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Introduction

The Transport and Mobility Forum, Cork (TMF) is a cross-sectoral representative group of organisations
who have a common interest in sustainable travel *. The TMF fully supports measures and policies
promoting sustainable and active travel. Sustainable and Active Travel (cycling and walking) help to
reduce congestion on roads, improve air quality, support a low carbon economy, reduce noise pollution
and improve public health.

As such itis the TMF’s aim to support the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, in particular SDG 3 (Good
Health and Well-Being), SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) and SDG 13 (Climate Action).

We would like to take the opportunity to comment on the Draft Revision of the NPF while offering the
following comments for further improvements.

Overview and general response

Our view on the overall vision and objectives of the draft framework.

We feel given the strong emphasis and acknowledgment in this strategy that the key importance of
achieving compact growth and the central objective of the NPF should be to move the focus of the Irish
planning system from one of preventing over-development to one of preventing the under-
development of urban areas. The focus should be aimed at ensuring that all new developments are
more easily accessible on foot, by bike, or by public transport rather than prioritising private motor
vehicles. Strict limits should be put in place to ensure all development is proximate to a town centre or
public transport hub with sufficient density and permeability to allow all everyday journeys to be easily
carried out within that community on foot or by bike with frequent and accessible public transport
within and between these communities.

While we are impressed and supportive of the strategy and vision of the plan, we will outline below how
we are concerned that merely acknowledging this issue, rather than providing clear measurable, and
compulsory targets to ensure more compact sustainable growth and the transition to more sustainable,
healthy and liveable communities will not occur. As a result, providing, encouraging, and supporting more
financially, socially, and environmentally sustainable modes of transport will be immeasurably more
difficult.



Our general priorities, how and why there is such a close relationship between transport and
spatial planning.

The TMF strongly supports measures that reduce the health, social, economic, and environmental costs
of transport. The rapid transition to more efficient transportation is of vital importance to the nation and
requires us to act rapidly. The best, easiest, and most effective way to achieve this is to reduce the
distance needed to reach everyday destinations.

See Appendix 1 for more details on our views regarding emissions reduction.

We believe that the most important requirement for achieving these priorities is a planning system that
prioritises compact walkable development while prohibiting low-density, car-centric design and “out of
town” type developments leading to sprawl and car dependency. As such spatial planning is the most
important determinant of progress to a more sustainable transport system.

This requires implementing a number of policies in combination. And that the document should contain
firm commitments to such policies, including a requirement to achieve specific measurable outcomes.
These policies have a cumulative, synergistic, and multiplicative effect. While these policies are generally
useful and warranted in isolation, they will be vastly more effective in combination with the weakest link
in the interaction between proximity (density/permeability), comfort/safety (appropriate infrastructure),
and incentives having the most influence.

In our view, the above should be the guiding principle of all attempts to transform our transport system
into a more sustainable one, with the most important aim of reducing the distances of the necessary daily
travel by our population.

These policies should at minimum meaningfully address each of the following issues.

e Aclear commitment to ensuring that our streets and roads are safe, comfortable, attractive, and
accessible to people of all ages. Where everyone will feel safe to not only walk out their front
door or gate to walk or cycle without fear of traffic, special equipment, or need for precautions
but also to have the confidence to let their children go out unsupervised without concern.

e A combined standard for density and permeability which specifies minimum targets for the
number of people to be within walking distance of developments.

e Minimum limits for urban densities, in both units per hectare and in FAR (floor area ratio).

e Minimum permitted urban block sizes to ensure permeability

® An obligation on local authorities to work to “retrofit permeability” in existing communities by
opening up cul de sacs, removing hostile roadways dividing communities, and creating strategic
active travel links.

® A national standard for a minimum number of stories to be achieved in suburban, urban, and
town centre developments.

e Planning regulations to ensure active street frontage rather than blank walls or a frontage set
back behind parking or front gardens.

e Limiting parking through planning restrictions, parking levies, banning free parking, and the
construction or sale of parking as part of residential, office, or retail units.

e The provision of safe, direct, and attractive cycle & walking routes as part of all new
developments.

® Parking maximums.

® An obligation on local authorities to infill low-density suburbs and wide road corridors.






Planning measures required to achieve compact walkable communities.

The importance of compact walkable communities to transport, health, and community.

