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1 Where we’re coming from.

Sustainable Clonakilty is a community initiative covering the greater Clonakilty area whose mission is to lessen our contribution to climate change and our dependence on diminishing resources, principally oil. Sustainable Clonakilty has been chosen by Cork County Council as the county’s  representative in the SEAI’s Sustainable Communities competition (see  (SEAI, 2011)). 

As part of this campaign our Transport Group looks at ways in which we can promote sustainable transport, including walking, cycling and the use of public transport, making them first choice rather than the last resort for those needing to travel within the town, the county and to Cork City and beyond. See §7. 
We live in extremely challenging economic times, and we are fully aware of the economic pressures on state bodies, public transport operators and indeed individuals and private investors. We are looking therefore at simple and realistic measures that may be taken in the short term in order to promote sustainable transport at little or no marginal cost.

Sustainable Clonakilty welcomes this opportunity to comment on and to offer suggestions in relation to the Clonakilty Traffic and Transportation Study Final Draft Report. We are especially appreciative of the fact that a hard-copy of the report was made available to our group to facilitate our review and applaud the initiative of Cork County Council and Clonakilty Town Council in making the draft report available online.

This review is presented in four sections: comments on structure, scope and overall vision (§2); specific comments on sections of the document (§3; additional ideas (§4) and a general discussion on parking and pedestrianisation (§5). Note that throughout the document “the Draft Plan” refers to  (RPS, 2011), the section symbol “§” is used to reference chapters within the Draft Plan and to cross-reference sections in this document and reference to numbered recommendations is made in full, e.g. “Recommendation 6.8”.
2 Structure, scope and overall vision.

The report reflects a strong commitment to maintaining the compact and vibrant nature of the town and the need to do so in the context of sustainable development, as well as a recognition of national and international best practice in achieving these aims and we applaud this.

In particular we commend the vision shown in some of the more ambitious proposals, such as the cycle/walkway to Inchydoney, scheme, the Fealge River footpath, the Technology Park cycleway and the introduction of some form of pedestrianisation, all of which have the potential to bring substantial improvements to the local environment.

That said, we feel there are some areas where a broader and more integrated perspective could be brought to bear. In particular we would like to see a specific, measurable and significant commitment to reduced emissions, to modal integration and to promoting innovation in the transport field. We will discuss this further in §4.
3 Specific comments.

3.1 §3 Mobility management plans.

We very much welcome the section on mobility management plans: these are artefacts that help to promote best practice across organisations by providing a standard template, an effective reservoir of case studies and a solid basis for measuring organisational improvement across all areas of transport planning. Sustainable Clonakilty Transport Group has significant knowledge in this area and indeed the promotion of mobility management planning is one of the explicit goals of the group. 

In particular the innovative ideas set out for the Mobility Management Plans (p 8-9), including lift-sharing schemes, measures to encourage cycling, provision of a local bus service, and other low-cost and pertinent recommendations should be applauded.

Recommendation 3.1: we agree with the importance of this move, particularly in the context of forming sustainable travel habits. However we would suggest that it could be strengthened and the role of the students themselves emphasised.
· We recommend that schools in Clonakilty should be encouraged to undertake mobility management planning, with the maximum practical involvement of the students themselves as well as input from parents (parent involvement being particularly important in primary schools) with the goal that all schools in the town have mobility management plans agreed and in place before the beginning of the 2012-13 school year. The Town Council should provide all necessary support both for the development of the initial plan and regular (at least annual) reviews. The Town Council should also, ideally, encourage all schools to co-ordinate and cross-review their mobility plans as well as identifying co-operative initiatives (e.g. a common walking bus) since many parents are likely to have children attending more than one school and such joined-up thinking is likely to lead to more effective planning.
Clear timescales are extremely important in the setting of goals in order to focus effort. Mobility management plans establish a baseline and a roadmap for improvement: it is vital to have the baseline in place as soon as possible in order to facilitate the measurement of progress. 

Recommendation 3.2: agreed. 

Recommendation 3.3: Sustainable Clonakilty would be very pleased to provide a representative on such a committee, should we be invited to do so. The committee’s remit should be specified here in more detail: we suggest extending the text to read “…to drive the process forward, oversee the implementation of these proposals and report on progress to the Town Council and the wider public (for example, by publishing quarterly reports on the Council website)”.

