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Pedestrian Cork Chair’s foreword 
The Pedestrian Cork group was formed in November 2019, as a local branch of the Irish Pedestrian 

Network, by concerned citizens from various backgrounds and walks of life who love Cork and want it to 

be a liveable and more enjoyable place for everyone. We strongly believe that the development and 

enhancement of our community should begin with fostering a public realm that is walkable and accessible 

for all. One thing we say in the Irish Pedestrian Network is “Everyone is a pedestrian”. When asked to 

elaborate on this, I ask people to describe a journey where they do not engage in walking* at some point. 

Few can cite an example of this. If you design and develop spaces that promote a positive pedestrian 

experience, you cater for the needs of most people, especially the most vulnerable, such as families with 

children, older people or people with reduced mobility.  

In a short timeframe, our group has established important links with local community groups and 

policymakers in Cork City and County. We have contributed to various public consultations to raise the 

voice of pedestrians. When we started this journey, we asked ourselves what information we would need 

to optimise our activities. There are ongoing efforts at multiple levels to promote walking both locally and 

nationally. However, we soon realised that little is known about the users’ perspective; how do people 

feel about walking in outdoor spaces in Cork; where they like walking; or where they see potential for 

improvement. The Irish Census and National Travel Survey ask questions about travel in relation to 

commuting to school, college or work, focusing on main modes of transport for journeys. These 

investigations provide useful information on transport modes that have direct economic benefit. 

However, we felt the user’s voice was missing, particularly that of vulnerable road users. We felt this 

needed more attention. Furthermore, for us as a group, it was unclear from available data what 

geographical areas we should advocate for improvements to, or, on the other hand, which areas should 

be celebrated as good examples of places to walk in Cork.  

This is a crucial missing piece of the puzzle; not counting people’s experiences of walkability leaves 

us in a situation of a data gap. Are we really capturing the extent of our City and County’s walking habits 

and experiences? If we do not account for these, how can we allocate resources fairly? 

At Pedestrian Cork, we wanted to bridge this data gap and ascertain the baseline of walkability 

for Cork City & County from the people’s perspective. We hope we have gone some way in achieving that 

and aiding both the policy makers to make the best choices that will serve walking as a sustainable travel 

mode, and also to aid Cork residents to demand more from our public realm and infrastructure. We 

sincerely thank the over 1,200 Cork citizens who contributed their experiences and comments and all of 

those who supported us in sharing this survey to others.  

 

Streets are for People 

*When we use the words “walk”, “walking” “pedestrian” we use in the broadest sense of the word, by which we 

mean people who mobility aids, wheelchairs, push buggies etc. The 3rd Resolution of The Irish Pedestrian Network 

states: 

“We believe that a space that is not suitable for the most vulnerable among us is not a usable space at all. 

All footpaths, streets, squares, and developments should be designed with a universality of access in mind.” 

Universal Design and accessibility are at the core of our approach and principles and we advocate for this strongly in 

our work.  
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Executive Summary 
 

The Pedestrian Cork Survey 2020 was created by the Pedestrian Cork group in collaboration with 

the School of Applied Psychology, University College Cork, to understand how people feel about 

walking in Cork, gathering the direct experiences of pedestrians (i.e., walking on foot, using a 

wheelchair or other mobility aid, pushing a buggy, etc).  

The survey collected information about the perceived 

walkability of outdoor spaces in Cork City and County, as 

well as ratings of walkability of the neighbourhood of 

residence of our respondents, their walking habits, and 

demographic characteristics.  

The survey was open to all adults aged 18+ who use 

outdoor spaces in Cork (City or County) as pedestrians. 

Data collection took place online between February and 

June 2020.  

This document reports the main findings of the survey:  

● A total of 1,219 people filled-out the survey, either 

in part or in full;  

● Most participants were aged <50 years old, living in 

urban areas. 3% reported having a mobility 

limitation, and around 10% indicated having at 

least one family member with reduced mobility;  

● Respondents were overall frequent walkers, 

although mainly for leisure reason. Walking 

frequency varied by type of walking (leisure vs. 

utility), age and place of residence;  

● A total of 267 participants reported having children; of these, almost 50% reported never 

walking them to school, and less than 20% walking to school every day;  

● Neighbourhood walkability was rated good overall, but road quality (absence of obstacles 

or physical hazards, and cleanliness) received the poorest ratings; safety from road traffic 

was rated the lowest in the most rural and most urbanised areas;  

● Regarding the perceptions of walkability of outdoor spaces, respondents described a total 

of 48 City locations and 105 County locations; however, City locations received more 

mentions than County areas;  

● Overall, described more places where they like walking rather than areas where they do 

not like walking; 

● In the City, Fitzgerald’s Park was the area with the highest number of positive mentions, 

mainly because of the presence of nature and accessibility, both for the overall sample of 

respondents and for people with children, older people and people with reduced 
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mobility; conversely, the City Quays received the highest number of negative ratings for 

walkability, mainly due to the presence of motor traffic;  

● In the County, Kinsale coastal areas received the highest number of positive mentions 

because giving access to nature and space away from 

traffic; on the other hand, Kinsale town streets received 

the highest number of negative mentions due to motor 

traffic and limited accessibility on footpaths; 

● The main characteristics of places that were 

perceived as promoting walkability both in the City and 

County were ease of access to green spaces, safety from 

road traffic and good-quality footpaths that ensure safety 

from physical hazards;  

● While City green areas were valued for walking 

because offering quietness, beauty and good air quality, central areas of the City were 

valued for promoting social interactions and for their cultural/historical value; however, 

City Centre locations were criticised for the significant volumes of motor traffic and 

hazardous conditions on footpaths 

● Walkability enablers in the County included accessibility and access to nature; however, 

lack of footpaths and motor traffic limited the ability to walk safely, especially on country 

roads;  

● Presence of traffic was an important factor for perceived walkability among people with 

children: Over 80% of respondents with children said that they like walking in places 

where they are safe from traffic, whereas 72% don’t like areas with high motor traffic;  

● 92% of people aged 60+ like walking in places that offer contact with nature (green or 

blue spaces), while 49% of them do not like walking where there is motor traffic;  

● Among people with a mobility condition (or with a relative with reduced mobility), 86% 

reported a preference for outdoor spaces that have natural elements, while 65% 

identified poor accessibility as a significant barrier to walkability;  

● There were no significant gender differences in preferences of outdoor places for walking: 

both men and women preferred walking in places that provide contact with nature, safety 

from road traffic and good levels of accessibility.  

 

 

Photo by Ben White on Unsplash 
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Background 
 

In an increasingly urbanised world, there is growing acknowledgment that the quality of the 

environment that we inhabit and use has an impact on our physical and mental wellbeing. The 

development of Sustainable Cities and Communities is a crucial Sustainable Development Goal 

[1]. 

Promoting urban ‘liveability’ is an essential step to achieve 

such a goal. Liveability is broadly defined as “safe, attractive, 

socially cohesive and inclusive, and environmentally 

sustainable; with affordable and diverse housing linked by 

convenient public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure 

to employment, education, public open space, local shops, 

health and com- munity services, and leisure and cultural 

opportunities” [2]. As can be seen from this definition, creating 

walkable places is key to foster liveability, and extensive 

research has linked walkability to improved physical and 

health outcomes [3–5]. Building on this evidence, efforts have been made nationally and 

internationally to make good urban design a public health priority. In an Irish context, this is for 

instance demonstrated by the Government’s Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets 

(DMURS), the Cork Walking Strategy 2013-2018, as well as the Project Ireland 2040 National 

Planning Framework, within which urban Compact Growth is the first National Strategic 

Outcome.  

Thus, it is important to identify enablers and barriers to walkability in order to develop an 

inclusive and attractive public realm that benefits both people and the planet. While efforts to 

improve walkability and liveability are not new in Ireland or abroad, as of today little research 

has been done in Cork to understand pedestrians' experiences of the outdoor environment, 

particularly in relation to the factors that promote or hinder a positive walking experience. As 

Cork is set to become one of the fastest growing metropolitan areas in Ireland in the next 20 

years, and in light of ongoing efforts to implement the recently published Cork Metropolitan Area 

Transport Strategy 2040 and review the Cork City and Cork County’s Development Plan, it is 

critical to understand the ways in which a safe and inclusive outdoor environment can be 

promoted for walking in Cork. 

The Pedestrian Cork Group is a recently established community advocacy group, developed as a 

local section of the Irish Pedestrian Network. The Group advocates for a public realm that is 

accessible, walkable and supportive of our own and the planet’s health in an inclusive and 

ambitious way. The Group is a member of the Cork Transport and Mobility Forum, as well as the 

Cork Walking Forum, and it actively liaises with local authorities, other community groups (e.g., 

Cork Cycling Campaign) and community initiatives (e.g., Cork Healthy Cities) to voice the needs 

of pedestrians in Corks.  

 

Source: United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals Report 2017 

https://www.housing.gov.ie/sites/default/files/publications/files/design_manual_for_urban_streets_version_1.1_low_res.pdf
https://corkchristmascelebration.ie/services/roadstransportation/transportationdivision/walkingstrategy/
https://www.gov.ie/en/policy/project-ireland-2040-policy/
https://www.nationaltransport.ie/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Cork_Met_Area_Transport_Stategy__May19_SCREEN.pdf
https://www.nationaltransport.ie/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Cork_Met_Area_Transport_Stategy__May19_SCREEN.pdf
https://www.corkcity.ie/en/cork-city-development-plan/proposed-cork-city-development-plan-2022-2028/
https://neasahourigan.com/post/inaugural-meeting-of-irish-pedestrian-network/
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The Group, in collaboration with the School of Applied Psychology, University College Cork, 

developed the Pedestrian Cork Survey 2020 to gather a better understanding of pedestrians’ 

experiences in Cork City and County using robust and ethical methods informed by the scientific 

evidence.  

 

Objectives 
The main objectives of the Pedestrian Cork Survey were:  

1. To understand pedestrians’ experiences of walking in and around Cork City and County’s 

public spaces; and 

2. To identify areas of Cork that promote or hinder a positive pedestrian experience, and 

the factors influencing perceptions of walkability. 

The survey will thus serve as an assessment of pedestrians’ needs in Cork that can inform the 

Group about the strengths and weaknesses of public spaces’ design for pedestrians; in other 

words, where it is good or bad to walk in Cork, and why. This information will guide the Group’s 

future advocacy activities. 
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Methodology 
 

Survey - A survey was developed in collaboration with the School of Applied Psychology, UCC, for 

distribution to the general public in Cork. The survey was distributed online via the Group’s social 

media accounts and via email through existing contacts in the community. A hard-copy version 

of the survey was developed for in-person data collection; however, this was not possible due to 

the Covid-19 lockdown measures implemented in Cork for most of the duration of data 

collection.  

Target Population – The survey was open for completion to all adults (aged 18+) who use one or 

more public spaces in Cork as a pedestrian, including both walking for leisure (e.g., sport) or day-

to-day activities (e.g., walking a child to school). Any person that identifies themselves as a 

“pedestrian” could complete the survey. We define ‘pedestrian’ in the broadest sense of the 

word thereby including people walking on foot, people who use walking aids or a wheelchair, 

families with children using buggies, and any person identifying themselves as a pedestrian.  

Ethics – The survey received ethical approval from the Ethics Committee at the School of Applied 

Psychology, University College Cork, in January 2020. The project was deemed low risk from an 

ethical point of view due to it not posing risks to the health or wellbeing of respondents. All 

participants provided written consent to participate and were informed about the anonymity and 

confidentiality of their responses. No names or contact details were collected as part of the 

survey. We did not include children in the data collection for Data Protection reasons; however, 

adult participants were free to describe their children’s experiences of walkability.  

Questions and Measures – The survey’s questions were developed by the Group based on 

previous surveys run by other community groups, as well as academic research on walkability. A 

copy of the full survey is included in Appendix A. The survey is comprised of the following 

sections:  

a) Frequency of, and reasons for, walking; 

b) Perceptions of walkability of the neighbourhood of residence; 

c) Pedestrians’ perceptions of public spaces in Cork City or County, with the option to name 

a location and indicate as many reasons as relevant for rating that location good or bad 

for walking; and 

d) Demographic information, including the respondent’s gender, age, rural/urban residence, 

household status, parental status, presence of disabilities. 

Data Analysis – The data was collected both quantitatively (e.g., rating scales) and qualitatively 

(i.e., respondents’ written accounts). Quantitative data was analysed using statistical software to 

obtain descriptive information on demographics and ratings. Qualitative data was coded and 

analysed using content analysis to identify the key enablers and barriers to walkability. Locations 

indicated in the survey were mapped using Google Maps.  
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Findings 
 

1. Participants’ Profile (demographic data) 
 

The survey was completed, in full or in part, by a total of 1,219 people. Around 60% of these provided 

information on their demographic characteristics.  

There was a slightly higher number of female than male respondents (57% vs. 40%), and the sample was 

overall young, with over half of respondents aged between 20 and 49 years of age, whereas around 13% 

of respondents were aged 60 or older. Over 75% of respondents reported living in city centre and suburbs 

areas. Most respondents lived with somebody else, with an average of 3 people in the household, 

however, less than 30% of people reported having children. Only 3% of respondents reported having a 

disability or condition limiting their ability to walk independently, and 9% indicated having at least one 

family member with a mobility disability or condition.  

 

Gender (N = 767) 

 
 

Age (N = 766) 
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Neighbourhood urbanity 
level (N = 766) 
 

 
 

Household size (N = 731) 

 
 

Number of underage 
children (N = 744) 
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Respondent has a mobility 
limitation (N = 761) 

 
 

Respondent has a family 
member with a mobility 
limitation (N = 759) 
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2. Walking Habits 
 

2.1. Full Sample 
Participants were asked to indicate how frequently they walk for either leisure and utility 
reasons, and whether they walk less or more than 30 minutes on average on a typical workday 
and a typical weekend day.  
 
The response rate for these questions was very good (over 90%). Overall, our respondents were 
frequent walkers: 66% reported walking on average 30 minutes or more on a typical workday, 
and over 80% reported doing so at the weekend. This is in line with a self-reported high frequency 
of walking for leisure (Figure and Table below); 72% of participants reported to walk for leisure 
quite often or every day. With regards to walking to work, the sample was divided between those 
who never walked to work and those walking every day (around 30% in each subgroup); however, 
we did not capture employment status, therefore we have limited information as to whether or 
not walking was associated with not working. Walking for the purposes of doing groceries or 
shopping was reported as a frequent activity (quite often/everyday) for 47% of participants, and 
around 43% walked quite often or every day for other utility reasons such as going to the post 
office or bank. Responses to the question on walking to use another form of transport were 
slightly more variable, with 37% reporting low frequency (never/occasionally), 24% sometimes 
and 34% quite often or sometimes.  
 

 
Walking frequency by type of walk 

 

Walking frequency - % of respondents   

Frequency Leisure To work 
Groceries/ 
shopping 

Other utility 
reasons 

To other 
means of 
transport 

Never 2.1 29.7 10.4 9.2 12.2 

Occasionally 9.6 10.5 17.1 21.2 25.3 

Sometimes 14.8 10.1 20.7 21.4 23.7 

Quite often 38.1 13.6 35.1 35.4 24 

Every day 34.2 31.3 12.6 8.8 10.2 
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Considering participants with children (N = 267), the Figure below shows that almost 50% 
reported never walking them to school, and less than 20% walking every day for this reason; also, 
the frequency of walking to 
school decreased with the 
number of children, probably 
due to having to travel to 
different schools; however, as 
we did not ask the frequency of 
use of other modes of transport 
(e.g., car, bike) for this reason, it 
is not fully possible to conclude 
whether taking children to 
school is done via active travel or 
other modes in this sample.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Frequency of walking children to school (N = 267) 
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2.2. Walking Habits by Gender, Age and Place of Residence 
 

Gender 

The average frequency of walking was very similar between male and female participants, with 

both groups reporting on average medium to high frequency (particularly for leisure). Similarly, 

both groups reported low frequency of taking children to school (related to the 267 people who 

reported having underage children). For both male and female participants, around 70% reported 

walking more than 30 minutes on average in a workday (67.7% male vs. 73.3% female) and 

around 85% walked more than 30 minutes at the weekend (85.5% vs. 86.5%).  

 

 

Average walking frequency by gender. Scores range from 1 “Never” to 5 “Every day”.  

* Only a small group of participants reported having children (N = 267) 
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Age 

When comparing age groups, most participants reported walking for leisure frequently, although 

people aged 40 to 59 years old reported the highest average frequency while the youngest group 

reported the lowest frequency. The frequency of walking to work decreased with age, with older 

people reporting more often to never walking to work; this is expected given the possibility that 

older individuals may be retired. Walking for groceries/shopping or other utility reasons were 

similar across age groups, with medium average. Walking to get to another means of transport 

was on average more frequent for people aged 18 to 39 years old. Walking children to school 

was not included in this analysis because it would not capture those with or without children. 