There is a need to move away from low-density or impermeable settlement patterns that necessitate
long-distance travel for daily activities due to a lack of amenities within walking distance of homes,
workplaces, or recreational areas. This inevitably results in car dependency as it is the only practical mode
to travel the long distances required to live everyday life.

In order to transition to a more sustainable efficient transport system the first and most important
priority is to decrease journey distances by ensuring more people are within walking distance of home,
place of work or education, and recreational activities. New developments should be designed, and existing
communities retrofitted, as more compact and permeable, which would significantly diminish the negative
social, health, and well-being impacts of driving, while enhancing the advantages of active travel.

Achieving this will not be possible without a large number of changes to the way we currently plan and
develop housing, commercial developments, and infrastructure as well as significant retrofitting of our
existing developments. The success or failure of this endeavour will require that most if not all of these
steps are achieved and will in fact be most critically dependent on whichever steps are last or most poorly
implemented.

We suggest therefore that planning guidelines as outlined in the following suggestions become national
policy or are incorporated at city and county development plan level.

In short the focus of the Irish planning system needs to be transformed from one of preventing over
development to one of ensuring that development takes place at as high a density as is possible. This
should still ensure sufficient living, recreational, natural, and open space along with the incorporation of
light and air. We need to shift the mindset from one that limits the number of units or the height of
developments to prevent overdevelopment, to one that increases the minimum number of units or height.
This approach ensures a sufficient population within a development to support all services within walking
distance and fosters a vibrant community by having enough people in close proximity.

Required planning policies.

1.

It is vital that all future development, with only very limited exceptions, should be more easily accessible
by foot and bike or by public transport than by private car.

This requires not only that spatial development ensures compactness, density, and permeability in new
and existing communities but also that space is not prioritised for the use of private cars. Parking, wide
streets, or distributor roads push people, services, amenities, jobs, and destinations further apart,-making
active travel impractical, public transport less efficient and the private car more attractive.

2.

Policies for a combined standard for density and permeability which specifies minimum targets for the
number of people to be within walking distance of developments. Where all everyday journeys can be
undertaken by foot, bike, or public transport, people will usually choose those modes. However, if any
regular weekly journey requires, or is perceived to require a car, most people are forced into car ownership.
This often leads to car dependency, as the vehicle is likely to be used for the majority of journeys. To avoid car
dependency, everyday services must be within reach by walking, cycling, or public transport. This requires a
population density within walking and cycling distance, or along public transport routes, that is sufficient to
easily support these services. This in turn requires a sufficiently high gross density, as well as a sufficiently
permeable street layout to ensure that destinations within theoretical walking or cycling distance are
actually reachable via accessible walking and cycling routes. Therefore, it is far more important to
concentrate on the gross density within our communities rather than the net density within a
development.

We recognise that it is impractical and undesirable to penalise, or to be perceived as penalising
development within communities, which are at an existing low density by requiring far more ambitious



and potentially costly designs to maximise density within those developments. However, guidelines must
reflect that it is the gross community density that determines whether development is sustainable and
walkable or car-dependent and unsustainable.

3.

Guidelines must put more emphasis on the permeability of developments and more particularly on how
developments improve the permeability of communities. Density, permeability and compactness are all
equally important in ensuring the creation or maintenance of sustainable communities.

For this reason, the guidelines must include guidance on setting targets for either or both the
number/availability facilities such as schools’ shops employment and other destinations or the gross
population within walking and cycling distance or easily accessible by public transport.

4,

Conversion between dwellings per hectare (DPH) and population within walking distance. The presence
or absence of services and amenities within walking distance is dependent on there being a population
capable of supporting these as well as services and amenities. Increasing the DPH not only allows more
people to live closer to existing services and amenities, it also allows the presence of those services and
amenities within communities, which at a lower density would not be capable of supporting them. This
multiplication effect of density means that there is a critical density at which certain services can appear
within communities, but in practice there is a single critical density where a critical mass of services can
be supported within a community to allow people to form the habit of walking to most services locally
rather than the habit of sitting into the car every time they leave the house, resulting in no services being
present within the community.

