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4. Perceptions of Walkability of Cork Outdoor Spaces 
 

Respondents were asked to indicate up to two locations in Cork City or County were they felt that 

walking was a positive experience, indicating either the name, address or Eircode of the location, 

and describe the reasons for choosing those locations as walkable. These were coded as walkable 

places, i.e., areas, either in the City or County, that enable and support walkability (sections 4.5 

for the City and 4.7 for the County). A total of 800 participants (65%) indicated at least one 

location, and 693 (57%) reported two locations. A small group of participants (n = 67) also added 

a third location in their comments.  

Following, participants were asked to indicate up to two Cork locations where walking caused a 

negative experience, once again providing the reasons for their negative ratings. These areas 

were coded as places with limited walkability due to the perceived presence of barriers to a safe 

pedestrian experience. These locations are summarised in sections 4.6 for the City and 4.8 for 

the County. Around 53% of participants (n = 649) reported at least one location with barriers, 

while 36% (n = 441) reported two locations and 4 participants added a third one.  

A summary of locations with positive and negative mentions for the City and the County is 

presented in sections 4.1 and 4.2.  

Overall, participants indicated up to 

four main enablers or barriers for each 

location, and each of these was coded 

using an ecological framework of 

factors that can influence walkability. 

The framework is described in section 

4.3. 

We also analysed the responses of the 

most vulnerable subgroups of 

pedestrians, namely, people with 

children, older people, people with 

reduced mobility, as well as gender 

differences in preference of outdoor 

space. These analyses are presented in section 4.4. 

 

Photo by June O on Unsplash 
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At the end of the survey, we gave respondents the option to comment on their overall walking 

experiences in Cork; 481 participants left a comment. The word cloud below shows the most 

frequent concepts that emerged in the comments, with bigger words indicating higher frequency 

of mention. The participants’ inputs speak to the need of being in a City which offers accessible 

outdoor spaces that prioritise the most vulnerable road users.  

 

Word Cloud of participants’ overall comments about their experience walking in Cork 
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4.1. Cork City Locations 
 

The graph in the next page shows Cork City locations identified by our respondents, ordered by 

the total number of mentions and stratified by positive (in green) and negative (in orange) 

mentions. In total, our participants described 48 locations: most of these were specific 

destinations that could be pinpointed in a map; however, in some cases, participants described 

routes or large areas with multiple locations, in which case we collated responses under broad 

categories, for example City Centre or City Quays.  

Green spaces and areas by the river received mainly positive mentions: Fitzgerald’s Park was the 

most mentioned location in the City, with overwhelmingly positive descriptions; a similar pattern 

of mainly positive descriptions was observed for the Marina, the Old Railway Line from Blackrock 

to Passage, the Lough, Lee Fields and the River Lee walkway connecting North Mall to the 

Mardyke (Slí Cumann na mBan).  

On the other hand, City Centre streets such as Patrick’s street, Grand Parade, Oliver Plunkett’s 

Street, the City Quays and the City Centre overall received mixed ratings: Some participants liked 

to walk in these locations because they like the busy atmosphere and presence of amenities, but 

some people felt negatively impacted by the high volumes of car traffic, and reported accessibility 

issues and risk of physical hazards due to poor footpath conditions.  

The specific enablers and barriers to walkability are discussed in sections 4.5 (enablers) and 4.6 

(barriers), with a breakdown by location. Overall, the presence of nature (either green or blue 

spaces) and safety from road traffic were found to be the main enablers of walkability in the City; 

conversely, the presence of traffic, poor accessibility and presence of hazards were the main 

barriers identified when walking in the City.  

We note that some responses were gathered during pedestrianisation measures undertaken in 

the City, particularly at the Marina, and thus reflected these temporary conditions (e.g., 

increased accessibility and reduced risk from motor traffic). Nonetheless, all responses on 

accessibility and motor traffic spoke to the same needs faced by people walking in City areas, i.e., 

that having adequate infrastructure to walk safely away from cars is a paramount enabler of 

walkability. 
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Cork City Locations by number of positive vs. negative mentions. Bars represent number of mentions 
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4.2. Cork County Locations 
 

Our respondents indicated 50 locations in Cork County. Despite a similar number of locations 

were identified across City and County (47 vs. 51), locations in the County received a considerably 

lower number of mentions from the survey respondents, and this is probably due to the fact that 

the majority of our participants reported to be City residents (see section 2.2). 

The graph in the next page shows County locations emerged in our survey in order of mention 

and stratified by the number of positive and negative mentions. Areas in the County that were 

rated positively for walking were mostly characterised by green or blue spaces, including wooded 

areas, countryside paths, coastal walks. Conversely, locations that received negative ratings were 

characterised by built up areas, with poor/limited footpaths and/or high risk related to motor 

traffic.  

