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1. Key Findings/ Executive Summary  

 
The key findings of this report are as follows: 
 

 Athletics, while at times “high profile” is a minority sport in Ireland.  Participation in the sport has 
seen significant growth and has more than doubled (120%) since 2007.  In 2014 alone Athletics 
Ireland – the national governing body for the sport - membership grew by 10% (over 2013) 
reaching a record high of 54,000 members with 21 new clubs formed.  
 

 In addition, 81% of people who run, do so outside the club structure which places the total 
running population in Ireland at c. 300,000.   
 

 There are currently over 50 synthetic running tracks in Ireland – with twelve in Munster – of the 
tracks in Munster only three are club owned and managed and only one of the three – An Ríocht 
(Castleisland) has full Track and Field Facilities. The other two club owned facilities have 200 
metre tracks – suitable for training only.  
 

 The need and potential demand for the Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub 
(recommendation) has been demonstrated by using both a top-down demographic analysis of 
the regional catchment area, coupled to national sports participation trends and a bottom-up 
market approach focused primarily on core users - the athletics clubs and schools.   

 

 The catchment area extends over County Limerick as well as North Cork and North Kerry and 
will serve over 6,000 potential participants as a Regional Athletics Hub.   

 

 The demographic analysis shows that by 2021 the potential participants for the facility will be c. 
6,234. The analysis relates well to the current total running population in Ireland (300,000). 
Based on the catchment area population of c. 71,413 which equated to 1.54% of the national 
population would equate to a current local running population of 4,642. 

 

 The nine Athletic Clubs in the Region will be the main potential users and ultimate beneficiaries 
of the proposed Athletics Hub. The nine clubs have a combined active membership of 1,369 and 
are committed to using the facility 21 times a week for an average of 2 hours. Across the 
athletics season (September to March) this amounts to 1,290 hours. 

 

 The core user will be West Limerick Athletics Club – who would use the facility on an 
almost daily basis. 

 All 9 clubs would use storage facilities – which will assist buy-in  
 

 There is a very positive endorsement and willingness by the key stakeholders - athletics clubs in 
the catchment area to participate in ownership and ongoing management of the new hub. Only 
one club declined to participate. Six of the clubs interviewed were willing to sign-up, with a 
further two deferring the decision to their club committee. 

 

 The proposed facility has also been endorsed by the 41 primary and post primary schools 
surveyed, which between them have over 2,070 students involved in athletics out of a total 
population of c. 9,000.   

 

 In addition, there is confirmed support from other secondary stakeholders including Community 
Games; Special Olympics and disabled/special needs sector. All have indicated they will use the 
facility when it is in place, but would not have a direct role in ownership/operations or 
management. Tertiary stakeholders such as local sports club have also been supportive.    

 



 
 
 

 
L0375-Final Report_Rev007                    Page 5 of 68 

 

 While there are in some cases significant savings to be made from developing reduced facilities 
it is proposed that the Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub should strive to develop the “Gold 
standard” – an 8 lane 400 metre track and field sport facilities on a phased basis.  This will 
allow for the facility to get up and running in the short term, and move on to catering for county, 
provincial and national events over time. Phasing the proposed development may also assist in 
maximising grant funding opportunities. The proposed phasing for the development is as follows:   

 

 Phase 1 – Development of 400M 8-Lane Athletics Track including a 100m sprint, (with the 

option of an all-weather or grass sports pitch in the centre), walking circuit around the track, 

flood lighting, fencing and gates, entrance road and parking, site services, temporary 

reception/ site office, storage units for clubs;  

 

 Phase 2 – While the infrastructure for all field sports will form part of the first phase of 

development – Phase 2 will relate to the purchase and installation of field equipment to 

include Discus & Hammer Throwing Cage, Long Jump, High Jump, Javelin, Shot Put, Pole 

Vault, hurdles, electronic start/finish equipment for track etc.; 

 

 A range of options are available to the LC&CC enable it to both participate in the development of 

the new Hub and influence the business model to be used to operate and run the facility into the 

future:   

 

Option Comment Advantages Disadvantages 
 

Provide the 
Land 
 

Provide the local 
club(s) with a land 
bank for future 
development 
 

• Fulfils the LC&CC’s 
role to support the 
project 

• Enabler for 
development 

• Leaves the option 
to get involved as 
the project develops 

• Acquire land 
• No guarantee of a 

facility 
• May have to takeover 

in future 

Co-Fund and 
Lease 

Agree to co-fund 
and lease to club  
 

• Fulfil the LC&CC’s 
role 

• Capping funding 
• Club(s) to provide 

funding 
• Guarantees facility 

• Left to council to run 

Fund and Lease Agree to fund the 
full development 
and lease to club 

• Fulfils LC&CC’s role 
• Guarantees Facility 
• No management & 

maintenance role 

• Left to council to run 
• No guarantee of 

success 
• Ongoing upgrade 

cost 

Fund and 
Operate: 
 

Provide the funding 
and operate as a 
LC&CC facility 
 
 

• Fulfils role 
• Guaranteed facility 
• 100% control 
•  

• 100% cost 
• Future management 

issues 
• Demand for facility in 

other locations 
• No guarantee of 

success 
• Ongoing cost  
• Base 
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 Education – normally 3rd level is one of the existing funding models. One of the options 
explored was the possibility of developing the Hub as part of an existing 2nd level school in 
Newcastlewest.  Both schools in the town are open to such a discussion. However, neither 
school have the necessary campus or land to enable such a development. 

 

 Track and Field facilities are not substantial revenue generators – even when run on a 
commercial or semi commercial basis e.g. Lees Road, Ennis or the Watershed, Kilkenny.  In 
order to be successful operators need to be innovative in terms of the operating model.  This 
ranges from including in the development net revenue generators such as gym and fitness 
studios or running the facilities on a low or zero cost basis. 