This absolute minimum sustainable urban density is in the region of 10,000 people per square
kilometer, given reasonably good permeability and good compactness within the community and
assuming mixed use zoning allows the presence of such services and amenities within the community.
In order to convert the population required to support a given service or amenity into a minimum DPH
which can support those services or amenities within a community it must be assumed that a maximum
of 50% of the growth area within a community or within walking distance is residential allowing space for
major roads and parks, schools, commercial uses and the presence of flood zones and other
environmentally sensitive areas. Even with excellent permeability only 50% of the area theoretically
within walking distance as measured by a circle on a map can actually be reached within that distance on
foot given the road network thus the minimum DPH which is required to support a given service or
amenity is approximately 4 times that is in reality approximately 4 times what would be required we're
100% residential coverage and reckoning walking distances by a circle on a map.

This must include a sufficient density of social open space, active open space, and natural open space
as usable public green and blue spaces.



5.

Existing Irish planning guidelines dramatically underestimate the densities achievable with traditional
Irish terraced housing, for example the Industry Street area in Cork City has 74 substantial three-
bedroom terraced houses on 0.6 hectare, giving a DPH of approximately 125. While these late 19th early
20th century terraced houses do not meet modern building standards, building to three rather than two
stories on the same footprint can easily achieve modern standards for space and separation if no front
gardens or parking are included. As an extreme example, Corporation Buildings in Cork City achieve a
DPH of 240 with their own door terraced accommodation.

6. Consideration of local character and amenity should in the context of urban centres include a minimum
number of stories and adjacent green squares and parks built in the same period. The traditional
vernacular building patterns for cities such as Cork, Dublin or Limerick was for four to six storey buildings
lining city streets, with lower three-storey buildings on back lanes. One or two-storey buildings, other



than monumental buildings such as churches, theatres etc. were present only as insubstantial slum or
shanty type dwellings.

There should be a presumption that urban building should be a minimum of three storeys within urban
settlements and the minimum of five storeys within an urban streetscape.

7.

Car parking should not be allowed as part of residential developments except for disability access
deliveries or to be sold separately only where demand ensures but the market price of the car parking
space exceeds the gross costs including land and missed opportunity costs of building such parking.

It should not be possible to build any housing where the cost of providing parking is included in the cost
of building, buying or renting the property, or where any part of the cost is passed on to residents who
don’t decide to separately purchase parking. Parking should only be available separately otherwise those
who do not wish to drive are forced to subsidize the provision of parking for those who do. Where parking
is allowed, planning conditions should strictly ensure that the full cost of provision is recouped by the
sale of parking spaces not by any additional cost to the sale or rental of residential units.

8.

We support the reduction of and the introduction of greater flexibility in minimum separation distances
in these guidelines. Excessive separation distances result in lower density, force people further apart
and create car dependency. The emphasis should be on proper architectural measures to prevent poor
privacy or shading rather than relying on excessive separation distances. In general, the guidelines should
support street widths of a similar scale to the adjoining building heights with the inclusion of narrower
lanes for short distances between buildings.

Where an obligation on the project proposer to demonstrate that separation distances are sufficient not
to negatively impact on the privacy or amenity of occupiers exists, a similar obligation should exist to
demonstrate that separation distances could not be further reduced without such negative impact in
order to prevent the negative impacts of lower density and car dependency on the occupiers.

Given this we feel strongly that the minimum guideline should be substantially less than the current
typical 16m. Late 19th and early 20th Century terraces in Cork are typically 7 meters between rear
windows with a typical layout being a 7-meter road width including footpaths, 9 meter building depth
and a 7 meter separation between rears. Examples include the Industry St. area, Greenmount area,
Hibernian Buildings and Bell’s field/Old Youghal Rd. Area examples in Limerick and Dundalk and Dun
Laoghaire show even smaller separations as do workmen's cottages in Cork City such as Hogan’s buildings
and Madden’s buildings which show a separation of under 4 meters. While a four-meter separation is
clearly below what is desirable in a modern context the seven-meter separation causes few problems in
practice and we would suggest a minimum guideline of 10 meters as a more realistic figure.

9.

Targets should be set to ensure local authorities to work to “retrofit permeability” in existing
communities by opening up cul-de-sacs, removing hostile roadways dividing communities, creating
strategic active travel links etc. as well as delivering sufficient infill development to ensure both that
these existing communities achieve a sustainable density and that they become mixed use with housing
and services available in all communities. Local authorities should also have an obligation to infill wide
suburban and urban road corridors with an active street frontage which can act as a neighbourhood
focus. Such wide suburban and urban road corridors serve to isolate the communities on either side and
reduce density.