 

Average walking frequency by age and type of walking (range: 1 “Never” to 5 “Every day”) 
 

Average walking frequency by age group (range 1 “Never” to 5 “Every day”) 

Age Leisure To work Groceries Other utility 
To other 
transport 

18-29 3.71 3.53 3.29 3.28 3.26 

30-39 3.97 3.26 3.36 3.30 3.00 

40-49 4.12 2.97 3.31 3.19 2.89 

50-59 4.15 3.01 3.16 3.08 2.76 

60-69 4.09 2.85 3.29 3.09 2.91 

70-79 4.07 1.8 3.17 3.36 3.36 

80+ 4.01 3.12 3.29 3.21 2.97 

 

Over 65% of people across all age groups reported walking 30 minutes on a typical workday 

(range: 66% for 40-49 to 100% for 80+), although people in the age groups 30-39 and 40-49 

showed the lowest frequencies. Walking 30 minutes or more at the weekend was reported by 

over 70% of people in all age groups (range: 72.9% to 100%). 
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Level of Urbanity of Place of Residence 

The average frequency of leisure walking was high across all urbanity levels, as most participants 
indicated a high frequency of leisure walking, although slightly higher in the inner city. The 
average frequency of walking to work was the highest in the inner city compared to people in 
less urbanised areas. On the other hand, walking to do groceries/shopping or for other utility 
reasons decreased steadily with decreasing levels of urbanity. Walking to get to another means 
of transport showed similar averages across urbanity levels, although people in inner city 
reported slightly higher frequency. Participants in less urbanised areas, particularly the 
countryside, tended to be less likely to walk more than 30 minutes either on a workday or at the 
weekend, although with a small margin. 
We analysed the frequency of walking children to school for people who have children only, and 
noted a gradient of decreased frequency with decreasing urbanity levels, pointing at potential 
issues with accessibility; however, the low number of people with children limit our ability to 
reach clear conclusions on this.  
 

 
Average walking frequency by urbanity level (range: 1 “Never” to 5 “Every day”) 

 
 
 

Average walking frequency by urbanity level (range: 1 “Never” to 5 “Every day”) 

Urbanity 
level 

Leisure To work Groceries Other utility 
To other 
transport 

Inner city 4.22 4.01 3.89 3.71 3.06 

City suburbs 3.99 2.94 3.19 3.15 2.99 

Town 3.97 2.47 3.12 3.03 2.98 

Village 3.76 2.44 2.9 2.77 2.77 

Countryside 3.69 2.15 2.24 2.32 2.71 
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3. Perceptions of Neighbourhood Walkability 
 

Participants were asked 12 questions to rate the walkability of their neighbourhood of residence, 

as shown in the Figure below. These dimensions were informed by the scientific literature on 

walkability. For each dimension, respondents were asked to indicate how much the 

neighbourhood description fitted their own neighbourhood of residence from 1 “Very much 

unlike my neighbourhood” to 5 “Very much like my neighbourhood”. Neighbourhood was 

intended as the area that could be reached walking for 15 minutes from their home (intended as 

a radius area).  

 

 

Dimensions of neighbourhood walkability 
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The response rate for questions on neighbourhood walkability was above 60%. On average, 

participants rated their neighbourhood positively in terms of overall walking experience, access 

to places where to walk, to public transport and green space; overall, respondents also felt safe 

from antisocial behaviour when walking in their neighbourhood and perceived a sense of 

community. On the other hand, participants rated their neighbourhood overall more negatively 

in terms of accessibility to resting places, the presence of obstacles on footpaths, hazards (which 

was rated the worst), the cleanliness and lighting, and perceived safety from road traffic.  

 

Average ratings of neighbourhood walkability (range: 1 “Very much unlike my neighbourhood” to 5 

“Very much like my neighbourhood”) 
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3.1. Neighbourhood Walkability by Urbanity Level 
We analysed ratings of neighbourhood walkability based on the level of urbanity of the 

participants’ place of residence. In terms of accessibility (Panel a), participants in the countryside 

reported the most negative ratings in terms of access to public transport (lowest rating) or access 

to resting spaces when walking in their neighbourhood; access to places to walk was also rated 

more poorly by people in less urbanised areas. On the other hand, an opposite trend was 

observed for access to green spaces, which was rated more positively in less urbanised areas.  

Road quality (Panel b) received 

overall poorer ratings than other 

measures. A non-linear trend was 

noted for these dimensions, whereby 

the most positive ratings were found 

in towns (intermediate levels of 

urbanity) and were increasingly 

negative in more or less urbanised 

areas; neighbourhoods in the 

countryside received the most 

negative ratings in terms of footpath 

obstacles, hazards and lighting, 

whereas people in inner city gave the 

most negative ratings for road 

cleanliness.  

Considering the overall experience of 

walking (Panel c) participants gave 

positive ratings across all urbanity 

levels, although slightly lower in the 

inner city. Perceptions of safety from 

antisocial behaviour the most 

positive in rural areas and decreased 

in urban areas; people living in 

villages rated their neighbourhoods 

the highest for sense of community. 

Safety from road traffic when walking 

outdoors received overall poor 

ratings: People in towns provided the 

most positive ratings, whereas 

people living in the inner city and 

countryside felt the least safe from 

road traffic when walking.  
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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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4.4. Experiences of Walkability in Vulnerable Groups 
 

4.4.1. Child Friendly Places 

Considering the whole sample of respondents, some participants described places specifically in 

terms of how friendly and welcoming they can be for children and families, particularly families 

with small children (e.g., using buggies or prams).  

A total of 18 locations in the City and 10 

locations in the County were described as 

child or family friendly: Fitzgerald’s Park was 

the most mentioned in the City (16 

mentions); in the County, coastal areas and 

walks in Carrigaline, Cobh, Bantry Bay and 

Kinsale received 2 mentions each. Both in the 

City and County, child friendly places 

included mainly areas offering access to 

green or blue spaces, where people felt that 

children could walk freely, away from road 

traffic and from possible hazards:  

“Freedom to let children walk without holding 

their hands at risk of cars or dangerous spaces.” (Fitzgerald’s Park, P.938) 

Child friendly places also included roads or areas where footpaths or pavements are sufficiently 

wide for a buggy to walk on without obstacles, or without the risk of encountering dog fouling or 

litter:  

“Safe for my kids, easy to navigate, can use flat road service for my kid's buggy.” (Oliver Plunkett’s 

Street when closed to cars, P.552) 

On the other hand, roads or areas with poor accessibility, high volumes of motor traffic, or 

hazardous conditions (e.g., cars parked on footpaths, littering, dog fouling, broken/uneven 

footpaths) were those deemed unwelcoming or unsafe for children and families.  

“Cars nearly always park on part of the footpath which makes things difficult with a buggy and... 

dog mess getting stuck everywhere!” (Blackrock road, P.479) 

“Extremely unsafe for walking due to lack of footpaths or fast cars.” (Ballycotton country roads, 

P.241) 

We note how some areas received both positive and negative mentions with regards to being 

child friendly; a closer analysis of participants’ insights revealed that, in some cases, this was due 

to the participants referring to an area being pedestrianised or not (for instance, the Marina 

before and after pedestrianisation, or Oliver Plunkett Street during or outside pedestrianisation 

hours); in other cases, respondents referred to specific locations within the same area; for 

example, Ballinlough parks such as the Japanaese gardens, Shalom Park or Beaumont Quarry, 

were rated child friendly by some participants, but the estates and roads in 

 

Photo by Pavlo Zaichenko on Unsplash 
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Ballinlough/Ballintemple were deemed not child or family friendly by others (“Not enough space 

for buggys” P.238). Overall, however, the presence of nature, accessibility (i.e., ability to walk 

with ease) and absence of motor traffic were the three main reasons associated with describing 

a place as child friendly or not.  

 

Where people with children like or don’t like to walk 

We analysed the walkability preferences of respondents who reported having one or more 

children (n = 267). The top 5 places with positive or negative ratings in the City and County are 

presented in the bubble graph below. In line with the analysis presented in the previous page, 

people with children tended to prefer walking in areas characterised by presence of nature, 

accessibility and absence of motor traffic; conversely, they reported difficulties when walking on 

urban or country roads where walking occurs close to cars and/or on uneven/absent/broken 

footpaths.  
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Walkability enablers and barriers for people with children 
 

The descriptions of enablers and barriers to walkability made by people with children (n = 267), 

which are shown in the graphs below (green for enablers, red for barriers), indicate that 

presence/absence of motor traffic was 

a crucial factor influencing the decision 

on where to walk: Over 80% of people 

with children reported to like walking in 

places where they can be safe from 

traffic, and 72% told us that they don’t 

like walking in places where they are 

close to cars. Another important 

enabler for walkability in this group was 

the presence of nature (mentioned by 

73% of people), while over a third of 

people like walking in places that are 

accessible (i.e., with usable footpaths, 

37%). Explicit mentions of child or 

family friendly places were made by 

23% of people with children.  

 

Looking at barriers, presence of 

motor traffic was deemed a barrier 

by 72% of people with children, 

followed by poor accessibility (68% 

of respondents); around a third of 

participants complained about 

locations that present hazardous 

conditions (poor maintenance, 

clutter, poor lighting, 

uneven/broken/slippery surfaces). 

Being not child/family friendly was 

explicitly described by 18% of 

participants in this group.  
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4.4.2. Age Friendly and Mobility Friendly Places 

We analysed locations described by our participants’ as 

friendly for older people or people with reduced mobility 

(defined here as ‘mobility friendly’). Surprisingly, only 

one location was explicitly described as age friendly, 

namely Ballincollig Regional Park. On the other hand, a 

place not being considered age friendly or mobility 

friendly emerged as a barrier in a number of cases. Risky 

areas for older people were identified on some roads 

and streets of the following areas, all with one mention 

each: Shandon, Blackpool, Western Road, Tivoli, Albert 

Road, and Blackrock road.  

“Dog faeces all along Shandon Street. It is unhygienic for the older people passing there, the 

children as well as everyone else.” (Shandon, P.142) 

“Very congested. Footpaths damaged and uneven to walk. Poor quality footpaths, especially for 

older people in our community.” (Albert Road, P.579) 

Similarly, there were no mentions of mobility friendly places in the positive ratings, but 31 

participants described 22 locations (17 in the City, 5 in the County) as unsafe or risky for people 

with reduced mobility. As shown in the graph below (orange bars for the City, yellow for the 

County), most locations were urban or town roads with poor accessibility on footpaths and/or 

close contact with motor traffic:  

“Vehicles parked on already narrow pavements. Zero respect for pedestrians and those with 

mobility issues is rife.” (City Centre South Parish, P.452) 

“Extremely narrow footpath, if a wheelchair user was on it there’d be no space for someone else 

to pass.” (Camden Place along the river, P.590) 

“The pavements are uneven, very hard to maneuver a wheelchair as crossing the roads is 

impossible.” (Youghal town, P.665) 

 

 

Photo by Bruno Aguirre on Unsplash 
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Where older people like to walk 

A total of 102 participants reported to be aged 60 or older. Insights from this group of participants 

revealed that their favourite places to walk in the City (green table) included a mix of natural 

spaces and urban areas, which suggests a variability in where older people may like to walk when 

in town. On the other hand, however, urban and town roads were perceived negatively by some 

of our older participants (City centre and Quays), indicating a potential contrast between social 

enablers and physical barriers. Older people’s favourite county locations (blue table) included 

predominantly natural areas with access to green and blue spaces, whereas country roads or 

town areas were deemed unsafe by some.  

 

Where older people like to walk in 
the City 

N 

Fitzgerald Park 20 

Lough 17 

Blackrock to Passage Greenway 16 

Marina 14 

City centre routes 12 

City Quays 11 

Lee Fields 11 

River Lee Walkway 10 

Mardyke walk 7 

UCC campus 6 

Ballincollig Regional Park 5 

Blackrock 4 

Patricks street 4 

Shandon/Sundays Well 3 

Ballinlough/Ballintemple 2 

Ballyphehane 2 

Ballyvolane 2 

Bishopstown/Glasheen 2 

Blarney 2 

Grand Parade 2 

Opera Lane 2 

Togher 2 

Tramore Valley Park 2 

Ballincollig 1 

Ballybrack woods 1 

Barrack street 1 

Blackpool 1 

Cornmarket street 1 

Douglas 1 

Glanmire 1 

Oliver Plunkett street 1 

St Lukes/North East 1 

Western road 1 

 

 

Where older people like to walk in 
the County  

N 

Carrigaline/Crosshaven 6 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe 2 

Glengarriff/Bantry 2 

Kinsale 2 

Midleton woods & walks 2 

Ballinora 1 

Beara Peninsula 1 

Carrigtwohill 1 

Curraghbinny wood 1 

Glenbower Wood Killeagh 1 

Gougane Barra 1 

Macroom 1 

Mallow 1 

Mushera mountain 1 

Rostellan/Whitegate 1 

Youghal 1 
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Walkability enablers and barriers for older people 
 

The vast majority of people aged 

60+ in our sample (92%) reported 

to like walking in places where 

they can access nature, either in 

the form of green or blue spaces 

(see green graph), followed by 

safety from road traffic (52%) and 

accessibility (29%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the other hand, around half of 

older people selected poor 

accessibility as the main barrier 

to walkability (see red graph, 

49%), 44% indicated presence of 

motor traffic, and 28% feared 

hazardous conditions, 

particularly referring to urban or 

town roads.  
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Where people with reduced mobility like to walk 
 

A total of 85 survey respondents reported either to have a mobility condition that affect their ability to 

walk independently or to have a family member with reduced mobility. Around 90% of respondents 

reporting a mobility condition in the family were younger than 60 years old. Consistent with other 

vulnerable subgroups in our sample, respondents with reduced mobility chose mainly green/blue spaces, 

areas with good accessibility and safety from road traffic as their favourite places to visit when outdoors, 

both in the City (green table) and County (blue table), but also City centre areas promoting access to 

leisure amenities and social interactions. Conversely, and consistently with other groups, the least 

favourite places included areas with high volumes of traffic and poor accessibility. 

 

 

 

City Mobility friendly location N 

Fitzgerald Park 17 

City centre 13 

Blackrock to Passage Greenway 10 

Marina 9 

Ballincollig Regional Park 8 

Lee Fields 8 

River Lee Walkway 8 

Lough 6 

City Quays 5 

Patricks street 5 

UCC campus 5 

Blackrock 4 

Mardyke walk 4 

Shandon/Sundays Well 4 

Bishopstown/Glasheen 3 

Oliver Plunkett street 3 

Ballincollig 2 

Ballinlough/Ballintemple 2 

Ballybrack woods 2 

Ballyphehane 2 

Tramore Valley Park 2 

Ballyvolane 1 

Bishop Lucey Park 1 

Blarney 1 

Cornmarket street 1 

Glanmire 1 

Grand Parade 1 

Tivoli/Montenotte 1 

 

County mobility friendly location N 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe 5 

Glengarriff/Bantry 2 

Gougane Barra 2 

Kinsale 2 

Carrigaline/Crosshaven 1 

Carrigtwohill 1 

Cobh 1 

Curraghbinny wood 1 

Doneraile Park 1 

Farran woods 1 

Little Island 1 

Marlogue woods 1 

Mizen head 1 

Monkstown 1 

Ovens 1 

Schull 1 
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Walkability enablers and barriers for people with reduced mobility 
 

In line with responses by older people, the majority of people who had a mobility condition (or a 

relative with reduced mobility) favoured places where they could access nature, they could be 

safe from traffic and they could have easy access to footpaths (green graph). On the other hand, 

poor accessibility, presence of motor traffic and hazardous conditions were the main perceived 

barriers.  

  

 

 

 

Photo by Ben Allan on Unsplash 
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4.4.3. Gender and Perceived Walkability 
 

Of the 1,219 participants who completed the survey, 440 people 

identified themselves as female and 311 as male. Considering the 

gender distribution of identified walkable City locations, 55% were 

selected by women and 44% by men. On the other hand, 75% of 

County locations were selected by women vs. 25% by men. An in-

depth analysis of favourite places for walking (see Graphs on next 

page) indicated that men and women in this survey selected similar 

places where they feel that walking is a positive experience, with 

some very marginal differences. Fitzgerald’s Park and the Blackrock 

Old Railway Line were the most mentioned places with positive 

ratings by both women and men, although women mentioned 

Fitzgerald’s Park more than men (25% vs. 17%); men’s third choice 

was the Marina (15%), while women’s third was the Lough (12%). 

Both men and women chose green areas that provide contact with 

nature (green or blue spaces), accessible areas and places where it is possible to walk away from 

traffic as favourite places for walking; built up areas were also valued equally by men and women 

for walking if offering opportunities for social interactions, cultural events and access to 

amenities. 

Although County locations were mentioned fewer 

times than City areas, the County Graph (blue, next 

page) shows that Kinsale coastal areas and 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe beaches were the top two 

County locations for both men and women, 

although a higher rate of women than men chose 

these two places. The Carrigaline/Crosshaven area 

received the highest number of positive mentions 

for the County by women (3%), particularly along 

the Walkway between the two. Midleton woods 

and walks were also mentioned as good places by 

women but not by men. Once again, green and blue 

spaces received the highest mentions in both gender groups.  