 

 Projections for the Newcastlewest Athletics Hub show a conservative annual revenue of 
approx. €58,000 in Phase 1-2. This reflects a revenue dependence on membership from the 
Clubs involved and a strong Fit-4-Life Programme. Minimum contributions are shown from 
casual users, soccer pitch rental revenue, Community Games, Special Olympics, the 
disabled/special needs sector and the possible attraction of county and provincial events as 
Phase 2 is completed: 

 

 Track Revenue   €11,500 

 Membership   €29,500 

 Fit 4 Life Programme  €16,000 
 

 The projected running costs for Phases 1-2 would be €38,290 including the contribution to the 
sinking fund and the running costs for full flood lighting (1 lux) for 22 weeks per annum. 
 

 There are decision points for LC&CC. If the co-fund participation option for example is pursued 
a decision would need to be made whether to charge casual users, statutory agencies and 
schools a fee to access the Hub. In addition, rates charged may need to be agreed at LC&CC 
Councillor level.  

 

 A site selection process was undertaken and 8 no. sites were assessed and scored using a 
scoring matrix agreed by the participants. A site on the Cork Road (Site H) scored the highest 
of the sites and, after consultation with the landowner, has been recommended as the 
preferred site for the development. This site is sufficiently large to accommodate the proposed 
development and future potential expansion.  
 

 While co-location with other sports is an ideal, many of the sport codes in Newcastlewest have 
already developed physical infrastructure. The danger in terms of a multi-sport facility is that 
there may be duplication.  However, if LC&CC participate in co-funding the Athletic Hub, then 
additional lands are available around the existing site which could be secured in the future if 
demand for a centralised sports hub is identified.  However, the provision of a central pitch 
facility within the track in Phase 1 could generate some revenue, as well as cross sports codes 
interest in the Hub.  
 

 A detailed analysis and screening of the preferred site was undertaken to identify any issues 
that may affect the cost and timing of any proposed development. This screening determined 
that no key planning or development risks exist at the site that could adversely affect the 
development of an athletics facilities at the site. The site is adequately served by existing 
utilities and access is potentially available from 2 no. regional roads which bound the site.  
 

 A capital costing exercise was undertaken for the proposed development. This costing 
examined costs of both Phase 1 and 2 of the development. Two track options were costed for 
Phase 1, both a porous and non-porous solution. The preliminary costings for Phase 1 
(excluding the site purchase costs) are as follows:  
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OPTION 1 - FLEXIBLE POROUS TRACK  

Track cost €392,000 

Ancillary development costs  €505,000 

Non-contract costs €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,035,000 

 

 

OPTION 2 - MONDO TRACK (NON-POROUS, DURABLE, HIGH SPECIFICATION) 

Track cost €580,000 

Ancillary development costs  €534,000 

Non-contract costs €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,252,000 

 

 At this stage, we recommend that option 1, flexible porous track (tartan track) be advanced due to 
its lower capital cost and adequate performance on other similar facilities around Ireland.  
 

 A new Sports Capital Grant Programme will probably form part of the Programme for 
Government following the recent general election and details of the application process will be 
announced as the programme is finalised.   However, there are actions that can be taken in the 
short term to progress the Regional Athletics Hub: 
 

 Site visit recently developed club and local authority led track facilities   

 Decide on the best ownership and operational model 

 Approval from the local authority and clubs 

 Decide on procurement process for the site 

 Develop a business plan including funding targets 

 Appoint a design team to prepare a planning application for the development. 

 Input into the Grant Application Process – for Sports Capital, Dormant Account, IPB and 
LDC Grant assistance. 

 

 In addition to applying for formal grant assistance, the Regional Athletics Hub entity should 
campaign for funding through local and national politicians. 
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2. Background 

 

On July 1st 2015 Garland were invited by Limerick City and County Council to tender for consultancy 
services for the “Preparation of a Feasibility Study for a Regional Athletics Hub in Newcastlewest, Co. 
Limerick”.  
 
The project genesis had been a request to Limerick City and County Council (LC&CC) from a local group 
representing a cross section of the athletics and related activities, for the Council to consider purchasing 
a site and developing a regional athletics facility. The group – referred to as the Steering Committee had 
carried out initial research on the viability of the project.  Included in those findings was a proposed 
project outline which included: 

 
 7-acre site. 
 400m track; parking, toilets; storage shed and changing facilities. 
 Total estimated investment of c €980,000. 

 
Following approval at the Municipal District of Newcastlewest Meeting on March 18th 2015 the LC&CC 
issued a tender to engage an engineer-led multi-disciplinary team to undertake a feasibility study to: 

 
 Determine the need, and viability of a Regional Athletics Hub in Newcastlewest.  
 Identify a suitable site within Newcastlewest which will best serve the public and the facility 

itself.  
 Assess the suitability of the selected site from an infrastructural perspective. 
 Determine the estimated costs of developing the selected site and operating the facility into the 

future. 
 
Following a tender evaluation process Garland were appointed in September 2015.  Garland is an 
international consultancy engineering firm. It provides a full range of civil and structural consulting 
engineering as well as specialist services in construction safety management, project management and 
planning, social and economic development. 
 
The project was to be implemented over a 10-week period from September 30th to the 9th December 
2015.  However, issues related to final site identification extended the project period into the 1st quarter 
of 2016. 
 
In line with Garland’s original proposal the methodology included a strong consultative process, with a 
total of eight work programmes identified (Figure 1): 
 

1. Clarity of Purpose. 
2. Projects context and Existing Activity. 
3. Market Sizing. 
4. Physical and Business Model. 
5. Site Selection. 
6. Site Analysis. 
7. Site Review. 
8. Final Report. 

 
In addition to the key findings the final report includes “Suggested Actions or Next Steps”. Please note 
that these are not prescriptive but are a potential starting point for the next phase of the project. 
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Figure 1 – Project Methodology 
 

 
 

2.1  Consultation Process 

 
Consultation was always central to Garland’s project methodology.  In addition to meetings with the 
steering Committee and local Councillors, formal and informal meetings were held with over 70 
interest groups and possible stakeholders (list attached as Appendix I). 
 