10.

Active street frontage strongly encourages people to spend time on a street while long stretches of blank
walls or other “dead” frontage contribute to a feeling of unease and the perception of danger which
strongly discourages active travel and community vibrancy.

11.

Minimum limits for urban densities, in both units per hectare and in FAR (floor area ratio).

12.
Maximum limits to permitted urban block sizes to ensure permeability

We have also attached as Appendix 2 an extract from the Joint PPN Environmental pillar reps submission
to the 2019 Southern Regional Assembly RSES consultation for further context to the points made above
in relation to a critical density and what is required to make 15 minute communities a reality



Detailed comment



Comment on each of the Draft National Policy Objectives,

National Policy Objective 1

Ensure that all plans, projects and activities requiring consent arising from the National Planning
Framework are subject to the relevant environmental assessment requirements including SEA, EIA,
SFRA and AA as appropriate.

Support, with the addition of a Sustainable Transport Assessment aimed at ensuring that all new
developments are easily accessible by all users/employees, that all residents can access the majority of
everyday destinations on foot or by bike and that there is a frequent connection to the public transport
network.

National Policy Objective 2

The projected level of population and employment growth in the Eastern and Midland Regional
Assembly area will be at least matched by that of the Northern and Western and Southern Regional
Assembly areas combined.

Support.

National Policy Objective 3

Eastern and Midland Region: 470,000 additional people between 2022 and 2040 (c. 690,000
additional people over 2016-2040) i.e. a population of almost 3 million;

Northern and Western Region: 150,000 additional people between 2022 and 2040 (c. 210,000
additional people over 2016-2040) i.e. a population of just over 1 million;

Southern Region: 330,000 additional people over 2022 levels (c. 450,000 additional people over
2016-2040) i.e. a population of just over 2 million.

Significant revision upwards and rebalancing required.

We are extremely concerned that these targets amounting to a 53,000 increase per year nationally are
significantly below the 67,000 per year increase in population we have seen over the past 6 years. This
runs the risk of resulting in a very significant under provision of housing and infrastructure over the
period of the framework. This is a particularly pertinent risk given the current very significant deficits in
the provision of housing and infrastructure which exist, due to, amongst other reasons, previous plans
that significantly underestimated the level of population growth.

We feel most strongly that these figures should be revised upwards at an absolute minimum reflect
the level of growth which has occurred in the recent past, and ideally to allow a reasonable buffer
beyond that.

We also feel that the balance of the figures between the regions needs to be considered together with
the targets for major urban areas in objective 16 on the table 4.1. We are extremely concerned at the
high levels of growth outside the major urban areas. While we support




1 The maintaining rural population,

2 The rapid growth of smaller urban population centers such as Sligo, Tralee, Athlone, Kilkenny ect.
Outside the commuter zone of the major Urban areas.

3 The rebalancing of growth away from Dublin.

4 Infill of existing large commuter towns to provide viable community services, a dense urban core, and
a viable local economy.

We object most strongly to

1 Further growth of the exurban population in “rural” areas and small settlements.

2 Housing growth in commuter towns other than infill to achieve viable urban population densities and
economic critical mass.

The level of growth outside the major urban centers cannot conceivably be absorbed by either these
smaller regional urban centers or by truly rural areas and can only be achieved by a significant growth
in the exurban or commuter town commuting population which is absolutely incompatible with the
overall objectives of the planning framework, sustainable growth, or the state's ability to provide
sustainable transport infrastructure into the future.

National Policy Objective 4
A target of half (50%) of future population and employment growth will be focused in the existing
five cities and their suburbs.

Significant revision upwards required.

As stated above Objective 3

While we support

1 The maintaining rural population,

2 The rapid growth of smaller urban population centers such as Sligo, Tralee, Athlone, Kilkenny ect.
Outside the commuter zone of the major Urban areas.

3 The rebalancing of growth away from Dublin.

4 Infill existing large commuter towns to provide viable community services, a dense urban core, and a
viable local economy.