 

 

 

Photo by Christian Gertenbach 

on Unsplash 

 

Photo by Frank Busch on Unsplash 



40 
 

40 
 

 

 



41 
 

41 
 

Places where men and women who responded to our survey do not like walking (see Graphs 

below) included many City locations (orange graph), but especially the City centre and Quays 

along the river Lee, particularly for men (25% of them selecting this as a negative place), as well 

as Patrick’s Street and the Shandon/Sunday’s Well area. In the County (yellow graph), Kinsale 

town was by far the most mentioned area where some men and women felt that walking can be 

a negative experience, while other areas of note, particularly for women, included Midleton town 

and country roads around Ballycotton/Garryvoe. It is important to note, however, that County 

areas received on average a lower proportion of mentions than the City overall. Contrary to 

positive areas, in most of the places below, the main barriers to a positive walking experience 

were poor accessibility, especially on footpaths and pavements, presence of traffic and presence 

of hazards. 
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Walking in Cork City 

 

Photo credits: Top left view of Shandon by Yves Alarie on Unsplash; Top right River Lee Walkway by Marica Cassarino; 

Middle high left Fitzgerald’s Park, "Open your Eye" by corkcityshuffle is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND 2.0; Middle high 

right St. Patrick’s Street, "City Centre" by Megan R. Marks is licensed under CC BY 2.0; Middle low left Camden Place, 

"Camden Quay" by Frederico Marques is licensed under CC BY-NC 2.0; Middle low right Blackrock Line, 

"File:Blackrock, Cork, Ireland - panoramio (1).jpg" by K.ristof is licensed under CC BY-SA 3.0 ; Bottom left Ballincollig 

Regional Park, "File:Entrance to the park.jpg" by Cclionna is licensed under CC BY-SA 4.0; Bottom right MacCurtain 

Street to Patrick’s Hill, "late" by khora is licensed under CC BY-NC-SA 2.0. 

https://unsplash.com/@yvesalarie?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
https://unsplash.com/s/photos/cork-city?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
https://www.flickr.com/photos/71108245@N06/14906732462
https://www.flickr.com/photos/71108245@N06
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://www.flickr.com/photos/86041242@N06/7983759865
https://www.flickr.com/photos/86041242@N06
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://www.flickr.com/photos/78764728@N00/3621037946
https://www.flickr.com/photos/78764728@N00
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=54731123
https://web.archive.org/web/20161027052227/http:/www.panoramio.com/user/4840900?with_photo_id=72326212
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=51762534
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?title=User:Cclionna&action=edit&redlink=1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://www.flickr.com/photos/26774111@N00/32880269705
https://www.flickr.com/photos/26774111@N00
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
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4.5. Cork City Most Walkable Places  
A total of 48 locations or routes in the City were mentioned as places where walking is a positive 

experience. The top 3 places within Cork City boundaries mentioned by our participants were 

Fitzgerald’s Park (185 mentions), the Blackrock Old Railway Line to Mahon and Passage (123 

mentions) and the Marina (123 mentions).  

 
Map of Cork City walkable places. Created on Google My Maps 

 

 

Cork City walkable places. Bars represent number of mentions 
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4.5.1. Cork City – Enablers of Walkability 

Looking at factors that promote walkability in Cork City, presence of nature received the highest 

number of mentions (591); this reinforces the fact that urban and green areas, or areas near the 

River Lee, the sea, or the Lough received the highest ratings in terms of walkability, as described 

in section 4.1.  

Safety from road traffic was also an important factor of walkability (486 mentions), and it was 

directly linked to the next most mentioned factor, i.e., accessibility (303 mentions), as many 

people in our survey reported to prefer walking in places where they could be physically 

separated from road traffic (i.e., pedestrianised areas, areas with safe footpaths or walking 

infrastructure) and that they could access easily without potential conflicts with cars. 

Linked to the presence of nature, being in 

a pleasant place offering scenery or good 

aesthetics was also important to a good 

number of people (235 mentions); 

whereas accessibility was linked to being in 

spaces without physical hazards 

(broken/uneven footpaths, poor lights, or 

clutter, 181 mentions). Some spaces were 

also valued because offering open space 

and a sense of freedom (127 mentions).  

As it will be seen in the following sections, 

where an analysis is provided for the most 

mentioned locations, social and cultural 

factors including positive social 

interactions (126 mentions), cultural value 

(57 mentions), social safety (39 mentions) 

and events (19 mentions) were associated 

mainly with the most urban part of the 

City, especially the City Centre.  

Presence of amenities (99 mentions) 

included on one hand exercise and walking 

amenities in green areas, while on the 

other hand leisure amenities (e.g., cafés) in 

more urban areas.  

Individual-level factors were mentioned 

less often than other factors, but some 

participants valued places where they can 

feel well and be active, as well as spaces 

welcoming pets.  

 

Cork City - Walkability enablers N  

Presence of nature 591 
 

Safety from road traffic 486 
 

Accessibility 303 
 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 235 
 

Safety from hazards 181 
 

Quietness 154 
 

Open space 127 
 

Positive social interactions 126 
 

Presence of amenities 99 
 

Child/family friendly 75 
 

Cultural/historical value 57 
 

Permeability and choice 50 
 

Good air quality 43 
 

Promoting positive feelings 40 
 

Social safety 39 
 

Events 19 
 

Promoting active behaviour 19 
 

Promoting mental health 14 
 

Pet friendly 13 
 

Time of the day 9 
 

Others’ positive behaviours 2 
 

Age or mobility friendly 1 
 

Investment 1 
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4.5.2. Cork City Enablers by Location 

The top three reasons why our respondents perceived Cork City outdoor spaces as walkable are 

presented below for the first 20 places with the highest number of positive mentions.  

The percentages shown in the table for each enabler represent the proportion of times that that 

factor was mentioned out of all the positive mentions for the location; for instance, presence of 

nature was mentioned as an enabler for Fitzgerald’s Park 26% of the times, considering all the 

positive mentions received for that location.  

As shown below, these included mainly areas with green spaces, such as parks (Fitzgerald’s Park, 

Tramore Valley Park, Ballybrack Woods) or blue spaces by the sea, lake or river (Blackrock Old 

Railway Line Greenway, Marina, the Lough). Furthermore, people often mentioned spaces that 

provide safety from road traffic, that is, offering separated walking infrastructure or limiting 

access to motorists (e.g., City Centre streets or the Marina when pedestrianised), quietness and 

pleasantness. City Centre locations considered walkable were those offering opportunities for 

positive social interactions and open space. Accessibility was mentioned in a number of cases, 

although more from the point of view of wide pavements and convenience of access (proximity) 

to the place of residence.  

A detailed analysis by locations grouped into routes is presented in in the following sections.  

 

I like walking in this Cork City location because… (top 3 reasons) 

Fitzgerald Park Presence of nature (26%), safety from road 
traffic (13%), pleasantness (12%) 

 
Blackrock to Passage Greenway Safety from road traffic (30%), presence of 

nature (20%), pleasantness (9%) 
 

Marina Presence of nature (30%), safety from road 
traffic* (20%), accessibility (11%) 

 
Lough Presence of nature (28%), accessibility (19%), 

safety from road traffic (13%) 
 

Lee Fields Presence of nature (35%), safety from road 
traffic (20%), accessibility (9%) 

 
Ballincollig Regional Park Safety from road traffic (18%), presence of 

nature (13%), safety from hazards (13%) 
 

River Lee walkway Presence of nature (37%), safety from road 
traffic (22%), quietness (12%) 

 
City Centre  Safety from road traffic (15%), accessibility 

(15%), positive social interactions (12%) 
 

Oliver Plunkett’s street Safety from road traffic* (40%), positive social 
interactions (19%), presence of amenities (18%) 

 
Mardyke Walk Presence of nature (18%), 

aesthetics/pleasantness (14%), quietness (14%) 
 

City Quays Presence of nature (river) (30%), accessibility 
(15%), safety from road traffic (12%) 

 
UCC campus Presence of nature (27%), safety from road 

traffic (19%), aesthetics/pleasantness (17%) 
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St. Patrick’s Street Accessibility (34%), positive social interactions 
(10%), safety from road traffic* (10%) 

 
Grand Parade Accessibility (27%), Open space (21%), positive 

social relationships (9%) 
 

Bishopstown/Glasheen Presence of nature (33%), safety from road 
traffic (15%), safety from hazards (11%) 

 
Tramore Valley Park Safety from road traffic (22%), accessibility 

(13%), open space (13%) 
 

Ballybrack Woods Presence of nature (21%), safety from hazards 
(15%), safety from road traffic (15%) 

 
Shandon Aesthetic/pleasantness (19%), 

cultural/historical value (15%), positive social 
interactions (9%) 

  

Blackrock Castle Presence of nature (river) (26%), accessibility 
(19%), safety from road traffic (19%) 

 
Opera Lane/Emmett Place Open space (36%), safety from traffic (32%), 

positive social interactions (7%) 
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Urban Nature Trail: Bank of the Lee walkway to Fitzgerald’s Park and Lee Fields 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

  

Five out of the 20 most mentioned walkable locations in Cork City represented the route walking 

from the Distillery House on North Mall (Banks of the Lee walkway) through to UCC main campus, 

back on to the 

Mardyke Walk to 

Fitzgerald’s Park and 

onward to the Lee 

Fields.  

The main strengths 

of this route include 

the opportunity to 

easily access a green 

area in the City that 

offers close contact 

with nature (trees 

and river were mentioned specifically by over a quarter of people who chose this location), safety 

from road traffic, pleasant surroundings, and quietness. This is exemplified in some responses, 

which included most of these aspects as enablers of a positive walking experience:  

“Trees, wildlife, no cars, cleaner air, softer substrate. Generally, more peaceful” (Mardyke walk, 

P.659) 

Across all five locations, being close to nature and the river was the most commonly described 

factor that made walking here a positive experience (see the close-up for detailed figures):  

“Lovely riverside location with lots of green space, great pedestrian access, no cars.” (Fitzgerald’s 

Park, P.56) 

“The abundance of trees and green spaces in connection with a river.” (UCC main campus, P.130) 

“It’s a really nice scenic view and it’s really lovely to be surrounded by nature.” (Banks of the Lee 

walkway, P.703) 

The presence of nature was often mentioned for this route together with the opportunity to walk 

safely away from traffic:  

“Safe and away from traffic in pleasant surroundings.” (Bank of the Lee walkway, P.564) 

“Freedom to let children walk without holding their hands at risk of cars or dangerous spaces.” 

(Fitzgerald’s Park, P.938) 

Being in natural spaces was also associated with feelings of pleasantness and quietness, thanks 

to the presence of interesting scenery and the place being generally quiet and peaceful. 
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Accessibility was also mentioned as a positive aspect, either in terms of convenience (i.e., being 

within the city) or the presence of wide paths, with limited hazards (e.g., risk to fall) and usable 

by children and families.  

“Path is wide enough for people to pass, good surface for buggy.” (Lee Fields, P.1333) 

 

River Lee Walkway to Lee Fields – Close-Up of Responses 

 

 

River Lee Walkway N % 

Presence of nature 63 37.28 

Safety from road traffic 37 21.89 

Quietness 21 12.43 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 14 8.28 

Accessibility 10 5.92 

Safety from hazards 6 3.55 

Positive social interactions 5 2.96 

Child/family friendly 3 1.78 

Cultural/historical value 3 1.78 

Good air quality 2 1.18 

Social safety 2 1.18 

Pet friendly 1 0.59 

Open space 1 0.59 

Promoting positive feelings 1 0.59 

 

Mardyke walk N % 

Presence of nature 9 18.00 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 7 14.00 

Quietness 7 14.00 

Safety from road traffic 7 14.00 

Safety from hazards 5 10.00 

Accessibility 3 6.00 

Open space 3 6.00 

Promoting positive feelings 2 4.00 

Child/family friendly 1 2.00 

Events 1 2.00 

Permeability and choice 1 2.00 

Positive social interactions 1 2.00 

Presence of amenities 1 2.00 

Promoting mental health 1 2.00 

Social safety 1 2.00 

 

 

UCC campus N % 

Presence of nature 23 27.38 

Safety from road traffic 16 19.05 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 14 16.67 

Cultural/historical value 8 9.52 

Safety from hazards 7 8.33 

Accessibility 6 7.14 

Open space 2 2.38 

Positive social interactions 2 2.38 

Quietness 2 2.38 

Permeability and choice 1 1.19 

Presence of amenities 1 1.19 

Promoting positive feelings 1 1.19 

Social safety 1 1.19 

 

Fitzgerald’s Park N % 

Presence of nature 94 25.68 

Safety from road traffic 47 12.84 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 43 11.75 

Accessibility 33 9.02 

Safety from hazards 31 8.47 

Open space 25 6.83 

Quietness 18 4.92 

Presence of amenities 18 4.92 

Child/family friendly 16 4.37 

Positive social interactions 8 2.19 

Events 8 2.19 

Good air quality 6 1.64 

Social safety 5 1.37 

Cultural/historical value 4 1.09 

Promotes positive feelings 4 1.09 

Permeability and choice 2 0.55 

Promotes mental health 2 0.55 

Promotes active behaviour 1 0.27 

Others’ positive behaviours 1 0.27 
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Lee Fields N % 

Presence of nature 52 35.14 

Safety from road traffic 29 19.59 

Accessibility 14 9.46 

Quietness 12 8.11 

Open space 11 7.43 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 10 6.76 

Positive social interactions 8 5.41 

Safety from hazards 4 2.70 

Permeability and choice 2 1.35 

Time of the day 2 1.35 

Pet friendly 1 0.68 

Presence of amenities 1 0.68 

Promoting active behaviour 1 0.68 

Social safety 1 0.68 
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Blackrock to Passage Greenway 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

The Greenway, also called “the Old Railway 

Line”, going from Blackrock to Mahon and 

Passage West, was mentioned 121 times as 

a good place to walk in Cork City. In over a 

third of cases, this walkway by the river 

and Lough Mahon was perceived as 

providing a positive pedestrian experience 

mainly because it offers dedicated 

walking/cycling infrastructure away from 

car traffic.  

“The space is car free for the most part, 

designed for pedestrians/cyclists and 

runners” (P.101) 

The presence of the river and green spaces 

was also described as a positive feature of 

this location in 20% of cases:  

“Some of it is next to the water and some 

in partial woods - so the best of both 

worlds” (P.173) 

A few participants described this location 

as pleasant, offering interesting scenery 

and positive social interactions:  

“The open space of the river, seeing ships 

and boats going up and down, views, 

seeing and meeting others with kids and 

pets” (P.472) 

The Greenway was also valued for 

accessibility and safety from hazards:  

“Well maintained. Smooth flat surface 

with no constraints” (P.1015) 

Blackrock Greenway  N % 

Safety from road traffic 70 29.79 

Presence of nature 47 20.00 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 22 9.36 

Accessibility 20 8.51 

Quietness 18 7.66 

Safety from hazards 16 6.81 

Child/family friendly 8 3.40 

Good air quality 8 3.40 

Positive social interactions 7 2.98 

Open space 5 2.13 

Permeability and choice 3 1.28 

Presence of amenities 3 1.28 

Promoting mental health 3 1.28 

Time of the day 3 1.28 

Promoting active behaviour 1 0.43 

Social safety 1 0.43 
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Marina and Blackrock Castle 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

 

The Marina by the River Lee, including the Atlantic Pond, and the area around Blackrock Castle 

were mentioned cumulatively 143 times as outdoor areas in Cork City where walking is a positive 

experience. Similar to the Banks of the Lee walkway to Lee Fields, and the Blackrock to Passage 

Greenway, this location was praised for the closeness to the river and nature, which offered 

quietness and scenery, as well as relative safety from cars. Overall, the area was deemed 

accessible for different types of users and offering sufficient space.  

“It’s safe, family friendly, mostly clean, good open space for walking and exercising” (P.243) 

“Nature, trees, views of river but mostly unimpeded walking as centre park road revamped 

recently, and footpaths are all accessible which was critical with a newborn” (P.253) 

“The Marina is relatively close to the city centre so is accessible from work areas. The walk is lined 

with mature trees. These provide shelter and also provide a very natural feel to the area. Very 

little motor traffic means the area is quiet which is also positive.” (P.1054) 

We noted however, that, as some of our respondents completed the survey during the 

pedestrianisation of the Marina, their answers reflected this change, with a number of 

participants perceiving the pedestrianisation as a positive change for the area, considerably 

improving their walking experience. Also, some participants felt that this area could be used 

safely only during certain times of the day, and that they would avoid evenings due to poor 

lighting and potential anti-social behaviour. 

“I like the scenery of the space and the relative safety in daylight” (P.112)  
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The Marina  N % 

Presence of nature 71 30.21 

Safety from road traffic 46 19.57 

Accessibility 25 10.64 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 25 10.64 

Quietness 21 8.94 

Open space 8 3.40 

Child/family friendly 7 2.98 

Good air quality 7 2.98 

Safety from hazards 6 2.55 

Positive social interactions 4 1.70 

Promoting active behaviour 3 1.28 

Promoting positive feelings 3 1.28 

Permeability and choice 2 0.85 

Presence of amenities 2 0.85 

Social safety 2 0.85 

Time of the day 2 0.85 

Pet friendly 1 0.43 

 

 

Blackrock Castle N % 

Presence of nature 11 26.19 

Accessibility 8 19.05 

Safety from road traffic 8 19.05 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 4 9.52 

Safety from hazards 3 7.14 

Promoting positive feelings 2 4.76 

Cultural/historical value 1 2.38 

Pet friendly 1 2.38 

Good air quality 1 2.38 

Promoting active behaviour 1 2.38 

Quietness 1 2.38 

Social safety 1 2.38 
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City Centre where people like walking 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

 

Areas in the centre of Cork city that were rated positively by a high number of respondents 

included streets that are permanently closed to car traffic (e.g., pedestrianised routes around St. 