Recommendation 3.4: agreed.

We would also propose two additional recommendations: 

Recommendation 3.5: that the Town Council encourage existing businesses above a certain size to undertake mobility management planning with support from the Council and with emphasis on how they can use transport resources more effectively to provide a better service at lower environmental as well as economic cost.

Recommendation 3.6: that the Town Council (or Council subcommittee set up by recommendation 3.3) set up template travel plans for small business and individuals that will assist in monitoring and reducing travel costs without the overhead costs of each developing a custom plan.

For example, the Council might prepare a “small retail” plan that proposes measures that small retail outlets might be able to apply: some measures could be as simple as monitoring fuel use to see if it is worth investing in a more economical delivery van – such information could also be used to support bank loan applications.

3.2 §4 Pedestrian and cycle networks

3.2.1 General points.

We are very pleased to see the following in the draft plan:

a. Its appreciation of the fact that ever-increasing car use is unsustainable in the longterm and recognition that, given the scale of the town, extensive use of walking and cycling by residents is possible and is to be facilitated and encouraged (p.6) 

b. The recommendation to maintain the compactness of the town and the vibrancy of the town centre and to encourage co-location of dwellings, employment sites and services, to reduce the need to travel (p.6).

c. The aspiration to achieve the National Cycle Policy Framework target so that by 2020 10% of all our trips will be by bike.

d. We find the proposed network of high-quality pedestrian routes a welcome improvement on the current provision and in general support all of the Recommendations (§4.4) (see specific comments below)

e. We appreciate the tension between pedestrianisation of the town centre and facilitating a vibrant commercial life. We agree that ample in-town parking needs to be available, given the competition afforded by out-of-centre supermarkets. An improved pedestrian environment, for some hours per day, in the designated central street could result in the town centre becoming an attractive magnet for both locals and tourists, but this will need to be carefully planned in consultation with various local interested parties.

However while many of the recommendations are worthy and recognised as good value it is disappointing that only two are considered priorities in the short term. We would also feel that there are a number of additional innovative possibilities that have not been considered. 

The cycling hub infrastructure could be partially realized by building on the (low cost) ‘Green Lanes’ idea already well developed in Jersey since 1994 (JTS, 2007). Additional stretches of minor country roads ('Green Lanes'), may be designated with distinctive road signage and a much reduced  speed limit, where walkers and cyclists will have priority over car traffic. 

The proposed Inchydoney route would seem an ideal test case for this concept and this would appear to reduce significantly the investment required and allow it to be prioritised. Clearly this would require negotiations with the hotel and local residents but we believe the benefits to them would outweigh the minor drawback of a reduced speed limit on the access road. Depending on evaluation of the experience other routes could also be considered for designation.

Such routes might be  in scenic locations for the benefit of the cycling or walking tourist or in between towns and villages to support those that cycle or walk as a part of their normal routine, for commuting, shopping or other daily tasks. Any such designation would require negotiation with other road users, particularly residences and businesses.

A further option for the development of the cycling infrastructure would be to upgrade largely disused tracks such as the Flax Road from Clogheen across towards Lady’s Cross and the Rocky Road from Clogheen Heights over to Clogheen Holiday Cottages: the former providing a direct link towards Ahamilla while the latter would in part provide an alternative route to and from Inchydoney.

3.2.2 Comments on specific recommendations.

Recommendation 4.1: We agree with this recommendation and propose that the path be for dual use by both cyclists and walkers. It should explicitly linked (by road signs) to the existing route to Ahamilla. This route would then link two schools (Gaelscoil and Scoil na mBhucailli) to the town centre, several residential areas and the GAA complex and so help to fulfil key recommendations of the Smarter Travel transport strategy (DoT, 2009). 

Recommendation 4.2: we agree with this recommendation but would again propose that the pathway be dual-use (pedestrians and cyclists). We would also suggest that the path link up to the Clogheen Road behind the Quality Hotel, providing an alternative, low traffic route back to Upper Lamb Street as well as (were our proposal for the Flax Road to be accepted) over to Lady’s Cross.