Category Number Interviewed 

Athletics Clubs 9 

National and Regional Associations 7 

Schools - Primary 31 

Schools - Secondary 10 

Voluntary and Statutory Organisations 6 

Total 63 
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3. Developing a Regional Athletics Hub – The Context 

 

3.1  Sport in Ireland 

 
Sport is at the centre of Irish society – from the local club to national and international success of 
elite sports people and teams.  According to Federation of Irish Sport - Sports in the community is 
the largest single source of volunteering in Ireland with over 500,000 Irish adult volunteering in sport 
each year with the economic value of their work estimated to be in excess of €350 million. 38% of all 
Irish people are members of the estimated 12,000 sports clubs in Ireland, whilst 2.1 million 
participate in sporting activities. 
 
However, despite the success that has been achieved in recent years in both participation and 
improved consistency of performance on the international stage, funding remains a big challenge for 
facing the continued growth and development of some Irish Sport codes.   
 
Participation rates in sport across Ireland are generally above average, but do fall below neighbours 
Great Britain and are some way behind countries like Switzerland, Finland and New Zealand. 
Interestingly, swimming remains the most popular type of individual physical activity in which Irish 
people take part.  
 
Sport plays not only a significant role in the lives of Irish residents, but also contributes substantially 
to the Irish Economy. According to the Indecon report in 2012 there is a return to government of 
€149 for every €100 invested: 
 

 2% of employment is in sport - over 38,000 jobs; 

 Sport generated over €1.8 bn to GDP; 

 House hold expenditure on sport in 2011 was €1.9bn. 
 
3.1.1 Wider Impacts 
 
Participation in sport can also have a lasting and significant impact on the economy through a range 
of secondary benefits. Increased participation can reduce the financial burden of the healthcare 
system through the reduction of a number of physical and mental health issues. Sport has also been 
shown to have a positive effect on educational attainment and employability. From a social point of 
view, sport participation has been linked to community development, social cohesion, and a 
reduction in anti-social behaviour. This can help reduce crime and the associated costs of such 
activity. 
 

3.2  Participation in Sports and Athletics 

 
3.2.1 Sports Monitor 
 
The Sports Monitor of the Irish Sports Council1 examined participation in sport based on a random 
sample of about 9,000 households. Weekly sports participation in the national population has 
increased from 33% in 2007 to 47% in 2013, a substantial growth. Within this time period, there was 
a slight decline in 2007-08, with a rapid growth in 2009-11, followed by continued but levelling-off 
growth to 2013. The end result is that 1.7 million Irish adults today participate in sport regularly.  
 
Participation in all social groups has increased, including males/females, age groups and socio-
economic groups, although income and education are reported to have a major positive influence in 
sports participation. Disability persists as a factor limiting participation. Significantly, the recession 

                                                
1
 http://www.irishsportscouncil.ie/Research/Irish-Sports-Monitor-Annual-Report-2013/ 

 

http://www.irishsportscouncil.ie/Research/Irish-Sports-Monitor-Annual-Report-2013/
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was reported as a contributory factor in the high growth in 2009-11 as more personal free time has 
increased demand for sport.  
 
In terms of motivation to participate in sport, improving health and fitness were dominant factors, 
although there were significant gender differences, with males citing improvement of athletic skills 
and competition, while females were more concerned with weight control and sport as a way to 
relax. This difference is important in the context of promotion and planning of future facilities. 
 
Participation in team-based sport had remained steady but participation in individual sports such as 
personal exercises, running, cycling and swimming had risen considerably. There has also been a 
continuous shift towards sports played on an individual rather than team basis. Thus 42% of 
individuals participate in individual sports while participation in team sports has actually declined to 
11%. 
 
Outside of swimming, personal exercise (predominantly accounted for by gym-based activities) 
remains the most popular activity while running is seen as the activity that is seeing the strongest 
growth in participation, with 9% having run in the previous seven days in 2013, in contrast to 3% in 
2007. This supports anecdotal evidence of a “running boom” in Ireland.  
 
Most significantly, 81% of people who run do so outside a club environment or structure. Running 
was the one of the greatest sports for individual (as opposed to team) participation. It has been 
suggested that participants in running have tended not to have been in any clubs in the past so the 
flexible nature of these sports for participation on an individual basis is likely to be driving their 
growing appeal. The Irish Sports Council have highlighted this as a key issue with important policy 
implications: “Economic changes in recent years may have led to an increased focus on health and 
wellbeing, and many may have taken advantage of additional free time available to them to increase 
their levels of physical activity. Individual sports, by their flexible nature provide an ideal way to 
accommodate an individual’s own timetable and ability. Arguably, the structured nature of team 
sports does not provide the same opportunity, in particular for those taking up sports later in life”. 
 
3.2.2 National Household Survey 
 
A complementary study has been undertaken by the Central Statistics Office in their Quarterly 
National Household Survey2 which included in 2013 a question on participation in sport, with a 
sample size of 5,000. While different in coverage and methodology to the Sports Monitor, the CSO 
survey provided remarkably consistent data, reporting that 73% of the population over age 15 years 
participated in some physical exercise over the past 12 months, up from 63% in 2006.  The CSO 
reported that for all sports 90% of participants were involved in sport at least weekly.  
 
The CSO study also found that 10% of the population participated in athletics, including running 
(cross country, middle distance, track and field) and jogging.  
 
Several key issues on athletics participation emerge in the analysis of this data, set out 
subsequently:   
 

 There is no gender difference in athletic participation and both males and females participate 
equally. 

 

 Substantial variations in athletics participation occurs across the age spectrum, with the 25-44 
age group dominating the activity. 

 

                                                
2
 http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/q-sp/qsp2013q02 

 

http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/q-sp/qsp2013q02
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 There were no significant differences between degrees of urbanisation, an especially important 
finding suggesting that urban/ rural factors are not relatively important for athletics.   

 

 In terms of economic status, those at work substantially exceed other groups in athletic 
participation, confirming the recognised influence of income on sports participation. 