We object most strongly to
1 Further growth of the exurban population in “rural” areas and small settlements.
2 Housing growth in commuter towns other than infill to achieve viable urban population densities and
economic critical mass.
The target of 50% of growth outside the existing five cities cannot conceivably be absorbed by either
these smaller regional urban centers or by truly rural areas and can only be achieved by a significant
growth in the exurban or commuter town commuting population which is absolutely incompatible with
the overall objectives of the planning framework, sustainable growth, or the state's ability to provide
sustainable transport infrastructure into the future.
It must be remembered that the Metropolitan Dublin is responsible for 53% of national economic
output, Metropolitan Cork 27%, the remaining 20% of national output is not further broken down
between the other 3 cities and the rest of the country, but the share of economic activity taking place
outside the 5 main cities is certainly not more than 10%. This makes clear 3 things
1. The case for a rebalancing growth away from Dublin.
2. Cork is the only significant counterweight to Dublin.
3. Attempting to locate 50% of national population growth in an area responsible for only 10% of
National economic output will result in wholesale long distance commuting rather than a
sustainable or achievable rebalance.



We recommend most strongly that

1. The target of 50% be raised to 75%

2. That the 25% of growth outside the existing five cities be strongly focussed in regional centers
which do not have any significant commuter flow to any of the existing five cities. With the aim
of achieving a scale which can develop self-sustaining local economic activity.

That Cork be a designated development priority as a counterweight to Dublin.

4. Galway, Limerick, and Waterford are designated development priorities with the aim of
achieving the scale which has been achieved in Cork.

5. The reprioritisation of development away from Dublin does not limit housing availability in the
capital.

6. That the housing and population growth in Dublin and other metropolitan centers is sufficiently
greater than employment growth to ensure that the number of those commuting long-distance
into these centers to work reduces dramatically.

w

National Policy Objective 5

The regional roles of Athlone in the Midlands, Sligo and Letterkenny in the North-West and the
Letterkenny-Derry and Drogheda-Dundalk-Newry cross-border networks will be supported in the
relevant Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy and in Regional Enterprise Plans.

Support.

National Policy Objective 6

Accessibility from the north-west of Ireland and between centres of scale separate from Dublin will
be significantly improved, focused on cities and larger regionally distributed centres and on key east-
west and north-south routes.

Strongly supported.

National Policy Objective 7
Deliver at least 40% of all new homes nationally, within the built-up footprint of existing settlements
and ensure compact and sequential patterns of growth.

Significant revision upwards required.

The extremely low density of our existing urban settlements is such that even if a 100% of new
development was to occur within the existing urban footprint it would not be sufficient to achieve
viable urban densities required to allow walkable communities capable of supporting all everyday
services within walking distance.

It is critical that as much development as possible take place within the existing footprint. Not only so
that new development is more centrally located but also to provide density within existing communities
to allow the provision of services within those communities.

We recognize that mandating a 100% of development within the existing footprint is unreasonable,
because of

1 Special circumstances which may exist

2 Infill may take more time to deliver

3 We require a rapid expansion in the housing stock and any constraints must not slow the supply

We would strongly suggest that this target is increased to 80%. In addition, local authorities are
required to identify sites to accommodate at least 100% of the growth target within the existing urban
footprint to allow for the reality that not all sites will be developed within the time frame of this
planning framework and ensure a reasonable over provision of sites to reflect this.



National Policy Objective 8
Deliver at least half (50%) of all new homes that are targeted in the five Cities and suburbs of Dublin,
Cork, Limerick, Galway and Waterford, within their existing built-up footprints.

Significant revision upwards required.

As above see objective 7

Local authorities are required to identify sites to accommodate at least 120% of the growth target
within the existing urban footprint to allow for the reality that not all sites will be developed within the
time frame of this planning framework and ensure a reasonable over provision of sites to reflect this.

National Policy Objective 9
Deliver at least 30% of all new homes that are targeted in settlements other than the five Cities and
their suburbs, within their existing built-up footprints.

Significant revision upwards required.
As above see objective 7

National Policy Objective 10

Deliver Transport Orientated Development (TOD) at scale at suitable locations, served by high
capacity public transport and located within or adjacent to the built up area of the five cities or a
metropolitan town.

Strongly supported.