Recommendation 4.3: we agree with this recommendation, but consider that it should be considered in the “short-term” measures: designating the network can be done more or less immediately and without cost, any actual work will, naturally, need to be costed and prioritised. It should also be made clear that this would be a first step towards ensuring that there is continuous, high-quality, footpath provision on all roads within the Town Council boundaries as a matter of policy. Minimum widths should be mentioned – ideally, in general a path should be wide enough for two wheelchairs or two double buggies to pass. The list of improvements should explicitly mention provision for ongoing maintenance: sometimes it only takes one broken paving stone for a high-quality footpath to become impossible to navigate with a wheelchair and even to become dangerous for pedestrians. Finally, the network should, as per  (Smarter Travel, 2009), explicitly include the provision of safe cycling and walking routes to and from schools as being of the highest priority. 
Recommendation 4.4: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 4.5: we agree with this recommendation in principle but consider that it should specify precise crossing points. In particular, a pedestrian crossing at the junction of Casement Street with the Inchydoney Road should be a priority (see also Recommendation 7.9). 

Recommendation 4.6: we agree with this recommendation but would like to see specified that the cycle stands be of a design to permit the majority of bikes to be secured by frame and rear wheel to the stand. Location of the stand should be away from parking spaces: we see for example at Scally’s SuperValu that the cycle stand is frequently blocked by inappropriately parked cars (and some drivers have been observed being abusive towards cyclists who ask them to move).

Recommendation 4.7: we agree with this recommendation and would like to see the Town Council adopt a timescale for its adoption and phased implementation. We would suggest that the route not terminate in the Community College car park but rather that it at least be signposted throughout the urban area. If the Templebryan Lake area is to be developed as a tourist attraction it would seem reasonable to have a cycle/footpath all the way around the lake and the Technology Park route could be part of that.

Recommendation 4.8: we agree strongly with the aims of the recommendation but (see §3.2.1) consider that there may be simpler, low-cost and easily implementable alternative ways of achieving this aim. This could allow the recommendation to be moved to the “short-term” list.

Recommendation 4.9: while a worthy recommendation we would point out that if the Fealge River path is completed as dual purpose (as per our comments on Recommendation 4.1) it would certainly cover part of this need, and our proposed upgrade of the Flax Road (see §3.2.1) is also relevant to this purpose. Note that unfortunately the aerial photograph in  (RPS, 2011) p.19 figure 4.5 cuts off just north of the Flax Road, which is a continuation of Clogheen Road over towards Lady’s Cross.
Recommendation 4.10: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 4.11: we agree with this recommendation and would suggest explicitly extending it to cycle access. Such paths should comply with agreed minimum standards for accessibility, safety, width, surface quality and lighting and responsibility for the maintenance of the paths should be clearly defined as part of any planning application.

Recommendation 4.12: it is not entirely clear to us what this recommendation entails, but improved signage for pedestrians and cyclists is to be welcomed.

We would add four further recommendations.

Recommendation 4.13: that a longer distance footpath/cycleway be implemented to connect the Convent and the Community College to Dunnes Stores to the north of the Wolfe Tone St/Ashe St/Pearse St/Western Rd axis, through Tawnies and Fern Hill, using existing residential roads and subject to landowner permission for the construction of some cut-throughs. 
Recommendation 4.14: that the Town Council, in co-operation with the County Council and other interested parties, immediately commence a process of identifying key cycling routes in the wider Clonakilty area in keeping with Clonakilty’s proposed identification as a Category 1 Cycling Hub (Fáilte Ireland, 2007), proposing a strategy for implementing these and specifying a timescale for doing so.

Recommendation 4.15: that the Town Council prepare and have published a road map of the Town Council area showing clearly all roads where footpaths are a) absent altogether, b) present but not fulfilling the minimum criteria for accessibility, safety, width, surface quality and lighting and c) present and high quality. This can be used as a baseline for monitoring improvements to the provision over time.

Recommendation 4.16: . that aesthetics be considered when planning and developing and other car-free spaces, including greenery & public seating would make the area more appealing for local business & shoppers alike. Such considerations must naturally be subordinate to the agreed minimum standards for path design (see Recommendation 4.11).
3.3 §5 Public transport

3.3.1 General comments.

In general we would agree with the points made on the existing bus stops and their improvement, on the general feasibility of Park and Ride schemes and on the viability of local bus services. However we feel that some factors may have been missed.