 
3.2.3 International Comparisons 
 
The European Barometer on Sports and Physical Activity3 monitors how active the population is 
across Europe. On average, 41% of Europeans take sports-related exercise at least once a week, 
and this pattern has been stable over recent years. However, major variations occur between the 
member states. Generally speaking, citizens in the Northern part of the EU are the most physically 
active. The proportion that exercises or plays sport at least once a week is as high as 70% in 
Sweden, with similar levels in Denmark and Finland, and high rates also in the Netherlands and 
Luxembourg. The lowest levels of participation are clustered in the Southern EU Member States, 
especially in Bulgaria with only 11%, and also low in Malta, Romania, Portugal and Italy.  
 
Ireland has been a consistent strong performer in sport, ranking in the top quarter, 7th highest out of 
28 countries. 
 
3.2.4 Athletics in Ireland 
 
Athletics, while at times “high profile” e.g. Olympics - is a minority sport in Ireland.  However, 
participation in the sport has seen significant growth and participation has more than doubled 
(120%) since 2007.  In 2014 alone Athletics Ireland – the national governing body for the sport - 
membership grew by 10% over 2013 reaching a record high of 54,000 members with 21 new clubs 
formed.  
 
3.2.5 Physical Facilities 
 
Facilities in any sport are the key to ensuring equal opportunity to engage in physical activity. In 
particular, such facilities must be able to provide opportunities for physical recreation and sport on a 
year-round basis i.e. floodlit. 
 
The phenomenal growth in “running” both within the clubs and at an individual level means that the 
numbers participating in the sport have now reached almost 300,000.  As running has grown the 
demand for facilities has grown with it.  
 
In the past the sport existed typically using grass tracks or existing grass based sports facilities.  As 
technology developed tracks made of various combinations of cinders, shale and clay became the 
norm. The 1st synthetic track was built in the US in 1950 – today almost 100% of official athletics 
events take place on such surfaces which have improved performance in all track events.  These 
state of the art all weather synthetic tracks are usually of – Polymeric or Mondo construction.    
 
Unlike many of the mass-participation team based sports clubs and associations whose focus has 
been on providing and building physical infrastructure – athletics because of its relative size, the 
number of small clubs and the fact that access to track facilities was always limited has remained for 
the most part focused on the development of the individual athlete(s).  This approach is reflected in 
Athletics Ireland’s own philosophy, which unlike other codes, do not own or manage physical 
facilities.   
 

                                                
3
 http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_412_en.pdf 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_412_en.pdf
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At a club level very few have taken the step to develop their own physical facilities with Tullamore 
Harriers and An Ríocht in Castleisland being two local exceptions to the rule. In Co. Limerick for 
example – Bilboa Athletics Club is the only club who own their own facilities – a 500 metre cinder 
track and small clubhouse outside Cappamore. Limerick Athletics Club, one of the oldest clubs in 
the county are over 125 years in existence and still do not their own facilities. 
 
However, there has be significant growth in such facilities nationally with just over 50 synthetic 
tracks in Ireland – over 50% of them in the greater Dublin area. In Munster there are currently 7 – 
Figure 2.  Given the geographic distribution of these tracks, leaves much of counties Limerick, Kerry 
and Cork with restricted access to such facilities currently. (In the case of Newcastlewest the closest 
facilities are at the University of Limerick (UL) or Castleisland both c. 45 km away). 
 

Figure 2 – Location of Synthetic Tanks in Munster 
 

 
 
3.2.6 Investment in Running Tracks 
 
In the Irish model of facility provision, most sports codes have in the past relied significantly on the 
provision of support from sporting and other voluntary bodies rather than on the public provision of 
facilities.  
 
Currently there are three separate models for investing (Figure 3) in Athletics facilities: 
 

(i) Club 
 
Usually involves long established clubs developing facilities over time - from securing a site to 
developing basic facilities grass or cinder track and eventually – synthetic track and field sport 
facilities. Usually from combination of own resources, Local Authority funding and Sports Capital 
Grants (National Lottery) – e.g. Bilboa; An Ríocht, Nenagh Olympic, St Joseph’s Charleville or 
Tullamore Harriers AC. However only one club in Munster - An Ríocht has developed a full 8 lane 
400 metre facility. 
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(ii) Education 
 
Unlike the UK all of the synthetic athletic track facilities associated with education in Ireland are at 
third level – and are part of the broader university campus environment or experience. The Athletics 
facilities were developed primarily to support sports related academic programmes – e.g. University 
of Limerick Arena; Waterford IT and UCD. 

 
(iii) Local Authority 
 
The role of the Local Authorities in Ireland in sport is similar in many ways to the UK, where they 
have built sports facilities to support communities and provide the social dividend.  In Ireland this 
has over time included parks, swimming pools, walking and bike trails, Soccer, Rugby and GAA 
pitches, playgrounds and more recently synthetic tracks and skate parks.   
 
It should be noted that Local Authorities have provided Greenfield facilities for Athletic Clubs in 
many municipal areas. 
 
In addition to Local Authority being the lead – there are numerous examples of hybrid development 
and operating models that will be reviewed in Section 7. 
 

Figure 3 – Investment/ Operation Models 
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4. Case Studies 

 
Lessons learned in other locations in Ireland should inform any proposed development of a 
Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub. However, in order to have relevant examples specific criteria 
was used in the selection process: 
 

Criteria 
 

1. Town Size (population) Less than 10,000 

2. Facilities Developed  Stand-Alone Athletics 

3. Operating Model Non Education 

4. Time Most Recent 

 
In total 5 Locations were selected: 

 

 Castleisland, Co. Kerry 

 Ballina, Co. Mayo 

 Enniscorthy, Wexford 

 Killaloe, Co. Clare 

 Templemore, Co Tipperary 
 

While each of the case studies has lesson to offer Newcastlewest – Castleisland – An Ríocht from an 
Athletics perspective has been the most successful. There are key messages the new Newcastlewest 
Athletic Hub can take from their shared experiences: 
 

1. In order to achieve success, the project needs key local drivers either within the club or Local 
Authority. 
 

2. Where possible build to the highest specification – it is hard to retrofit – with 8 lane and provision 
for all track and field activity as the gold standard. 