Patrick’s streets, Opera Lane) or temporarily pedestrianised (e.g., St. Patrick’s Street during time 

limited bus priority measures 15:00-18:30; Oliver Plunkett Street when bollards are up) or 

providing open space that is sufficient to move safely from car traffic (e.g., Grand Parade; 

Emmett Place).  

We grouped together a number of routes into the City Centre category in cases where it was too 

difficult to isolate one location; however, all the locations where somehow linked to the main 

streets described in this section. Streets that were mentioned in few cases as specific locations 

included: Paul Street (5 mentions); Douglas Street (4 mentions); College Road (4 mentions); 

MacCurtain Street (1 mention); and Washington Street (1 mention).  

Safety from road traffic in pedestrianised areas was a core enabler for a positive pedestrian 

experience in Cork City Centre, similarly to green areas described above.  

Grand Parade and Emmett Place/Opera Lane in particular were praised for the open and wide 

space available, and the increased permeability for pedestrians:  

“Broad, pedestrian thoroughfare, usually busy by day, well-lit by night, connects nicely with both 

Patrick St and Crawford Gallery” (Opera Lane, P.490) 

Some participants also felt that the open space contributes to accessibility:  

“The space is huge, can be used for small events and stuff, it's nice to have huge walkways for 

pedestrians” (Grand Parade, P.1027) 
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Interestingly, a positive factor that emerged consistently for City Centre routes/areas was the 

opportunity for positive social interactions afforded by the space, intended either as meeting 

other people or just being surrounded by others.  

“I feel connected with the city and am glad not to be sitting in traffic.  I regularly see familiar faces 

and run into people I know along the way” (City centre routes, P.167) 

Respondents described the city centre in terms of the buzz and variety of things to see: 

“The vibrancy of the city and the many varied routes which can be taken to both walk and 

experience the variety of the city” (City centre routes, P.112) 

Another element that distinguished these more built areas (when compared to urban parks) was 

the presence of leisure amenities, including shops, restaurants or other venues that make the 

city centre a destination where to spend time.  

“Wide space with attractive views that is pleasant to walk at selected times. Some beautiful 

architecture and plenty of shops” (St. Patrick’s Street, P.105) 

We note, however, that some people highlighted how their positive experiences were limited in 

some areas, such as St. Patrick’s Street or Oliver Plunkett Street, due to road closures being in 

place only at certain times of the day or the week.  

Also, some participants noted issues with accessibility for instance in terms of the lack of seating, 

which would be particularly useful to people with limited mobility, and also the limited presence 

of green infrastructure in areas such as St. Patrick’s Street or Oliver Plunkett Street. Interestingly, 

the City Centre received a considerable number of negative mentions, which are described in 

detail in section 4.6.2.  

Some participants provided great details about their usual walks in the City Centre, describing 

positive experiences at multiple levels. For instance, one participant described their walk in the 

City as follows:  

“Hour loop from train station, across Mary Elms bridge, down St. Patrick’s Street, Washington 

Street, into park with purpose-built walk along River Lee onto North Mall, MacCurtain Street. [I 

like walking here because of] …City Centre architecture and buzz mixed with peaceful tranquillity 

and nature of river walk. Interesting for my baby and nature for them to experience. Footpaths 

good for the most part. Not too many traffic lights, it feels safe and well lit, especially important 

during wintertime.” (P.253) 

This contribution highlights the importance of choice and variety, which both make walking in 

the City appealing to some people.  
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Oliver Plunkett Street N % 

Safety from road traffic 41 40.20 

Positive social interactions 19 18.63 

Presence of amenities 18 17.65 

Child/family friendly 5 4.90 

Promoting active behaviour 4 3.92 

Accessibility 3 2.94 

Safety from hazards 3 2.94 

Social safety 3 2.94 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 1.96 

Promoting positive feelings 2 1.96 

Events 1 0.98 

Good air quality 1 0.98 

 

St. Patrick’s Street N % 

Accessibility 24 34.29 

Positive social interactions 7 10.00 

Safety from road traffic 7 10.00 

Presence of amenities 6 8.57 

Safety from hazards 6 8.57 

Cultural/historical value 5 7.14 

Open space 5 7.14 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 3 4.29 

Events 3 4.29 

Good air quality 1 1.43 

Permeability and choice 1 1.43 

Presence of nature 1 1.43 

Promoting positive feelings 1 1.43 

 

Grand Parade N % 

Accessibility 15 26.79 

Open space 12 21.43 

Positive social interactions 5 8.93 

Presence of nature 5 8.93 

Safety from road traffic 5 8.93 

Presence of amenities 4 7.14 

Safety from hazards 3 5.36 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 3.57 

Cultural/historical value 2 3.57 

Events 2 3.57 

Child/family friendly 1 1.79 

 

Opera Lane/Emmett Place N % 

Open space 10 35.71 

Safety from road traffic 9 32.14 

Positive social interactions 2 7.14 

Presence of amenities 2 7.14 

Accessibility 1 3.57 

Good air quality 1 3.57 

Permeability and choice 1 3.57 

Promoting mental health 1 3.57 

Safety from hazards 1 3.57 

 

City Centre routes N % 

Safety from road traffic 22 14.97 

Accessibility 21 14.29 

Positive social interactions 18 12.24 

Presence of amenities 17 11.56 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 16 10.88 

Presence of nature 11 7.48 

Cultural/historical value 7 4.76 

Promoting positive feelings 7 4.76 

Safety from hazards 6 4.08 

Quietness 5 3.40 

Good air quality 4 2.72 

Open space 3 2.04 

Permeability and choice 3 2.04 

Social safety 3 2.04 

Events 2 1.36 

Pet friendly 1 0.68 

Promoting mental health 1 0.68 
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By the Water: The Lough and City Quays 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

  

The main areas close to water in the City Centre that were deemed good for walking were the 

Lough in Togher (86 mentions) and the City Quays (48 mentions), particularly Pope’s Quay and 

North Mall, but also around the Docklands area, Kennedy’s Quay and, closer to UCC, 

Wandersford Quay.  

Both areas were perceived as good for walking because of the location’s easy access to nature, 

particularly in the form of blue spaces (lake, river), appropriate space for walking with ease and 

relative safety from traffic.  

“Proximity to water, trees and wildlife. A portion is away from the road, hence less traffic noise.” 

(The Lough, P.33) 

People also attached an aesthetic value to both places:  

“Nice area, pleasant views and peaceful” (The Lough, P.774) 

“It's quiet and honestly it sort of has a time machine feel to it. You go there and you're transported 

to a different era without it being touristy or too pretty!” (City Docks, P.26) 

Notwithstanding the positive aspects of the City Quays, these received the highest number of 

negative mentions due to presence of motor traffic and limited accessibility, as described in 

section 4.6.2, p. 68.  
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Lough N % 

Presence of nature 45 27.95 

Accessibility 24 14.91 

Safety from road traffic 20 12.42 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 16 9.94 

Safety from hazards 12 7.45 

Positive social interactions 9 5.59 

Quietness 8 4.97 

Child/family friendly 5 3.11 

Open space 5 3.11 

Social safety 4 2.48 

Presence of amenities 3 1.86 

Promoting active behaviour 3 1.86 

Pet friendly 2 1.24 

Permeability and choice 2 1.24 

Promoting positive feelings 2 1.24 

Cultural/historical value 1 0.62 

 

City Quays N % 

Presence of nature 29 29.90 

Accessibility 15 15.46 

Safety from road traffic 12 12.37 

Cultural/historical value 10 10.31 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 8 8.25 

Quietness 5 5.15 

Safety from hazards 4 4.12 

Positive social interactions 3 3.09 

Presence of amenities 3 3.09 

Open space 2 2.06 

Promoting mental health 2 2.06 

Promoting positive feelings 2 2.06 

Good air quality 1 1.03 

Time of the day 1 1.03 
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Other City Green Destinations 
 

Ballincollig Regional park 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

The Ballincollig Regional Park received 82 positive mentions in the 

survey; people praised the opportunity afforded by this place to walk 

safely away from road traffic for families, people of different ages and 

abilities, as well as people walking with pets. Being close to nature and 

the river was an important reason for using this place, adding to its 

aesthetics, and respondents also reported the safety of walking 

surfaces, cleanliness and appropriate lighting, which limit potentially 

hazardous conditions.  

“A large multi activity space so room for everyone to use the paths for each activity - runners, Pet 

walkers, kids on bikes, no cars” (P.29)

Different from other areas in Cork, the 

Regional Park was rated positively for the 

diversity of paths and activities provided, 

thus offering choice and good levels of 

permeability, as well as the expansive 

space, and fostering a sense of freedom. 

Even though some participants reported 

having to drive to reach this location, some 

would purposely use this space because of 

the diversity in spaces to use and the 

possibility to park:  

“Although I have to drive to Ballincollig as I 

live in the countryside, it is a lovely place to 

go for a walk/run with family or by 

yourself. Lots of options, walking on paths, 

grass or through the woods. It is very safe 

for all the family and kept very well and 

clean.  There are a few options for parking, 

as the car park nearest where I live is 

always full.” (P.72) 

Notably, some respondents pointed to the 

need for a safe walk/cycleway to better 

link this Park with the City.  

Ballincollig Regional Park N % 

Safety from road traffic 34 17.80 

Presence of nature 25 13.09 

Safety from hazards 25 13.09 

Permeability and choice 18 9.42 

Open space 16 8.38 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 14 7.33 

Accessibility 13 6.81 

Presence of amenities 12 6.28 

Child/family friendly 7 3.66 

Positive social interactions 5 2.62 

Social safety 5 2.62 

Pet friendly 4 2.09 

Good air quality 4 2.09 

Quietness 3 1.57 

Promoting mental health 2 1.05 

Age friendly 1 0.52 

Cultural/historical value 1 0.52 

Promoting active behaviour 1 0.52 

Time of the day 1 0.52 
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Tramore Valley Park 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

Tramore Valley Park received 25 positive 

mentions. Like Ballincollig Regional Park, 

respondents liked this place because of 

the offering of a space to walk away from 

traffic. Some participants felt that the 

open space gives a sense of freedom and 

naturalness to the space:  

“It is simple, wild. Not full of park 

benches, gym equipment, vendors. It is 

pure nature” (P.1133) 

The place was described as accessible in terms of providing appropriate path space for walking, 

seating areas, convenience to the place of residence or the presence of a car park. However, 

some participants noted the closed entrance at Half Moon Lane and the absence of bike access 

form the Kinsale Road as impacting negatively on access.  

“Large. Seats and amenities near carpark. Needs Half Moon lane entrance. No cars” (P.1066) 

 

Tramore Valley Park N % 

Safety from road traffic 10 21.74 

Accessibility 6 13.04 

Open space 6 13.04 

Safety from hazards 6 13.04 

Permeability and choice 4 8.70 

Presence of nature 3 6.52 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 4.35 

Child/family friendly 2 4.35 

Positive social interactions 2 4.35 

Social safety 2 4.35 

Good air quality 1 2.17 

Presence of amenities 1 2.17 

Quietness 1 2.17 
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Ballybrack Woods (Mangala), Douglas 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

Ballybrack Woods N % 

Presence of nature 11 20.75 

Safety from hazards 8 15.09 

Safety from road traffic 8 15.09 

Accessibility 7 13.21 

Child/family friendly 7 13.21 

Permeability and choice 3 5.66 

Quietness 3 5.66 

Social safety 3 5.66 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 1 1.89 

Open space 1 1.89 

Presence of amenities 1 1.89 

 

This green area in Douglas received 23 positive mentions. The space was described by some as a 

nature break in the middle of an area that is usually affected by high traffic volumes; it offers a 

useful link between Douglas Village and the surrounding areas. The Woods and park close by 

were perceived by some participants as family friendly, particularly suitable for children:  

“Green space with paths for kids to scoot or ride a bike” (P.956) 

Also, the recent enhancements made to the paths as well as ongoing maintenance by Tidy Towns 

were felt as adding to both the accessibility and beauty of the space.  

“The nature, trees, stream, wildflowers, are all so refreshing.  The paths are well maintained, and 

litter is collected regularly. I feel safe walking here.” (P.1082) 
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Bishopstown Green Areas 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

The areas in Bishopstown/Glasheen 

that received the most mentions 

were Murphy’s Farm (11 mentions) 

and the Curraheen river walk (7 

mentions), both providing close 

contact with nature (i.e., green space 

and the river), as well as safe spaces 

to walk away from traffic and from 

other hazards:  

“The paths surface is good and flat. It 

is safe to walk there away from 

traffic” (Murphy’s Farm, P.948) 

Accessibility and quietness also appeared to be valued by individuals using these spaces:  

“Nice walk lots of open spaces peaceful” (Curraheen river walk, P.1152) 

 

Bishopstown/Glasheen N % 

Presence of nature 15 32.61 

Safety from road traffic 7 15.22 

Safety from hazards 5 10.87 

Accessibility 4 8.70 

Quietness 4 8.70 

Child/family friendly 3 6.52 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 4.35 

Good air quality 2 4.35 

Open space 1 2.17 

Permeability and choice 1 2.17 

Promoting mental health 1 2.17 

Promoting positive feelings 1 2.17 
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Shandon/Sunday’s Well 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

The area around Shandon Bells received 21 

positive mentions overall; 19% of positive 

mentions related to this area referred to its 

aesthetics/pleasantness, and 15% to its 

cultural/historical value as well as its 

architectural and design character, which 

contribute to a pleasant experience:  

“Small roads, very little traffic, almost a 

continental feel to the place. Kids playing, 

a community feel!” (P.47) 

“The streetscape by the North Cathedral is 

a real pedestrian environment - it comes 

from a former time and is special.  The 

Fever Hospital steps are dedicated to 

pedestrians and bring a fantastic sense of 

space and reward with the panorama of 

the city from the top.” (P.884) 

Shandon was the one of few City areas 

among the top 20 most mentioned 

walkable places to be perceived positively 

for walking for its cultural value.  

People also valued the opportunities for 

positive social interactions and an overall 

friendly atmosphere:  

“People are friendly, smile and say hello 

and the area has a lot of unique character” 

(P.653) 

However, a number of respondents 

described issues with accessibility in this 

area, which are discussed in section 4.6.2, 

pp. 70-71. 

Shandon N % 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 9 19.57 

Cultural/historical value 7 15.22 

Positive social interactions 4 8.70 

Quietness 4 8.70 

Safety from road traffic 4 8.70 

Promoting positive feelings 3 6.52 

Presence of nature 2 4.35 

Accessibility 1 2.17 

Child/family friendly 1 2.17 

Pet friendly 1 2.17 

Presence of amenities 1 2.17 

Safety from hazards 1 2.17 

Social safety 1 2.17 
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4.6. Cork City Places with Limited Walkability 
 

A total of 46 locations in Cork City were described by our participants as places where walking is a negative 

experience. About 170 participants did not describe any clearly defined location or route, thus, those 

responses were not included in this analysis. The locations listed below represent specific destinations 

mentioned by the participants or areas including multiple destinations. The City Quays along the River Lee 

received the highest number of negative mentions (n = 113), followed by the City Centre overall or relative 

to some routes (n = 68), and the area around Shandon and Sunday’s Well (n = 57). An analysis of the 

descriptions provided by our participants is presented in the following sections. 

 

Map of Cork City places with limited walkability. Created on Google My Maps 

 

 

Cork City locations where walking was considered a negative experience 
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4.6.1 Cork City – Barriers to Walkability 

Considering the City locations mentioned above, overall, the top three factors contributing to a 

negative walking experiences included: 1) poor/limited accessibility, 2) the close proximity of 

motor traffic, and 3) the presence of physical hazards.  

Poor/limited accessibility (458 mentions) was mentioned particularly in terms of narrow or 

absent footpaths, obstacles on footpaths (parked cars or bins), and difficulty in navigating or 

crossing roads with heavy motor traffic. Instances where participants mentioned risk or reduced 

accessibility for children/families (e.g., buggies; 39 mentions), or for older people or people with 

reduced mobility (31 mentions), were kept separate from overall accessibility to highlight 

locations posing hazards to the most vulnerable types of pedestrian users.  

The proximity of motor traffic (420 mentions) 

was another important reason for perceiving an 

outdoor space as not suitable for a positive 

pedestrian experience. Particularly in the City 

Centre, some participants felt that motor traffic 

is prioritised over pedestrians.  

Physical hazards (259 mentions) referred 

mainly to broken or uneven footpaths, as well 

as poor lighting conditions or presence of 

clutter, or poor road conditions leading to 

increased risk of physical harm or conflict with 

cars. 

Noise and crowding (118 mentions) were 

related to motor traffic and poor accessibility, 

particularly in situations where an outdoor 

space has heavy traffic passing through, which 

causes noise, and which is often linked to 

narrower footpaths where people have little 

space for walking.  

Traffic was also associated with poor air quality 

(67 mentions), in some cases leading people 

who could use a certain outdoor route to walk 

to work to avoid doing so on a regular basis for 

health reasons.  

