3

BTW

16.4

56.6

97

2

BTW

8.7

11.8

140

3

BTW

16.1

56.7

98

2

BTW

7.2

11.4

141

3

BTW

11.9

28.5

99

2

BTW

8.1

13.4

142

3

BTW

16.9

72.4

100

2

FTL

7.1

4.1

143

3

BTW

13.6

38

101

2

TSS

4.5

1.6

144

3

BTW

17.5

75

102

2

BTW

7.7

12.1

145

3

BTW

18.7

87.5

103

2

BTW

6.7

9.6

146

3

BTW

12.5

31.1

104

2

BTW

7.3

10.5

147

3

BTW

13.3

37

105

2

BTW

7.2

9.7

148

3

BTW

14.6

45.2

106

2

BTW

7

8.1

149

3

BTW

13.2

35.8

107

2

BTW

7.7

11.3

150

3

BTW

17.6

68.5

108

2

ELE

13

6.7

151

3

BTW

20.9

90.8

109

2

TSS

5.5

5.5

152

3

BTW

14.2

40.6

110

2

ELE

33

67.6

153

3

BTW

12.9

34.4

111

2

TSS

5.5

5.5

154

3

BTW

14

43.7

112

3

BTW

5.9

0.7

155

3

BTW

16.2

60.9

113

3

BTW

13.4

31.3

156

3

BTW

16.9

60.5

114

3

BTW

8

12.3

157

3

BTW

16.5

63.6

115

3

BTW

14.2

40.1

158

3

BTW

19.5

89.8

116

3

BTW

15.6

23.4

159

3

BTW

15.1

49.1

117

3

BTW

7.7

14.2

160

3

BTW

18.1

75.3

118

3

BTW

13.2

26.5

161

3

BTW

13.5

39.9

119

3

BTW

15.2

48.5

162

3

BTW

15.3

55.8

120

3

BTW

12.3

31.1

163

3

BTW

11.8

28.3

121

3

BTW

15.9

54.6

164

3

BTW

21

80

122

3

BTW

13.8

29.9

165

3

BTW

13.4

40.6

123

3

BTW

7.2

8.2

166

3

BTW

13.4

42.8

124

3

BTW

12.1

10.9

167

3

BTW

13.8

39.7

125

3

BTW

15.8

56.1

168

3

BTW

11

25.7

126

3

SAL

7.9

12.4

169

3

BTW

12.8

37.5

127

3

BTW

13.3

33.2

170

3

BTW

12.5

32.7
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ID

Site

Species

Clonakilty Aquatic Ecology & Fisheries Assessment

Length
(cm)

Weight
(g)

ID

Site

Species

Length
(cm)

Weight
(g)

171

3

BTW

14.8

26.4

214

3

ELE

5.4

0.7

172

3

BTW

12.8

24.7

215

3

ELE

12.4

3.7

173

3

BTW

20.5

13.3

216

3

BTW

7.8

3.5

174

3

BTW

13.2

28.4

217

3

BTW

13.7

28.9

175

3

BTW

12.1

19.8

218

3

BTW

7.9

3.1

176

3

BTW

7.8

5.7

219

3

BTW

7.8

0.3

177

3

BTW

20.4

102.8

220

3

BTW

7

2.6

178

3

BTW

13.5

32.3

221

3

BTW

14.2

29.3

179

3

BTW

7.9

5.5

222

3

BTW

6.5

0.5

180

3

BTW

16.1

45.9

223

3

BTW

6.1

0.7

181

3

BTW

13.5

28.6

224

3

BTW

6.5

1.5

182

3

SAL

14

32.9

225

3

BTW

8.3

6.9

183

3

BTW

11.8

18.9

226

3

ELE

11.2

3.4

184

3

BTW

16.2

46.7

227

3

BTW

11.3

3.5

185

3

BTW

13.8

28.7

228

3

BTW

9

3.1

186

3

ELE

29.8

39.8

229

3

BTW

10.3

3.2

187

3

BTW

16

52.3

230

3

BTW

11.1

3.5

188

3

BTW

7.6

4.8

231

3

BTW

6.9

7.4

189

3

BTW

7.9

4.9

232

3

BTW

6.8

8.8

190

3

BTW

12.1

193.4

233

3

BTW

6.6

8.1

191

3

BTW

14.3

33.4

234

3

ELE

9.2

4.4

192

3

BTW

12

19.5

235

4

BTW

25.1

200

193

3

BTW

12.9

24.9

236

4

BTW

16.2

45.8

194

3

BTW

14.7

38.2

237

4

BTW

13.4

30.4

195

3

BTW

7

4.2

238

4

BTW

6.9

4.3

196

3

BTW

16.1

53.1

239

4

BTW

14.1

36.9

197

3

BTW

17.4

59.6

240

4

BTW

14.7

45.5

198

3

BTW

35.6

31.1

241

4

BTW

14.7

46.4

199

3

BTW

6.3

13.2

242

4

BTW

16.8

69.9

200

3

BTW

13.2

30.1

243

4

BTW

6

8.2

201

3

BTW

17.8

63.9

244

4

BTW

8.2

60.7

202

3

BTW

15.8

44.8

245

4

BTW

8.4

60.3

203

3

BTW

7.8

6.3

246

4

BTW

15.7

37.1

204

3

ELE

45

100.2

247

4

BTW

19.3

103.1

205

3

ELE

42.1

163.7

248

4

BTW

14.5

43

206

3

BTW

13.6

41.7

249

4

BTW

15.9

62.2

207

3

BTW

13.2

27.2

250

4

BTW

17.8

69.9

208

3

BTW

15.6

33.8

251

4

BTW

13.5

37.2

209

3

BTW

13.7

33.3

252

4

BTW

13.7

38

210

3

BTW

15

39.1

253

4

BTW

19.8

99.9

211

3

ELE

34.5

29

254

4

BTW

15.3

45.2

212

3

ELE

29.5

23.9

255

4

BTW

16.5

59.7

213

3

BTW

8.6

5.4

256

4

BTW

21.8

136.9
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257

4

BTW

18.1

57.3

300

4

ELE

20.9

15.6

258

4

BTW

17

54.4

301

4

ELE

29.5

38

259

4

BTW

14.1

20.5

302

4

ELE

28.5

41.8

260

4

BTW

18.5

77

303

4

BTW

7.6

5.8

261

4

BTW

14.9

30

304

4

ELE

19.2

11.9

262

4

BTW

16.8

54.8

305

4

ELE

18.4

7

263

4

BTW

10.8

11.7

306

4

ELE

28.8

25.7

264

4

BTW

19.5

88.6

307

4

ELE

22.8

15.2

265

4

BTW

12.3

22.1

308

4

ELE

9.8

1.7

266

4

BTW

17

31.9

309

4

ELE

30.5

40.6

267

4

BTW

14

26.3

310

4

ELE

21.8

19.8

268

4

BTW

15.6

49.4

311

4

ELE

19.2

14.1

269

4

BTW

15.7

53.2

312

4

ELE

18

29.8

270

4

BTW

6.8

3.2

313

4

ELE

19.2

11.3

271

4

BTW

12.4

21.9

314

4

ELE

8

1

272

4

BTW

13.5

32.7

315

4

BTW

7.2

4.2

273

4

BTW

13.3

27.3

316

4

ELE

15.1

6.9

274

4

BTW

14.7

41.6

317

4

ELE

10.9

3.6

275

4

BTW

13.7

26.2

318

4

ELE

12.4

2.6

276

4

BTW

14.5

36.6

319

4

TSS

5.3

2.3

277

4

BTW

15.6

44.9

320

4

ELE

24.3

16

278

4

BTW

14.2

25.7

321

4

ELE

26

19.2

279

4

BTW

14.6

39.8

322

4

ELE

19.8

12.3

280

4

BTW

14.7

45.5

323

4

BTW

6.5

3.8

281

4

BTW

14.1

36.6

324

4

FTL

7

2.4

282

4

BTW

17

57.9

325

4

BTW

6.7

3.6

283

4

BTW

14.8

28.3

326

4

BTW

6.2

2.2

284

4

BTW

14.5

29.8

327

4

ELE

8.3

2

285

4

BTW

11.5

17.9

286

4

BTW

7.1

1.7

287

4

BTW

12.9

21.1

288

4

BTW

14.2

32.5

289

4

BTW

5.8

2

290

4

FTL

7.4

6.7

291

4

BTW

7

3.9

292

4

BTW

7.9

5.8

293

4

BTW

7.9

9.1

294

4

BTW

5.6

2.9

295

4

BTW

12.2

12.7

296

4

ELE

25.5

30

297

4

BTW

13.5

31

298

4

BTW

7.9

10.7

299

4

BTW

7.2

5.4
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BTW= Brown trout (non-stocked)
ELE = European Eel
SAL = Salmon
FTL = Stone loach
TSS = Three spined stickleback

Appendix 9B - Bat Survey
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A.1

Date: 20 August 2014
Location
Ref
20

Location
Description
Field near Hedge

19
20

Field near Bridge
Field near Hedge

19

Field near Bridge

20

Field near Hedge

19

Field near Bridge

20
19

Field near Hedge
Field near Bridge

Personnel: Kieran Sheehan & Declan Egan
Species

Activity

45 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)
?
45 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)
?
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)

Distant call
Distant call
?
Commuting
Seen through trees
Not seen
Heard but not seen
?
Foraging
Foraging
Foraging
(continuous to
22:26)
Foraging
Distant call
Foraging
Commuting
Foraging
(continuous)
Foraging
Foraging
(continuous)
Foraging
(continuous to
22:24)
Foraging
Foraging
Constant distant
activity
Two close passes
Three close passes
Close pass
Commuting
Commuting
Foraging
Foraging
Foraging
Foraging
Commuting
Foraging
Foraging
Foraging
(continuous to
22:54)
Foraging

55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)

20

Field near Hedge

19

Field near Bridge

20

Field near Hedge

19
20
19

Field near Bridge
Field near Hedge
Field near Bridge

20

Field near Hedge

55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x2)
45 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
55 Pip (x1)
45 Pip (x1)

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

Approximate
time
21:40
21:43
21:44
21:45
21:47
21:48
21:49
21:55
21:59
22:01
22:02

Surveyor

22:02
22:05
22:06
22:07
22:08

KS
KS

22:08
22:09

KS
DE

22:10

DE

22:10
22:12
22:13

KS
KS
KS

22:20
22:24
22:27
22:29
22:30
22:31
22:33
22:33
22:36
22:38
22:38
22:39
22:40

KS
KS
KS
DE
DE
KS
KS
KS
KS
DE
KS
DE
DE

22:51

KS

KS
KS
DE
KS
KS
KS
KS
DE
DE
DE
DE

DE
DE

A.2

Date: 21-22 August 2014

Personnel: Kieran Sheehan & Declan Egan

Location
Ref

Location
Description

Species

Activity

Approximate
time

Surveyor

1

Fack’s Bridge
(Convent Road)

45 Pip (x1)

Distant foraging

21.31

KS

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging

22:05

KS

2

Clarke Street
Bridge

NO
RECORD

21:10

DE

3

Seymour Street
Bridge

NO
RECORD

22:15

KS

4

Rossa Street
Bridge

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging

22:05

DE

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging

22:08

DE

45 Pip (>1)

Foraging

22:30

KS

55 Pip (>1)

Foraging

22:40

KS

45 & 55 Pip

Foraging at light

22:13

DE

45 & 55 Pip

Foraging over river

22:20

DE

45 Pip (x2)

Foraging

22:50

KS

55 Pip (x1)

Foraging

23:00

KS

5

Car Park near
Library

6

Footbridge at
Library

55 Pip (2-3)

Foraging

23:10

KS

7

Credit Union

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging in trees
and around lights

22:43

DE

55 Pip (x1)

Foraging on road
beside river

22:48

DE

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging

22:50

DE

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging over river

23:00

DE

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging along
west side of bridge

23:13

DE

55 Pip (x1)

Foraging
downstream

23:20

KS

Myotis. Spp
(x1)

Distant call

23:22

KS

45 Pip (x1)

Foraging

23:25

KS

8

10

Bridge Street

Old Brewery
(adjacent
footbridge)

10

Adjacent large
Georgian and
timber-framed
building (seen from
above location)

45 Pip (x1)

Occasional foraging

23:25

KS

10

Woodbrook Car
Park (NE)

45 Pip (x1)

Recorded along
brook behind
houses

23:35

KS

11

Woodbrook Car
Park (SW)

55 Pip (x1)

Foraging (possibly
not over river)

23:20

DE

13

Tobin’s Bridge (N
Side)

55 pip and
25 pip (x7-8
on

Constant foraging
over river 55 Pip
larger numbers.

23.45
contiunuous….

DE
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occasions)
12

Tobin’s Bridge (S
Side)

NO
RECORD

14

Fernhill Bridge

55 Pip (x1)

16

Dunnes Stores
Bridge (E)

55 Pip (x1)

17

Dunnes Stores
Bridge (W)

NO
RECORD

15

Wooden footbridge
downstream of
Dunnes Stores

55 Pip (x1)

Artificial light.
00:00

KS

Occasional foraging
and observed flying
upstream and
around an Ash tree.

00:10

KS

Distant foraging
activity (heard not
seen)

00:30

KS

00:45

KS

01.03

KS

Distant foraging
activity.

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

A.3

Trees and Structures

Surveyors: Kieran Sheehan and Declan Egan

Number
1

Species
Group:
Oak, Ash,
Sycamore,
Horse Chestnut

Features
Cracks
Split
Loose Bark
Ivy Cover

Notes
Large group of trees along
Right bank of Fealge.
Typically up to 150 years
old and ivy covered.

Roost Potential
High

2

Ash

Loose bark
Ivy Cover

One trimmed Ash within
Group 1 that has
additional potential.

High

3

Hawthorn Group

None

Three multi-stemmed
overgrown hedge plants.

None

4

Sycamore

Ivy Cover

One 50 year old tree with
ivy cover on lower trunk

Low

5

Group :
4 Hawthorn
1 Alder)

Ivy Cover

Small multi-stemmed
Hawthorn, One sickly
Alder with thick Ivy growth.

Low

6

Ash

Ivy Cover

Multi-stemmed Ash tree
with ivy cover on lower
trunk.

Low

7

Group:
4 Alder
1 Grey Sallow
(bush)

Ivy Cover
Loose bark

Group of open-canopied
Alder trees with ivycovered trunks.

Low

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

8

Ash

Ivy Cover

Sub-mature Ash with
sparse ivy cover on lower
3m of stem.

None

9

Alder

Ivy Cover

Multi-stemmed tree with
trimmed branches and
broken through stem in
one location.

None

10

Alder group

Ivy Cover

Ivy over is thick on one of
the main stems. Smaller
branches have been
trimmed. Not clear if this is
a single tree or not.

Low

11

Alder group

Ivy Cover

Two multi-stemmed trees
that has now been
trimmed on some
branches. Generally in
good health.

Low

12

Alder group

Ivy Cover

Two multi-stemmed trees,
the westernmost of which
has extensive Ivy cover.

Low

13

Alder group

Ivy Cover

Group of two or three ivyclad trees on some of
which the Ivy seems dead.