In §5.1, little or no consideration is given to the interdependency between the design and location of the bus stops and other proposals such as the pedestrianisation scheme. For example, we would like to see some consideration of the possible locations of bus stops under this scheme, including the possibility – if the traffic flow could be made to suit it - of allowing buses in both directions to use Pearse Street as an exception to the general pedestrianisation rule. This would place public transport at the heart of the life of the town without, at current service frequencies, reducing significantly the benefits of pedestrianisation. Naturally the feasibility of such a move depends on the nature and volume of traffic flows through the town.

In §5.2 the discussion of local bus services is valid as far as it goes but there is little effort to quantify the numbers that might use such a service. For example, an  analysis of the numbers working in the Technology Park now, future projections, where they live, how they currently get to work and the prospects for changing their behaviour would seem a minimum requirement. Nor does the Draft Plan consider the possibility of incorporating other population centres to make a local service more attractive. For example, a bus service for Darrara might be more viable if the service started in Timoleague or Courtmacsherry and we would like to see more research into such less obvious options. The “bus-on-demand” or “Taxibus” concept could also be explored – we understand from Bus Éireann that this is being trialled in some areas already.

Bus Éireann services to and from Cork do stop at the Technology Park and some people from further afield than Clonakilty use the service to commute. Encouraging Bus Éireann to provide a cheap fare (say 50c) from Clon to and from the Technology Park and advertise the service locally might provide a quick and effective first step. 
Neither §5.1 nor §5.2 addresses the important question of how to change behaviour to promote the use of public transport, or the question of the barriers to its uptake. It is clear that without behavioural change initiatives such as a local bus service will have very little chance of success. Sustainable Clonakilty has addressed this in the specific context of Bus Éireann services (see  (SustClon TG, 2010)), and we are continuing to discuss it with Bus Éireann.
§5.3, again, is valid as far as it goes but seems to consider the issue of Park & Ride schemes in a manner more appropriate to a larger city such as Cork. There may be other, simple, low-cost measures that would provide at least part of the benefit. For example we would like to see consideration given to whether the Model Railway Village’s Road Train  (Clon MRV) could be used as a simple transport service. This might involve a few dedicated stops, including Deasy’s car park and the SuperValu car park as well as the Model Railway Village itself, and a single ticket that allowed the user to hop on and off as often as they wanted in a given period. This would effectively piggy-back on the existing tourist service (which also serves Inchydoney), could be relatively easily extended if successful and requires no upfront investment.

3.3.2 Specific recommendations.

Recommendation 5.1: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 5.2: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 5.3: in general we agree with this recommendation but would suggest emphasising that the viability of such a service should first be clearly demonstrated, that the policy goal be integrated with wider county and national policies, that viability may depend on the provision of other services and that it needs to be considered as a part of an overall strategy to change behaviour and encourage the use of public transport.

Recommendation 5.4: as noted in our comments on §3 we would strongly support the need for Mobility Management plans.

Recommendation 5.5: we would generally agree with this recommendation, though we would note our comments on the general P&R concept (see §3.3.1) and also note that the Technology Park car park is currently made available to Clonakilty Rugby Club on match Saturdays: it is not clear to us how it is proposed to resolve that potential conflict.

In addition we would propose two further specific recommendations:
Recommendation 5.6: Bus Eireann Bus Service: We highly recommend the provision of a bus-stop, eastbound and westbound, in the vicinity of Dunnes Stores. As a group, we have discussed this with Bus Éireann and have found them sympathetic to the idea of a request stop here (see also  (SustClon TG, 2010)).
Recommendation 5.7: that Bus Éireann be asked to provide a specific low-cost fare from Clonakilty (including the proposed Clonakilty West stop) to the West Cork Technology Park, to facilitate commuters from Clonakilty.

3.4 §6 Parking.

3.4.1 General comments.

In particular reference to the Draft Plan §6.4 and §6.5 (pp  37-38) we do not consider parking charges to be viable on the evidence presented in the Draft Plan. Indeed the Draft Plan asserts a number of benefits (p. 37) but provides no evidence for case studies, local surveys or any other source to back them up. 