From a social viewpoint, certain outdoor areas in the City were described as hazardous due to 

potential anti-social behaviour and perceived poor social safety (118 mentions). Some areas 

were perceived as particularly risky at certain times of the day, particularly during dark hours (22 

mentions). Other people’s negative behaviour (102 mentions) was another important factor 

contributing to a negative experience when walking, mainly due to the presence of pet fouling 

on pedestrian routes, as well as cyclists riding on footpaths or drivers showing aggressive 

behaviour. However, in some cases, participants’ felt that these conflicts with other road users 

Cork City - Walkability Barriers N  

Poor accessibility 458 
 

Presence of motor traffic 420 
 

Presence of hazards 259 
 

Noise and crowding 118 
 

Poor social safety 118 
 

Others' negative behaviours 102 
 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 80 
 

Poor air quality 67 
 

Design in conflict 42 
 

Not Child/family friendly 39 
 

Lack of nature 38 
 

Not age or mobility friendly 31 
 

Risky times of the day 22 
 

Limiting positive feelings 15 
 

Lack of amenities 6 
 

Damaged cultural/historical value 5 
 

Limiting mental health 4 
 

Limited permeability or choice 2 
 

Limiting active behaviour 1 
 

Not pet friendly 1 
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were due to poor design or infrastructure (42 mentions), particularly in terms of shared 

walking/cycling facilities or areas shared by pedestrians and cars.  

Also from a design and building perspective, some participants felt that some places have poor 

aesthetics or are not pleasant (80 mentions), and in very few cases it was felt that the choices in 

the design had damaged the cultural/architectural/historical value of a place (5 mentions). 

Absence, or limited presence, of nature was also mentioned by some as a negative factor for 

walking outdoors in some places in the city (38 mentions), and very few participants mentioned 

lack of appropriate amenities (6 mentions) such as toilets or outdoor cafés or eating.  

In few cases, respondents highlighted the negative impact of walking in places characterised by 

high volumes of car traffic or areas with limited social safety in terms negative feelings (15 

mentions), stress or reduced mental health (4 mentions).  
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4.6.2. Cork City Barriers by Location  

The three main reasons for reduced walkability related to the 20 most mentioned places in Cork 

City are presented below. Poor/reduced accessibility, presence of motor traffic and presence of 

hazards were by far the most mentioned barriers to walkability in the identified locations in the 

City. In some cases, poor accessibility, especially in terms of absence of or narrow footpaths 

and/or difficulties in crossing the streets (long wait at the traffic lights or no pedestrian crossings) 

represent over a third of the reasons for perceived limited walkability. A similar pattern was seen 

for motor traffic. Physical hazards, especially with regards to uneven, broken, slippery surfaces, 

or poor road design (potholes, lights, clutter) were mentioned between 10-20% of the times.  

Other important barriers included noise or crowding associated to traffic and poor footpaths, 

poor social safety and others’ negative behaviour, especially in terms of dog fouling. In some 

places, barriers also included poor aesthetics, risks for families with children, poor air quality.  

 

I DON’T like walking in this Cork City location because… (top 3 reasons) 

City Quays Poor accessibility (30%), presence of motor traffic 
(27%), presence of hazards (10%) 

 
City Centre  Presence of motor traffic (23%), poor 

accessibility (17%), presence of hazards (15%)  
Shandon/Sundays Well Poor accessibility (26%), presence of motor traffic 

(20%), Others’ negative behaviour (15%) 
 

Patrick’s Street Presence of motor traffic (28%), presence of 
hazards (16%), Noise and crowding (15%) 

 
Douglas Poor accessibility (33%), presence of motor traffic 

(26%), noise and crowding (9%) 
 

College Road Poor accessibility (29%), presence of hazards 
(26%), presence of motor traffic (18%) 

 
Washington Street Poor accessibility (26%), presence of hazards 

(23%), presence of motor traffic (15%) 
 

Bishopstown/Glasheen Poor accessibility (30%), presence of motor traffic 
(25%), presence of hazards (9%) 

 
Western road Presence of motor traffic (37%), presence of 

hazards (21%), poor accessibility (13%) 
 

North Main Street Poor accessibility (20%), poor 
aesthetics/pleasantness (17%), presence of 
hazards (15%) 

 

Oliver Plunkett Street Presence of motor traffic (33%), poor accessibility 
(15%), poor social safety (13%) 

 
Douglas Street Poor accessibility (39%), presence of hazards 

(24%), presence of motor traffic (11%) 
 

Tivoli/Montenotte Poor accessibility (25%), presence of hazards 
(21%), presence of motor traffic (19%) 

 
Marina Presence of motor traffic (29%), presence of 

hazards (15%), poor social safety (12%) 
 

Blackrock Poor accessibility (32%), presence of motor traffic 
(24%), others’ negative behaviour (16%) 
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Grand Parade Poor accessibility (25%), presence of hazards 
(23%), poor social safety (17%) 

 
Ballinlough/Ballintemple Presence of motor traffic (33%), poor accessibility 

(31%), not child/family friendly (10%) 
 

MacCurtain Street Presence of motor traffic (30%), poor accessibility 
(26%), poor air quality (12%) 

 
Paul Street Presence of motor traffic (26%), poor social safety 

(20%), poor accessibility (17%) 
 

Wilton Poor accessibility (45%), presence of motor traffic 
(32%), presence of hazards (8%) 
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City Quays 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

 

The Quays and bridges mentioned by our participants are included in the Table below. While 

some participants mentioned the Quays in general (14%), the Quays that were mentioned the 

most were Merchant’s Quay (20%) and Sullivan’s Quay (12%).  

 

 

Some people referred to the Quays and the riverside in general:  

“The loop around the Cork City island along all the Quays could be a really nice walk, but it’s really 

unfriendly for pedestrians, with lots of badly designed crossings and footpaths with dog poo” 

(P.42) 

Merchant’s Quay was the most nominated area, described as car dominated, crowded on the 

footpaths due to bus stops, and with poor aesthetic value:  
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“Traffic coming from 3 directions. Traffic light priority given to cars over pedestrians, longer wait 

for pedestrian in both cases. Pedestrians have to negotiate cars breaking the lights. Pedestrians 

get fed up waiting and cross on a red light.” (P.280) 

“Big monolithic buildings overlooking the river. Everything is grey: metal, concrete” (P.1086) 

Poor accessibility was also a strong barrier 

in Sullivan’s Quay:  

“Footpath stops and starts on the southern 

side of the street, outside the old tax office. 

Junction at the base of Barrack Street is 

difficult to cross and motorists break the 

lights there turning left onto Proby's Quay.” 

(P.649) 

In some cases, participants highlighted the 

risks associated with poor or absent 

crossing facilities along the river:  

“Lacking pedestrian cross by Anderson's 

Quay makes the crossing from Brian Boru 

bridge south towards Clayton Hotel 

dangerous” (P.340) 

Despite the presence of the river, which a 

number of participants identified as a 

positive aspect of the Quays for walking 

(see section 4.5.2 pp.55-56), some areas, 

for instance Camden Place, were noted for 

the lack of greenery as well as poor 

accessibility and heavy traffic:  

“The traffic is horrendous, there is no 

greenery. Too busy and the road is too 

wide, the pavements are too narrow, and 

you cannot continue to walk straight. The 

pedestrian crossing directs you around 3 

sides of a square to get from Pope's 

Quay/Camden Place across the N20.” 

(P.866) 

 

City Quays N % 

Poor accessibility 61 29.76 

Presence of motor traffic 56 27.32 

Presence of hazards 21 10.24 

Noise and crowding 16 7.80 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 11 5.37 

Lack of nature 8 3.90 

Poor air quality 7 3.41 

Poor social safety 7 3.41 

Damaged cultural/historical value 4 1.95 

Design in conflict 4 1.95 

Others' behaviours 3 1.46 

Limiting positive feelings 2 0.98 

Not age or mobility friendly 2 0.98 

Risky times of the day 2 0.98 

Limiting mental health 1 0.49 
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City Centre where people don’t like walking 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

  

 

While deemed good for social interactions and access to amenities (see section 4.5.2, pp. 53-

55), the City Centre received the second highest number of negative mentions, mainly for 

traffic, poor accessibility and presence of hazards. A total of 68 participants mentioned the 

City Centre as a whole, or multiple routes within the Centre that made it difficult to 

extrapolate specific locations. In other cases, specific locations with high number of negative 

mentions included, in order of mentions, the area between Shandon and Sunday’s Well (57 

mentions), St. Patrick’s Street (56 mentions), Washington Street (41 mentions), Oliver 

Plunkett Street (31 mentions), North Main Street (31 mentions), Douglas Street (28 mentions), 

Grand Parade (24 mentions), MacCurtain Street (23 mentions), and Paul Street (22 mentions). 

Some participants reported multiple barriers to walkability in the City Centre:  

“Cork City has a great deal to offer but it is not a 

relaxing walk. Too noisy and hard to get a good 

walk as you are constantly stopping for traffic. 

Not pedestrian friendly.” (P.875) 

“The predominance of cars, the lack of space, 

the smell, waiting times at pedestrian 

crossings.” (P.942) 

Participants with reduced mobility noted poor 

accessibility related to the absence or poor 

condition of footpaths significantly impacted 

their ability to move around:  

“I am a wheelchair user. I am unable to use a lot 

of footpaths due to inaccessibility, bins on 

footpaths, and cars parked on footpaths.” 

(P.648) 

City Centre N % 

Presence of motor traffic 30 22.56 

Poor accessibility 22 16.54 

Presence of hazards 20 15.04 

Poor social safety 13 9.77 

Noise and crowding 11 8.27 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 8 6.02 

Others' negative behaviours 6 4.51 

Poor air quality 5 3.76 

Lack of nature 4 3.01 

Not age or mobility friendly 4 3.01 

Design in conflict 3 2.26 

Not Child/family friendly 3 2.26 

Risky times of the day 2 1.50 

Lack of amenities 1 0.75 

Limiting mental health 1 0.75 
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A detailed close-up of participants’ responses for each City Centre location is presented below, 

including some relevant quotes.  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Shandon/Sunday’s Well 

This area received 57 negative mentions. Issues 

with the width and conditions of footpaths were 

perceived as impacting the ability to walk in the 

area, especially on Shandon Street and Sunday’s 

Well; this together with the perception of other 

people’s uncivilised behaviour, especially in 

relation to pet fouling and littering:  

“Uneven and overly narrow pavements (and the 

need to cross from side to side of the road as you 

walk along). Moments of proximity to fast traffic. 

Lots of dog poo” (P.150) 

To a lesser extent, some people referred to 

perceived poor social safety and issues with anti-

social behaviour which would lead them to avoid 

walking in certain spaces of these areas.  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

St. Patrick’s Street  

56 negative mentions.  

Hazards: “Slippery surface and the fact that the car 

ban is not being properly implemented” (P.209) 

Traffic on Daunt’s Square: “The space is supposed 

to be pedestrian priority but is anything but. This 

status is poorly signed. As a result, pedestrians 

have to either give priority to motorised vehicles or 

risk being in a collision with one of the said 

vehicles. Enforcement of this pedestrian priority 

area appears to be non-existent.” (P.1043) 

Nature vs. traffic: “No nature at all, busy road 

right in the centre thats quite difficult to cross, 

taxi's pulling in everywhere all the time.” (P.753) 

 

Shandon/Sunday's Well N % 

Poor accessibility 27 25.71 

Presence of motor traffic 21 20.00 

Others' negative behaviours 16 15.24 

Presence of hazards 15 14.29 

Poor social safety 7 6.67 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 4 3.81 

Design in conflict 3 2.86 

Risky times of the day 3 2.86 

Lack of nature 2 1.90 

Not Child/family friendly 2 1.90 

Limiting positive feelings 1 0.95 

Noise and crowding 1 0.95 

Not age friendly 1 0.95 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 0.95 

Poor air quality 1 0.95 

 

Patrick's Street N % 

Presence of motor traffic 25 28.09 

Presence of hazards 14 15.73 

Noise and crowding 13 14.61 

Poor accessibility 13 14.61 

Lack of nature 6 6.74 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 5 5.62 

Poor air quality 4 4.49 

Limiting positive feelings 3 3.37 

Poor social safety 2 2.25 

Design in conflict 1 1.12 

Lack of amenities 1 1.12 

Not Child/family friendly 1 1.12 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.12 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Washington Street 

This street and surrounding areas (e.g., Liberty Street) received 41 negative mentions, and a 

quarter of these referred to issues crossing the road safely, walking with enough space on 

footpaths, or avoiding cars illegally parked on footpaths. Some participants felt that, despite 

the central position of this street, cars are 

prioritised over pedestrians  

“The footpaths are too narrow. There is too much 

emphasis on motorised traffic. There are engines 

either idling or roaring past, most of the time. It's 

like walking on a dual carriageway. Some of the 

businesses on Washington Street are fantastic, 

but the street itself is very unwelcoming.” (P.1086) 

“Red lights take time, lots of people on those small 

sidewalks. Plus, the cars and bikes often do not 

stop at their own red lights which is extremely 

dangerous. And broken glass everywhere” 

(P.1185) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Oliver Plunkett’s Street 

Accessibility, hazards and motor traffic (when not closed to traffic): “This should be fully 

pedestrianised. Going from the three different surfaces (northern footpath, southern footpath, 

road surface) can be annoying, especially when trying to overtake cars. The road surface is full 

of potholes and is unpleasant to walk on, should just be one flat, paved footpath the whole 

way. No greenery, bollards that are in the way. 

Car parking in the way, especially when the street 

is busy.” (P.1041) 

Hazards, accessibility and aesthetics: “The 

footpaths are filthy, and too small. The whole 

street should be one level, or at the very least have 

the road surface repaved as it is full of potholes, 

make it extremely hard to walk on comfortably. 

The buildings are in complete disrepair - most 

badly need to be painted.” (P.212) 

Social safety: “I walk down this street in the late 

evening, and it can be intimidating at times” 

(P.226) 

Oliver Plunkett's Street N % 

Presence of motor traffic 18 33.33 

Poor accessibility 8 14.81 

Poor social safety 7 12.96 

Presence of hazards 5 9.26 

Others' negative behaviours 4 7.41 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 3 5.56 

Design in conflict 2 3.70 

Noise and crowding 2 3.70 

Limiting positive feelings 1 1.85 

Not Child/family friendly 1 1.85 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.85 

Poor air quality 1 1.85 

Risky times of the day 1 1.85 

 

Washington Street N % 

Poor accessibility 20 25.64 

Presence of hazards 18 23.08 

Presence of motor traffic 12 15.38 

Noise and crowding 7 8.97 

Design in conflict 4 5.13 

Others' negative behaviours 4 5.13 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 4 5.13 

Poor social safety 4 5.13 

Limiting positive feelings 2 2.56 

Not Child/family friendly 1 1.28 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.28 

Poor air quality 1 1.28 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Other City Centre Streets 

North Main Street: “Paving in disrepair, 

dog shit on ground, buildings in ruin 

leading to section of footpath closed off. 

Multiple crossings required to get along 

street.” (P.464) 

North Main Street N % 

Poor accessibility 11 20.37 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 9 16.67 

Presence of hazards 8 14.81 

Poor social safety 6 11.11 

Presence of motor traffic 5 9.26 

Limiting positive feelings 4 7.41 

Lack of nature 3 5.56 

Damaged cultural/historical 
value 

2 3.70 

Noise and crowding 2 3.70 

Others' negative behaviours 2 3.70 

Risky times of the day 2 3.70 

 

Douglas Street: “The footpaths are in 

terrible condition and very narrow, most of 

the street is given over to parking and to 

cars and it always feels cramped and dirty.” 

(P.92) 

Douglas Street N % 

Poor accessibility 21 38.89 

Presence of hazards 13 24.07 

Presence of motor traffic 6 11.11 

Not Child/family friendly 4 7.41 

Noise and crowding 2 3.70 

Others' negative behaviours 2 3.70 

Poor air quality 2 3.70 

Damaged cultural/historical 
value 

1 1.85 

Design in conflict 1 1.85 

Lack of nature 1 1.85 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.85 

 

 

Grand Parade Accessibility Singer’s Corner 

Junction with Washington Street: “You 

have to wait so long to cross, it is very 

frustrating that the pedestrian is a second 

citizen to the car at this junction” (P.184) 

Grand Parade Hazards: “Cars constantly 

parked on the footpaths, street usually not 

clean, poor paving that is especially 

difficult to walk on if anyway wet, 

pedestrian crossings give priority to cars, 

especially by The Capitol.” (P.212) 

Grand Parade N % 

Poor accessibility 11 25.00 

Presence of hazards 10 22.73 

Poor social safety 6 13.64 

Presence of motor traffic 4 9.09 

Lack of nature 3 6.82 

Noise and crowding 3 6.82 

Poor air quality 3 6.82 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 2 4.55 

Not Child/family friendly 1 2.27 

Others' negative behaviours 1 2.27 

 

MacCurtain Street: “Footpath too narrow. 

Difficult to pass with buggy/wheelchair. 