Low

14

Group:
1 Hawthorn
8 Alder
3 Ash

Ivy Cover

Low

15

Ash

None

Tall Ash trees with Alder
either side (Multistemmed) and tall
Hawthorn at the eastern
end. Some trimming of
small branches.
Sub-mature Ash, sabreing over the river.

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

None

16

Group:
Alder,
Hawthorne,
Sycamore, Holly

Ivy Cover

Multi-stemmed, large
stooled Alder with Ivy
cover and a couple of
intertwining Hawthorn.
Sycamore at the We end
is very large.

None

17

Group:
2 Sycamore
1 Grey Sallow

Ivy Cover

Low

18

Group:
2 Ash
1 Alder

Ivy Cover

Two mature Sycamores in
healthy condition with a
large Grey sallow at the
eastern side.
Three sub-mature trees –
the Alder has lost its
leasder and the
westernmost Ash looks
sickly.

19

Group:
Ash, Alder

Ivy Cover

One mature Ash and a
multi-stemmed Alder with
some scattered Hawthorn
beneath. Some branch
trimming.

Low

20

Group:
1 Sycamore
2 Alder

Ivy Cover

One sub-mature
Sycamore with two main
stems and scattered
Hawthorn bushes. Some
trimming of lower
branches.

None

21

Sycamore

Ivy Cover

Sub-mature Sycamore
with associated Hawthorn
and sparse Ivy covering
the lower part of the stem
and in clumps.

None

(1)

Group:
1 Sycamore
10 Ash
1 Alder

Ivy Cover

Group of sub-mature
mainly multi-stemmed Ash
trees up to 30m in height.
All sitting on top of a wall.

Low

(2)

Group:
Sitka Spruce

None

Dense plantation.

None
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None

(3)

Alder

None

Ancient coppice stool.

None

(4)

Ash

Ivy Cover

Large, mature, healthy
tree with a few dead, small
branches.

Low

(5)

Group:
Alder

Ivy Cover

Group of two Alder trees
that are not n the best of
health.

Low

(6)

Wych Elm

None

Group of 20m tall Wych
Elm trees that are
suffering from Dutch Elm
Disease

Low

(7)

Group:
2 Ash
1 Wych Elm
1 Alder

Ivy Cover

Group of closely grown
trees with very dense Ivy
cover.

Low

(8)

Alder

Loose Bark
Ivy Cover

Multi-stemmed tree that is
not in the best of health.
Heavily covered with Ivy.

Low

(9)

Alder

Ivy Cover

Mature multi-stemmed
Alder with a few trimmed
branches

Low
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(10)

Group:
6 Alder
2 Sycamore

Split
Woodpecker
Hole
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Group of mature trees that
have had some work on
them that has caused
some damage: the largest
Alder tree in particular.

Medium

(11)

Group:
Hawthorn
Holly
5 Alder

Cracks
Woodpeckers
Holes
Rot Holes
Loose Bark
Ivy Cover

Westernmost Alder and
Easternmost Alder have
most of these features.

Medium

(12)

Alder

Ivy Cover

Solitary young multistemmed Alder with some
trimmed branches.

Low

(13)

Group:
2 Alder
2 Hawthorn
1 Field Maple
1 Holly

Woodpecker
Hole
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Two large multi-stemmed
Alder trees with an
overgrown Alder hedge.
The N Alder is the best but
there are trees beneath
(sub-canopy) these.

Medium

(14)

Group:
4 Alder

Cracks
Split
Woodpecker
Holes
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Mature Alder trees with a
good growth of Ivy on field
boundary.

Medium

(15)

Ash

Split
Ivy Cover

Mature Ash tree with a
single stem and a well
developed crown.

None

(16)

Group:
1 Alder
1 Alder (dead)
1 Ash

Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Two mature trees and one
dead tree.

Low
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(17)

Ash

Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Twin stems for older stool.
The stems are about 100
years old with ivy end
evidence of past
management.

Low

(18)

Group:
2 Ash

Split
Ivy Cover

Two spindly Ashes that
are mature and about 100
years old. There are a few
features including a split
and rot hole.

Low

(19)

Ash

Split
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Ash pollard up to 300
years old with detaching
Ivy, a few splits and small
holes.

Low

(20)

English Elm

Ivy Cover

Two stems from suckers,
A healthy tree with a
branching crown just
reaching the mature
phase. Ivy cover lower
down on trunks.

Low

(21)

Sycamore

Ivy Cover

Mature tree constrained
by the canopies of other
trees.

None

(22)

Group of
English Elm
suckers

Ivy Cover

Suckers forming tall trees
(30m) along a hedge line.
All in pretty good health
but a few of the branches
higher up show evidence
of Dutch Elm Disease.

None
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(23)

English Elm
clone

Ivy Cover

Six stems that are mature
and in good health.

None

(24)

Hawthorn

Ivy Cover

Multi-stemmed tree to
10m with Ivy cover on
lower 3m.

None

(25)

Ash

Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Mature and healthy with a
spreading crown.

Low

(26)

Ash

Splits
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Very large Ash from an
ancient stool that has a
broad canopy from regrown poles.

Low

(27)

Hawthorn

Ivy Cover

Low

(28)

Group:
1 Grey Sallow
2 Hawthorn

Ivy Cover

Hawthorn to 15m but with
dense Ivy cover all the
way around the trunk.
A Grey Sallow clonal
group to 8m that are Ivy
clad. The clonal group
contains 2 Hawthorn
bushes.

(29)

Group:
4 Hawthorn

Ivy cover

Group of four separate
trees: one is mostly dead.
Ivy-clad for bottom 3m.

Low

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

Low

(30)

Group:
6 Hawthorn

Ivy Cover

Overgrown hedgerow with
a few bushes reaching
10m. Ivy-clad.

None

(31)

Alder

Ivy Cover

On the N side of the
Fealge and multistemmed. Hedgerow on
the S side and there is a
good growth of lichens
and mosses.

None

(32)

Alder

Ivy Cover

Stag’s-headed Alder
(Phytophthera disease?)
that has three man stems.

Low

(33)

Alder

Rot Hole
Loose Bark

Stag’s-headed Alder on
the North side of the
Fealge.

Low

(34)

Ash

Ivy Cover

Solitary Ash on North side
of the Fealge. Some
branches have been
flailed.

None

(35)

Beech

Ivy Cover

Sub-mature tree with no
features.

None

(36)

Alder

Ivy Cover

Very sickly looking Alder
that was leafless at the
time of the visit.

None
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(37)

Hawthorn

None

Large specimen with
dense canopy up to 12m
in height.

None

(38)

Ash

Slits
Rot Hole
Ivy Cover

Mature Ash on West side
of a drain with a spreading
canopy.

Low

(39)

English Elm

None

Semi-mature tree with a
branching crown on the
base of a floodwall
containing a small stream.

None

(40)

English Elm

None

Sub-mature tree n healthy
condition.

None

(41)

Ash

Ivy Cover

Mature 150 year old tree
with Ivy that s situated 5m
behind the drain.

Low

(42)

Sycamore

Ivy Cover

Sub-mature tree with a
dense, Ivy-clad crown.

Low
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(43)

Ash

Ivy Cover
Slits
Loose Bark

Mature, multi-stemmed
tree with Ash Bacterial
Canker.

Low

(44)

Ash

Ivy Covered

Mature tree with a dense
crown and a small
Hawthorn present in South
side.

Low

(45)

Alder

Ivy Covered

Over-mature Alder with an
open crown and Ivy on the
North side.

Low

(46)

Group:
1 Sycamore
2 Wych Elm
1 Ash

Ivy Covered

Sub-mature trees between
R Fealge and the main
road.

Low

(47)

Group:
2 Ash

Rot Holes
Splits
Ivy Covered

Two Ash trees with a
suppressed Sycamore.
Some trimming beside
man road.

Low

(48)

Group:
2 Sycamore
1 Ash

Ivy Covered

Sub-mature groups of
trees: all multi-stemmed.

None

(49)

Wych Elm

None

Large, healthy tree with no

None
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features.

(50)

Sycamore

None

Sub-mature Sycamore.

None

(52)

Sycamore

Ivy Covered

Sub-mature and healthy
with two man stems. Very
little Ivy.

None

(53)

Alder

Rot Holes
Splits
Lifting Bark

Sub-mature tree with
sparse crown. Perhaps
suffering from
Phythopthera disease.

None

(54)

Sycamore

None

South bank of stream.
Mature Sycamore with
very few features.

Low

(55)

Sycamore

None

Sub-mature singlestemmed tree.

None

(56)

Hawthorn

Ivy Covered

South side of Fealge. 10m
tall bush.

Low
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(57)

Alder (dead)

Rot Holes
Ivy Covered

Large tree with spreading
crown.

Low

(58)

Sycamore

Ivy Covered

Mature tree on North bank
of Fealge with a spreading
crown.

Low

(59)

Alder

Ivy Covered
|Rot Holes
Woodpecker
Holes

Mature tree on North bank
of Fealge with a broad
canopy with a large
spread and heavy Ivy
cover.

Medium

(60)

Alder

Ivy Covered
Lifted Bark
Splits
Rot Holes

Mature tree on South bank
of Fealge with sparse
canopy.

Low

(61)

Group:
2 Ash
2 Sycamore

Rot Holes

Two Ash on North bank
and two Sycamores on
South bank. All submature specimens
growing very closely
together on both sides of
the Fealge.

None
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A.4

Structures
Number
A

Structure
Wall on Fealge

Features
Cracks

Notes
Local stone walling style
on tidal reach

Roost Potential
None

B

Culvert at
Fack’s Mil
Roundabout

None

Concrete culvert over
tidal stream

None

C

Gabion baskets

Cracks,
crevices

Gabion baskets on S
side of tidal R Fealge

None

D

Wall

Cracks,
crevices

Wall covered in seaweed

None

E

Wall

None

New wall

None

F

Old Wall

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
covered

Natural rubble-built wall
that looks Norman in
parts. Some work has
been done but covered in
Ivy

None

G

New Wall

None

New wall

None

H

Old Wall

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
covered

Natural rubble-built wall
that looks Norman in
parts. Some work has
been done but covered in
Ivy

Medium

I

Rossa Street
Bridge (DS)

Cracks, Ivy
cover

Ancient bridge with
houses on top and low
inverts.

Low
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J

Rossa Street
Bridge (US)

Cracks, Ivy
cover

Ancient stone road
bridge with low inverts

Low

K

Library Bridge
(DS)

Cracks

Old stone bridge that has
been re-pointed and
reinforced

None

L

Old Wall behind
Fire Station

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
covered

Natural rubble-built wall
that looks Norman in
parts. Some work has
been done but covered in
Ivy

High

M

Library Bridge
(US)

Cracks

Old stone bridge that has
been re-pointed and
reinforced

None

N

Walls Upstream
of Credit union

Cracks,
crevices and
holes

Recently reconstructed
stone walls on both sides
of the R Fealge

Low

O

Bridge Street
Bridge (DS)

Cracks,
crevices and
holes

Stone arched bridge on
DS side, which has been
repointed.

Low

P

Bridge Street
Bridge (US)

Holes

Concrete extension to
existing stone-arched
bridge.

None

Q

Walls upstream
of Bridge Street

Holes

LB wall has no potential
as it is new. LB wall is
older but low down and
subject to flooding and
predators

Low

R

Walls
downstream of
Brewery

Holes

LB wall has no potential
as it is new. LB wall is
older but low down and
subject to flooding and
predators

Low
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S

Walls at eastern
end of Brewery

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
cover

LB wall holes some
potential but is low, RB
walls are higher, older
and very suitable with
vegetation.

Medium

T

Walls DS of
Brewery
Footbridge

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
cover

LB wall holes some
potential but is low, RB
walls are higher, older
and very suitable with
vegetation.

High

1

Brewery Bridge

None

Concrete beam
footbridge to blocked
doorway on Brewery

None

U

Walls US of
brewery
Footbridge

Cracks,
crevices,
holes, Ivy
cover

LB wall holes some
potential but is low, RB
walls are higher, older
and very suitable with
vegetation.

High

V

Walls upstream
of Brewery

Crevices
and
vegetation
cover

Concrete block walls in
good condition but
marginal and climbing
vegetation covering them
in parts

Low

W

Banks US of
Woodbrook

Vegetation
covered

Heavily vegetation
covered on RB. Less so
on LB which is a wall

Low

X

Banks DS of
Woodbrook

Vegetation
covered

Heavily vegetation
covered on RB
(woodland). LB is a wall
below which there is a

Low
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bank.

Y

Walls behind
Michael Collins
Road DS

Vegetation
covered

LB is new wall. RB is
woodland with potential
low wall.

Low

Z

Walls behind
Michael Collins
Road US

Vegetation
cover

LB is a new wall. RB is
woodland with some old
stone wall

None

Aa

Walls DS
Tobin’s Bridge

Vegetation
cover

LB is a new wall. RB is
woodland with some old
stone wall

None

Ab

Walls near
Tobin’s Bridge

Vegetation
cover

RB is a low old wall but
subject to flooding,
predators

None

(61)

Tobin’s Bridge

Cracks

4 Arches. Pointed but
washed-out at the lower
part of the piers.

Low

Ac

Wall US Tobin’s
Bridge

Cracks,
holes,
vegetation
cover

Wall is old but in places it
is plastered and pointed
and in other has
vegetation cover.

Low

(51)

Bridge

Cracks

Twin stone arches with
low invert

Low

Ad

Footbridge

None

New wooden footbridge

None
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(6)

Bridge at
Dunnes Stores

None

Modern, concrete-lined
bridge.

None

(1)

Small, asbestos
shed

Ivy over

Broken sheeting on the
sides and fire damage.

None
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Introduction
The overall aim of the Habitats Directive is to maintain or restore the favourable
conservation status of habitats and species of community interest. These habitats and
species are listed in the Habitats and Birds Directives and Special Areas of Conservation
and Special Protection Areas are designated to afford protection to the most vulnerable
of them. These two designations are collectively known as the Natura 2000 network.
European and national legislation places a collective obligation on Ireland and its citizens
to maintain habitats and species in the Natura 2000 network at favourable conservation
condition. The Government and its agencies are responsible for the implementation and
enforcement of regulations that will ensure the ecological integrity of these sites.
A site-specific conservation objective aims to define favourable conservation condition for
a particular habitat or species at that site.
The maintenance of habitats and species within Natura 2000 sites at favourable
conservation condition will contribute to the overall maintenance of favourable
conservation status of those habitats and species at a national level.
Favourable conservation status of a habitat is achieved when:
• its natural range, and area it covers within that range, are stable or increasing, and
• the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its long-term maintenance
exist and are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and
• the conservation status of its typical species is favourable.
The favourable conservation status of a species is achieved when:
• population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself
on a long-term basis as a viable component of its natural habitats, and
• the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for
the foreseeable future, and
• there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its
populations on a long-term basis.
Notes/Guidelines:
1. The targets given in these conservation objectives are based on best available
information at the time of writing. As more information becomes available, targets for
attributes may change. These will be updated periodically, as necessary.
2. An appropriate assessment based on these conservation objectives will remain valid
even if the targets are subsequently updated, providing they were the most recent
objectives available when the assessment was carried out. It is essential that the date and
version are included when objectives are cited.
3. Assessments cannot consider an attribute in isolation from the others listed for that
habitat or species, or for other habitats and species listed for that site. A plan or project
with an apparently small impact on one attribute may have a significant impact on
another.
4. Please note that the maps included in this document do not necessarily show the
entire extent of the habitats and species for which the site is listed. This should be borne
in mind when appropriate assessments are being carried out.
5. When using these objectives, it is essential that the relevant backing/supporting
documents are consulted, particularly where instructed in the targets or notes for a
particular attribute.
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Qualifying Interests
* indicates a priority habitat under the Habitats Directive

000091

Clonakilty Bay SAC

1140

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

1210

Annual vegetation of drift lines

2110

Embryonic shifting dunes

2120

Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (white dunes)

2130

Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes)*

2150

Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea)*

Please note that this SAC overlaps with Clonakilty Bay SPA (004081).
See map 2. The conservation objectives for this site should be used in
conjunction with those for the overlapping site as appropriate.
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Supporting documents, relevant reports & publications
Supporting documents, NPWS reports and publications are available for download from: www.npws.ie/Publications

NPWS Documents
Year :

2009

Title :

Coastal Monitoring Project 2004-2006

Author :

Ryle, T.; Murray, A.; Connolly, K.; Swann, M.