There is widespread concern that such a move would be extremely damaging to town centre commerce, and it is not clear how out of town retailers could be brought into the scheme voluntarily. We note that the report does acknowledge the problem of out-of-town retailer parking but feel that it does not adequately address these concerns. §6.4 concentrates entirely on perceived advantages of charging as a method of parking management without considering the problems it could bring or considering alternatives such as time-limited parking.

We express our own thoughts on the issue of parking in more detail in §5 of this document. While the draft Traffic and Transportation study provides a comprehensive analysis of current parking habits and future needs on an “all else being equal” basis. It does not deal with some key issues: the impact on the nature of the town of allowing car use to grow at the same rate as population, the real economic value of a parking space (though it does mention on page 38 that parking space is a valuable resource there is no attempt to quantify this in the specific context of the town) or the need to ensure public support for any measures taken.

3.4.2 Specific recommendations.

Recommendation 6.1: we support this recommendation, though please see also Recommendation 6.10. 

Recommendation 6.2: we support this recommendation.

Recommendation 6.3: we do not support this recommendation on the basis of the evidence presented. Instead we propose the immediate introduction of a time limit on parking by non-residents on Pearse Street of 30’. Residents would be exempt if their property had no alternative parking. 

Recommendation 6.4: in principle we support the recommendation for residents’ parking permits to exempt them from parking restrictions. We would be concerned that an “administrative charge” could easily become a revenue stream and would suggest that a cap of (say) €10 per year be set at the outset. Those with residents’ parking permits should be given, individually or collectively, exclusive parking in marked bays.

Recommendation 6.5: we support this recommendation.

Recommendation 6.6: we support this recommendation. Signposts directing visitors to the larger car parks such as Deasy’s at present would be a good idea.

Recommendation 6.7: we support this recommendation.

Recommendation 6.8: we support this recommendation.

Recommendation 6.9: we support this recommendation.

In addition we would propose two further specific recommendations:
Recommendation 6.10: that the Council support retailers in making provision to transport customers’ larger purchases to the car parks where those retailers’ business are no longer easily accessible by car because of pedestrianisation or parking restrictions.

3.5 §7 Traffic management and junction improvements.

The structure of this section is slightly different in that the Draft Plan analysis is technical and dependent on the traffic modelling exercise carried out in the preparation of the Draft Plan. Sustainable Clonakilty has not at this stage performed any such analysis on our own account and we do not propose to second guess the conclusions. However we would like some clarifications and we have some observations on the recommendations. Our observations will be listed in order.

Figure 7.3 and related text. Has there been any consideration of the possibility of making O’Rahilly’s Rd one way in a South-North direction? This would certainly facilitate school runs, as the road is not wide enough to support two-way traffic during busy hours. Could this improve the flow of traffic as well as eliminating some issues at the junctions? 

We would also like to see consideration given to the following two related suggestions.

· Making Connolly Street (from Kent Street to the N71, past Shanley’s) a one-way (North-South) exit street. In future when pedestrian zone on Pearse st. is implemented, Rossa St. could then change its direction and traffic could exit easily from the town centre via Connolly St.

· Widening the section of Bridge St from the Church Carpark exit & Spillers Lane pedestrian crossing to Kent Street in front of the Post Office. If this small section of road was made into a two-way street and the church car park exit widened to allow two-way traffic, it could greatly reduce amount of traffic looping unnecessarily through town in the current one way system in search of parking.

Recommendation 7.7  Jail Rd/Connolly St Junction 7. We would suggest that the adoption of the one-way system suggested above might allow full traffic signals be avoided at this junction and that only pedestrian signals in front of Deasy’s carpark might be required.  

Recommendation 7.9: we are not persuaded of the case for signals along the N71, and would suggest that at this junction there is sufficient room for a roundabout that would allow traffic to continue to flow smoothly.  It would also allow for future development at the waterfront building to be included as an additional exit to the roundabout.  Traffic would continue almost uninterrupted in the West to East direction (including buses) and traffic headed East to West would be taken around the larger portion of the roundabout passing the Inchydoney road and reconnecting with the N71.  This roundabout should include pedestrian crossing on its East side between the Eurospar and the Waterfront.