Traffic noise. Slow traffic lights.” (P.768) 

MacCurtain Street N % 

Presence of motor traffic 15 30.00 

Poor accessibility 13 26.00 

Poor air quality 6 12.00 

Noise and crowding 5 10.00 

Lack of nature 2 4.00 

Poor social safety 2 4.00 

Presence of hazards 2 4.00 

Design in conflict 1 2.00 

Limiting positive feelings 1 2.00 

Not Child/family friendly 1 2.00 

Others' negative behaviours 1 2.00 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 1 2.00 
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Paul Street: “What should be a pleasant 

pedestrian space is regularly occupied by 

cars parked illegally on footpaths or on 

plaza entry; path at western end is often 

obstructed by sandwich boards outside 

commercial premises; not enough room for 

pedestrians to walk comfortably or safely 

due to motor traffic movements.” (P.260) 

 

 

 

Paul Street N % 

Presence of motor traffic 9 25.71 

Poor social safety 7 20.00 

Poor accessibility 6 17.14 

Noise and crowding 4 11.43 

Presence of hazards 3 8.57 

Design in conflict 2 5.71 

Not Child/family friendly 1 2.86 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 2.86 

Others' negative behaviours 1 2.86 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 1 2.86 

 

 

 

 



75 
 

75 
 

Around UCC 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

 

College Road, Western Road and surrounding streets (Magazine Road, area near St. Finbarr’s 

Cathedral) were mostly described as the area surrounding UCC, thus considered somehow 

distinct from the rest of the City Centre. While this area did not emerge in the positive mentions, 

44 respondents complained about the road conditions, i.e., potholes and rutting, resulting in 

accumulation of rainwater and ponding, bringing with it the risk of being splashed by the 

numerous and often fast driving cars:  

“The road surface is very poor, causing splashes from passing cars.   And some footpaths are 

narrow or non-existent” (P.86) 

“Busy road, narrow footpaths, often bins are in the middle of the path forcing pedestrians to have 

to step into the road. The footpaths are often filthy (dogs, rubbish, gum)” (P.101) 

Dog fouling and antisocial behaviour were also reasons why some people did not like walking in 

these areas. 

“Intimidating atmosphere particularly at night, a lot of narrow roads nearby.” (P.1010)  

College Road N % 

Poor accessibility 26 29.21 

Presence of hazards 23 25.84 

Presence of motor traffic 16 17.98 

Others' negative behaviours 6 6.74 

Poor social safety 5 5.62 

Noise and crowding 4 4.49 

Not age or mobility friendly 3 3.37 

Not child/family friendly 2 2.25 

Risky times of the day 2 2.25 

Design in conflict 1 1.12 

Poor air quality 1 1.12 

 

Western Road N % 

Presence of motor traffic 25 36.76 

Presence of hazards 14 20.59 

Poor accessibility 9 13.24 

Noise and crowding 5 7.35 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 4 5.88 

Others' negative behaviours 3 4.41 

Design in conflict 2 2.94 

Poor air quality 2 2.94 

Poor social safety 2 2.94 

Lack of nature 1 1.47 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.47 
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City Fringes and Suburbs 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

 

 

Multiple areas around the City Centre were identified as having issues related to walkability.  

In the South of the City, Douglas received 55 negative mentions, with reference to the Village 

itself, the main roads connecting to the City (i.e., Douglas Road and South Douglas Road) as well 

as roads around Rochestown (particularly Rochestown Road), Maryborough Hill, and Garryduff.  

 

In the South West, areas between Bishopstown and Glasheen were described for walkability 

issues 34 times, mainly referring to Model Farm Road, the area between Cork University Hospital 

(CUH) and UCC (especially around Dennehy’s Cross and Victoria Cross), Glasheen Road, and roads 

around the Curraheen Greenway. Also, in the South West, Wilton received 22 negative mentions, 

referred mainly to Wilton Road, the area around CUH and Wilton Shopping Centre going towards 

Sarsfield Road.  

 

South East of the City, the Marina area and the roads leading to it (Centre Park Road and 

Monahan Road) received 26 negative mentions, mostly related to motor traffic; also in this area, 

Blackrock, particularly Blackrock Road, was mentioned 25 times for issues with accessibility and 

motor traffic; lastly, difficulties when walking on roads and estates in the 

Ballinlough/Ballintemple area were mentioned 23 times.  

 

North East, the Tivoli/Montenotte area was mentioned 27 times, particularly around the Lower 

Glanmire Road and Middle Glanmire Road. We also included in this area some roads around, but 

excluding, MacCurtain Street, such as Wellington Road and Leitrim Street, because people who 

mentioned these areas would often mention them together (e.g., Middle Glanmire Road, 

Summerhill North, to Leitrim Street). 
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Consistent with other areas in the City, locations in these areas were perceived as having limited 

opportunities for walking due mainly to priority given to motor traffic, poor/reduced accessibility 

as a result of narrow or absent footpaths, dangerous crossings, obstacles on footpaths, and 

presence of hazards due to broken/uneven walking surfaces, poor lighting or street clutter.  

A breakdown of barriers and number of mentions for these areas is presented hereafter.  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Douglas 

Douglas Village: “Traffic congestion is loud, car fumes, difficulties in crossings during heavy 

traffic, narrow paths in places feel unsafe, need to be alert” (P.263) 

Rochestown Road from Douglas Fingerpost roundabout: “Footpaths on one side of the road 

simply disappear, forcing the pedestrian to cross a busy road with no traffic calming measures.” 

(P.1009) 

Maryborough Hill: “Cars constantly parked in the 

bike lane or on footpaths, they speed up and 

down the hill moving dangerously close to 

walkers and pull out of driveways without looking 

across footpaths you are walking on.” P.1287 

Douglas Road: “Footpaths suddenly end, and you 

have to walk on the road, lots of dog poo, very 

busy road with buses on narrow road” (P.224) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Bishopstown & Glasheen 

Model Farm Road: “Infrequent crossing points, 

too small paths for volume of people, heavy car 

traffic. Many entrances are wide, too wide to 

comfortably cross.” (P.1058) 

Between CUH and Brookfield: “Traffic danger, 

traffic fumes, unwalkable during rain due to 

flooded footpaths and road users splashing 

pedestrians. Would not even consider taking my 

kids on a journey like this, no separation between 

pedestrians and traffic” (P.188) 

Footpaths between City Centre and Glasheen: 

“Uneven and broken footpaths, holes and narrow 

footpaths. Dog fouling” (P.81) 

Douglas N % 

Poor accessibility 35 33.33 

Presence of motor traffic 27 25.71 

Noise and crowding 10 9.52 

Poor air quality 10 9.52 

Presence of hazards 8 7.62 

Others' negative behaviours 6 5.71 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 6 5.71 

Not Child/family friendly 2 1.90 

Lack of nature 1 0.95 

 

Bishopstown/Glasheen N % 

Poor accessibility 19 30.16 

Presence of motor traffic 16 25.40 

Presence of hazards 6 9.52 

Others' negative behaviours 5 7.94 

Poor air quality 5 7.94 

Not Child/family friendly 3 4.76 

Lack of nature 2 3.17 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 2 3.17 

Design in conflict 1 1.59 

Limiting positive feelings 1 1.59 

Noise and crowding 1 1.59 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 1.59 

Poor social safety 1 1.59 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Wilton 

Wilton Road and Sarsfield Road: “Fewer people walking, high traffic and often cars travelling at 

high speeds. In particular, from Dennehy’s Cross to Wilton Rd. Roundabout it feels that cars are 

given precedence due to narrow pavements which are quite run down.” (P.1069) 

Crossing between CUH and Wilton Shopping Centre: “The island is tiny and not large enough to 

facilitate the large number of people who cross 

the road here. When lights turn green for 

pedestrians, they are only green for one side of 

the road. Often see confused pedestrians 

walking out in front of cars on the opposite side 

of the island. Very dangerous spot.” (P.775) 

Wilton roundabout: “Lack of priority to 

pedestrians. If one wants traffic lights, the 

distance required to walk at any exits are too far 

to be practical. Speeding cars.” (P.556) 

 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Cork Marina 

Marina: “Open to cars which speed up and down 

road and so is dangerous for kids” (P.586) 

Marina Centre Park Road: “Traffic, 

industrialised, a lot of time need to walk to get 

from city to blackrock or marina, doesn’t always 

feel safe” (P.1142) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wilton N % 

Poor accessibility 17 44.74 

Presence of motor traffic 12 31.58 

Presence of hazards 3 7.89 

Design in conflict 1 2.63 

Limited permeability or choice 1 2.63 

Noise and crowding 1 2.63 

Not Child/family friendly 1 2.63 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 2.63 

Poor air quality 1 2.63 

 

Marina N % 

Presence of motor traffic 12 29.27 

Presence of hazards 6 14.63 

Poor social safety 5 12.20 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 4 9.76 

Poor accessibility 3 7.32 

Risky times of the day 3 7.32 

Lack of nature 2 4.88 

Noise and crowding 2 4.88 

Not Child/family friendly 2 4.88 

Others' negative behaviours 2 4.88 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Blackrock 

Blackrock Road: “The footpaths are not on both sides of the road, so it requires several road 

crossings. Cars nearly always park on part of the footpath which makes things difficult with a 

buggy and... dog mess getting stuck everywhere!” (P.479) 

Blackrock SuperValu area on the way to 

Douglas: “The footpath is a mess, the street and 

footpath, neither one is wide enough. On both 

sides of the road the foot path has large drops 

from the curb to the street and back up again. It 

is difficult with a buggy and it’s mind boggling 

how anyone in a wheelchair or who is blind could 

safely walk this path. One side of the path 

doesn’t continue past the roundabout by the 

GoGos restaurant. The other side is up and down 

curbs on every street. The zebra crossing is in the 

roundabout which is so unsafe.” (P.237) 

 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ballinlough/Ballintemple 

Estate roads around Ballinlough: “Although they 

are quite quiet for vehicles, they are a real 

problem for pushing a buggy. At junctions there 

are no ramps. There are way too many cars 

parked on footpaths.” (P.326) 

Old Blackrock Road: “It has a lot of heavy traffic 

(it's narrow so cars race down it and have to stop 

and idle often to let others pass) so it is smelly and 

noisy, and despite it being quite low density there 

isn't much green about.” (P.645) 

 

 

 

Blackrock N % 

Poor accessibility 16 32.00 

Presence of motor traffic 12 24.00 

Others' negative behaviours 8 16.00 

Presence of hazards 6 12.00 

Not Child/family friendly 2 4.00 

Poor social safety 2 4.00 

Design in conflict 1 2.00 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 2.00 

Poor air quality 1 2.00 

Risky times of the day 1 2.00 

 

Ballinlough/Ballintemple N % 

Presence of motor traffic 16 33.33 

Poor accessibility 15 31.25 

Not Child/family friendly 5 10.42 

Noise and crowding 3 6.25 

Poor air quality 3 6.25 

Presence of hazards 2 4.17 

Lack of nature 1 2.08 

Others' negative behaviours 1 2.08 

bhPoor social safety 1 2.08 

Risky times of the day 1 2.08 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Tivoli/Montenotte 

Millenium Park: “It's difficult to cross the busy road. When you get to the far end of the park, you 

either turn back or walk on over the flyover 

which is dangerous. Would love a bridge there 

that connected it to the Marina.” (P.998) 

Lower Glanmire Road: “Noisy, full of vehicle 

exhaust fumes, dingy dirty surroundings, poorly 

surfaced path” (P.234) 

Middle Glanmire Road junction with Leycester 

Lane: “Very narrow path coming out onto 

difficult junction for pedestrians - road has just 

recently been painted with only cars in mind and 

no consideration for pedestrians at all - accident 

waiting to happen here as cars fly down.” (P.593) 

 

 

Tivoli/Montenotte N % 

Poor accessibility 12 25.00 

Presence of hazards 10 20.83 

Presence of motor traffic 9 18.75 

Poor air quality 4 8.33 

Noise and crowding 3 6.25 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 2 4.17 

Poor social safety 2 4.17 

Design in conflict 1 2.08 

Lack of nature 1 2.08 

Limiting positive feelings 1 2.08 

Not age or mobility friendly 2 4.17 

Others' negative behaviours 1 2.08 

 



81 
 

81 
 

 

 

Walking in Cork County 

 

Photo credits: Top left Ballycotton, "File:View from Ballycotton (geograph 4171849).jpg" by Robert Ashby is licensed 

under CC BY-SA 2.0; Top right Cobh, "Cobh" by paulafunnell is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND 2.0; Middle-High right, 

Youghal, "Youghal" by huggs2 is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND 2.0; Middle low left Carrigaline, "File:Carrigaline - 

Water Park Road.jpg" by Andy Beecroft is licensed under CC BY-SA 2.0; Middle low right Doneraile Park, "Doneraile 

Park" by Ballyhoura is licensed under CC BY-SA 2.0; Bottom left Kinsale Charles Fort, "Kinsale Charles 

Fort" by Mtexu is licensed under CC BY-NC-SA 2.0; Bottom right Midleton, "MIDLETON IS THE HOME OF A WORLD 

FAMOUS DISTILLERY [MAY 2019]-157169" by infomatique is licensed under CC BY-SA 2.0. 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=61882115
https://www.geograph.org.uk/profile/82669
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://www.flickr.com/photos/8027456@N08/2342213181
https://www.flickr.com/photos/8027456@N08
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://www.flickr.com/photos/83372649@N00/36344802
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https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=4096311
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https://www.flickr.com/photos/80824546@N00
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/?ref=ccsearch&atype=rich
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4.7. Cork County Most Walkable Places 
Looking at the County, Kinsale received the highest number of mentions (20), followed by 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe (18) and the Carrigaline/Crosshaven area (18). The latter received 

particular mention in relation to the Old Railway Line, but also for its beaches such as 

Fountainstown and Myrtleville.  

Overall, places in the County received a lower number of mentions than places in the City; this is 

likely attributed to the fact that more people in the City than the County completed our survey, 

thus reflecting the residence profile of our participants.  

 

Map of walkable places in Cork County. Created on Google My Maps 

 

 

 Walkable places in Cork County – Number of mentions from highest to lowest 
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4.7.1. Cork County – Enablers of Walkability 

Looking at factors that our participants identified as promoting walkability in Cork County, in line 

with the City, presence of nature was the strongest enabler of a positive experience (89 

mentions), especially as most participants mentioned green or blue spaces as areas where they 

like to walk. This was directly linked to the importance of walking away from road traffic (63 

mentions) and to being in places with scenery and pleasant surroundings (59 mentions).  

Quietness in the form of absence of noise or crowding (27 mentions), ease of access to walkable 

places (20 mentions) and good air quality (21 

mentions) were also important positive factors.  

While accessibility was the third most mentioned 

enabler in the City (303 mentions), it came in sixth 

place in the County (20 mentions), followed by 

safety from hazards (15 mentions) 

Social factors such as the ability to use a space 

safely and comfortably for families with children 

and individuals with pets, as well as having the 

opportunity to meet other people informally were 

also important elements of the spaces identified 

as walkable in the County. To a lesser extent, 

participants chose some places because they 

enabled them to be more physically active, or 

because they felt well there (individual-level 

reasons).  

We note that none of the respondents who 

selected areas in the County as walkable 

described them in terms of being age or mobility 

friendly, having a cultural value or offering events, 

or being safer at certain times of the day. 

 

 

 

Cork County - Walkability 
Enablers 

N  

Presence of nature 87 
 

Safety from road traffic 63 
 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 59 
 

Quietness 27 
 

Good air quality 21 
 

Accessibility 20 
 

Safety from hazards 15 
 

Child/family friendly 14 
 

Positive social interactions 12 
 

Open space 10 
 

Permeability and choice 9 
 

Pet friendly 8 
 

Presence of amenities 6 
 

Promoting active behaviour 5 
 

Promoting mental health 5 
 

Promoting positive feelings 5 
 

Social safety 3 
 

Others’ positive behaviours 2 
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4.7.2. Cork County Enablers by Location 

The top three reasons why our respondents perceive Cork County outdoor spaces as walkable 

are presented below for the top 10 places that received the highest number of positive mentions. 

As shown below, most places were selected based on them offering close contact with natural 

elements, particularly the sea, safety from road traffic, and a pleasant experience with scenery. 

Some people also reported good levels of accessibility in some places, good air quality 

(Ballycotton), variety of walking options (Doneraile Park) and family friendly facilities (Fota). 

Places beyond 10th position (see graph p. 82) were mostly characterised by green, natural places, 

safety from road traffic and nice views.  

 

I like walking in this Cork County location because… (top 3 reasons) 

Kinsale Aesthetics/pleasantness (21%), safety from road 
traffic (21%), presence of nature (sea) (16%)  

Ballycotton/Garryvoe Presence of nature (sea) (19%), good air quality (17%), 
safety from road traffic (17%) 

 
Carrigaline/Crosshaven Safety from road traffic (29%), presence of nature 

(river/sea) (21%), aesthetics/pleasantness (15%) 
 

Youghal Presence of nature (sea) (22%), safety from road 
traffic (22%), aesthetics/pleasantness (17%) 

 
Doneraile Park Aesthetics/pleasantness (23%), permeability/choice 

(18%), presence of nature (18%) 
 

Rosscarbery/Glandore Presence on nature (25%), safety from road traffic 
(20%), aesthetics/pleasantness (15%) 

 
Midleton Woods & 
Walks 

Presence of nature (28%), quietness (14%), 
aesthetics/pleasantness (9%) 

 
Cobh Presence of nature (sea) (28%), accessibility (9%), 

aesthetics/pleasantness (9%) 
 

Monkstown Positive social interactions (23%), safety from road 
traffic (23%), aesthetics/pleasantness (15%) 

 
Fota Presence of nature (36%), aesthetics/pleasantness 

(9%), family friendly (9%) 
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Kinsale Coastal Areas 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

 

  
 

Kinsale received the highest number of positive mentions (20) in the County. The majority of 

respondents who picked this area selected places that offer scenic views of the sea and nature, 

as well as safety from traffic.  