National Policy Objective 11

Planned growth at a settlement level shall be determined at the development plan-making stage and
addressed within the objectives of the plan. The consideration of individual development proposals
on zoned and serviced development land subject to consenting processes under the Planning and
Development Act shall have regard to a broader set of considerations beyond the targets including, in
particular, the receiving capacity of the environment.
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To achieve the compact growth which is a central objective of the NPF it is vital that the focus of the
Irish planning system from one of preventing over development to one of preventing the under
development of urban areas, aimed at ensuring that all new developments are more easily accessible
on foot by bike or by public transport than by private motor vehicle. That strict limits are put in place to
ensure all development is proximate to a town centre or public transport hub with sufficient density
and permeability to allow all everyday journeys to be easily carried out within that community on foot
or by bike with frequent accessible public transport with and between these communities.

We need to

1 Move from density maximums specifying the maximum number of units per area to density
minimums specifying the maximum number of units per area.

2 From limiting development to reflect the capacity of the road network to absorb the motor vehicle
traffic generated to limiting the parking and motor vehicle access to new development to ensure that
developments do not generate additional motor traffic.

3 From limiting development to reflect the existing capacity of local services to ensuring development
has sufficient density and permeability to support local services within walking distance.

National Policy Objective 12
Ensure the creation of attractive, liveable, well designed, high quality urban places that are home to
diverse and integrated communities that enjoy a high quality of life and well-being.

Strongly supported.

National Policy Objective 13
Develop cities and towns of sufficient scale and quality to compete internationally and to be drivers
of national and regional growth, investment and prosperity.

Strongly supported.

National Policy Objective 14

Regenerate and rejuvenate cities, towns and villages of all types and scale as environmental assets
that can accommodate changing roles and functions, increased residential population and
employment activity, enhanced levels of amenity and design and placemaking quality, in order to
sustainably influence and support their surrounding area to ensure progress toward national
achievement of the UN Sustainable Development Goals.

We strongly support this vision for all urban areas, we have, however, some misgiving about the lack of
distinction between organic and viable settlements of all sizes where the community can live, work,
access services of appropriate scale and socialise within the community, and dormitory communities
where the significant population commute out for work, education, local services and social
connections. The role of dormitory community is a role that is incompatible with a sustainable, healthy,
and economically competitive future.
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National Policy Objective 15
Apply a tailored approach to urban development, linked to the Rural and Urban Regeneration and
Development Funds, with a particular focus on:

Dublin;
The four Cities of Cork, Limerick, Galway and Waterford;

Strongly supported.

Strengthening Ireland’s overall urban structure, particularly in the Northern and Western and
Midland Regions, to include the regional centres of Sligo and Letterkenny in the North-West, Athlone
in the Midlands and cross-border networks focused on the Letterkenny-Derry North-West City Region
and Drogheda-Dundalk-Newry on the Dublin-Belfast corridor;

We strongly support the rapid growth of smaller urban population centers outside the commuter zone
of the 5 major Cities. We understand and appreciate that the scale and connectivity of Drogheda-
Dundalk-Newry on the Dublin-Belfast corridor may represent a special case where commuter towns can
grow while transitioning away from commuting.
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Encouraging population growth in strong employment and service centres of all sizes, supported by
employment growth;

Reversing the stagnation or decline of many smaller urban centres, by identifying and establishing
new roles and functions and enhancement of local infrastructure and amenities;

Support with reservations about ensuring there is no new dormitory development.

Addressing the legacy of rapid unplanned growth, by facilitating amenities and services catch-up, jobs
and/or improved sustainable transport links to the cities, together with a slower rate of population
growth in recently expanded commuter settlements of all sizes;

In more self-contained settlements of all sizes, supporting a continuation of balanced population and
employment growth.

We strongly support the intent of this objective but believe a rewording is necessary to reflect the
overriding objective of ensuring there is no new dormitory development or commuting. And that
housing growth in commuter towns other than infill to achieve viable urban population densities and
economic critical mass.

The framework must also strive to ensure that the substantial existing population of unwilling
commuters who wish to obtain housing within their original communities in the 5 major cities close to
their workplace and often friends, family and community, be able to return there. That no other people
be forced out of the cities to commute long distances.

This will result in a significant shrinking of the resident population in the commuter belt without a
reduction in the economic base or the population economically or socially active In these areas. It must
also be recognized that housing in the commuter belt is at present primarily occupied by young families
and as these families age and move out the population within those existing housing units will rapidly
shrink, as has happened with the established suburbs in the 5 major cities over the last 30 years. No
effort should be made to maintain the population level by building new community housing. Rather
only town centre infill sufficient to provide for those living, working, and socializing within these towns
part of a viable organic community should be provided.