Recommendation 7.11: we agree with this recommendation and would suggest that suitable pedestrian/cycle crossing be included in the design of the roundabout.

Recommendation 7.14: we agree with this recommendation and propose that any remaining parking along Pearse St after footpath widening be made 30 min parking maximum.
3.6 §8 New roads

3.6.1 General comments.

This chapter provides a comprehensive discussion of possible relief roads and their impact on traffic flow in the town. We have only a few minor comments on this chapter, mostly referring to areas where we would like additional information.

It would certainly be useful to know what proportion of the traffic in each direction is through traffic and how this evolves during the course of a day and over the year as a whole. This clearly affects the prospects of congestion at different times of the day. On a related point the traffic modelling results (table 8.2) are presented as single figures representing the “average” journey time. We assume, though this is not specified, that the average referred is the arithmetic mean. Here too a picture of the expected intra-day variation might help identify schemes that risk serious bottlenecks at critical times.

The analysis of the funding prospects for any of these proposals makes depressing reading. The implication of §8.4 is that the Town and County Councils, as well as other elected representatives, should lobby the NRA to at least carry out a formal cost-benefit analysis and: could be a formal recommendation of the Draft Plan. 

In view of the fact that the full and effective implementation of any of the recommendations is at best uncertain in the current economic climate we would propose adding a section identifying, through back-casting, the level of modal shift that would be required to preserve current traffic levels, journey times and emissions under the identified population growth scenarios. At the very least this would give a graphic illustration of the challenge.

3.6.2 Comments on specific recommendations.

Recommendation 8.1: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 8.2: we agree with this recommendation.

Recommendation 8.3: we agree with this recommendation. Furthermore we would like it noted that this route would seriously impact on the environment of Clonakilty Bay and would reduce the prospects for cleaning up the bay and developing it as a civic and tourist amenity.

Recommendation 8.4: we agree with this recommendation, but would welcome a more specific and timed objective.

Recommendation 8.5: we agree with this recommendation.

We would propose the following additional recommendations.
Recommendation 8.6: all new road development as well as substantial upgrades to existing roads in both town and county to include the provision of cycleways and footpaths physically separated from the road. This would be a key aid in promoting cycling and walking and we assume that it would be significantly cheaper than retro-fitting.

Recommendation 8.7: that the Town and County Councils, with support from local elected representatives, lobby the NRA to carry out a formal cost-benefit analysis of the Northern Bypass proposal. The cost-benefit analysis should take into account the prospect that the Northen Bypass might obviate or delay the need for the Relief Roads. 

3.7 §9 Proposed programme.

This section provides a concise and useful summary of the recommendation. The grouping of recommendations included in the pre-amble (short-term, medium-term, long-term and responsive)  to the chapter is not however reflected in the actual structure of the chapter which categorises them as short-term, responsive, good value and other. We suggest the pre-amble be updated to reflect the actual structure.

Without recapping in detail comments made on the specific recommendations, we would suggest that:

· Recommendations that refer to the continuation of the status quo, such as Recommendation 8.2 and Recommendation 8.3, be placed in a separate section as they do not require action (they do of course need to be kept to ensure that decisions are not taken that contravene them).

· Measures that may be considered to affirm an aspiration, to adopt a policy decision or to set up a working group should all be automatically regarded as “short-term” (e.g. Recommendation 4.3, Recommendation 4.10 and Recommendation 5.3 among others). Clearly the timescale and resourcing of the particular projects behind the recommendations are a matter for discussion and negotiation but this cannot realistically start until the policy decisions are made. 
4 Cutting across the boundaries: strategic recommendations. .

SC4.1 We would like to see an integrated approach across the key themes of the Traffic and Transportation Study identifying dependencies between them as well as relating them to other key initiatives such as the Smarter Travel programme. 