Series :

Unpublished report to NPWS

Year :

2013

Title :

Monitoring survey of Annex I sand dune habitats in Ireland

Author :

Delaney, A.; Devaney, F.M.; Martin, J.R.; Barron, S.J.

Series :

Irish Wildlife Manual No. 75

Year :

2014

Title :

Clonakilty Bay SAC (site code: 091) Conservation objectives supporting document- coastal
habitats V1

Author :

NPWS

Series :

Conservation objectives supporting document

Year :

2014

Title :

Clonakilty Bay SAC (site code: 091) Conservation objectives supporting document- marine
habitats V1

Author :

NPWS

Series :

Conservation objectives supporting document

Other References
Year :

2008

Title :

The phytosociology and conservation value of Irish sand dunes

Author :

Gaynor, K.

Series :

Unpublished PhD thesis, National University of Ireland, Dublin

Year :

2012

Title :

Intertidal benthic survey of Clonakilty Bay SAC and Clonakilty Bay SPA

Author :

MERC

Series :

Unpublished report to the Marine Institute and NPWS
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Spatial data sources
Year :

Interpolated 2014

Title :

Intertidal benthic survey 2011

GIS Operations :

Polygon feature classes from marine community types base data sub-divided based on
interpolation of marine survey data. Expert opinion used as necessary to resolve any issues
arising

Used For :

1140, marine community types (maps 3 and 4)

Year :

2005

Title :

OSi Discovery series vector data

GIS Operations :

High water mark (HWM) and low water mark (LWM) polyline feature classes converted into
polygon feature classes and combined; EU Annex I Saltmarsh and Coastal data erased out if
present

Used For :

Marine community types base data (map 4)

Year :

2013

Title :

Sand Dune Monitoring Project 2011. Version 1

GIS Operations :

QIs selected; clipped to SAC boundary; overlapping regions with Saltmarsh CO data investigated
and resolved with expert opinion used

Used For :

2110, 2120, 2130 (map 5)
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
1140

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of Mudflats and sandflats not covered by
seawater at low tide in Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the following list of
attributes and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Habitat area

Hectares

The permanent habitat
Habitat area was estimated using OSi data as 313ha
area is stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes. See map 3

Community
distribution

Hectares

Conserve the following
community type in a
natural condition: Sand to
sandy mud with
Tubificoides benedii and
Peringia ulvae community
complex. See map 4

27 May 2014

Version 1

Notes

Based on an intertidal survey undertaken in 2011
(MERC, 2012). See marine supporting document for
further information
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
1210

Annual vegetation of drift lines

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of Annual vegetation of drift lines in
Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the following list of attributes and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Notes

Habitat area

Hectares

Area stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes, including
erosion and succession

Based on data from the Coastal Monitoring Project
(CMP) (Ryle et al. 2009) and Sand Dunes Monitoring
Project (SDM) (Delaney et al., 2013). The habitat is
very difficult to measure in view of its dynamic
nature which means that it can appear and
disappear within a site from year to year. CMP
mapped an area of 0.25ha but it was not recorded
by SDM reflecting the dynamic nature of this habitat.
NB further unsurveyed areas maybe present within
the site. See coastal habitats supporting document
for further details

Habitat
distribution

Occurrence

No decline, or change in
Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009) and Delaney
habitat distribution, subject et al. (2013). As stated above, the habitat was not
to natural processes
recorded during the SDM (Delaney et al., 2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Physical structure: Presence/ absence of
functionality and physical barriers
sediment supply

Maintain the natural
circulation of sediment and
organic matter, without
any physical obstructions

Dunes are naturally dynamic systems that require
continuous supply and circulation of sand.
Accumulation of organic matter in tidal litter is
essential for trapping sand and initiating dune
formation. Physical barriers can lead to fossilisation
or over-stabilisation of dunes, as well as beach
starvation resulting in increased rates of erosion.
See coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Vegetation
structure:
zonation

Occurrence

Maintain the range of
coastal habitats including
transitional zones, subject
to natural processes
including erosion and
succession

Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009) and Delaney
et al. (2013). Sand dunes at Inchydoney are part of
a coastal complex that includes estuarine and
intertidal habitats as well as inland marshes. See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Vegetation
composition:
typical species
and subcommunities

Percentage cover at a
representative number
of monitoring stops

Maintain the presence of
Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009). See coastal
species-poor communities habitats supporting document for further details
with typical species: sea
rocket (Cakile maritima),
sea sandwort (Honckenya
peploides), prickly saltwort
(Salsola kali) and orache
(Atriplex spp.)

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition:
negative indicator
species

27 May 2014

Negative indicator species
(including non-natives) to
represent less than 5%
cover

Version 1

Negative indicators include non-native species,
species indicative of changes in nutrient status and
species not considered characteristic of the habitat.
See coastal habitats supporting document for further
details
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
2110

Embryonic shifting dunes

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of Embryonic shifting dunes in
Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the following list of attributes and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Notes

Habitat area

Hectares

Area stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes, including
erosion and succession.
For sub-site mapped:
Inchydoney - 1.62ha. See
map 5

Based on data from the Sand Dunes Monitoring
Project (SDM) (Delaney et al., 2013). Habitat
mapped at one sub-site to give a total estimated
area of 1.62ha. Habitat is very difficult to measure in
view of its dynamic nature. See coastal habitats
supporting document for further details

Habitat
distribution

Occurrence

No decline, subject to
natural processes. See
map 5 for known
distribution

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Physical structure: Presence/absence of
functionality and physical barriers
sediment supply

Maintain the natural
circulation of sediment and
organic matter, without
any physical obstructions

Dunes are naturally dynamic systems that require
continuous supply and circulation of sand. Physical
barriers can lead to fossilisation or over-stabilisation
of dunes, as well as beach starvation resulting in
increased rates of erosion. See coastal habitats
supporting document for further details

Vegetation
structure:
zonation

Maintain the range of
coastal habitats including
transitional zones, subject
to natural processes
including erosion and
succession

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). The sand dunes
at Inchydoney are part of a coastal complex that
includes estuarine and intertidal habitats as well as
inland marshes. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Occurrence

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition: plant
health of foredune
grasses

More than 95% of sand
Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). See
couch grass (Elytrigia
coastal habitats supporting document for further
juncea) and/or lyme grass details
(Leymus arenarius) should
be healthy (i.e. green plant
parts above ground and
flowering heads present)

Vegetation
composition:
typical species
and subcommunities

Maintain the presence of
species-poor communities
with typical species: sand
couch grass (Elytrigia
juncea) and/or lyme grass
(Leymus arenarius)

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). All dune
habitats at Inchydoney support a typical flora. See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Negative indicator species
(including non-native
species) to represent less
than 5% cover

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). Negative
indicators include non-native species, species
indicative of changes in nutrient status and species
not considered characteristic of the habitat. Seabuckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides) should be
absent or effectively controlled. Encroachment by
bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) is considered a major
problem at this site (Delaney et al., 2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Percentage cover at a
representative number
of monitoring stops

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition:
negative indicator
species

27 May 2014
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
2120

Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (white dunes)

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of Shifting dunes along the shoreline
with Ammophila arenaria ('white dunes') in Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the
following list of attributes and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Notes

Habitat area

Hectares

Area stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes including erosion
and succession. For subsite mapped: Inchydoney 0.72ha. See map 5

Based on data from the Sand Dunes Monitoring
Project (SDM) (Delaney et al., 2013). Habitat
mapped at one sub-site to give a total estimated
area of 0.72ha. Habitat is very difficult to measure in
view of its dynamic nature. See coastal habitats
supporting document for further details

Habitat
distribution

Occurrence

No decline, or change in
Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). See
habitat distribution, subject coastal habitats supporting document for further
to natural processes. See details
map 5 for known
distribution

Physical structure: Presence/ absence of
functionality and physical barriers
sediment supply

Maintain the natural
circulation of sediment and
organic matter, without
any physical obstructions

Dunes are naturally dynamic systems that require
continuous supply and circulation of sand. Marram
grass (Ammophila arenaria) reproduces vegetatively
and requires constant accretion of fresh sand to
maintain active growth encouraging further
accretion. See coastal habitats supporting document
for further details

Vegetation
structure:
zonation

Maintain the range of
coastal habitats including
transitional zones, subject
to natural processes
including erosion and
succession

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Occurrence

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition: plant
health of dune
grasses

95% of marram grass
Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). See
(Ammophila arenaria)
coastal habitats supporting document for further
and/or lyme-grass
details
(Leymus arenarius) should
be healthy (i.e. green plant
parts above ground and
flowering heads present)

Vegetation
composition:
typical species
and subcommunities

Maintain the presence of
species-poor communities
dominated by marram
grass (Ammophila
arenaria) and/or lymegrass (Leymus arenarius)

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Negative indicator species
(including non-natives) to
represent less than 5%
cover

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). Negative
indicators include non-native species; species
indicative of changes in nutrient status and species
not considered characteristic of the habitat. Seabuckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides) should be
absent or effectively controlled. Encroachment by
bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) is considered a major
problem at this site (Delaney et al., 2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Percentage cover at a
representative number
of monitoring stops

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition:
negative indicator
species

27 May 2014
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
2130

Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes)

To restore the favourable conservation condition of Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous
vegetation ('grey dunes') in Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the following list of
attributes and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Notes

Habitat area

Hectares

Area stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes including erosion
and succession. For subsite mapped: Inchydoney 16.30ha. See map 5

Based on data from the Sand Dunes Monitoring
Project (SDM) (Delaney et al., 2013). Habitat
mapped at one sub-site to give a total estimated
area of 16.30ha. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Habitat
distribution

Occurrence

No decline, or change in
habitat distribution, subject
to natural processes. See
map 5 for known
distribution

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). The total
sand dune area at Inchydoney is almost entirely
accounted for by fixed dunes. See coastal habitats
supporting document for further details

Physical structure: Presence/ absence of
functionality and physical barriers
sediment supply

Maintain the natural
circulation of sediment and
organic matter, without
any physical obstructions

Physical barriers can lead to fossilisation or overstabilisation of dunes, as well as beach starvation
resulting in increased rates of erosion. See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Vegetation
structure:
zonation

Occurrence

Maintain the range of
coastal habitats including
transitional zones, subject
to natural processes
including erosion and
succession

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). The sand dunes
at Inchydoney are part of a coastal complex that
includes estuarine and intertidal habitats as well as
inland marshes. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Vegetation
structure: bare
ground

Percentage cover

Bare ground should not
exceed 10% of fixed dune
habitat, subject to natural
processes

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). There are several
large tracks and blowouts in the fixed dunes at
Inchydoney. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Vegetation
structure: sward
height

Centimetres

Maintain structural
variation within sward

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Vegetation
composition:
typical species
and subcommunities

Percentage cover at a
representative number
of monitoring stops

Maintain range of subcommunities with typical
species listed in Delaney et
al. (2013)

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). All dune
habitats at Inchydoney support a typical flora. See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition:
negative indicator
species

Negative indicator species
(including non-natives) to
represent less than 5%
cover

Based on data from Delaney et al. (2013). Negative
indicators include non-native species, species
indicative of changes in nutrient status and species
not considered characteristic of the habitat. Seabuckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides) should be
absent or effectively controlled. Ecroachment by
bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) is considered a major
problem at this site (Delaney et al., 2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Vegetation
composition:
scrub/trees

No more than 5% cover or Burnet rose (Rosa pimpinellifolia) was recorded in
under control
the fixed dune habitat at Inchydoney. Several shrubsized trees were also recorded including sycamore
(Acer pseudoplatanus), ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and
hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna). See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Percentage cover

27 May 2014
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Conservation Objectives for : Clonakilty Bay SAC [000091]
2150

Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea)

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes
(Calluno-Ulicetea) in Clonakilty Bay SAC, which is defined by the following list of attributes
and targets:
Attribute

Measure

Target

Notes

Habitat area

Hectares

Area stable or increasing,
subject to natural
processes including erosion
and succession

Based on data from the Coastal Monitoring Project
(CMP) (Ryle et al., 2009) and Sand Dunes
Monitoring Project (SDM) (Delaney et al., 2013). No
area was mapped for this habitat at Inchydoney by
the CMP or SDM, but is potentially present as
evidenced by the occurrence of European gorse
(Ulex europaeus). Possibly occurs in mosaic with
fixed dune. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Habitat
distribution

Occurrence

No decline or change in
Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009). This habitat
habitat distribution, subject is characterised by the presence of European gorse
to natural processes
(Ulex europaeus). The CMP mapped the location of
patches of gorse, most of which are in the
northeastern corner of the dune system. See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Physical structure: Presence/ absence of
functionality and physical barriers
sediment supply

Maintain the natural
circulation of sediment and
organic matter, without
any physical obstructions

Physical barriers can lead to fossilisation or overstabilisation of dunes, as well as beach starvation
resulting in increased rates of erosion. See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Vegetation
structure:
zonation

Occurrence

Maintain the range of
coastal habitats including
transitional zones, subject
to natural processes
including erosion and
succession

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). Sand dunes at
Inchydoney are part of a coastal complex that
includes estuarine and intertidal habitats as well as
inland marshes. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Vegetation
structure: bare
ground

Percentage cover

Bare ground should not
exceed 10% of fixed dune
habitat, subject to natural
processes

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). The CMP noted
several large tracks and blowouts in the fixed dunes
at Inchydoney. See coastal habitats supporting
document for further details

Vegetation
structure: sward
height

Centimeters

Maintain structural
variation within sward

Based on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). Fixed dunes are
undergrazed. The absence of large grazers may be
beneficial for the development of decalcified dunes.
See coastal habitats supporting document for further
details

Vegetation
composition:
typical species
and subcommunities

Percentage cover at a
representative number
of monitoring stops

Maintain range of subBased on data from Gaynor (2008), Ryle et al.
communities with typical
(2009) and Delaney et al. (2013). See coastal
species listed in Delaney et habitats supporting document for further details
al. (2013)