The transition to a more balanced, self-sustaining, and viable communities and economy within the
commuter belt will require development of town centre infill rather than simply an overall increase in
population.

National Policy Objective 16
To ensure that the targeted pattern of population growth of Ireland’s cities to 2040 is in accordance

with the targets set out in Table 4.1.

We believe that table 4.1 needs to be very significantly altered

We believe that the targets as they currently are will result in
1. the continued and accelerated lack of provision of the required housing in the center of the
existing cities
2. Will perpetuate the forced exile of many of those who grow up within our existing cities to
distant commuter about towns far from employment families of the communities these people
grew up in
3. It will exacerbate rather than help to resolve our challenges in achieving carbon neutral,
sustainable, and healthy transport solutions
4. Will significantly hinder our economic competitiveness.
The past 30 years has seen significant and sustained under supply of housing in our 5 major cities
particularly in the city centers where the demand for housing is greatest. These city centers are also the
most sustainable places to live where the population can most easily be provided with sustainable



healthy transport choices and most efficiently achieve their economic potential. This has led to an
enormous undersupply of housing within our cities, particularly in the city center areas, which is forcing
people out of the cities to long commutes or emigration damaging our economic potential. As well as
having a damaging effect on our health and environment.

It is vital that the framework ensure that there is a sufficient supply of housing and infrastructure in our
city centers to meet and exceed future demand as well as to meet the backlog of provision which
presently exists.

As we sated above Objective 4
The target of 50% of growth outside the existing five cities cannot conceivably be absorbed by either
these smaller regional urban centers or by truly rural areas and can only be achieved by a significant
growth in the exurban or commuter town commuting population which is absolutely incompatible with
the overall objectives of the planning framework, sustainable growth, or the state's ability to provide
sustainable transport infrastructure into the future.
It must be remembered that the Metropolitan Dublin is responsible for 53% of national economic
output, Metropolitan Cork 27%, the remaining 20% of national output is not further broken down
between the other 3 cities and the rest of the country, but the share of economic activity taking place
outside the 5 main cities is certainly not more than 10%. This makes clear 3 things
1. The case for a rebalancing growth away from Dublin.
2. Corkis the only significant counterweight to Dublin.
3. Attempting to locate 50% of national population growth in an area responsible for only 10% of
National economic output will result in wholesale long distance commuting rather than a
sustainable or achievable rebalance.

We recommend most strongly that

1. The target of 50% be raised to 75%

2. That the 25% of growth outside the existing five cities be strongly focussed in regional centers
which do not have any significant commuter flow to any of the existing five cities. With the aim
of achieving a scale which can develop self-sustaining local economic activity.

Cork will be a designated development priority as a counterweight to Dublin.

4. Galway, Limerick, and Waterford will be designated development priorities with the aim of
achieving the scale which has been achieved in Cork.

5. The reprioritisation of development away from Dublin does not limit housing availability in the
capital.

6. That the housing and population growth in Dublin and other metropolitan centers is sufficiently
greater than employment growth to ensure that the number of those commuting into these
centers to work reduces dramatically.

w
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Before suggesting modifications to table 4.1 we must note that there has been a metalogical change
between the 2016 census and the 2022 census. Where figures for the metropolitan area populations
were provided for the 2016 census, figures for the city and suburbs were provided in their place for the
2022 census. This has the effect of reducing the apparent scale of Dublin and Cork in comparison to the
other stations due to the larger commuter belt association with those cities particularly Dublin.

We feel in many ways that this city and suburbs figure is a better metric, it better reflects the area in
which the metropolitan growth should occur. But we feel reference should also still be made to an
update set figure for the entire metropolitan area, which is beyond our capacity to provide.

Not acknowledging these differences can have significant impacts on the growth figures for example
the 2016 metropolitan population of Cork was greater than that of Limerick, Galway, and Waterford
combined, whereas the city and suburbs population of Cork is significantly less than the combined
populations of Limerick, Galway and Waterford.



We would prefer to see the growth targets reflecting a percentage of the metropolitan population but
that growth to occur entirely within the cities and suburbs area. Not accounting for this substantial
commuter belt population which is economically, socially, and often by family links intimately
connected to the urban core with which they are associated it runs the risk of not providing housing to
accommodate the growth in this population which is strongly associated with that particular city.