SC4.2 A key measure of sustainability is the level of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) emissions and we would like to see proposed measures evaluated according to how they will impact emissions on a day by day basis as well as the CO2e costs of proposed building programmes. 
SC4.3 (Smarter Travel, 2009) includes the establishment of a national competition ‘to deliver outstanding examples of sustainable travel towns and rural areas’ (p.58). We recommend that the Clonakilty Traffic and Transportation Study recommendations should, overall, facilitate the development of Clonakilty as such an outstanding example of sustainable travel, demonstrating to other towns throughout Ireland (and indeed further afield) what is possible with astute planning. 

Another important omission is that the fund established ((Smarter Travel, 2009) Action 47) to support innovative sustainable travel projects, which can help in changing travel behaviour or reduce environmental impacts is not mentioned .The Traffic and Transportation Study should highlight such projects and explicitly target this source of funding.
Although the draft Transport and Transportation study references (Smarter Travel, 2009) it does not relate its recommendations to the wider context established by that report. Although most of the draft plan’s recommendations are in line with  (Smarter Travel, 2009) there are some differences in emphasis - for example, Smarter Travel explicitly requires local authorities to prioritise cycles routes to schools and this important issue is not mentioned. 

5 Parking and pedestrianisation.

These are multi-faceted, contentious and closely related issues and we feel therefore that they merit a separate section to express our view independently of the structure of the report itself.

5.1 Pedestrianisation.

Pedestrianisation is a complex topic, and needs careful consideration. It appears to function best in areas with a mix of retail space, restaurants and entertainment so that the space is being used throughout the day and the evening – by these criteria Pearse St. is an ideal candidate. It is essential they be pleasant, open and welcoming spaces that encourage a range of activities and allow people to feel comfortable and safe. We very much welcome the ideas put forward in the draft report though we would like to emphasise the importance of community support for such an initiative: such support will only be forthcoming once suspicions are allayed that it would result in increased costs and reduced footfall.
5.2 Parking.

The prevalence of the motor car in rural life comes at a cost: a cost that is not always appreciated. We have come to love our cars, regard them as an extension of ourselves and, over many years, became accustomed to being able to drive and park them more or less where we liked and even to regard this as a right. We have generally been quite unconscious of the costs: costs in pollution, in human health, in space and in opportunity costs that this perceived right brings. 

In certain respects one could  use the analogy of the smoking ban: for many years it was considered perfectly acceptable and even that one had a right to fill public spaces with second hand smoke. This is no longer the case, and while there are some diehards the majority of smokers as well as non-smokers now recognise the logic of the ban.

The cost of parking takes many forms:

· The additional pollution from multiple smaller journeys and from manoeuvring into parking spaces. This has direct health as well as wider environmental impact.
· The opportunity cost of the space. The need to accommodate cars as well as people and businesses forces a growing town to spread further, ironically making it less easy to get around on foot and therefore further growth in traffic and additional demand for parking.
· The financial cost of construction and maintenance of the parking space.
Note that these costs are paid, in effect, by the whole community including those that choose to use more sustainable modes of transport.

Despite this it is clearly impractical to simply to introduce barriers to parking, such as charges, in a situation where this risks simply diverting business to out of town supermarkets or to other towns where parking is easier, cheaper or more convenient. The issue of parking therefore needs to be dealt with in an integrated fashion over a wide area  and must consider all relevant issues, including out of town supermarkets, the availability  of public transport, and so on . While this is not the place to provide a detailed list of proposals there are some approaches that may be more acceptable than simple charging.

· Cash-out schemes (Warren, 2007) are increasingly being used in Britain by employers to reward those who do not travel to work by car rather than penalising those that do. There would appear to be scope to develop this idea also to other organisations: a supermarket might provide a certain percentage discount to those that do not use their parking, for example. This does require the parking area be controlled, and is unlikely to work if there is extensive free on-road parking close by, but has been shown to be a very effective way of changing behaviour in the workplace.

· Restricted time limits. Parking may be permitted only for a very limited time at a given location. There are various ways of implementing this, but probably the simplest and most straightforward is disc parking where the driver is responsible for setting the (cardboard) disc to show their arrival time at the parking spot. Fixed penalty notices can be issued to those who overstay or deliberately mis-set their disc.  to a later time. It might be feasible to issue discs to all vehicle owners in the county with their road tax disc, while visitors and anyone needing to replace a lost disc could buy a replacement for a nominal charge (certainly less than €5) at a variety of retail outlets. 