Vegetation
Percentage cover
composition:
negative indicator
species

Negative indicator species
(including non-natives) to
represent less than 5%
cover

Vegetation
composition:
scrub/trees

No more than 5% cover or Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009). Burnet rose
under control
(Rosa pimpinellifolia) was recorded in the fixed dune
habitat at Inchydoney. Several shrub-sized trees
were also recorded such as sycamore (Acer
pseudoplatanus), ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and
hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna). See coastal
habitats supporting document for further details

Percentage cover

27 May 2014

Version 1

Based on data from Ryle et al. (2009). Negative
indicators include non-native species, species
indicative of changes in nutrient status and species
not considered characteristic of the habitat. Seabuckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides) should be
absent or effectively controlled. Encroachment by
bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) is considered a major
problem at this site (Delaney et al., 2013). See
coastal habitats supporting document for further
details
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Generic Conservation Objective

004081

Conservation Objectives for Clonakilty Bay SPA [004081]
The overall aim of the Habitats Directive is to maintain or restore the favourable conservation
status of habitats and species of community interest. These habitats and species are listed in
the Habitats and Birds Directives and Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protection
Areas are designated to afford protection to the most vulnerable of them. These two
designations are collectively known as the Natura 2000 network.
European and national legislation places a collective obligation on Ireland and its citizens to
maintain habitats and species in the Natura 2000 network at favourable conservation condition.
The Government and its agencies are responsible for the implementation and enforcement of
regulations that will ensure the ecological integrity of these sites.
The maintenance of habitats and species within Natura 2000 sites at favourable conservation
condition will contribute to the overall maintenance of favourable conservation status of those
habitats and species at a national level.
Favourable conservation status of a habitat is achieved when:
• its natural range, and area it covers within that range, are stable or increasing, and
• the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its long‐term maintenance exist
and are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and
• the conservation status of its typical species is favourable.
The favourable conservation status of a species is achieved when:
• population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a
long‐term basis as a viable component of its natural habitats, and
• the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the
foreseeable future, and
• there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its
populations on a long‐term basis.
Objective: To maintain or restore the favourable conservation condition of the bird species
listed as Special Conservation Interests for this SPA:
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Introduction

1.1

Background
JBA Consulting were commissioned by the Office of Public Works (OPW) to a undertake a
geomorphological assessment and gravel condition survey, for the purpose of assessing
salmonid spawning habitat ) along the watercourses in Clonakilty, County Cork, to map baseline
conditions prior to the construction of the proposed flood relief scheme. An experienced
hydromorphologist and hydroecologist from JBA Consulting conducted a site walkover survey
during July 2014.
A desk based assessment and site audit were conducted along the Clonakilty watercourses and
within the wider area to gain an understanding of local and system wide dynamics and
processes and areas of potential spawning habitat for salmonid fish.

1.2

Methodology
The following steps were undertaken:





A desk based assessment to collate information relating to the existing
hydromorphological condition of the watercourses in Clonakilty, including the River Basin
Management Plan.
An initial field based hydromorphological audit and gravel condition survey to gain a
further understanding of the current character and dynamics of the watercourse, along
with the potential areas of gravel spawning habitats for salmonid fish species.
A more detailed hydromorphic audit and gravel condition survey covering all of the
watercourses impacting on the study area. This included aerial photography analysis
and field survey of all watercourses (where accessible) upstream of Clonakilty to
determine sediment sources, potential spawning sites and hydrological issues. The
estuary downstream of Clonakilty was also assessed to allow prediction of potential
response to flood risk proposals.

The findings of the audit and gravel condition assessment are used to develop a conceptual
model of the form and dynamics of the interacting watercourses allowing key gravel beds to be
identified. This conceptual model will be key to ensuring a sustainable Water Framework
Directive (WFD) compliant solution is developed to address the flooding problems that minimises
hydromorphic and ecological impact locally and elsewhere, and works with natural river
processes where possible.

1.3

Report structure
This report is split into three sections. The first section provides an overall picture of the
Hydromorphology of the Feagle system, a second section presents the findings of the gravel
survey, and a final section provides conclusions.
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2

Existing Hydromorphological Condition

2.1

Overview
The Fealge River catchment is underlain by sandstones and mudstones and these are
occasionally found as outcrops along the watercourses, most notably in the upper reaches.
Superficial deposits of glacial till extend across the entire area and the watercourses are slowly
reworking this material depositing newer, fluvially derived floodplain deposits as they do so.
Figure 2-1 Clonakilty Study Area and watercourses

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014

Landcover upstream of Clonakilty is agricultural with pasture forming the dominant farming
practice. Urban areas are small and isolated with Clonakilty being the largest settlement along
the Fealge River.
In its lower reaches the river is tidally influenced, this influence extends up through the urban
area of Clonakilty up to the weir under Rossa Street.
River Basin Management Plans have been used to determine which water bodies could be
potentially affected by the proposed flood alleviation works. The existing status of the river
system through Clonakilty is in a 'moderate' condition (ecological and chemical), with an
objective to be restored by 2021 to meet future WFD targets.
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2.2

Hydromorphic Audit
The Fealge River is a geomorphologically varied watercourse with a strong sediment supply
generated from the bedrock sections upstream which readily transport material entering the
upper reaches, including reworked glacial till deposits (Figure 2-3) and local bank sediment
sources. These sediments are accumulating temporarily as lateral, mid and transverse bars
(Figure 2-2), which are dynamically stable (i.e. they are active but replenished from sediment
upstream) where local hydraulic conditions allow and also more generally where the river widens
to form a single thread plane bed-riffle-pool channel with a well connected floodplain.
Figure 2-2 Gravel deposition in the upper reaches

Figure 2-3 Sediment Supply

The Feagle River and its tributaries are generally single thread and relatively narrow until it
reaching Clonakilty. Connectivity between the channel and floodplain is good in the upper
2014s1149 Hydromorphology and Gravel Condition Assessment
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reaches, meaning during flood events fine sediment can be deposited on the floodplain and not
within the channel, as occurs within the lower reaches (due to a lack of connectivity between the
channel and floodplain). In some locations ad-hoc bank toe protection (Figure 2-4) exists,
however, this has limited impact on lateral erosive processes due to it being localised in nature.
Figure 2-4 Small scale bank protection in the upper reaches

The channel floodplain and corridor becomes more confined through urbanised areas (due to
floodplain pressures and development) as a result of flood embankments and buildings adjacent
to the channel (Figure 2-5). These pressures have led to accumulation of fine sediment in some
areas, due to lower in channel energy levels (in areas where gradient has been reduced) than
would normally be expected.
Figure 2-5 Urban Constrictions and temporary flood defences

The bed of the channel is comprised of a mixture of cobbles, gravels and sands throughout the
catchment. In some locations in the upper reaches constrictions and barriers in the channel
have led to increased deposition, particularly of sands and gravels upstream of bridges (Figure
2014s1149 Hydromorphology and Gravel Condition Assessment
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2-6). In some areas gravels appear to have been removed from the channel, presumably for
flood protection.
Figure 2-6 Gravel deposition upstream of bridge as a result of constriction

In other areas reaches are more degraded due to hydromorphic pressures (such as historic realignment) particularly through the urban areas. In Clonakilty the channel widens and the
gradient is low (partly due to several weirs) which encourages channel conditions to change
resulting in fine sediment accumulation, influenced from both fluvial and tidal sources. Evidence
suggests that some fine sediment enters the channel upstream as a result of livestock poaching
and localised bank erosion.
The downstream reaches of the Fealge River are tidal (from Rossa Street downstream). The
Fealge discharges into the south-west of Clonakilty Bay alongside The Croppy Road, with a
second smaller watercourse joining from the north-east at Facksbridge. Much of the tidal harbour
area has been modified, however, limited evidence of excessive fine sediment deposition (Figure
2-7) was seen, suggesting existing flows have the ability to transport these and are flushed back
out to sea during fluvial dominated flows and as part of the tidal cycle.
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Figure 2-7 Lateral fine sediment deposition in the lower tidally influenced reaches

2.3

Summary of existing hydromorphic conditions
The existing morphology throughout the Fealge River system is diverse and the bed of the
channel remains sandy and gravelly, operating naturally to move coarse sediment, supplied
largely from glacial deposits being reworked from bank erosion and the bedrock dominated
upper reaches which act to supply sediment entering the river in the upper reaches, downstream
via a series of temporary in-channel bar stores. The majority of bars within the channel are
stable and are replenished with sediment from upstream.
Several barriers exist to sediment transport (such as bridges and weirs) which are currently
managed to prevent flooding. Within the urban areas the channel has been modified historically
as the urban area has expanded. This has resulted in a loss of floodplain and a confined
channel. Nevertheless, evidence of coarse sand and gravel deposition within these confined
sections was strong. This suggests higher flow events through these areas are low energy
which give way for deposition.

2.4

Barriers to fish passage
Throughout the surveyed reach several weirs exist which could act as a barrier to fish migration.
Weirs and structures in the channel are generally linked with negative impacts on the physical
and ecological condition of the river. Firstly, structures can significantly alter the depth of water
and velocity of flow, leading to over deepened impounded reaches upstream and altering the
habitat characteristics. Secondly, structures affect the rivers ability to transport sediment
downstream, again altering habitat characteristics. Finally, structures in the channel impact upon
the biological connectivity of the river, preventing fish and invertebrate passage.
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Gravel Condition Survey

3.1

Overview
Salmonid fish spawn on sections of silt free gravel, generally between October and January.
Female fish excavate shallow depressions in the gravel (which are known as Redds). In these
depressions the fish lay their eggs which are then fertilised by male trout. The exact preferences
for spawning habitat vary slightly between species and life stages, gravels of around 16-64mmm
and water depths of around 0.25 to 0.4m. Successful Redds will be located in areas of the river
which remain wet throughout the entire incubation period with sufficient velocities over and
through the gravels to ensure tthat the Redd remains free of fine sediment and so maintaining
oxygen supply to the incubating eggs.
Traditional Redd surveys are generally undertaken in January or February (at the end of the
Spawning season) where the Redds can be easily identified as oval depressions of clean gravel,
sometimes in contrast to the surrounding gravel. However, due to project constraints, an
understanding of the spawning habitat in the Feagle was required by autumn 2014. Therefore, a
full Redd survey could not be carried out, however, a gravel condition survey has been
undertaken to assess the suitability of gravels within the river channel for spawning. The survey
focussed on the size and depth of the gravel, the location of the gravel in the context of river
geomorphology, whether the gravel contained fine sediment, and the depth and velocity of the
water over the gravel.
A summer gravel habitat survey is further constrained by the presence of instream vegetation
which obscures the substrate of the river from view and changes the flow patterns. The
antecedent conditions prior to the gravel survey were dry, with low flows present in the river.
Many of the gravel features observed in the July walkover in the river contained some sand or
silt, which would limit the effectiveness of the gravel to keep any eggs oxygenated. It would be
expected that under higher, autumn flows, these gravels would be cleaned to some extent
improving the oxygenation of the incubating eggs.

3.2

Existing gravel condition survey
A gravel condition habitat survey has been carried out to identify the existing habitat units along
the Feagle River. The survey is based on 100m river reach sections extending from upper
Feagle catchment to the estuary at Clonakilty.
The survey identifies the existing channel substrate condition and assesses its suitability for
spawning.
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Figure 3-1 Gravel condition habitat survey overview

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014

3.2.1

Reaches 1 to 10 (Fealge River)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
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Reach 1

Reach Description - Tidal dominated reach with
high walls alongside the channel. Limited
bankside vegetation and deep in most places.
Gravel Condition - The reach is dominated by
fine sediment, mixed sands, gravels and some
cobbles. Small gravel and sand bars exist in
protected pockets adjacent to the bridge,
however these were covered in in channel
weeds at the time of survey.
Unlikley to be used as spawning habitat by
salmonid fish. Significant numbers of adult trout
observed under the road bridge.

Reach 2

Reach Description - Weir impounded reach
confined by high walls and buildings. Limited
bankside vegetation.
Gravel Condition - The reach is dominated by
fine sediment, with some sands and gravels.
Some small areas of deposition exist in
protected pockets where levels are shallower.
Spawning habitat limited by the deposition of fine
sediment.

Reach 3

Reach Description - Reach confined by high
walls and buildings. Limited bankside
vegetation. Varied channel depths with deeper
and shallower areas.
Gravel Condition - Cleaner sands and gravels on
the channel bed, along with the development of
a gravel and sand bar on the inside channel
bend.

Reach 4

The point bar pictured may provide spawning
habitat if wetted under higher winter flows. The
sediment for the remainder of the reach is too
corase.
Reach Description - Confined reach surrounded
by walls and raised roads, with limited in channel
vegetation. Shallow flow conditions.
Gravel Condition - The bed is dominated by
cobbles interspersed with some gravels and
sands. Some lateral deposition of larger gravels
and cobbles is evident.
Very limited spawning habitat, reach dominated
by cobbles.

Reach 5

Reach Description - Confined reach which is
deep in most places, surrounded by walls and
raised roads, with limited in channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - The bed is dominated by
cobbles with limited gravels present.
Very limited spawning habitat, reach dominated
by cobbles.
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Reach 6

Reach Description - The channel remains
confined, however more bankside vegetation is
present outside of the urban area.
Gravel Condition - Evidence of old cobble
channel lining which has been eroded. Some
gravels and sands present, but cobbles
dominate the reach.
Very limited spawning habitat, reach dominated
by cobbles.

Reach 7

Reach Description - The channel remains
confined and exhibits pool - riffle sequences
(deeper and shallower areas).
Gravel Condition - Cobbles and larger sized
gravels dominate the reach which are in filled
with sands.
Very limited spawning habitat, reach dominated
by cobbles.

Reach 8

Reach Description - The channel remains
confined and exhibits pool - riffle sequences
(although larger and deeper pools dominate the
reach).
Gravel Condition - Cobbles and larger sized
gravels dominate the reach which are in filled
with sands.
Very limited spawning habitat, reach dominated
by cobbles.

Reach 9

Reach Description - The channel becomes less
confined at the bridge crossing and
consequently exhibits shallower flows.
Gravel Condition - Gravels dominate this reach
which are infilled with sands. Some cleaner
gravels were present within stronger flow paths.
Very localised patch of spawning habitat in a
reach dominated by cobbles.

Reach 10

Reach Description - A generally well connected
reach on the left bank with a raised right bank.
Gravel Condition - Gravels and sand dominate
this reach. Limited areas of clean gravels were
noted due to the strong presence of sand.
Deposition of sand in this reach limits the quality
of the spawning habitat, some areas of cleaner
gravels were observed where the instream
vegetation constricts flow. Character of this
reach will be different without the instream
vegetation.

2014s1149 Hydromorphology and Gravel Condition Assessment

10

3.2.2

Reaches 11 to 20 (Fealge River)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 11

Reach Description - A well connected reach on
the left bank with a raised right bank with
bankside and in channel vegetation present.
Gravel Condition - Small cobbles dominate this
reach infilled with some gravels and sands.
Limited shallow flows.
Limited spawning habitat, reach dominated by
cobbles.