Places that received most mentions were Scilly Walk and Charles’ Fort (8 mentions in total), which 

were both praised because they are located away from the road and offer scenic views of the sea 

and nature.  

“Scenic Coastal Walk nearly all traffic free /off road” 

(Scilly Walk to Charles Fort, P.499) 

Some people liked James Fort (3 mentions) because 

scenic and easily accessible. Other places included 

Dock beach (3 mentions), the town overall (2 

mentions), Compass Hill, Tisaxon More, and 

Garretstown and Garylucas beaches near the Old 

Head.  

We note, however, that Kinsale town roads received 

the highest number of negative mentions in the 

County, as described in section 4.8.2, p.93. 

 

 

 

Kinsale N % 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 9 20.93 

Safety from road traffic 9 20.93 

Presence of nature 7 16.28 

Accessibility 5 11.63 

Open space 3 6.98 

Child/family friendly 2 4.65 

Pet friendly 2 4.65 

Positive social interactions 2 4.65 

Safety from hazards 2 4.65 

Good air quality 1 2.33 

Quietness 1 2.33 
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Ballycotton and Garryvoe Walks and Beaches 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

 

 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe N % 

Presence of nature 7 19.44 

Good air quality 6 16.67 

Safety from road traffic 6 16.67 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 5 13.89 

Quietness 3 8.33 

Promoting positive feelings 2 5.56 

Safety from hazards 2 5.56 

Accessibility 1 2.78 

Pet friendly 1 2.78 

Open space 1 2.78 

Positive social interactions 1 2.78 

Promoting mental health 1 2.78 

 

 

This coastal area in East Cork was mentioned as a walkable area by 18 participants. Specific 

locations mentioned included the Ballycotton Cliff Walk, Garryvoe beach, Ballybranigan beach, 

and Ardnahinch Beach.  

These areas were particularly valued for the opportunity to walk close to the sea, nature and 

wildlife. The Cliff Walk was described as a beautiful place offering scenic views of the ocean: 

“I think nothing compares to being out in authentic untouched nature where all you can see is the 

landscape stretching out in front of you” (Ballycotton Cliff Walk, P.262) 

The fresh air and good air quality were also mentioned as positive aspects of these areas:  

“The fresh air of the beach is very refreshing. A peaceful spot which is also good for pet walking” 

(Ballybranigan beach, P.161) 

Lastly, some felt that accessibility and being away from traffic contributed to the safety of walking 

in these areas: 

“Blue Flag beach, good paths and parking beach well maintained. Easy access from east of city” 

(Garryvoe beach, P.964) 
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Carrigaline and Crosshaven Walks and Beaches 
 

I like walking here because: 
 

 

 

The old railway between Carrigaline and Crosshaven, together with some areas in Carrigaline and 

beaches near Crosshaven, were mentioned 18 times. The walkway was deemed very safe for 

people of different ages because of it being separated from road traffic, offering pleasant views 

of the river and nature, the flat topography and good quality pavement conditions:  

“A mostly flat walk from Carrigaline to Crosshaven 

and back. Good for families, elderly due to the flat 

terrain. Bike lanes included” (Walkway, P.1202) 

Some people also valued the possibility to access 

amenities locally and some level of permeability:  

On the other hand, Fountainstown and Myrtleville 

beaches were considered good destinations for 

fresh air and sea views.  

“Good for weekly dose of sea air” (Fountainstown 

beach, P.129) 

 

 

 

 

 

Carrigaline/Crosshaven N % 

Safety from road traffic 10 29.41 

Presence of nature 7 20.59 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 5 14.71 

Accessibility 2 5.88 

Child/family friendly 2 5.88 

Safety from hazards 2 5.88 

Good air quality 1 2.94 

Open space 1 2.94 

Permeability and choice 1 2.94 

Presence of amenities 1 2.94 

Promoting positive feelings 1 2.94 

Quietness 1 2.94 
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Other Walkable Places in the County 
 

Youghal beach: “It's by the sea, it's safe 

and mostly obstacle free” (P.162) 

Youghal N % 

Presence of nature 4 22.22 

Safety from road traffic 4 22.22 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 3 16.67 

Good air quality 2 11.11 

Safety from hazards 2 11.11 

Open space 1 5.56 

Quietness 1 5.56 

Social safety 1 5.56 

_____________________________________ 

Doneraile Park: “Beautiful scenery, 

excellent paths, numerous options facilities 

if needed” (P.1187) 

Doneraile Park N % 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 4 23.53 

Permeability and choice 3 17.65 

Presence of nature 3 17.65 

Presence of amenities 2 11.76 

Safety from road traffic 2 11.76 

Accessibility 1 5.88 

Child/family friendly 1 5.88 

Safety from hazards 1 5.88 

_____________________________________ 

Rosscarbery Cliff Walk: “Very relaxing, it’s 

all pretty much off road and traffic free, 

some paths some beaches, great views” 

(P.42) 

Rosscarbery/Glandore/Union 
Hall 

N % 

Presence of nature 5 25.00 

Safety from road traffic 4 20.00 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 3 15.00 

Quietness 3 15.00 

Pet friendly 1 5.00 

Good air quality 1 5.00 

Presence of amenities 1 5.00 

Promoting active behaviour 1 5.00 

Promoting positive feelings 1 5.00 

_____________________________________ 

Ballyannan Woods Midleton: “Walking in 

nature is very calming. it is very peaceful it 

is way from traffic” (P.1171) 

Curragh Woods Midleton: “Fresh air open 

spaces and exercise” (P.997) 

Midleton Woods & Walks N % 

Presence of nature 6 26.09 

Quietness 3 13.04 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 8.70 

Child/family friendly 2 8.70 

Permeability and choice 2 8.70 

Promoting mental health 2 8.70 

Safety from road traffic 2 8.70 

Accessibility 1 4.35 

Pet friendly 1 4.35 

Good air quality 1 4.35 

Promoting active behaviour 1 4.35 

_____________________________________ 

Cobh Quay: “Pedestrianised, flat, next to 

water, great views, water-edge fenced so 

safe for children, nice planting, 

playground” (P.507) 

Cobh N % 

Presence of nature 6 28.57 

Accessibility 2 9.52 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 9.52 

Child/family friendly 2 9.52 

Presence of amenities 2 9.52 

Quietness 2 9.52 

Good air quality 1 4.76 

Positive social interactions 1 4.76 

Safety from hazards 1 4.76 

Safety from road traffic 1 4.76 

Social safety 1 4.76 

_____________________________________ 
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Monkstown Harbour: “It's clean and safe.  

Well lit up and the walkers are very 

friendly/considerate of each other” (P.129) 

Glenbrook to Monkstown trail: “The 

views, pedestrian only and the water” 

(P.694) 

Monkstown N % 

Positive social interactions 3 23.08 

Safety from road traffic 3 23.08 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 2 15.38 

Accessibility 1 7.69 

Permeability and choice 1 7.69 

Presence of nature 1 7.69 

Quietness 1 7.69 

Safety from hazards 1 7.69 

_____________________________________ 

 

Fota Gardens and Park: “Safe (no traffic), 

enjoyable location, close to nature” 

(P.1199) 

“Enjoyable for the children whilst walking” 

(P.1073) 

Fota Gardens and Park N % 

Presence of nature 4 36.36 

Aesthetics/Pleasantness 1 9.09 

Child/family friendly 1 9.09 

Others’ positive behaviours 1 9.09 

Promoting positive feelings 1 9.09 

Quietness 1 9.09 

Safety from road traffic 1 9.09 

Social safety 1 9.09 

_____________________________________ 
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4.8. Cork County Places with Limited Walkability 
Our respondents indicated 26 locations in Cork County where walking for them is a negative 

experience. Compared to the City, fewer locations were deemed poor for walking, and by a lower 

number of individuals. Once again, this may be a reflection of the lower number of participants 

living outside the City.  

The town area of Kinsale received the highest number of negative ratings (n = 17), followed by 

some areas of Midleton (n = 7) and areas in Carrigaline (n = 6). A detailed analysis of the reasons 

for these ratings is presented in the following sections.  

 

Map of Cork County places with limited walkability. Created on Google My Maps 

 

 

Cork County locations where walking was considered a negative experience 
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4.8.1. Cork County – Barriers to Walkability 

Although County areas received considerably fewer negative mentions than City areas, the top 

three barriers in the County were the same as those identified in the City, namely, presence of 

motor traffic (39 mentions), poor/limited accessibility (37 mentions), and presence of physical 

hazards (10 mentions).  

The risk associated with walking close to motor traffic emerged as an issue on both town and 

country roads, particularly if characterised by narrow or absent footpaths. In several cases, 

respondents described issues of accessibility and potential hazards due walking on footpaths 

that are discontinuous, narrow or uneven, forcing the person to step out on to the road, resulting 

in potential conflict with motorists. Similar to the City, although to a lesser extent, road traffic 

was associated with noise (4 mentions) as well as poor air quality (2 mentions). 

Dog fouling and other road users’ 

negative/aggressive behaviour (cyclists or 

drivers) emerged as a barrier to a positive 

pedestrian experience (8 mentions) and anti-

social behaviour was also mentioned in some 

places (5 mentions).  

Traffic, reduced accessibility and hazardous 

conditions were linked to considering some 

places not suitable for children/families (5 

mentions) and/or older people or people with 

reduced mobility (5 mentions).  

In few cases, barriers to walking included poor 

aesthetics (2 mentions), lack of nature in towns 

(2 mentions), designing in conflict (2 

mentions), and limited permeability (1 

mention).  

 

 

 

 

Cork County - Walkability barriers N  

Presence of motor traffic 39 
 

Poor accessibility 37 
 

Presence of hazards 10 
 

Others' negative behaviours 8 
 

Poor social safety 5 
 

Not Child/family friendly 5 
 

Not age or mobility friendly 5 
 

Noise and crowding 4 
 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 3 
 

Design in conflict 2 
 

Lack of nature 2 
 

Poor air quality 2 
 

Risky times of the day 1 
 

Limiting positive feelings 1 
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4.8.2. Cork County Barriers by Location 
 

The top three barriers to walkability for the 10 most mentioned County locations are presented 

below. Consistent with the barriers that emerged in the City (Section 4.6.2), most people 

mentioned poor accessibility and presence of motor traffic as major barriers to their ability to 

enjoy a walk.  

We note, however, that as few people described County locations, the figures presented below 

need to be taken with caution, particularly for those locations that were mentioned by fewer 

than 5 people (in the Table below, from Ballycotton/Garryvoe to Youghal). We also note that in 

the case of Little Island, Mallow, and Youghal, there was no hierarchy of ratings, as they received 

an equal number of mentions for each of the barriers, thus, the three barriers reported in the 

Table are the first three in alphabetical order.  

In four out of 10 areas, others’ negative behaviours were reported as an issue, particularly in 

terms of dog fouling. Other barriers included presence of physical hazards, reduced walkability 

for families with children (Mallow and Carrigtwohill), older people or people with reduced 

mobility (Carrigtwohill). Noise and crowding were reported by some in Carrigaline and Cobh. Two 

participants reported issues with the shared walking/cycling route on the Carrigaline old railway 

line. A detailed breakdown of barriers is included in the following sections. 

 

I DON’T like walking in this Cork County location because… (top 3 reasons) 

Kinsale Presence of motor traffic (42%), poor accessibility 
(38%), others’ negative behaviour (8%)  

Midleton Poor accessibility (36%), others’ negative behaviour 
(27%), presence of motor traffic (27%) 

 
Carrigaline/Crosshaven Presence of motor traffic (27%), design in conflict (18%), 

noise and crowding (18%) 
 

Little Island* Lack of nature (12.5%), others’ negative behaviours 
(12.5%), poor accessibility (12.5%) 

 
Ballycotton/Garryvoe Poor accessibility (50%), presence of motor traffic 

(37%), presence of hazards (12%) 
 

Mallow* Not child/family friendly (17%), others’ negative 
behaviours (17%), poor accessibility (17%) 

 
Carrigtwohill Poor accessibility (33%), not child/family friendly (17%), 

not age or mobility friendly (17%) 
 

Cobh Presence of motor traffic (28%), noise and crowding 
(14%), poor accessibility (14%) 

 
Macroom Poor accessibility (50%), presence of motor traffic (50%) 

 
Youghal* Not age or mobility friendly (20%), poor accessibility 

(20%), presence of motor traffic (20%) 
 

Note. * Barriers are presented in alphabetical order because of an equal number of ratings across all barriers.  
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Kinsale Town 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

 

 

While coastal and beach areas in Kinsale were valued by some participants as good places for walking (see 

section 4.7.2, p. 85), the town centre in Kinsale was the County location with the highest number of 

negative mentions (n = 17).  

Almost half of the participants complained mainly about the risks associated with walking close to motor 

traffic:  

“Too many drivers exceeding the speed limits and not giving enough space” (Kinsale town, P.1203) 

A third of participants referred also to narrow footpaths and reduced accessibility linked to motor traffic, 

with one participant raising the issue of poor walkability for families with children or older people or with 

reduced mobility:  

“Kinsale is obviously normally very busy from Spring to Autumn with visitors. The pavements in the middle 

of Kinsale are very narrow, sometimes non-existent.” (Kinsale town, P.923) 

Lastly, littering and dog fouling were also reported as barriers in this area:  

“Vomit, litter, broken glass” (P.542) 

 

 

Kinsale N % 

Presence of motor traffic 11 42.31 

Poor accessibility 10 38.46 

Others' negative behaviours 2 7.69 

Not Child/family friendly 1 3.85 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 3.85 

Poor social safety 1 3.85 

 



94 
 

94 
 

East Cork 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

 

A number of locations in East Cork were part of the top 10 mentioned County locations with 

perceived barriers to walkability. References to Midleton (7 mentions) included the town, Baillick 

road, roads around Lisgoold and Dungourney. Carrigaline locations (6 mentions) included 

Kilnagleary Business Park and the old railway line between Carrigaline and Crosshaven. Little 

Island (5 mentions) locations included the Carrigrennan water treatment plant, the road to 

Glounthaune, and East Gate. Descriptions of Ballycotton/Garryvoe (4 mentions) referred to 

country roads around Garryvoe (lack of footpaths), Ballycotton village, roads connecting 

Ballycotton to Shanagarry or to Churchtown. Mentions of Carrigtwohill (3) and Cobh (3) referred 

to the villages overall. Lastly, 3 participants described barriers in Youghal town. 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Midleton town: “Dog walkers don’t clean 

after their animals” (P.997) 

Dungourney: “I don’t like the fact that it’s 

so dangerous to walk on countries roads 

and to walk on roads with no footpaths” 

(P.50) 

Midleton N % 

Poor accessibility 4 36.36 

Others’ negative behaviours 3 27.27 

Presence of motor traffic 3 27.27 

Poor social safety 1 9.09 

________________________________________ 

Little Island Carrigrenan water treatment 

plant: “The odour can be horrendous at 

times. So much so that there are days 

where I get straight back into the car. It's 

quite dark and eery on a winter’s 

afternoon. Wouldn't be brave enough to 

walk alone in the evening. Needs more 

lighting” (P.162) 

Eastgate: “Good to walk in evenings as low 

traffic levels but during the day there is 

hardly any pedestrian crossings, none for 
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crossing the road by an crompán 

roundabout” (P.191) 

Little Island N % 

Lack of nature 1 12.5 

Others' negative behaviours 1 12.5 

Poor accessibility 1 12.5 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 1 12.5 

Poor air quality 1 12.5 

Presence of hazards 1 12.5 

Presence of motor traffic 1 12.5 

Risky times of the day 1 12.5 

________________________________________ 

Ballycotton village: “I walk to work, school, 

shop and post office in Ballycotton but 

there are no foot paths for most of the walk 

through the village” (P.1074) 

Ballycotton to Shanagarry: “Traffic flying 

by No footpath. Bad corners, potholes. Feel 

really vulnerable” (P.1140) 

Ballycotton/Garryvoe N % 

Poor accessibility 4 50 

Presence of motor traffic 3 37.5 

Presence of hazards 1 12.5 

________________________________________ 

Carrigtwohill Main Street: “Illegal parking 

on footpaths blocking footpath meaning 

having to go around car on a very busy 

road. Very narrow hard to pass with buggy 

and kids when it’s busy” (P.235) 

Carrigtwohill N % 

Poor accessibility 2 33.33 

Not Child/family friendly 1 16.67 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 16.67 

Presence of hazards 1 16.67 

Presence of motor traffic 1 16.67 

________________________________________ 

Outskirts of Cobh: “It is not safe to walk 

anywhere outside the Cobh Urban area 

where there are no footpaths. It is very 

difficult to get to any amenity areas” 

(P.516) 

Cobh N % 

Presence of motor traffic 2 28.57 

Noise and crowding 1 14.29 

Poor accessibility 1 14.29 

Poor air quality 1 14.29 

Poor social safety 1 14.29 

Presence of hazards 1 14.29 

________________________________________ 

Carrigaline Kilnagleary: “Narrow footpaths 

and loud noise from cars passing by” 

(P.259) 

Old railway line: “The walkway is very 

popular. Lovely walk but paths are very 

narrow for the volume of people who use it. 