 
3. Track and Field facilities are not revenue generators.  In order to be successful they need to be 

innovative in terms of the operating model.  This ranges from including net revenue generators 
such as gym and fitness studios or running the facilities on a low or zero cost basis.  

 
4. Provision needs to be made for relining; repair and respraying and resurfacing through some of 

form sinking fund. 
 

Case Studies 
 

Case Study 1 - Castleisland, Co. Kerry 
 

Population 2,500 

Ownership  An Ríocht AC 

Management An Ríocht AC 

Site Size 7 Acres 

Constructed 1999 

Investment  €2.5 M – Clubhouse €1.8 M 

Facilities - Athletics  400 metre track 

 Steeplechase 

 Hammer cage 

 Discus 

 Javelin 
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 Shot Putt 

 High Jump 

 Pole Vault 

 Floodlit (100 Lux) 

Other On Site Facilities  Clubhouse 

 Changing Rooms and Toilets 

 Gym 

 Treatment rooms 

 Jacuzzi and Steam Room 

 Fitness suite 

 Meetings rooms 

 Town Park 

Employees  2 Fulltime 

 2 Parttime 

 2 Tús Scheme 

Track Revenue  €32,000 p.a. 

 Pay n’ Play Rates  

Revenue Sources  Track Membership 

 Pay N’ Play 

 Other Athletic Clubs 

 Other Sports Clubs 

 Community Games 

 Events 

Operating Cost  Maintenance - €6,000 p.a. 

 Insurance - €7,000 p.a. 

 Rates - €1,500 p.a. 

Sinking Fund  €7,000 p.a. for respraying the track at a cost of c. €140,000 
(first time in Year 16)  

Lessons Learned  - 
Construction 

 Local Club Driver 

 Build to IAAF standard - 8 lane 

 All Field Sports 

 Quality of the site important 

 Include ducting for timing  

 Fence and CCTV for Security  

Lessons Learned - Operations  No trees bordering the site – leaves an issue in Autumn 

 Mark out both straights for sprints and hurdles – juvenile and 
senior 

 Regularly sweep the track to remove debris that causes 
moss and weeds 

 Power Spray once per annum and professionally every 3 
years 

 Field Sport area doubles as soccer pitch 

 Track if well maintained can be resprayed twice before 
resurfacing  

 Timing Equipment not supplied 

 P.A. for hire 
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Case Study 2 - Ballina, Co. Mayo 
 

Population  10,361 

Ownership  Mayo Co. Council - 100% Mayo Co. Council 

Managed Ballina AC 

Site Size 7 Acres 

Constructed 2014 

Investment  €600,000 excluding land 

Capital Funding  €70,000 - Government  

 €170,000 - IPB 

 Club €150,000 (Club Lease buy-out) 

 €360,000 Town Council and Local Authority  

Facilities - Athletics  400 metre track 

 Floodlit (150 Lux) 

Other On Site Facilities  Clubhouse 

 Changing Rooms and Toilets 

 Town Park 

Employees  Volunteer Run 

 2 from Tús Scheme 

Rental Rate  €6,000 p.a. 

Track Revenue  N/A  

Revenue Sources  Club Membership 

 Other Athletic Clubs 

 Other Sports Clubs 

 Community Games 

 Events 

Operating Cost  Maintenance – Local Authority 

 Grass Cutting – Local Soccer Club in return for access 

Sinking Fund  €6,000 p.a. for remarking/ respraying held by the Council 

Lessons Learned - 
Construction 

 Local Authority Champion 

 Build to IAAF standard - 8 lane 

 Include ducting for timing  

 CCTV for Security  

Lessons Learned - Operations  Individual on site Storage for each Club 
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Case Study 3 - Enniscorthy, Co. Wexford 
 

Population 10,838 

Ownership  Wexford County Council 

Management Wexford County Council 

Site Size 7 acres 

Constructed 2013 

Investment  €1 M – excluding the land 

Funded  100% funded by Wexford County Council and Department of 
the Environment 

Facilities - Athletics  400 metre track 

 Steeplechase 

 Hammer cage 

 Discus 

 Javelin 

 Shot Putt 

 High Jump 

 Pole Vault 

 Floodlit (350 Lux) – generator 

Other On Site Facilities  Toilet Block 

Employees  2 Tús Scheme 

Track Revenue  €32,000 p.a. 

 Pay n’ Play Rates  

Revenue Sources  Track Membership 

 Pay N’ Play 

 Other Athletic Clubs 

 Other Sports Clubs 

 Community Games 

Operating Cost  Maintenance - €6,000 p.a. 

 Insurance - €7,000 p.a. 

Sinking Fund  Not Applicable  

Lessons Learned  - 
Construction 

 Local Authority Champion 

 Build to IAAF standard - 8 lane 

 All Field Sports 

 Quality of the site important 

 Include ducting for timing  

 Fence and CCTV for Security  

Lessons Learned - Operations  Field Sport area doubles as soccer pitch 

 Individual on site storage for each club 
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Case Study 4 - Killaloe, Co. Clare 
 

Population 3,734 (Including Ballina, Co. Tipperary)  

Ownership  Clare County Council 

Management Clarisford Ltd.  

Site Size 24 acres 

Constructed 2012 

Investment  €2,000,000 – excluding the land 

Funding  Government/ Sports Capital Grants 

 Sports Hub Designation by Sports Ireland 

 Dormant Accounts Fund 

 Local Authority 

 €200,000 – Clarisford   

Facilities - Athletics  Sand based full size all weather pitch 

 3G all weather facilities 

 Floodlit 

 Rugby Pitch 

 Sports Hall (4,500 sq.ft.) 