· Reserved parking. Certain spaces could be reserved for exclusive use by disabled users, residents, pick-up, drop-offs or customers of specific shops (in addition to existing disabled user spaces, for example. 
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7 Appendix: 

Sustainable Clonakilty in Brief www.sustainableclon.com
Our overarching mission is:
To lessen our contribution to climate change and our dependence on diminishing resources, principally oil, and to prepare to deal with these very real threats to the future. 
Our Guiding Principles are:
· Reduce wasteful use of scarce resources
· Reduce use of polluting substances
· Reduce negative impact on nature
· Meet human needs fairly and efficiently.
Our Major Goal at present is the Clonergy 2020 Project which aims:
To enable the transition of Clonakilty, and the surrounding areas, to energy neutrality through renewable energy, in order to support a sustainable economy and quality of life for the community.
How is the Clonergy 2020 objective to be achieved?
1. Through understanding how much energy Clonakilty uses. ✔
2. Identifying local usable renewable energy resources. ✔
3. Avoiding energy wastage.
4. Encouraging individuals to supply as much of their own energy needs as they can from renewable resources.
5. Encouraging local public/private partnerships to establish small renewable energy power utilities close to the town.
Why do this?
• To give a stable and predictable energy supply to the town.
• To retain money spent on energy in the local economy.
• To create employment.
• To encourage eco-tourism. 
And because we believe it is possible to do so.
Achievements to date:
Founded, December 2006 with regular meetings, speakers, site visits and awareness raising. 
January 2008 Website launched – now receives around 700 hits per day.
Fact finding mission to Güssing, Austria in November 2008 including the Mayor, Town Clerk, 2 Councillors and 5 members of SC.
Became a Company Limited by Guarantee in November 2008 and a registered charity.
2009 Carried out an Energy Audit of Clonakilty Town with funding via the Clonakilty Chamber of Tourism, from a prize they won from Failte Ireland for Best Emerging Rural Tourism Destination.
Produced and distributed an up to date map which also informs about the Clonergy 2020 project. Funding was provided by Cork County Council Local Agenda 21.
2010 Organised a week long Energy Festival including a one day conference.
2011 Commissioned, completed and launched a €30,000 Renewable Energy Study, A Roadmap Towards Energy Neutrality in the  Clonakilty District by 2020, which confirmed the feasibility of using local renewable resources to supply energy in our local area of interest, which is roughly the area that lies within a 15 km radius of Clonakilty town. The West Cork Development Partnership under the Rural Development Programme 2007-2013 supported the project with 90% funding. To read a summary, or the full report, go to:
www.sustainableclon.com/wb/wb/pages/renewable-energy-study-report-2011.php 
Gained 2 awards in 2010: Winner of the 2010 Tidy Towns National Sustainable Development Award.
Cork Environmental Forum Annual Environmental Awards 2010: Winner Community & Voluntary Category for 2010 Energy Week. 
Status at March 2011
Directors: Marian Cadogan, Mark Holland, Ray Lucy (Treasurer), John McCarthy, Peter Madden (Chair), Alison Wickham (Secretary)
20 people on 4 different active working groups: Energy, Transport, Food, Events and Promotion
51 Financial members currently, 262 on Group Email list, 800 + Facebook friends
Transport Sub-Group: This was established in November 2010 to complement the Energy Neutral vision, since one third of energy outputs in the Clonakilty area are presumed to be attributable to transport. It aims to promote increased use of public and non-car transport, including the promotion of car pooling, walking buses for school children, etc. A detailed set of proposals were submitted to Bus Eireann in December 2010, resulting in an ongoing, fruitful collaboration.
Goals for next three years:
To put the Renewable Energy Study Roadmap Plan into action through:
· Applying, in association with the local authorities, Clonakilty Town Council and Cork County Council, to become an SEAI Sustainable Energy Community.
· Engaging the community in our goals by getting buy in from as many community, political and business groups in our area of interest as possible.
· Actively engaging in promoting a programme of energy waste avoidance and retrofitting of energy saving measures in homes and businesses in our area of interest.  Discussions are pending re Airtricity assistance and with WCDP about LEADER funding, as well as with other interested parties
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