Reach 12

Reach Description - A well connected reach on
the left bank with a raised right bank with
bankside and in channel vegetation present.
Several areas of shallow flows with some
exposed gravels and small cobbles. The
presence of a weir creates a short impoundment
of water and influences bed conditions.
Gravel Condition - Large gravels and cobbles
dominate the reach which are infilled with sand.
Limited spawning habitat, the gravels present
were infilled with sand, this perhaps could have
been the result of low summer flows.
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Reach 13

Reach Description - Dominated by pool riffle
sequences and sands, gravels and cobbles.
Reach contains a significant amount of in
channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - Gravels and sand dominate
the reach, however there are no areas
containing clean gravels.
No suitable spawning gravels in this reach.

Reach 14

Reach Description - Modified reach containing
pool and riffle sequences with some areas of
shallow flows.
Gravel Condition - The stronger flows in this
reach a riffle locations result in small areas of
clean gravels (although some sand in contained
under the surface gravel layer).
The areas of suitable gravels are very small
within this constrained reach, spawning habitat
limited.

Reach 15

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated banks
and shaded river reach.
Gravel Condition - Potential for some clean
gravels in higher flows, but large amounts of
fines and gravels contained within the channel
during summer conditions.
Difficult to determine quality of habitat, gravels
may well be cleaner during elevated flows during
the autumn spawning season.

Reach 16

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated banks
and shaded river reach.
Gravel Condition - Potential for some clean
gravels in higher flows, but large amounts of
fines and gravels contained within the channel
during summer conditions.
Difficult to determine quality of habitat, gravels
may well be cleaner during elevated flows during
the autumn spawning season.

Reach 17

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated banks
and shaded river reach.
Gravel Condition - Potential for some clean
gravels in higher flows, but large amounts of
fines and gravels contained within the channel
during summer conditions.
Difficult to determine quality of habitat, gravels
may well be cleaner during elevated flows during
the autumn spawning season.
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Reach 18

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated banks
and shaded river reach.
Gravel Condition - Potential for some clean
gravels in higher flows, but large amounts of
fines and gravels contained within the channel
during summer conditions.
Difficult to determine quality of habitat, gravels
may well be cleaner during elevated flows during
the autumn spawning season.

Reach 19

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated banks
and shaded river reach.
Gravel Condition - Cobbles dominate this section
of channel with limited areas of gravel
deposition. Accumulations of sand were noted
beneath of the top cobble layer.
Limited spawning habitat as reach dominated by
cobbles and sand.

Reach 20

Reach Description - Vegetated banks which
afford some shade to the river reach. Some
evidence of historic rock armour to provide bank
protection.
Gravel Condition - Cobbles dominate this section
of channel with limited areas of gravel
deposition. Accumulations of sand were noted
beneath of the top cobble layer.
Limited spawning habitat as reach dominated by
cobbles and sand.
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3.2.3

Reaches 21 to 30 (Fealge River)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 21

Reach Description - Vegetated banks provide
some shade to the channel. The reach is deep in
places and contains some in channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - The reach contains a mixture
of cobbles, gravels, sands and fines. Fine
sediment is prevalent in areas of reduced flow
and is mixed with gravels throughout the reach.
The gravels present within this reach have not
formed a functional coherent structure which
could be used by spawning fish.

Reach 22

Reach Description - Vegetated banks provide
some shade to the channel. The reach is deep in
places and contains some in channel vegetation
and woody debris.
Gravel Condition - The reach contains a mixture
of cobbles, gravels, sands and fines. Fine
sediment is prevalent in areas of reduced flow
and is mixed with gravels throughout the reach.
Some small patches of cleaner gravels exist in
areas of higher flow.
Difficult to confidently determine quality of
spawning habitat, but the cleanliness of the
gravels under the higher velocities suggests that
under higher autumn discharges a greater
proportion of the gravels may be kept clear of
fine sediment.
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Reach 23

Reach Description - Vegetated banks provide
some shade to the channel. The reach is
generally shallow but deepens towards its
downstream extent.
Gravel Condition - The bed is dominated by
gravels and sands, and limited areas of clean
gravels exist.

Reach 24

Difficult to confidently determine quality of
spawning habitat, but the cleanliness of the
gravels under the higher velocities suggests that
under higher autumn discharges a greater
proportion of the gravels may be kept clear of
fine sediment.
Reach Description - A generally shallow reach.
Heavily vegetated banks and channel (invasive
species) act to reduce flows and encourage fine
sediment deposition.
Gravel Condition - Pockets of gravels exist mixed
with sands, however the dense in channel
vegetation has encouraged the deposition of silts
over the gravels and sands.
Whilst suitably sized gravels are present in this
reach, the heavily vegetated nature of the reach
makes determination of spawning habitat difficult.

Reach 25

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated steep
banks with some in channel vegetation act to
reduce flows and encourage fine sediment
deposition. Where the channel deepens there is
a smaller abundance of in channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - Pockets of gravels exist mixed
with sands, however the gravels are rarely clean.
Difficult to confidently determine quality of
spawning habitat, but the cleanliness of the
gravels under the higher velocities suggests that
under higher autumn discharges a greater
proportion of the gravels may be kept clear of fine
sediment.

Reach 26

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated steep
banks. Some in channel vegetation encourages
fine sediment deposition.
Gravel Condition - Pockets of gravels exist
(including exposed gravel bars) mixed with sands,
however the gravels are rarely clean.
Difficult to confidently determine quality of
spawning habitat, but the cleanliness of the
gravels under the higher velocities suggests that
under higher autumn discharges a greater
proportion of the gravels may be kept clear of
fine sediment.

Reach 27

Reach Description - Heavily vegetated steep
banks. Some in channel vegetation encourages
fine sediment deposition, particularly along the
lateral extents.
Gravel Condition - Some small pockets of clean
gravels exist where flows are higher but these are
large in size and mixed with some small cobbles.
The areas of exposed gravels are small and
generally larger than ideal spawning habitat.
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Reach 28

Reach Description - Bankside vegetation provides
shade to this reach, however there is little in
channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - There is a strong supply of
gravels at the tributary confluence point, however,
gravels remain mixed with sands
Gravels abundant and of a size suitable for
salmonid spawning. The sands present may be
removed by elevated winter flows.

Reach 29

Reach Description - Bankside vegetation provides
shade to this reach, however there is little in
channel vegetation.
Gravel Condition - There is a strong supply of
gravels along this tributary confluence point,
however, gravels remain mixed with sands
Gravels abundant and of a size suitable for
salmonid spawning. The sands present may be
removed by elevated winter flows.

Reach 30

Reach Description - Bankside vegetation provides
shade to this reach, however there is little in
channel vegetation. The reach is generally steep.
Gravel Condition - This reach is dominated by
large gravels and cobbles. Fines and sands
dominate the pool areas. Few clean gravels exist
and are generally mixed with sand.
Limited spawning habitat available in this reach,
as gravel availability limited.
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3.2.4

Reaches 31 to 39 (Feagle River)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 31 - 37
(photo depicts a
typical section)

Reach Description - The channel along these
reaches contains vegetated banks and a channel
of varied widths with some in channel islands.
Gravel Condition - The reaches contain a
mixture of cobbles, gravels and sands distributed
over several pool and riffle sequences. Gravels
occur in in abundance in some locations,
however these are rarely clean and are generally
mixed with sands.

Reach 38 - 39
(photo depicts a
typical section)

Access to this section of river was limited, as
such it was difficult to pinpoint particular habitat,
Reach Description - The channel along these
reaches contains vegetated banks and a channel
of varied widths with some in channel islands.
Gravel Condition - The reaches contain a
mixture of cobbles, gravels and sands distributed
over several pool and riffle sequences. Gravels
occur in in abundance in some locations,
however these are rarely clean and are generally
mixed with sands.
In particular extensive gravels were observed
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Reach 38 - 39
(photo depicts a
typical section)
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around the bridges. Although the observed
gravels contained sands and gravels during the
summer, they may well be kept clean by higher
flows in the winter months.
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3.2.5

Reaches 40 to 51 (tributary)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 40

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
naturally confined with heavily vegetated
banks. Several pool and riffle sequences
exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Very little spawning habitat evident in this
reach.

Reach 41

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
naturally confined with heavily vegetated
banks. This reach is dominated by a
long pool.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Minimal spawning habitat apparent in
this reach.
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Reach 42

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
naturally confined with heavily vegetated
banks. Several pool and riffle sequences
exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Despite the pool riffle sequence, there is
little evidence of gravel deposition in this
reach. Limited spawning habitat.

Reach 43

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
artificially confined due to a sports
ground development. Several pool and
riffle sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Limited spawning habitat present in this
reach.

Reach 44

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
artificially confined due to a sports
ground development. Several pool and
riffle sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Gravel may just be flushed through
during high flow events due to the
confined nature of the channel.
Limited spawning habitat available.

Reach 45

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
artificially confined due to a sports
ground development. Several pool and
riffle sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Limited spawning habitat.
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Reach 46

Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is steep and narrow and
artificially confined due to a sports
ground development. Several pool and
riffle sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is coarse with little gravel
deposition evident. The bed is
dominated by cobbles and sands.
Limited spawning habitat.

Reach 47
Reach 48

No access
Reach Description - The channel along
this reach is impacted by a small bridge
constricting flows and causing excessive
gravel deposition.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is dominated by gravel
deposition, which is mixed with sands
and some small cobbles.
Some potential as spawning habitat, if
the gravels can be kept clean of fine
sediment during higher autumn flows.

Reach 49

Reach Description - Upstream of the
bridge several pool and riffles exist which
are dominated by gravels. The banks
are vegetated, but limited in channel
vegetation occurs.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the
channel is dominated by gravel, which is
mixed with sands and some small
cobbles. Sands remain mixed with
gravels over higher flowing sections.
Excellent potential as spawning habitat.

Reach 50
Reach 51

No access
No access
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3.2.6

Reaches 52 to 60 (tributary)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 52

Reach Description - The channel along this
reach is very steep and narrow and naturally
confined with heavily vegetated banks. Several
step - pool sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the channel is
coarse with little gravel deposition evident,
except in protected pockets. The bed is
dominated by large cobble, boulders and bed
rock.
Litmited spawning habitat.

Reach 53
Reach 54
Reach 55

No access
No access
Reach Description - The channel along this
reach is very steep and narrow and naturally
confined with heavily vegetated banks. Several
step - pool sequences exist.
Gravel Condition - The bed of the channel is
coarse with little gravel deposition evident,
except in protected pockets. The bed is
dominated by large cobble, boulders and bed
rock.
Little spawning habitat.

Reach 56
Reach 57
Reach 58
Reach 59
Reach 60

Inaccessible
Inaccessible
Inaccessible
Inaccessible
Inaccessible
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3.2.7

Reaches 60 to 68 (tributary)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 60 - 68

No access
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Reach Description - The channel along these
reaches was inaccessible, however observations
suggest the channel is heavily overgrown and
small in nature in this upper section close to its
source.
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3.2.8

Reaches 60 to 68 (tributary)

Contains Ordnance Survey Ireland Data © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2014
Reach 69- 71

Reach Description - The channel along these
reaches will be inaccessible to fish passage due
to the long culvert passing under the road
adjacent to the supermarket.
No access for migrating fish upstream through
this culvert.
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4

Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1

Conclusions





4.2

The river throughout contains a good gravel substrate which can provide in some
locations good places for fish spawning and a diverse hydromorphology characteristic of
this river type. In particular, the tributary at reach 30 appears to be integral to gravel
supply to the lower reaches. Any in channel works or permanent modifications to the
channel bed or banks could have an adverse impact upon in channel habitats and
morphological features / processes.
Spawning habitat availability in the lower reaches of the Feagle is limited, with low
velocities due the tidal influence and the presence of weirs. Gravel retention during high
flow events may also be limited due to the canalised nature of the river in the urban area.
Many of the areas of gravel identified contained sand or silt which would limit the
effectiveness of the substrate as spawning habitat. However, the survey was conducted
after a period of low flows, and under elevated autumn flows, these gravels may well be
cleaned. In-channel vegetation also modified preferential flow paths and obscured the
view of areas of the river bed. Any in channel works should not seek to act as a barrier
to sediment transportation as this could create future erosion and / or deposition issues
locally and downstream through sediment starvation.

Recommendations






Any future scheme should not alter the morphology of the river or estuary in a way that
means it is unable to achieve the WFD objectives by 2021
Improved upstream storage and flood plain reconnection would be beneficial in areas
where the channel is currently disconnected from its floodplain, as this will act to reduce
fine sediment within the channel and also benefit spawning habitats.
Further investigation is required to assess the scheme proposals against any impact on
flow, channel dimensions and existing morphology. Any change of these factors risks
impacting existing depositional processes and good gravel morphology / habitat.
It may valuable to undertake a walkover survey of key areas in January 2015, after the
salmonid spawning season. The results of the current study could be used to pinpoint
reaches of interest and gain a better understanding of spawning habitat quality under
elevated autumn flows.
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Appendix 15A - Inventory of Identified Sites of
Cultural Heritage Significance within the Study
Area
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Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Constraints Report

Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme

Appendix 1 – Inventory of identified sites of cultural heritage significance and/or potential within study area
CH No.

Category

Baseline Value

Description

CH# 001

RMP

Very High

Historic Town

CH# 002

RMP

Very High

Brewery

CH# 003

RMP

Very High

CH# 004

RMP

CH# 005

Townland

NGR-E

NGR-N

138400

41400

YOUGHALS

138178.65

41424.01

Ritual site - holy well

MILES

136960.4

41440.01

Very High

Mill - unclassified

MILES

137015.41

41426.01

RMP

Very High

Prison

YOUGHALS

138405.7

41312.99

CH# 006

RMP

Very High

Graveyard

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

140108.06

40335.78

CH# 007

RMP

Very High

Church

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

140090.06

40329.78

CH# 008

RMP

Medium/Low

Redundant Record

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

140033.05

40320.77

CH# 009

RMP

Very High

Enclosure

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

139151.86

41538.04

CH# 010

RMP

Very High

Fulacht fia

MILES

137206.45

41308.98

CH# 011

RMP

Very High

Fulacht fia

MILES

137142.44

41310.98

CH# 012

RMP

Very High

Fulacht fia

MILES

137163.44

41282.98

CH# 013

PS (20000100)

Very High

School

TAWNIES UPPER

138118

41454

CH# 014

NIAH

High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138131

41490

CH# 015

PS (20000199)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138160

41471

CH# 016

NIAH

High

Cobbles/flags/paving/ kerbing

TAWNIES UPPER

138177

41504

CH# 017

PS (20000101)

Very High

Post Box

TAWNIES UPPER

138183

41489

CH# 018

PS (20000076)

Very High

Brewery

YOUGHALS

138186

41430

CH# 019

PS (20000075)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138241

41411

CH# 020

PS (20000074)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138239

41389

CH# 021

PS (20000092)

Very High

Church/Chapel

TAWNIES UPPER

138278

41473

CH# 022

PS (20000182)

Very High

Bridge

YOUGHALS

138312

41418

CH# 023

PS (20000043)

Very High

Store/Warehouse

TAWNIES UPPER

138346

41448

CH# 024

PS (20000042)

Very High

Church/Chapel

TAWNIES UPPER

138338

41430

CH# 025

PS (20000188)

Very High

Office

YOUGHALS

138335

41395

CH# 026

PS (20000057)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138336

41381
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CH No.