Kinsale was the most mentioned area in the County, with almost an equal split of positive and 

negative descriptions. As it is described in the detailed analysis in sections 4.7 (enablers) and 4.8 

(barriers), this split is due to the fact that different locations in Kinsale received different ratings: 

Coastal areas (e.g., Scilly Walk, Charles’ Fort) were rated overall positively due to presence of sea 

and walking areas, whereas town streets were rated negatively because of the close proximity to 

motor traffic and limited accessibility on footpaths. The other two County areas with a high 

number of mentions were the area between Carrigaline and Crosshaven, with positive mentions 

mainly clustered in the old railway line, and the beaches around Ballycotton and Garryvoe, 

primarily because of the proximity to the sea and scenic views.  
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Cork City Locations by number of positive vs. negative mentions. Bars represent number of mentions 
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4.3. Enablers and Barriers Framework 
 

When looking at the reasons that our participants provided for describing an outdoor space as 

walkable or not walkable, we used an ecological system approach to interpretation. Ecological 

system approaches suggest that a person’s wellbeing or behaviour can be influenced by multiple 

factors at different levels acting in synergy:  

1. the individual level of one’s or others’ behaviours, attitudes, and perceptions:  

2. the environmental level, regarding the physical context surrounding the person;  

3. the social level of relationships and interactions; and 

4. the broader cultural level.  

We coded the enablers and barriers to walkability described by our participants by employing 

this Framework. The factors emerged within each domain are presented below. 

 

Ecological Framework of perceived factors of walkability 
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At the individual level, the main factors emerged from the participants’ responses included the 

following:  

Other’s people positive 
or negative behaviour 

Respectful attitudes vs. aggressive or 
disrespectful behaviour from the part of other 
road users (particularly drivers and cyclists), 
other people littering, especially in relation to 
dog fouling 
 

 

Impact on active 
lifestyle, mental health 
or feelings 

Whether the walk promotes or limits mental 
health, emotional wellbeing, or active 
behaviour (i.e., ability to use a space for sport) 

 
 

Factors at the environmental level were the most discussed by our participants, and included a 

series of physical, perceptual and design elements:  

 

Presence of nature 
(green or blue spaces) 

Presence or absence of green spaces (gardens, 
parks, woods) and/or blue spaces such as the 
river, the sea or a lake.  
 

 

Safety from vs. presence 
of motor traffic 

Whether the environment enables the person 
to walk safely away from traffic or forces to be 
close to cars. 
 

 

Accessibility Whether the design of a place facilitates or 
limits ease and safety of access and walking; 
this dimension included descriptions of the 
presence or absence of footpaths, resting 
spaces, obstacles (e.g., cars parked, bins), width 
of pavements, crossing points on road.  
 

 

Child Friendly 
Age Friendly 
Mobility Friendly 
Pet Friendly 

Whether the place is accessible and usable for 
vulnerable road users, including children, 
families, older people and/or people with 
reduced mobility. Also, whether the place is 
welcoming for pets.  
 

 

Safety from vs. presence 
of hazards 

Quality of walking surfaces that may influence 
the risk of falling or tripping; maintenance 
status of footpaths and roads; quality of road 
lights; presence/absence of clutter. 
 

 

Air quality Fresh and clean air, particularly in natural 
spaces, vs. pollution and bad smell on roads 
with traffic and cars idling. 
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Open space Whether a place is spacious and gives a sense 

of freedom (e.g., pedestrianised open areas or 
areas with wide pavements).  
 

 

Permeability and choice Whether a place offers or lacks multiple types 
of paths or multiple ways to reach a destination 
walking 
 

 

Aesthetic value & 
pleasantness 

Presence/lack of scenery, sense of beauty and 
tending vs. dullness and neglect. 
 

 

Presence/absence of 
amenities 

Whether the place offers amenities either for 
physical activity (especially in parks) or for 
leisure (restaurants, cafés), thus becoming a 
destination to walk to and stay.  
 

 

Quietness vs. 
Noise/Crowding 

Whether the place is perceived as quiet or, 
conversely, noisy or crowded.  
 

 

Design in conflict Whether the design of the place forces users to 
walk in shared spaces with other road users, 
particularly cyclists or motorists.  

 

 

Social and cultural factors of walkability discussed by our participants comprised of the 

following:  

Social interactions and 
social safety 

Whether the place offers/limits opportunities 
for encountering other people, is deemed 
socially safe/unsafe, particularly in terms of 
antisocial behaviour. 
 

 

Safe/risky time of the 
day 

Whether the place feels safer or riskier to walk 
at specific times of the day. 
 

 

Cultural, artistic & 
historical significance 

Whether the place is of cultural value, or the 
design of the space has damaged/impaired its 
cultural significance. 
 

 

Events Whether the place offers/limits opportunities 
to engage in social or cultural events. 
 

 

Investment The place is perceived as a space where there 
has been adequate/inadequate investment  
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