 Running Trail   

Other On Site Facilities  Scout Camping site 

Employees TBC 

Revenue Sources  Pay N’ Play 

 Tenant Sports Clubs 

Operating Cost  Maintenance  

 Insurance 

Sinking Fund  Not Applicable  

Lessons Learned - Construction  5-year plan delivered in 3  

Lessons Learned - Operations  Community not for profit organisation 

 35 year lease from Clare Co. Co. in 2010 
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Case Study 5 - Templemore, Co. Tipperary 
 

Population 1,943 

Ownership  Tipperary County Council/ Templemore AC 

Management Templemore AC 

Site Size 7 acres 

Constructed 2009 

Investment  €800,000 – excluding the land 

Funding  €430,000 - Government/ Sports Capital Grants 

 €100,000 - Local Authority 

 €200,000 - Templemore AC  

Facilities - Athletics  400 metre track 

 Steeplechase 

 Hammer cage 

 Discus 

 Javelin 

 Shot Putt 

 High Jump 

 Pole Vault 

 Floodlit  

Other On Site Facilities  Toilet Block 

Employees TBC 

Revenue Sources  Track Membership 

 Pay N’ Play 

 Other Athletic Clubs 

 Other Sports Clubs 

 Community Games 

Operating Cost  Maintenance  

 Insurance 

Sinking Fund  Not Applicable  

Lessons Learned - Construction  Local Club Drive 

 Build to IAAF standard - 8 lane 

 All Field Sports 

 Quality of the site important 

 Fence and CCTV for Security  

Lessons Learned - Operations  Individual on site storage for each club 
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5. Newcastlewest - Background 

 
Newcastlewest (NCW) is a key service provider of regional importance in West Limerick and beyond the 
administrative boundary of Limerick County into North Kerry. It has a wide range of retail, commercial, 
social and civic services in the town that serve not only the resident population but also the greater West 
Limerick-North Kerry area.   
 
Newcastlewest retains its importance as the main county town in Limerick having the largest population 
in the county outside the metropolitan area of Limerick City. It has experienced consistent population 
growth since 1991 and this trend is expected to continue to 2022.  From the census in 2011, those under 
20 years of age account for 25.25% of the total census population for the town.  The 20 – 39 age group 
accounts for 35% of the total census population which places demands associated with young families 
including future provision of community facilities. 
 

5.1  Sport in Newcastlewest 

 
NCW for a town of its size is well catered for from a sports perspective – It has a myriad of active 
clubs in diverse activities including cycling, athletics, boxing, triathlon, tennis as well as voluntary 
and community led facilities for GAA, Soccer and Rugby. In addition, the LC&CC have provided 
playing and recreation facilities in particular in and around the Castle Demesne.  
 
While there is no current community or public swimming pool – Newcastlewest has a privately 
owned facility (18 Metre Pool), including a gym. 
 

5.2  The Planning Context 

 
Newcastlewest is a significant economic centre in Limerick County and its importance as a driver of 
economic growth has been recognised from: 
 

 the Regional Planning 2010-2022 

 the County Development Plan 2010 

 the Local Area Plan (LAP) 2014-2020. 
 
Newcastlewest is also recognised as a key sub-regional location in the Limerick and Clare Sport and 
Physical Recreation Strategy 2013.  
 
The main aim of the Limerick and Clare Sports and Physical Recreation Strategy is to develop a 
framework to coordinate the objectives and targets of key stakeholders in a cohesive and integrated 
plan for the area and to work together in ensuring the provision, management and use of quality 
facilities and services for everyone, including future generations.   
 
As one of the key settlements outside the Limerick Metropolitan Area/ Ennis/ Shannon area the 
strategy recommends that Newcastlewest should be provided with new or upgraded integrated all-
weather multi-sports facility. 
 
Over time the facilities at these locations should include the following as a minimum:  
 

 One full-size, floodlit all-weather playing pitch capable of accommodating those games that 
require the largest playing area. 

 Grass pitches for a variety of sports. 

 A floodlit walking/running track incorporating outdoor gym facilities. 

 An indoor facility capable of accommodating full basketball games. 

 Facilities for other sports such as tennis and bowls. 
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 A play area. 

 Training areas. 
 

6. Sizing the Market 

 
This section of the report will focus on who will use the new Regional Athletics Hub in Newcastlewest? 
How much will they pay? Who will be the key stakeholders? 
 

6.1  Initial Research  

 
As already outlined the genesis for the development of the Athletics Hubs is the community driven 
represented by the Steering Committee which is comprised of representatives from a range of 
regional stakeholders – including Athletic Clubs, Community Games, Schools, Voluntary and 
Statutory Agencies and Disability/Special Needs groups. In carrying out the original project scoping 
exercise, the committee sought and received letters of support from across the community including: 
 

 Athletics Clubs 

 Regional and National sporting organisations 

 Schools 

 Sporting Clubs 

 Disability and Special Needs Sector 

 Voluntary and Statutory Agencies and Organisations  

 Businesses 
 

While extremely important as a barometer of support, it doesn’t shed light on the likely size of the 
potential user market.  In addition, while all of the clubs, organisations and businesses are all 
stakeholders – there are going to be different levels of stakeholder participation/involvement – as 
shown in Figure 4.  
 

 Key Stakeholders – Athletics Clubs and LC&CC – main users / potential funders 

 2nd Level Stakeholders – Schools, Disability Sector, Running Community and Regional and 
National Sporting Organisations – potential users – low / no revenue 

 3rd or Tertiary Level Stakeholders – Sporting Clubs, Businesses, General Public – occasional 
users. 

 
Figure 4 – Stakeholder Hierarchy 
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In order to address the core issues – who will use the facility and in what numbers? What they will 
pay? And who will be committed to the proposed project the team two approaches: 
 

 the first is top down - focus on the demographics and national participation rates to identify 
current and future potential users. 

 the second focuses on ground up and uses structured interviews with potential users to 
quantify potential demand. 

 

6.2  Demographic Aspects - Projection of Potential Demand 

 
The proposed catchment area for the new Regional Athletics Hub has been suggested as much of 
county Limerick, embracing the local electoral areas of NCW, Rathkeale and Kilmallock. It has also 
been suggested that parts of adjacent counties in North Kerry (Tarbert and other areas fringing the 
county boundary) and parts of north Cork (Kanturk, Newmarket, Charleville and intermediate rural 
areas). This is shown in Figure 2. 
 
Travel time to the athletics hub will be a critical factor influencing participation. In calculating travel 
time, Google maps is a useful instrument as it allows time to be estimated, taking account both of the 
physical distance involved, plus the road conditions which dictate the appropriate speed of travel.    
 