Category

Baseline Value

Description

Townland

NGR-E

NGR-N

CH# 027

PS (20000058)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138328

41368

CH# 028

PS (20000059)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138328

41356

CH# 029

NIAH

High

House

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

139015

41517

CH# 030

NIAH

High

Store/warehouse

SCARTAGH

138677

41398

CH# 031

NIAH

High

Water pump

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

139007

41514

CH# 032

PS (20000139)

Very High

Hotel

TAWNIES UPPER

138417

41475

CH# 033

PS (20000140)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138448

41466

CH# 034

PS (20000141)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138454

41463

CH# 035

PS (20000142)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138460

41458

CH# 036

PS (20000143)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138466

41466

CH# 037

PS (20000144)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138469

41467

CH# 038

PS (20000145)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138473

41466

CH# 039

PS (20000146)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138476

41465

CH# 040

PS (20000147)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138480

41456

CH# 041

PS (20000148)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138486

41462

CH# 042

PS (20000149)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138492

41454

CH# 043

PS (20000150)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138504

41462

CH# 044

PS (20000151)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138509

41462

CH# 045

PS (20000152)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138516

41463

CH# 046

PS (20000155)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138542

41446

CH# 047

PS (20000156)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138548

41434

CH# 048

PS (20000157)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138543

41422

CH# 049

PS (20000158)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138541

41408

CH# 050

PS (20000159)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138535

41407

CH# 051

PS (20000160)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138541

41400

CH# 052

PS (20000163)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138525

41392

CH# 053

PS (20000165)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138514

41438

CH# 054

PS (20000166)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138518

41442
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CH No.

Category

Baseline Value

Description

Townland

NGR-E

NGR-N

CH# 055

PS (20000167)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138518

41448

CH# 056

PS (20000168)

Very High

House

TAWNIES UPPER

138521

41454

CH# 057

NIAH

High

Post box

TAWNIES UPPER

138529

41457

CH# 058

PS (20000053)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138483

41382

CH# 059

PS (20000078)

Very High

Mill (water)

YOUGHALS

138435

41408

CH# 060

PS (20000079)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138426

41385

CH# 061

PS (20000080)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138419

41383

CH# 062

PS (20000081)

Very High

Church/chapel

YOUGHALS

138404

41377

CH# 063

PS (20000191)

Very High

Bridge

YOUGHALS

138413

41405

CH# 064

NIAH

High

House

YOUGHALS

138459

41405

CH# 065

PS (20000193)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138388

41388

CH# 066

PS (20000194)

Very High

House

YOUGHALS

138380

41390

CH# 067

PS (20000205)

Very High

Bridge

YOUGHALS

138520

41400

CH# 068

PS (20000207)

Very High

House

SCARTAGH

138544

41429

CH# 069

PS

High

School

138295

41560.8

CH# 070

PS

High

Ecclesiastical Building

138291

41554.8

CH# 071

PS

High

House

138300

41554.8

CH# 072

PS

High

National School

138285

41549.8

CH# 073

PS

High

House

138385.5

41482.95

CH# 074

PS

High

House

138394.7

41480.49

CH# 075

PS

High

House

138400.2

41481.04

CH# 076

PS

High

House

138417.4

41473.59

CH# 077

PS

High

House

138518.41

41463.21

CH# 078

PS

High

House

138520.4

41436.18

CH# 079

PS

High

Warehouse

138511.3

41411.96

CH# 080

PS

High

House

138510.8

41376.7

CH# 081

PS

High

House

138507.8

41364.11

CH# 082

PS

High

House

138530.5

41398.36
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CH No.

Category

Baseline Value

Description

CH# 083

PS

High

CH# 084

PS

High

CH# 085

Boundary

CH# 086

Townland

NGR-E

NGR-N

House

138651.4

41384.27

Warehouse

138665.2

41391.85

Medium/Low

Killgarriff/Miles Townland Boundary

136704.3

41707.07

Boundary

Medium/Low

Killgarriff/Tawnies Lower Townland Boundary

137042.8

41650.66

CH# 087

Boundary

Medium/Low

Miles/Tawnies Lower Townland Boundary

137206.6

41334

CH# 088

Boundary

Medium/Low

Miles/Maulnaskehy Townland Boundary

137854.5

41246.65

CH# 089

Boundary

Medium/Low

Maulnaskehy/Tawnies Lower Townland Boundary

137987.3

41344.92

CH# 090

Boundary

Medium/Low

Tawnies Lower/Tawnies Upper Townland Boundary

138100.1

41445

CH# 091

Boundary

Medium/Low

Maulnaskehy/Youghals Townland Boundary

138134.7

41403.16

CH# 092

Boundary

Medium/Low

Tawnies Lower/Youghals Townland Boundary

138105.4

41417.72

CH# 093

Boundary

Medium/Low

Tawnies Upper/Youghals Townland Boundary

138311.3

41419.07

CH# 094

Boundary

Medium/Low

Tawnies Upper/Scartagh Townland Boundary

138527.8

41439.55

CH# 095

Boundary

Medium/Low

Youghals/Scartagh Townland Boundary

138600.6

41364.94

CH# 096

Boundary

Medium/Low

Scartagh/Desert Townland Boundary

139048.3

41546.93

CH# 097

Survey

Medium/Low

Metal Detecting License

UNKNOWN

Unknown

Unknown

CH# 098

Test Excavation

Medium/Low

Pre-Development Testing

KILGARIFF

Unknown

Unknown

CH# 099

Test Excavation

Medium/Low

Pre-Development Testing

KILGARIFF

Unknown

Unknown

CH# 100

Test Excavation

Medium/Low

Pre-Development Testing

CARHOO

Unknown

Unknown

CH# 101

Test Excavation

Medium/Low

Pre-Development Testing

CARHOO

Unknown

Unknown

CH# 102

ZAP

Very High

Zone of Archaeological Potential

138518.7

41481.41

CH# 103

ACA

Very High

Architectural Protection Area

138518.7

41481.41

CH# 104

AAP

Medium/High

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

139242.3

41527.44

CH# 105

UCH (1)

High

Discovery of human remains recorded in
topographic files
Former Shipyard/Drydock

DESERT (Carbery East (E.D.) By.)

139012.2

41372.23

CH# 106

UCH (1)

Medium/Low

Regulating Weir

TAWNIES LOWER

137835.6

41299.75

CH# 107

UCH (1)

Medium/Low

Culvert

TAWNIES LOWER/MILES

137857.9

41261.73

CH# 108

UCH (1)

Medium/Low

Bridge

TAWNIES LOWER/MILES

137846.5

41286.57

CH# 109

UCH (2)

Medium/Low

Millrace (site of )

TAWNIES LOWER

137198.8

41506.07
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CH No.

Category

Baseline Value

Description

Townland

NGR-E

NGR-N

CH# 110

UCH (1)

Medium/High

Walling/revetment

VARIOUS

138323.8

41419.8

CH# 111

UCH (2)

Medium/Low

Footbridge (site of) crossing river Feagle

TAWNIES LOWER/MILES

137283.2

41389.3

CH# 112

UCH (2)

Medium/Low

Footbridge (site of) crossing former millrace

TAWNIES LOWER

137283.2

41389.3

CH# 113

AAP

Medium/High

Fealge River and Estuary

VARIOUS

Note: The abbreviations that have been used for the Category section are as follows:
RMP:
PS:
NIAH:
ACA:
UBH:
UCH (1):
UCH (2):
TB:
ZAP:
AAP:

Recorded archaeological monument
Protected Structure
Site recorded in NIAH
Architectural Conservation Area
Unregistered built heritage site
Unregistered cultural heritage site that comprises extant remains
Unregistered cultural heritage site that does not comprise extant remains
Townland boundary
Zone of Archaeological Potential
Area/feature of archaeological potential
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Previous archaeological investigations

An examination of previous excavations carried out within and around the area proposed for
development provides a useful framework for assessment of the study area in terms of its
archaeological significance as well as its archaeological potential. The Archaeological Excavations
Bulletin is an annual fieldwork gazetteer for Irish Archaeology; it was checked for a record of any
licensed archaeological investigations carried out in the vicinity of the development area between
1970 and 2007.
Bulletin No.: 2008:195
Site Location: Clonakilty, Co. Cork
Metal detecting Licence No.: 08R99
Probe Survey Licence No.: 08D35
The proposed development is located in Clonakilty Harbour, Clonakilty, Co. Cork. Clonakilty Town
Council is proposing to construct a tidal barrage across the harbour to protect the town from tidal and
freshwater flooding. A cultural heritage assessment for the proposal recommended pre-construction
metal-detection survey, pre-construction probing survey and monitoring of construction works. A
metal-detection and probe survey was undertaken of the foreshore in the area of the proposed carpark area on the east side of Clonakilty Harbour. No finds or features of archaeological significance
were noted during the metal detection and probe survey. Testing will take place in advance of further
development works.
Sheila Lane, Deanrock Business Park, Togher, Cork
Bulletin No.: 2004:0284
Site Location: Kilgarriff, Co. Cork
Site Type: No archaeological significance
SMR: 135:122
Licence No.: 04E1666
Pre-development testing was carried out on this site at Kilgarriff, Clonakilty, which lies c. 600m east
of a ringfort. No finds or features of an archaeological nature were noted.
Sheila Lane, AE House, Monahan Road, Cork
Bulletin No.: 2005:261
Site Location: Kilgarriff, Co. Cork
Site Type: No archaeological significance
Licence No.: 04E1666
Six test-trenches were machine-excavated along the footprint of a proposed development at Kilgarriff,
Clonakilty. Topsoil was removed to a depth of c. 0.35 0.4m. Beneath the topsoil, light midbrown/orange stony clay occurred throughout with occasional large stones. Evidence for former field
boundaries was present in the eastern section of Trench 1 and the mid-section of Trench 2. No finds or
features of an archaeological nature were noted.
Sheila Lane, Deanrock Business Park, Togher, Cork
Bulletin No.: 2002:0244
Site Location: Carhoo, Cork
Site Type: No archaeological significance
SMR: 135:48
Licence No.: 02E1343
An assessment with testing was undertaken on the site of a house at Carhoo, Clonakilty. The site was
to the immediate north of the zone of potential of a gallán. Test-trenches were excavated on the
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footprint of the proposed development and the percolation area. No archaeological stratigraphy,
features or artefacts were recorded.
Jacinta Kiely, Eachtra Archaeological Projects, 3 Canal Place, Tralee, Co. Kerry
Bulletin No.: 2004:0206
Site Location: Carhoo, Co. Cork
Site Type: No archaeological significance
SMR: 136:5
Licence No.: 04E1613
An assessment was undertaken in support of a planning application for permission to construct a
private dwelling. The proposed house was near a circular enclosure. Three test-trenches (totalling
120m) were excavated. No features of archaeological significance were identified.
Linda Hegarty, Headland Archaeology Ltd, Unit 4b, Europa Business Park, Midleton, Co. Cork
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Appendix 3

Extracts from the Archaeological Survey of Ireland Archive Files

CH No

1

RMP No

CO135-052001-

Townland

Youghals/Scartagh/Upper Tawnies

Classification Historic Town
NGR-E

13843

NGR-N

04140

Description
The town of Clonakilty is located on the Feale River at the head of Clonakilty Bay and first appears in
1378 as Clogh na Kylte (Kylte Castle) as a holding of William de Barry (Urban Survey). The generally
accepted location for the castle is on the site of the extant Church of Ireland (CO135-019002). The 17th
century market town was founded by the Early of Cork and was well-established by 1605. In 1613 the
town received a charter from James I. It probably replaced Kilgarriff when 100 English families were
settled there by the Earl of Cork. It is recorded as being built in the shape of a cross, the full extent of
which is unknown. The intersection of the cross may be represented by Asna Square, where the Kilty
Stone stands; the origin of the latter is believed to have been Arundel Castle, to the east of Clonakilty
Harbour (Urban Survey). Seventeenth century sites within the town comprise the Church (CO135019002) and Graveyard (CO135-019001) and the Market House (CO135-133).
The present Church of Ireland is located in the north-western side of Clonakilty and is on a hill
overlooking the town. It probably replaced the 17 th century church constructed by the Early of Cork.
The graveyard is still used and comprises inscribed headstones, chest-tombs and uninscribed
markers. The earliest visible headstone dates to the 18th century (Urban Survey).
CH No

2

RMP No

CO135-052002-

Townland

Youghals

Classification Brewery
NGR-E

13819

NGR-N

04142

Description
The brewery is located on level ground to the south of a stream to the west of Clonakilty town. The
ground plan at the time of recording was similar to that of the First Edition Ordnance Survey of 182941. It comprises fifteen two-storey buildings built around a central courtyard with four associated
brick chimneys dating to the late 19th and early 20th centuries. It is likely that the buildings located in
the northeast functioned alongside the chimneys as the powerhouses. At the time of recording,
Structure 7 in the north was used as a hatchery, while 9, 9a, 9b and 10 were not accessible. The rest of
the buildings were used for storage or were simply abandoned.
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3

RMP No

CO135-050001-

Townland

Miles

Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme

Classification Holy Well
NGR-E

13696

NGR-N

04145

Description
Situated in a pasture field on a northeast-facing slope, at a height of 50m above sea level. It is known
locally as Killeen well and local traditions do not record it as a holy well. It is associated with a massrock (CO135-136), which is depicted on the 3 rd Edition Ordnance Survey of 1829-41, although not on
the 2nd Edition of 1897-1913. Both sites were covered in 2 m high brambles at the time of the visit and
no additional information could be gathered.

CH No

4

RMP No

CO135-050002-

Townland

Miles

Classification Mill
NGR-E

13702

NGR-N

04143

Description
Nothing remains of this site. It was depicted on the 1 st Edition Ordnance Survey of 1829-41 as lying to
the southeast of Killeen well (CO135-050001); however, by the 3 rd Edition Ordnance Survey, the site
had disappeared.

CH No

5

RMP No

CO135-052003-

Townland

Youghals

Classification Bridewell prison
NGR-E

13841

NGR-N

04132

Description
The Bridewell prison is located in the southern side of Clonakilty and dates to the early/mid 19 th
century. It is partially destroyed. It was in use at the time of recording as yards and stores for a
bakery. The remains comprise a one-storey four-bay section of the east wall which was constructed
with random rubble of shelly sandstone. Cut stone was visible. The roof had been removed. The main
door survived and consisted of a stone lintelled ope with a relieving arch; a remaining window also
consisted of a lintel stone with a relieving arch with large iron bars still present. The high enclosing
walls also survived and were connected to the east-enclosing wall of the courtyard. These eastenclosing walls consisted of coarse ashlar with blocked windows and doors. The Bridewell was also
formerly used as a power station until the
s.
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09

RMP No

CO135-132-

Townland

Desert

Classification Levelled circular enclosure
NGR-E

13915

NGR-N

04144

Description
The enclosure is located on pastureland on the east side of the estuary behind terraced houses outside
the town of Clonakilty. It was identified in an aerial survey as an enclosure and is known locally as a
fort . It comprises a levelled internal bank and external fosse which may have both been ploughed
out. It measures c. 76 m from bank top to bank top and is c. 3 m high. The fosse measures c. 0.40 x 4 m
in depth and the north-south diameter is 58 m.
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National Museum of Ireland (NMI) topographical files

The topographical files of the National Museum of Ireland (NMI) contain a record of stray artefacts found in Ireland. Each ar tefact has an individual file
where it gives locational information, description of the artefact and relevant references.
NMI
Register No.