Walkers, runners, bikers, rollerbladers 

make it uncomfortable at times. Poorly 

maintained surface in areas, easy to twist 

ankle. Unusable during winter months due 

to lack of lighting” (P.891) 

Carrigaline/Crosshaven N % 

Presence of motor traffic 3 27.27 

Design in conflict 2 18.18 

Noise and crowding 2 18.18 

Poor accessibility 2 18.18 

Poor social safety 1 9.09 

Presence of hazards 1 9.09 

________________________________________ 

Youghal: “The pavements are uneven, very 

hard to maneuver a wheelchair as crossing 

the roads is impossible.Poles (electric 

/phone) on the pathway make it too 

narrow and if  shops put their bins out then 

we are goosed altogether. Wires overhead 

make the town very dark.” (P.665) 

Youghal N % 

Not age or mobility friendly 1 20 

Poor accessibility 1 20 

Poor social safety 1 20 

Presence of hazards 1 20 

Presence of motor traffic 1 20 
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Other Towns 
 

I DON’T like walking here because: 
 

Few participants reported barriers to 

walkability in the towns of Mallow and 

Macroom (3 mentions each).  

Multiple factors were mentioned in 

Mallow, all receiving the same ratings, 

although centring around accessibility and 

negotiating space with motor traffic or 

litter:  

“Gloomy, overgrown hedging, uneven 

footpath” (P.1187) 

“the dog fouling on the streets is impossible 

to avoid” (P.533) 

On the other hand, the descriptions of 

Macroom were divided between poor 

accessibility and presence of motor traffic:  

“Traffic right on top of pedestrians, no 

walking link ups” (P.511) 

“Extremely busy traffic and no sidewalks or 

paths” (road from cross river ferry to 

Carrigaloe train station, P.1277) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mallow N % 

Not Child/family friendly 1 16.67 

Others' negative behaviours 1 16.67 

Poor accessibility 1 16.67 

Poor aesthetics/unpleasant 1 16.67 

Presence of hazards 1 16.67 

Presence of motor traffic 1 16.67 

 

 

Macroom N % 

Poor accessibility 3 50.00 

Presence of motor traffic 3 50.00 
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Conclusions 
 

Summary of Findings 
The Pedestrian Cork Survey 2020 was a community-led effort to understand how people feel 

when walking in Cork, in order to identify the enablers and barriers to walkability in the City 

and County. We adopted a broad definition of walking and pedestrian experiences 

incorporating the perspective of vulnerable road users such as families with children, older 

people and people with mobility limitations.  

While we had a heterogeneous group of respondents, the majority of participants were aged 

<50 years old, living in the City and with no mobility limitations. Around 30% of participants 

reported having children. People in our sample were overall active in terms of frequency of 

walking, although more for leisure than utility. We also noted some variations based on 

participants’ age and urbanity of place of residence.  

Ratings of neighbourhood walkability (Section 3) revealed overall positive experiences in 

terms of access to high-quality places to walk, however, people living in rural areas reported 

more issues with accessing public transport, and those living in urban areas reported limited 

access to green spaces. Pavement quality (i.e., obstacles on footpaths, physical hazards and 

cleanliness) and perceived safety from vehicular traffic received very low ratings overall, with 

the lowest in the most rural and most urbanised areas. 

Descriptions of enablers for walkability in 

outdoor places in Cork City and County 

(independent of where people live) showed 

consistently that our respondents valued spaces 

where they can be in contact with nature, walk 

safely away from traffic or hazards, and that 

they access with ease.  

In the City, some participants preferred the 

quietness, fresh air and scenery of green spaces 

(e.g., Fitzgerald’s Park, Ballincollig Regional Park) and/or blue spaces, including the river (Cork 

Marina), the Lough and the sea (Old Railway Line Blackrock to Passage); on the other hand, 

some participants reported positively on the “buzz” and “vibe” of the City Centre streets when 

walking in Cork, where social interactions and leisure amenities can be accessed, especially in 

areas around St. Patrick’s Street, Grand Parade, Oliver Plunkett Street, and Emmett Place; 

however, these City Centre locations were preferred mainly if/when pedestrianised. In line 

with this, participants who described barriers to walkability complained in particular about 

the City Centre due to high volumes of motor traffic, and reduced accessibility in places where 

the footpaths are narrow/absent/uneven or are blocked by illegally parked cars or other 

obstacles, reporting issues of crowding, physical hazard, and noise. Another barrier to 

walkability that emerged in our survey was littering and dog fouling in the City, which put 

some of our participants off using certain areas for walking.  
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Cork County locations received fewer mentions than the City, probably due to the low 

response rate from people outside the City, as well as the possibility that our respondents 

predominantly walk in the City. Nonetheless, County ratings were in line with City ratings with 

regards to highlighting the need to access walking infrastructure that enables people to walk 

away from the risks, noise and air pollution associated with cars, and to avoid physical hazards 

(i.e., presence of continuous, high-quality footpaths with no street clutter). When describing 

places where they like walking in the County, people once again reported green or coastal 

areas, that offered beauty, clean air and walking paths; conversely, barriers to walkability 

outside the City were mainly associated with having to walk on roads with no footpaths, or 

footpaths with hazardous surfaces or obstacles.  

When we looked at the descriptions made by 

vulnerable subgroups, we found that 

presence/absence of motor traffic and accessibility 

were crucial factor influencing the experience of 

walking for families with small children, and 

green/blue spaces both in the City and County were 

described as Child Friendly Places. Nature was also an 

important enabler of walkability for older people and 

people with reduced mobility; on the other hand, poor 

accessibility, related to quality of footpaths and 

crossing points on roads, was the most important 

barrier for these two groups.  

Throughout the rich and complex descriptions 

provided by our participants about their pedestrian 

experiences in Cork, it is quite evident that 

accessibility and safety from traffic were considered 

paramount enablers.  

 

 

 

Photo by Ryoji Iwata on Unsplash 

https://unsplash.com/@ryoji__iwata?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
https://unsplash.com/s/photos/crossroads?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText


99 
 

99 
 

Moving forward and lessons learned 
The locations identified in the survey have helped us to identify walkability hotspots but also 

areas that may need improvement in terms of accessibility, design or enforcement of illegal 

parking. Pedestrian Cork will use this information to guide future public consultation 

submissions, centred on promoting a more people-friendly, liveable public realm in Cork; this 

is particularly so for the upcoming Cork City 

Development Plan 2022-2028. Furthermore, an 

online map of locations that highlights enablers 

and barriers to walkability is being developed 

by the Group and will be made available on our 

website for public use.  

Few observations about this research should be 

taken into account. This report was completed 

after some Covid-19-related pedestrianisation 

measures were implemented in Cork City to 

address social distancing; we are pleased to note that some of the areas involved in the 

temporary pedestrianisation process were those highlighted in the survey as having the 

potential to support walkability if closed to motor traffic (e.g., Cork Marina). This is also 

reflected in some responses, which were collected during the lockdown, that pointed out the 

need for a public realm that facilitates safe physical distancing for people walking, especially 

in relation to width and quality footpaths. The Pedestrian Cork group intend to make use of 

these insights when liaising with local authorities to promote the creation of enjoyable and 

sustainable outdoor communities in Cork.  

The survey had a considerable uptake, with 1,219 people answering it in part or in full; 

however, as noted in our summary of findings, our respondents were mostly young, based in 

urban areas, and with no mobility issues. Therefore, the insights that emerged in the survey, 

although rich and varied, would be further enriched by having a larger representation of older 

people, people with reduced mobility as well as more people living outside the City. While we 

had initially planned to integrate the online data collection with in-person interviews with 

various groups in the City and County, the lockdown measures introduced just after the 

launch of the survey prevented us from collecting data in person, thus limiting our reach 

beyond online platforms. It is our hope that future iterations of the survey will include a larger 

representation of the groups noted above to have a more comprehensive view on walkability 

both in the City and County. Also, 40% of respondents did not provide demographic 

information, meaning that their profile is not clear; this is a reoccurring issue with online 

survey, further warranting the need to integrate online and in-person data collection.  

https://www.corkcity.ie/en/cork-city-development-plan/proposed-cork-city-development-plan-2022-2028/
https://www.corkcity.ie/en/cork-city-development-plan/proposed-cork-city-development-plan-2022-2028/
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Considering the design of the survey, one strength 

lies on the fact that we collected perceptions of 

walkability both in the neighbourhood of residence 

and in outdoor areas beyond the neighbourhood. 

However, post-data collection we realised that the 

survey did not include a measure to tease out 

whether the outdoor places described by our 

participants were actually in their neighbourhood 

or not. Also, for reasons of confidentiality, we only 

asked participants to indicate the level of urbanity 

of their place of residence rather than name where 

they lived; however, this limited our ability to capture where our respondents reside in Cork 

and how far they might be from the outdoor places that they rated. Lastly, while we asked 

multiple questions about frequency of walking, some of these may be improved by more in-

depth questions to capture multi-modality and linked trips (e.g., walking to public transport, 

walking to Bike Share Scheme), particularly for participants with children. All these aspects 

will improve the quality of future iterations of the survey and the ability to extrapolate 

meaningful information.  

To our knowledge, the Pedestrian Cork Survey 2020 is one of the first efforts to understand 

pedestrian experiences in Cork from the perspective of the most vulnerable road users. The 

survey has been an enriching and learning opportunity for the Pedestrian Cork group to 

understand where in Cork walkability is promoted or hindered; acknowledging the willingness 

and ongoing efforts from both local authorities to improve the liveability of Cork, we hope 

that this report will stimulate a conversation to push forward this process of community 

development and enhancement.  

 

 

Photo by Gaelle Marcel on Unsplash 

https://unsplash.com/@gaellemarcel?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
https://unsplash.com/s/photos/direction?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
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Appendix A – Survey 
 

Pedestrian Cork Survey 2020 

 

 

Thank you for considering participating in the Pedestrian Cork Survey.  

The survey is conducted by the Pedestrian Cork Group (https://pedestriancork.wordpress.com/) in 

collaboration with the School of Applied Psychology, University College Cork (UCC). 

The purpose of this study is to understand your experience as a pedestrian in Cork (City or County). 

This will help the Pedestrian Cork Group to advocate for the improvement of public spaces for walking in 

Cork.  

The survey is open to all adults aged 18+ who use outdoor spaces in Cork (City or County) as 

pedestrians (walking, using a wheelchair or other mobility aid, pushing a buggy, etc).  The survey should 

take you 10-15 minutes to complete. You will be asked to give us examples of places in Cork where you 

like or don’t like walking, and why. We will then ask you to rate the walkability of your neighbourhood 

and give us some demographic information to help us understand the profile of our respondents. 

Your participation is entirely voluntary. There is no obligation to participate, and should you choose to 

do so you can refuse to answer specific questions, or decide to withdraw from the study. All information 

you provide will be confidential and your anonymity will be protected throughout the study. IP 

addresses will not be collected at any point, meaning the data you provide cannot be traced back to you. 

You maintain the right to withdraw from the study at any stage up to the point of data submission. At 

this point your data will be collated with that of other participants and can no longer be retracted. 

The anonymous data collected in this study will be stored on the University College Cork OneDrive 

system and subsequently on the UCC server for 10 years. The information you provide may contribute to 

research reports, publications and/or conference/seminar presentations. 

We do not anticipate any negative outcomes from participating in this study. Should you experience 

distress arising from participating in the research, please use the contact details provided below. 

The survey has received ethical approval from the School of Applied Psychology Research Ethics 

Committee, University College Cork. 

If you would like to know more about Pedestrian Cork, feel free to contact us at ipncork@gmail.com or 
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follow us on Twitter (@PedestrianCork). If you have any questions about this survey, please contact the 

Researcher who developed it and who acts as the Data Controller (Dr. Marica Cassarino, UCC, 

mcassarino@ucc.ie).  

If you have a concern about how we have handled your personal data, you are entitled to this raise this 

with the Data Protection Commission.https://www.dataprotection.ie/ 

If you have a complaint about how this research was conducted please contact in writing:The Ethics 

Committee, School of Applied Psychology,University College Cork,Cork 

If you agree to take part in the survey, please select “I consent to take part in this survey” below. 

Otherwise, please close this webpage.  

 

 

o I have read the above information and I consent to take part in this study (1)  

o I do not want to take part in this study (please close webpage) (2)  

 

WALKING FREQUENCY 

How often do you walk in Cork for the following reasons...? 

 Never (1) Occasionally (2) Sometimes (3) 
Quite often 

(4) 
Every day (5) 

Amenity/leisure 
walking (e.g., 

exercise, walk Pet, 
meet friends) (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

To go to work (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
To go do 

groceries/shopping 
(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  
To bring children 

to school (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Other utility 
walking (e.g., going 

to the doctor, 
bank, post) (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
To access another 
form of transport 
(e.g., train, bus, 

car) (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 



103 
 

103 
 

How long do you walk on average in a typical working day? 

o Less than 30 minutes (1)  

o 30 minutes or more (2)  

 

How long do you walk on average in a typical weekend day? 

o Less than 30 minutes (1)  

o 30 minutes or more (2)  

 

 

PLACES WHERE YOU LIKE WALKING 

 

Tell us about PLACES where YOU LIKE WALKING 

 

PLACE 1 - Can you give us an example of an outdoor space in Cork where walking is a POSITIVE 

EXPERIENCE for you? (Please provide name, address or eircode of the place to help us map it) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

What do you like about this outdoor space? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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PLACE 2 - Do you have another example of an outdoor space in Cork where walking is a POSITIVE 

EXPERIENCE for you? (Please provide name, address or eircode of the place to help us map it) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

What do you like about this outdoor space? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

PLACES WHERE YOU DON’T LIKE WALKING 

Tell us about PLACES where YOU DON'T LIKE WALKING 

 

PLACE 1 - Can you give us an example of an outdoor space in Cork where walking is a NEGATIVE 

EXPERIENCE for you? (Please provide name, address or eircode of the place to help us map it) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

What aspects of this outdoor space you don't like? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

PLACE 2 - Do you have another example of an outdoor space in Cork where walking is a NEGATIVE 

EXPERIENCE for you? (Please provide name, address or eircode of the place to help us map it) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

What aspects of this outdoor space you don't like? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Your experience as a pedestrian 
 

Start of Block: Your Neighbourhood 
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WALKING IN 
YOUR 

NEIGHBOURHOOD 
 
 

Please rate how 
much the below 

statements reflect 
your experience of 

walking in your 
neighbourhood 

(i.e., area that you 
can cover walking 
15 minutes from 

your home).  
 
 

Very much 
UNLIKE my 

neighbouhood 
(1) 

UNLIKE my 
neighbourhood 

(2) 

Neither 
unlike nor 

like (3) 

LIKE my 
neighbouhood 

(4) 

Very much LIKE 
my 

neighbourhood 
(5) 

I feel that walking 
is a positive 

experience (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I can easily access 
the places where I 

like to go by 
walking (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
I can easily access 

public transport by 
walking (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  
I can easily access 
green spaces by 

walking (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I can easily access 
resting spaces 

(e.g., benches) (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I can walk on 
footpaths without 

obstacles (e.g., 
bins, cars on 

pavements) (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Footpaths and 
roads present no 
physical hazards 

(e.g., potholes) (7)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Footpaths and 
roads are clean 
(e.g., no litter or 
vandalism) (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Footpaths and 

roads have 
adequate lighting 

(9)  

o  o  o  o  o  
I feel safe (e.g., 

antisocial 
behaviour) when 
walking outdoors 

(10)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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I feel safe from 
traffic when 

walking oudoors 
(11)  

o  o  o  o  o  
I feel part of a 

community when 
walking outdoors 

(12)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Tell us about yourself 

 

The information below will help us to understand the profile of our respondents 

 

What is your gender? 

o Male (1)  

o Female (2)  

o Other (3)  

o Prefer not to say (4)  

 

What is your age group? 

o 18-29 (1)  

o 30-39 (2)  

o 40-49 (3)  

o 50-59 (4)  

o 60-69 (5)  

o 70-79 (6)  

o 80-89 (7)  

o 90+ (8)  
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Would you describe your neighbourhood as being in...? 

o Inner city (1)  

o City suburbs (2)  

o Town (3)  

o Village (4)  

o Countryside (5)  

 

How many people in total (including yourself) live in your household? (Please enter number. If you live 

alone, please indicate 1) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

How many underage children do you have? 

o 0 (1)  

o 1-2 (2)  

o 3-4 (3)  

o 5+ (4)  

 

Do you have a disability or condition that influences your ability to walk about independently? 

o Yes (1)  

o No (2)  
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Do you have any family/household members with a disability or condition that influences their ability to 

walk about independently? 

o Yes (1)  

o No (2)  

 

Do you have ANY OTHER COMMENTS about your experience as a pedestrian in Cork? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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