Travel Distances 
 

 
Town 

Distance from Newcastlewest 
Km                                                 Minutes 

Tarbert 30 34 

Abbeyfeale 20 19 

Rathkeale 12 12 

Kilmallock 36 33 

Kanturk 37 35 

Newmarket 37 37 

Charleville 32 31 

Source: Google maps  
 
Significantly, all the centres in the proposed catchment are within 40 minutes of the proposed facility, 
so the catchment can be accepted as a reasonable area from which participants may be drawn, 
although usages would obviously be lower at the outer fringes.  
 
It should be noted a Synthetic Turf Pitch Study carried out for Sports England and Sports 
Scotland by TNS in 2006 put the majority of participants travelling less than 8 km to access 
facilities – however a considerable number were willing to travel a longer distance for a good 
quality facility. It is interesting to note also that the participants in more specialised sports 
were willing to travel further than participants in more mainstream sports. 
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Figure 5 – Catchment Area 

 
 
The question must now be addressed as how many people would be in the likely groups to be 
attracted to the Regional Athletics Hub. The table following explores this. Firstly, the base population 
in the NCW catchment in 2011 is set out. Details are in the table at the end of the chapter. To 
estimate the population by 2021, when the athletics hub should be fully operational, the population is 
projected forward, with each 10-year age group entering the next older cohort. The assumption is “nil 
nett migration”, with any emigration being balanced by immigration. This is probably the most 
reasonable assumption to be made, as it is an important planning objective to cater for the needs of 
the existing population. Allowance is also made for mortalities in the older age groups.  
 
Participation rates in athletics are projected forwarded. Some growth can be expected. However, it is 
likely that growth will be more modest than in past years, with some levelling-off in a ‘plateau’ effect. 
Two reasons can be advanced for this. Firstly past growth in athletics has been dramatic, with three-
fold increases in the 2007-13 period, so it is unlikely that future growth will be as high as this, and 
there is already evidence of a slow-down in growth of participation rates. Secondly, the international 
comparisons suggest that Ireland has relatively high levels of sports participation, so there may be 
not much scope to substantially increase Ireland’s already high levels. Thus a growth rate of 10% in 
the athletics participation in each age group is projected for the decade 2011-21. 
 

Newcastlewest Catchment: 
Potential Athletics Participation - 2021 

 
 
Age Group 

 
Population 2011 
(actual) 

 
Population 2021 
(projected) 

 
% participation 
in athletics, 2021 

Number 
potentially 
participating, 
2021 

15-24 9,919 12,247 8.5 1,041 

25-34 12,396 9,919 14.7 1,458 

35-44 13,141 12,396 17.6 2,181 

45-54 12,080 13,141 7.3 959 

55-64 10,977 11,476 4.7 539 

65+ 12,900 16,179 0.9 146 

Total 71,413 74,754  6,324 
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The potential population interested in the proposed facility thus comes to about 6,324 and indicates 
the total ‘market’ that could access the facility. What proportion of the market would actually use the 
facility and frequently they would use it, will be dependent on several factors, such as user 
preferences, type of facility offered, location of competing facilities and travel considerations. Further 
work will be required to elaborate on these aspects, including consultation with local interests and 
review of experience in similar athletics facilities elsewhere.    
 
This assessment should be related to other studies. The report by the Forward Planning Section of 
Limerick City & County Councils on the proposed development of a Regional Athletics Hub in 
Newcastlewest (2015) found that the 2011 population in the 20km catchment was 44,000. This 
present study looks at wider catchment of 35km and found that over 70,000 people were in the 
potential athletics age groups. The Swimming Pool Feasibility Study by the consultancy team of 
Demesne, Killian Fisher, Torque, OCSC and OBJ (2013) found that there was a population of 25,000 
in 15-minutes travel time of NCW, also consistent with this study, which relates to a 40-minute travel 
area. But both comparisons highlight how this present exercise has been more ambitious in defining 
the possible catchment, confirming that this is a potential user population only and great care must 
be exercised in assessing participation levels.  
 
The assessment of over 6,000 potential users also relates well to what we believe is the total running 
population in Ireland of 300,000. Based on our catchment area – 71,413 is roughly 1.54% of the 
national population which equates on a straight line basis to a running population of 4,642 in the 
Region today that the Athletics Hub could serve. 
 

Ireland: Participation in sports in the previous seven days (%) 
 

Year All sports Running 

2007 32.9 3.1 

2008 30.8 2.8 

2009 33.5 2.8 

2011 44.8 6.1 

2013 47.2 8.5 

Source: Sports Monitor of the Irish Sports Council 
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Population of potential athletic age groups in Newcastlewest catchment by local electoral 
area, 2011 

 

Age 
group 

NCW Rathkeale Kilmallock Listowel 
(pt*) 

Kanturk/ 
Mallow 
(pt**) 

Total 

5-14 3180 2581 3237 525 2724 12247 

15-24 2483 2068 2550 439 2379 9919 

25-34 3459 2175 3130 519 3113 12396 

35-44 3549 2664 3457 561 2910 13141 

45-54 3160 2566 3026 556 2772 12080 

55-64 2703 2241 2918 519 2596 10977 

65+ 3405 2555 3180 646 3114 12900 

Source: Census of Population  
 
*District Electoral Divisions of Tarbert, Tarmon, Leitrim, Newtownsandes, Kilmeany and Moynsha 
 
**District Electoral Divisions of Greenane, Kanturk, Newmarket, Glenlara, Clonfert, Knockatooan, 
rawls, Barleyhill, Bawncross, Kilbrin, Milltown, Churchtown, Liscarroll, Knocktemple, Newmarket, 
Allow,  Tullylease, Milford, Dromina, Newtown, Rathluirc, Springfort, Imphrick, Ardskeagh, Streamhill, 
Shahanagh, Farahy, Kildorrery, Temple and Molaga 

 

6.3  The Potential Users 

 
As already outlined in Chapter 1 part the Garland methodology focused on consultation.  In 
particular, with the key groups who are leading the call for a Regional Athletics Hub – the Athletics 
Clubs and who ultimately will be the users and beneficiaries of the of the new facility and will have 
the most impact on its success. 
 