N/A

Material

Human bones

Type

Human bones

Townland

DESERT

Find Place

Close to ancient
church of Desert

Description
Bones were found during road-widening works on land
between Clonakilty and Ring. Noted a few yards from
church of Desert. Local tradition maintains that this was a
site where lepers visited. The bones were re-buried in the
churchyard.
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Lewis Topographical Dictionary of Ireland, 1837 (Volume 2)

CLONAKILTY, or CLOUGHNAKILTY, an incorporated sea-port, market and post-town (formerly a
parliamentary borough), in the parish of KILGARIFF, East Division of the barony of EAST CARBERY,
county of CORK, and province of MUNSTER, 25 1/2 miles (S. W. by S.) from Cork, and 15l 1/2 miles
(S. W.) from Dublin; containing 3807 inhabitants. The town is situated on the Gorar or Farla River,
which falls into the bay close to the principal street, and in a pleasant fertile valley environed by hills
of moderate elevation, which descend to the harbour. It consists of four principal streets diverging at
right angles from the centre, and is well supplied with water from two public pumps erected by the
Earl of Shannon. It has been much improved recently by the erection of several good houses and a
spacious square, the centre of which is planted and laid out in walks, so as to form an agreeable
promenade. Some excellent roads have also been made in the neighbourhood. A public library was
established by a body of shareholders, in 1825: there are also three news-rooms and a lending library
for the poor. Balls are occasionally given in the rooms over the market-house, during the sessions
week. There are commodious infantry barracks for 4 officers and 68 privates. The staple trade of the
town is the linen manufacture, which furnishes employment to 400 looms and 1000 persons, who
manufacture to the amount of £250 or £300 weekly, but when the trade was in the height of its
prosperity, the weekly sales were frequently £1000. The cotton-manufacture also employs about 40
looms. A spacious linen-hall was built some years since by the Earl of Shannon: it is attended by a
sworn salesman and three deputies, by whom all the cloth brought to the hall is measured and
marked. The corn trade is carried on chiefly by agents for the Cork merchants, who ship it here and
receive coal as a return cargo. There are 14 lighters of 17 tons burden each regularly employed in
raising and conveying sand to be used in the neighbourhood as manure. The harbour is only fit for
small vessels, the channel being extremely narrow and dangerous, and having at the entrance a bar,
over which vessels above 100 tons can only pass at high spring tides: large vessels, therefore,
discharge their cargoes at Ring, about a mile below the town. It is much used as a safety harbour by
the small craft for several miles along the coast. The market is held on Friday, and is amply supplied
with good and cheap provisions; and three fairs are held under the charter on April 5th, Oct. 10th,
and Nov. 12th, and two subsequently established on June 1st and Aug. 1st, all for cattle, sheep, and
pigs; the Oct. and Nov. fairs are noted for a large supply of turkeys and fowls. A spacious markethouse has been built, at an expense of £600; and shambles were erected in 1833, by the corporation, on
ground let rent-free by the Earl of Shannon, who is proprietor of the borough. A chief constabulary
police force has been stationed here.
By the charter of Jas. I. the inhabitants were incorporated under the designation of the "Sovereign,
Free Burgesses, and Commonalty of the Borough of Cloughnakilty;" and Sir Richard Boyle was
constituted lord of the town, with power to appoint several of the officers, and to a certain extent to
superintend the affairs of the corporation, which was to consist of a sovereign and not less than 13 nor
more than 24 burgesses, assisted by a serjeant-at-mace, three constables, a toll-collector, and
weighmaster. The sovereign is annually elected by the lord of the town out of three burgesses chosen
by the corporation, and the recorder is also appointed by him. Vacancies among the burgesses are
filled up by themselves from among the freemen, who are admitted solely by favour of the
corporation. The sovereign and recorder are justices of the peace within the borough, the limits of
which extend for a mile and a half in every direction from a point nearly in the centre of the town,
called the Old Chapel. The charter conferred the right of sending two members to the Irish
parliament, which it continued to exercise till the Union, when the £15,000 awarded as compensation
for its disfranchisement was paid to the Earl of Shannon, a descendant of Sir Richard Boyle. The
sovereign and recorder were empowered to hold a court of record, for the recovery of debts and the
determination of all pleas to the amount of £20 late currency; but since the passing of the act limiting
the power of arrest to sums exceeding £20, it has been discontinued. A manorial court is held every
third Wednesday by a seneschal appointed by the Earl of Shannon, which takes cognizance of debts
and pleas not exceeding 40s.; and the sovereign and recorder hold courts of petty session in the

Appendices

Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Constraints Report

Clonakilty Flood Relief Scheme

market-house, every Monday. Petty sessions are also held every Thursday by the county magistrates;
and the general quarter sessions for the West Riding of the county are held here in July. The county
court-house is a neat edifice of hewn stone, ornamented with a pediment and cornice supported by
two broad pilasters, between which is a handsome Venetian window. Connected with it is a
bridewell, and both were erected at the expense of the county.
The parish church of Kilgariff is situated in the town, on an eminence to the north of the main street: it
is a plain edifice, with a square tower at the west end, and was rebuilt in 1818, at an expense of £1300,
of which £500 was a loan from the late Board of First Fruits, and the remainder was contributed by
the Earl of Shannon and the Rev. H. Townsend (Rev Horatio Townsend [5D00]). A classical school
was established in 1808, under the patronage of the Earl of Shannon, who has assigned a large and
handsome house, with land, for the residence of the master: there are more than 60 boys on the
establishment. A dispensary, a house of industry, and a benevolent society have been established,
which have been found highly beneficial, and are liberally supported by the Earl of Shannon and the
inhabitants generally. The late Michael Collins, D. D., R. C. Bishop of Cloyne and Ross, who was
author of several tracts on the state of Ireland, and was examined before a committee of the House of
Commons, in 1825, was a native of this place. About a mile north of the town is a tolerably perfect
druidical temple, some of the stones of which are nearly as large as those of Stonehenge; the centre
stone of the circle is very large, and is composed of one mass of white quartz.
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Legislative Framework

EIA Legislation
EIA Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC requires that certain
developments be assessed for likely environmental effects before planning permission can be granted.
The EIA Amendment Regulations, SI 93 OF 1999 specifies in Section 2(b) of the Second Schedule,
Information to be contained in an Environmental Impact Statement , that among other factors,
information is to be provided on:
Material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, and the cultural heritage
Each of these assets is addressed within this assessment report.

Cultural Heritage Legislation
Archaeological Monuments/Sites
Archaeological heritage is protected primarily under the National Monuments Acts 1930-2004.
Section of the
National Monuments “ct defines the word monument as including:
any artificial or partly artificial building, structure, or erection whether above or below the surface of
the ground and whether affixed or not affixed to the ground and any cave, stone, or other natural
product whether forming part of or attached to or not attached to the ground which has been
artificially carved, sculptured or worked upon or which (where it does not form part of the ground)
appears to have been purposely put or arranged in position and any prehistoric or ancient tomb,
grave or burial deposit, but does not include any building which is for the time being habitually used
for ecclesiastical purposes
Under the 1994 Act, provision was made for a Record of Monuments & Places (RMP). The RMP is a
revised set of SMR (Sites and Monuments Record) maps, on which newly-discovered sites have been
added and locations which proved not to be of antiquity have been de-listed by the National
Monuments Service.
In effect, the National Monuments Acts 1930-2004 provide a statutory basis for:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Protection of sites and monuments (RMPs)
Sites with Preservation Orders
Ownership and Guardianship of National Monuments
Register of Historic Monuments (pre-dating 1700AD)
Licensing of archaeological excavations
Licensing of Detection Devices
Protection of archaeological objects
Protection of wrecks and underwater heritage (more than 100 years old)

In relation to proposed works at or in the vicinity of a recorded archaeological monument, Section 12
(3) of the National Monuments (Amendment) Act 1994 states:
When the owner or occupier not being the Commissioners) of a monument or place which has been
recorded [in the Record of Monuments and Places] or any person proposes to carry out, or to cause or
permit the carrying out of any work at or in relation to such monument or place, he shall give notice
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in writing of his proposal to carry out the work to the Commissioners and shall not, except in the case
of urgent necessity and with the consent of the Commissioners, commence the work for a period of
two months after having given the notice.
Archaeological artefacts
Section 2 of the 1930 National Monuments Act (amended) defines an archaeological object as (in
summary) any chattel in a manufactured or partly manufactured state or an unmanufactured state
but with an archaeological or historical association. This includes ancient human, animal or plant
remains.
Section 9 (1) of the National Monuments (Amendment) Act 1994 states that any such artefact
recovered during archaeological investigations should be taken into possession by the licensed
archaeological director and held on behalf of the state until such a time as they are deposited
accordingly subsequent to consultation with the National Museum of Ireland.
Architectural Sites
In 1997 Ireland ratified the Granada Convention on architectural heritage. This provided the basis for
a national commitment to the protection of the architectural heritage throughout the country. The
Architectural Heritage (National Inventory) and Historic Monuments (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1999 and Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000 made the legislative changes
necessary to provide for a strengthening of the protection of architectural heritage. The former Act
has helped to provide for a forum for the strengthening of architectural heritage protection as it called
for the creation of a National Inventory of Architectural Heritage which is used by local authorities
for compiling the Record of Protected Structures (RPS). The Record of Protected Structures (RPS) is
set out in each respective county s Development Plan and provides statutory protection for these
monuments.
Section 1 (1) of the Architectural Heritage (National Inventory) and Historic Monuments
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 1999 states:
architectural heritage means all
(a) structures and buildings together with their settings and attendant grounds, fixtures and
fittings,
(b) groups of such structures and buildings, and
(c) sites, which are of architectural, historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or
technical interest
The 1999 Act was replaced by the Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000 where the
conditions relating to the protection of architectural heritage are set out in Part IV of the Act. Section
57 (1) of the 2000 Act states that:
…the carrying out of works to a protected structure, or a proposed protected structure, shall be
exempted development only if those works would not materially affect the character of
(a) the structure, or
(b) any element of the structure which contributes to its special architectural, historical,
archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or technical interest
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Glossary and definition of archaeological terms

Barracks A building or group of buildings used to house members of the police or armed forces.
These date from the late 17th century AD onwards.
Brewery A commercial complex of buildings for the brewing of beer. These date from the 19th
century AD onwards.
Bridge A structure of wood, stone, iron, brick or concrete, etc., built to span a river or ravine in order
to facilitate the crossing of pedestrians or vehicles. These date from the medieval period (5th - 12th
centuries AD) onwards.
Burial ground An area of ground, set apart for the burial of the dead, not associated with a church.
These date from the medieval period (5th - 16th centuries AD) onwards. See also Children's burial
ground and Graveyard.
Castle (unclassified) A castle that cannot be more precisely classified. They can date from the late
12th to the 16th century AD. See also Castle - Anglo-Norman masonry castle; Castle - hall-house;
Castle - motte; Castle - motte and bailey; Castle - ringwork; Castle - ringwork and bailey; Castle tower house.
Chapel A free-standing building which is used for private worship. These date from the late medieval
period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Church A building used for public Christian worship. These can be of any date from c. 500 AD
onwards.
Corn store A large building used for the storage of grain. These date to the 18th and 19th centuries
AD.
Country house The rural residence of the landed gentry. These houses date from the late 17th century
to the first half of the 19th century AD.
Courthouse A building in which a judicial court is held. These date from the 16th century AD
onwards.
Culvery A culvert is a structure that allows water to flow under a road, railroad, trail, or similar
obstruction. Typically embedded so as to be surrounded by soil, a culvert may be made from a pipe,
reinforced concrete or other material
Drydock A narrow basin or vessel that can be flooded to allow a load to be floated in, then drained to
allow that load to come to rest on a dry platform. Dry docks are used for the construction,
maintenance, and repair of ships, boats, and other water craft.
Enclosure An area defined by an enclosing element (e.g. bank, wall, fosse, scarp), or indicated as such
cartographically, and occurring in a variety of shapes and sizes, possessing no diagnostic features
which would allow classification within another monument category. These may date to any period
from prehistory onwards.
Fulacht fiadh Prehistoric site potentially used for a variety of purposes such as cooking, brewing,
bathing, textile dying etc. Characterised by a crescentic mound of burnt stone; usually located in
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damp areas, where the trench (trough) for cooking would fill with water; usually found in groups
(plural: fulachta fiadh).
Graveyard The burial area around a church. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries)
onwards.
Headstone An upright stone placed over the head of a grave. These date from 17th century AD
onwards.
Hermitage A secluded place, either a man-made structure or a natural feature, such as a cave, where
a hermit lived. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries AD).
Historic town A settlement of pre-AD 1700 date that occupied a central position in the
communications network, functioned as a market centre and had an organised layout of streets with a
significant density of houses and associated land plots. In addition, examples of one of the following
monument classes should be present: town defences; castle/tower house; house (which functioned as
a manor house); parish church/cathedral; religious house(s); administrative institution (e.g. town hall,
market-house); judicial institution (e.g. courthouse, prison); monuments indicating specialised
technological production (e.g. mill, kiln, tannery, ironworking site); bridge; hospital; school; quays.
Where only documentary evidence survives to suggest a town was present then the term 'Historic
town possible' applies.
Holy well A natural spring or well associated with a saint or a tradition of cures.
Hospital A building for the care of the sick, aged, infirm and poor. These day from the medieval
period (5th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
House (18th/19th century) A building for human habitation which dates to the 18th/19th century and
which is not classifiable as either a country house or a vernacular house.
House (20th century) A building for human habitation which dates to the 20th century and which is
not classifiable as either a country house or a vernacular house.
Library A building, room or suite of rooms where books, or other materials, are classified by subject
and stored for use by the library's members. These date from the 17th century AD onwards.
Market-house A market building incorporating other function rooms, e.g. theatres, courtrooms,
schoolrooms. In Ireland market-houses are sometimes colloquially referred to as tholsels. These date
from the later medieval period (12th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
Mass-rock A rock or earthfast boulder used as an altar or a stone-built altar used when Mass was
being celebrated during Penal times (1690s to 1750s AD), though there are some examples which
appear to have been used during the Cromwellian Period (1650s AD). Some of these rocks/boulders
may bear an inscribed cross. See also Penal Mass station.
Milling complex A series of post-1700 AD structures associated with milling, including any of the
following: mill, millpond, millrace, engine house, industrial chimney, administrative buildings and
workers' factory.
Mill (unclassified) A mill, including where present the millrace and millpond, where corn is ground
or where raw material is processed. This classification is used, in the context of this database, when it
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is unclear whether the mill in question is a water mill or a windmill. These may date from the late
medieval period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Millrace The the current of water that turns a water wheel, or the channel (sluice) conducting water
to or from a water wheel.
Pier/jetty A structure, extending out into the water, built of iron, wood or stone, for docking or
accessing ships or boats. They may also serve to protect a harbour, influence the current or tide and
are sometimes used as promenades. These may date to any period from prehistory onwards.
Prison An establishment where offenders are confined. These date from the late medieval period (c.
1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Quay A stone or timber landing-place built parallel to, or projecting out from, the shoreline, to serve
in the loading and unloading of vessels. These date from the Iron Age (c. 500 BC - AD 400) onwards.
Redundant record Records classed as 'Redundant record' are those that fulfil one or more of the
following criteria: (1) a record identifying a location where, according to documentary sources (e.g.,
published reference, cartographic sources) or personal communication, a monument might have
existed, but which, on inspection, was found not to be an archaeological monument (e.g. a natural
feature); (2) a record classified using a term which is now obsolete (e.g. ecclesiastical remains); (3) a
record created in error, a duplicate record or one which has no supporting evidence recorded on file
or in the database; (4) an archaeological object (i.e. an artefact), e.g. a quernstone; (5) a record entered
as a 'Shipwreck'. Shipwrecks are recorded in a separate database.
Ringfort Early medieval Christian (c. 500 AD to 1100) defended secular settlement consisting of a
bank and external ditch defining a central circular area that contained dwelling structures of
occupants; also called fairy fort, rath, lios, or cashel (the latter constructed of stone as opposed to
earth).
School An establishment in which people, usually children, are taught. These date from the late
medieval period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Shambles Structure/structures where animals were slaughtered and/or where meat and fish were
sold. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
Souterrain An underground structure consisting of one or more chambers connected by narrow
passages or creepways, usually constructed of drystone-walling with a lintelled roof over the
passages and a corbelled roof over the chambers. Most souterrains appear to have been built in the
early medieval period by ringfort inhabitants (c. 500 - 1000 AD) as a defensive feature and/or for
storage.
Standing Stone A stone which has been deliberately set upright in the ground, usually orientated on
a north-east-south-west axis, although other orientations do occur, and varying in height from 0.5m
up to 6m. They functioned as prehistoric burial markers, commemorative monuments, indicators of
routeways or boundaries and date from the Bronze and Iron Ages (c. 2400 BC - AD 500), with some
associated with early medieval ecclesiastical and burial contexts (c. 5th-12th centuries).
Tomb (chest tomb) A free standing, box-like funerary monument. These date from the 13th century
AD onwards. Examples that are incorporated in a wall are classified as Wall monument. Examples
with an effigy are classified as Tomb effigial.
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Town hall A large building used for the transaction of the public business of a historic town (pre-1700
AD), the holding of courts of justice, entertainments and other activities. In Ireland, town halls are
sometimes colloquially referred to as tholsels.
Weir – regulating A dam constructed on the reaches of a canal or navigable river designed to retain
the water and to regulate its flow. These date from the late medieval period (c. 1400 to the 16th
century AD) onwards.
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Figure 1 - Site location and RMP extract

Plate 1 - View of Clonakilty Harbour - facing southwest

Plate 2 - View of present river channel facing west from Clarke St. Bridge

Plate 3 - View of present river channel facing west from Clarke St. Bridge

Plate 4 - View of present river channel facing west from Connolly St. Bridge

Plate 5 - View of the proposed Flow Storage Area - facing south

Plate 6 - An example of dry-stone revetment style evident along the present river channel and at Deasy’s Quay

Plate 7 - Possible dry-dock/shipyard at Deasy’s Quay, facing southwest

Plate 8 - Culvert located to the southwest of Forge Cottage
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A.1

Methodology: landscape impacts

A.1.1

Introduction: landscape impacts
For the purposes of LVIA, the landscape is considered to be a resource in its own right, The
European Landscape Convention (2000) provides the following definition of landscape:
"Landscape means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the
action and interaction of natural and/or human factors".
The assessment of landscape impacts considers the impacts the proposed development or
change will have on this landscape resource.
Landscape impacts that may arise include a change, loss or addition of elements; features,
aesthetic or perceptual aspects that contribute to the distinctiveness or character of the landscape.

A.1.2

Establishing the landscape baseline
To enable the assessment of the impacts of a proposed development or change, the landscape
baseline, or starting point must be established. This study may include the following:
Landscape fabric - physical landscape elements present within the landscape such as
landform, land cover, boundary features and trees and woodland.
Landscape character - the distinct and recognisable pattern of elements that occurs
consistently in a particular type of landscape and how this is perceived by people. It
reflects particular combinations of geology, landform, soils, vegetation, land use and
human settlement but also encompasses its perceptual and aesthetic qualities. It creates
the particular sense of place of different areas of the landscape
Landscape designations - sites with landscape designations are considered in addition
to the overall landscape character areas, to enable site specific judgements of impacts on
particularly valued sites.

A.1.3

Determining landscape sensitivity
The next stage is to determine the sensitivity of the landscape receptors to the type and scale of
development proposed.
The sensitivity of a landscape receptor is informed by the susceptibility and value of the receptor.
Susceptibility relates to the ability of the landscape to accommodate the proposed development
without undue consequences on the existing baseline or planning policies. The value of a
landscape receptor is informed by designations, planning policy and documents, the contribution
of special (cultural, historic or conservation) contributors or associations, scenic quality, rarity,
recreational value and aesthetic, perceptual and experiential qualities.
Landscapes of high value may include those with national or international designations on such
as National Parks or World Heritage Sites; they may relate to the setting of features that have high
archaeological or heritage significance. Medium value landscapes include areas that are subject
to local policy protection, such as Areas of High Landscape Value, or where it is considered that
particular features or elements contribute to a greater value than other nearby areas. Low value
landscapes are not subject to designation but may be appreciated at a community or local level.
Three levels of sensitivity are recorded:





High sensitivity: A landscape of high value and a particularly distinctive character that is
susceptible to relatively small changes of the type proposed.
Medium sensitivity: A landscape of valued characteristics reasonably tolerant of change
of the type proposed; and

Low sensitivity: A landscape of relatively low value or importance which is potentially
tolerant of substantial change of the type proposed.
The considerations noted above are further informed by general observations regarding the
condition and quality of the landscape. These support the overall narrative and judgement of
sensitivity. Landscape quality or condition may relate to the level of management, distinctiveness,
number of detracting features, pattern, unity, structure, sense of place, function, definition and
aesthetic value.
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Areas of landscape quality may not necessarily correlate directly with landscape character areas
or designated sites as defined by statutory agencies or local planning authorities. Where it is
considered that this is the case, mention is made within the description and sensitivity evaluation.
A.1.4

Magnitude of landscape change
Impacts on landscape receptors are assessed in terms of their magnitude of change. This is a
combination of the size or scale, geographic extent of the area influenced and the duration and
reversibility of the impact.
Size and scale concerns the amount of existing landscape elements that will be lost, the extent to
which these represent or contribute to the character of the landscape. It also relates to the degree
to which aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape are altered through removal or addition
of new features, such as hedge loss or introduction of tall features on skylines.
The geographical extent over which landscape impacts are felt is distinct from the size or scale.
For example, large scale impacts may be limited to the immediate site area.
The duration of the effect relates to the time period during which the changes to the landscape
will occur.
The magnitude of change is a product of the size/scale, extent and duration of the impacts. This
is judged as a four-point scale:







High: Notable and long term change in landscape characteristics over an extensive area
ranging to a very intensive, long term change over a more limited area;
Medium: Moderate, short term change over a large area or moderate long term change
in localised area;
Low: Slight long term or moderate short term change in landscape components; and
No Change/Negligible: No discernible/virtually imperceptible change to the landscape’s
resources


Once the landscape sensitivity and magnitude of change are established, it is then possible to
determine the effect. This is described in Section A.3

A.2

Methodology: visual impacts

A.2.5

Introduction
Visual impacts relate to how the development may affect the views available to people and their
visual amenity. Visual amenity is the visual quality of a site or area as experienced by residents,
workers or visitors. Visual receptors are people that experience the view. Development can change
people’s direct experience and perception of the view depending on existing context, the scale,
form, colour and texture of the proposals, the nature of the activity associated with the
development, and the distance and angle of view. Visual impacts can be experienced through
development intruding into existing views experienced by residents and day to day users of the
area, and the views of tourists and visitors passing through or visiting the area.

A.2.6

Establishing the visual baseline
Identification of potential visual receptors is informed by desk and field studies in conjunction with
consideration of the likely visual influence of the proposed development, to identify places where
people might be expected to receive a view of the proposed development.

A.2.7

Visual receptor sensitivity
In order to determine the scale of visual impacts, it is necessary—as with the assessment of
landscape impacts—to determine the sensitivity of the receptor. This is achieved through the
consideration of the susceptibility of the receptor and the value of the view.
Visual receptor susceptibility is a function of receptor type, location and activity. In assessing
visual receptor susceptibility, factors such as the following have been accounted for with a degree
of professional judgement:
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Receptor activities – for example, relaxing at home, undertaking leisure, recreational and
sporting activities, at work
Movement/duration – whether receptors are likely to be stationary or moving, which
influences how long they will be exposed to the change



Orientation – of receptors in relation to the development



Context – the quality of the landscape



Purpose/expectation – of receptors at that location
Importance of the view/location – popularity of location as indicated by existence of
designations or local value


The value of the view that is experienced may relate to associated landscape or planning
designations, cultural references or the presence of facilities (car parking, interpretation boards,
signage) that may emphasise importance.

In this assessment, sensitivity is judged as a combination of susceptibility and value and is ranked
as follows:





High: visitors to promoted or valued viewpoints especially those with panoramic views;
viewers with a particular interest in the environment; viewpoints noted within planning
guidance or policy; nationally important recreational routes where views in highly valued
landscapes are available; scenic routes; receptors in homes with views designed to
appreciate views of high-value landscapes;
Medium: receptors to local viewpoints, public rights of way, local trails, local landmarks
with key views; visitors to heritage or tourism sites where views are important; residents
where the view may not be especially valued;
Low: receptors that are fast-moving (due to speed on roads and motorways) or because
they are engaged in an activity not concerned with the landscape or view (such as work
or sport).


As with all aspects of the methodology, these definitions are not rigid; where professional
judgement has been applied, this would be noted in the narrative.
A.2.8

Visual receptor magnitude of change
The assessment of the magnitude of change on visual receptors follows similar principles to
landscape assessment in terms of size or scale, the geographic extent of the area influenced and
its duration and reversibility.
The magnitude of change is a product of the size/scale, extent and duration of the impacts. These
are judged as a four-point scale:









A.3

High - where the development causes a very notable (or significant) change in the existing
view for a sensitive receptor
Medium - where the development would cause a very noticeable change in the existing
view
Low - where the development would cause a noticeable change in the existing view
Negligible/no Change - where the development would cause a barely perceptible change
in the existing view

Assessment of landscape and visual impacts
The second step is to determine the scale of impacts. This is evaluated by combining the
sensitivity (or nature) of the landscape or visual receptor and the magnitude (or nature) of change.
The following matrix provides an objective rationale for determining the scale of impacts, in order
to provide consistency and transparency to the process; however a degree of professional
judgement is a key element of the evaluation.
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Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1: Scale of impacts matrix

Sensitivity to change (nature of receptors)

Magnitude of
Change
resulting
from impacts
identified

Low

Medium

High

No Change/
Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Low

Slight

Slight Moderate

Moderate

Medium

Slight Moderate

Moderate

Moderate Substantial

High

Moderate

Moderate Substantial

Substantial

The scale of impacts detailed above can be classed as beneficial, neutral or adverse.
A.3.9

Classification of landscape impacts:
Adverse landscape impacts occur when features or key landscape characteristics such as
established planting, old buildings or structures which—when considered singularly or
collectively—help to define the character of an area are lost, or where new structures out of scale
or character with the surroundings are introduced.





Substantial adverse landscape impacts occur where the proposals are at considerable
variance with the landform, scale and pattern of the landscape and would be a dominant
feature, resulting in considerable reduction in scenic quality and large scale change to the
intrinsic landscape character of the area.
Moderate adverse landscape impacts occur where proposals are out of scale with the
landscape, or inconsistent with the local pattern and landform and may be locally dominant
and/or result in a noticeable reduction in scenic quality and a degree of change to the
intrinsic landscape character of the area;
Slight adverse landscape impacts occur where the proposals do not quite fit with the
scale, landform or local pattern of the landscape and may be locally intrusive but would
result in a minor reduction in scenic quality or change to the intrinsic landscape character
of the area.

Neutral landscape impacts arise when the change proposed results in no discernible
improvement or deterioration to the landscape resource. The proposals sit well within the scale,
landform and pattern of the landscape and / or would not result in any discernible reduction in
scenic quality or change to the intrinsic landscape character of the area.
Beneficial landscape impacts occur where derelict buildings, land or poorly maintained
landscape features are repaired, replaced and maintained or where new features are introduced
such as new tree planting which helps to define landscape structure where none currently exists.
Beneficial landscape impacts can be slight, moderate or substantial.

A.3.10 Classification of visual impacts:
Adverse visual impacts occur when the proposed development will introduce new, noncharacteristic, discordant or intrusive element/s into views.





Substantial adverse visual impacts occur where the proposed development would
cause a considerable deterioration in the existing view or visual amenity.
Moderate adverse visual impacts occur where the proposed development would cause
a noticeable deterioration in the existing view or visual amenity.
Slight adverse visual impacts occur where the proposed development would cause a
barely perceptible deterioration in the existing view or visual amenity.

2014s0971 River Fealge (Clonakilty) Drainage Scheme EIS Vol3 v1.0

Neutral visual impacts occur where the change proposed results in no discernible improvement
or deterioration to views or visual amenity.
Beneficial visual impacts occur when the proposed development would enhance the quality of
the receptor's view e.g. by creating a new focal point in a degraded landscape that includes a
range of existing detractors. Beneficial visual impacts can be slight, moderate or substantial.
The scale indicates the importance of the impacts, taking into account the sensitivity (or nature) of
the receptor and the magnitude (or nature) of the impact. It is usually rated on the following scale
of impact:








Substantial indicates an impact that is very important in the planning decision making
process.
Moderate - substantial indicates an impact that is, in itself, material in the planning decision
making process.
Moderate indicates a noticeable impact that is not, in itself, material in the planning
decision making process.
Slight indicates an effect that is trivial in the planning decision making process.
Negligible/No Change indicates an effect that is akin to no change and is thus not relevant
to the planning decision making process.

Judging the overall importance of the impacts
Impacts may be described as significant in projects that are subject to EIA. Significant impacts are
defined as those that are moderate-substantial or substantial. However whilst an impacts may be
significant, it does not necessarily mean that such an effect would be unacceptable. Account is
taken of the impact that any mitigation measures—for example planting or landform—may have in
terms of minimising potentially detrimental impacts or improving the landscape composition of the
area.
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