The approach taken was not only to quantify the numbers involved but to determine their 
commitment to the facility and ultimately whether there was an openness to participating as 
committed stakeholders. Structured interviews were undertaken, which included gathering empirical 
information and also open questions related to required facilities and participation. 
 
A sample of the structured interview format used is attached as Appendix II. 
 
In total 9 Clubs were interviewed and participated in this element of the assignment. 

Club  Membership Current 
Facility 
Used 

All weather 
Facility 

Commitment to NCW  

 Senior Junior Other   Per 
Week* 

Hours Total 

West 
Limerick  

128 72 200** Demesne Astroturf 
Soccer Pitch  

6 2  12 

Kilmallock 40 70 50 Charleville 
Track 200m 

Charleville 
Track 200m 

1 2 2 

Dunallow 50   Banteen  3 2 6 

Kilfinane 20 60  Scoíl Pol UL Arena 2 2 4 

North Cork  125 125   Castleisland 
and the 
Mardyke 

2 2 4 

Liscarroll 30 100 30 Charleville 
Track 200m 

Charleville 
Track 200m 

2 2.5 5 
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St Mary’s 7 68  Nenagh 
200m 

Castleisland 2 2 4 

Listowel 14 140  Community 
Centre 

Castleisland 2 2 4 

St Ita’s  40  GAA Pitch Community 
Hall 

1 2 2 

Totals 414 675 280   21  43 

 
Please Note: 
 
1. That the Athletics Season* is September to March – 30 weeks per year 
2. West Limerick is the only Athletics Club with a Fit 4 Life programme that encourages people to 

participate in jogging.  A similar programme in Castleisland generates income to the club of €25-
30,000 per annum. 
 

6.3.1 Schools 
 

The Steering Group original submission also included letters of support from 10 post-primary 
schools and 41 primary schools. The purpose of this present exercise was to elaborate on more 
detailed aspects of the potential use of the proposed NCW facility by the schools: 
 

 What athletics activities do schools offer at present? 

 What athletics facilities do they have? 

 Are they likely to use the NCW facility? 

 If yes, how often and what volume of usage might be likely? 

 Had they any comments or observations on the proposal? 
 
All 10 post-primary and 31 of the primary schools responded to the invitation to discuss the project. 
The discussion was by telephone interview with the principal or other key person in a semi-
structured interview over 3-5 minutes.  
 
Total pupil numbers were almost 9,000 over the two categories and the detailed findings are as 
follows: 
 

Schools Survey 
 

Type Schools Pupils 

Post-primary 10 4,933 

Primary 31 4,022 

Total 41 8,955 

 
The 8 primary schools who were unable to participate had pupil numbers of 600 indicating that 
primary schools accounting for almost 90% of pupils have provided information.  
 
Current athletics activities 
 
All 10 post-primary schools offer athletics in the curriculum. Almost 1,100 pupils participate in 
athletics, a very significant proportion of over 20% of the total, although this is an estimate and may 
be under-stated. For most of the post-primary schools, athletics is part of their physical education 
(PE) programme although some schools promote athletics outside the curriculum. Of the 31 primary 
schools, the vast majority offer athletics as a key part of their curriculum, while others provide it 
outside school hours and a small minority are unable to offer athletics. Almost 2,400 primary school 
pupils participate in some way in athletics, confirming a very considerable level of interest in the 
sport. The primary schools not offering athletics all expressed regret at not doing so, citing reasons 
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such as lack of facilities, shortage of staff (in very small schools) or a crowded curriculum. All 
schools expressed interest in promoting athletics and in enhancing the role of athletics in their 
current programme. The enthusiasm of the pupils for athletics, and the value of athletics in an 
educational context, were frequently mentioned.  
 

Current Athletics Activities 
 

Athletics in the School Post-primary Primary Total 

In the PE curriculum 7 24 31 

Offered outside curriculum 3 3 6 

Not offered 0 4 4 

Total 10 31 41 

 
Level of facilities varies substantially. Most significantly, no less than 14 schools or one-third of the 
total have school yard only. Notwithstanding this constraint, many of these schools offer athletics 
programmes in this limited facility alone, and also make use of other temporary facilities. An 
equivalent number use sports fields, and this includes some accessing a sports field owned by 
sports clubs or community groups. In no case was any school paying for this use. A minority of 
schools, 8 or one-fifth of the total, have substantial facilities of school yard, pitch and another asset 
such as basketball court or indoor hall.  
 

Type of Athletics Facilities 
 

Type of facility Post-primary Primary Total 

School yard only 2 12 14 

School yard and sports field 3 11 14 

School yard and other facility  5 5 

School yard and sports field and 
other facility 

5 3 8 

Total 10 31 41 

 
Potential use of NCW facility 
 
Schools reported on their likely use of the NCW facility. This was responding to the question: “If 
there was an athletics facility in NCW, such as a running track, would your school use it?” So the 
answers are in response to a hypothetical question, and should therefore be treated with some 
caution, although they do give a reliable indication of prevailing attitudes and intentions. Like all 
opinion polls, they describe current views but are not necessarily a predictor of future behaviour.  
 

Potential use of Newcastlewest Facility 
 

Response Post- primary Primary Total 

Yes, definitely 8 18 26 

Yes, probably 2 7 9 

No, probably  3 3 

No, definitely  3 3 

Total 10 31 41 

 
Almost two-thirds of schools said they would “definitely” use the NCW facility. These are schools 
which confirmed they would use the facility without any significant reservation. They are usually the 
larger schools in closer proximity to NCW. Their enthusiasm is not in doubt. They would use NCW to 
upgrade athletics in their existing curriculum, or substantially expand their curriculum to include 
athletics. They would develop a more structured athletics programme, participate in more 
competitions, widen the range of athletics sports, introduce time/distance disciplines and increase 
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the number of pupils engaged in athletics. Many of these already use the UL facility, but would 
happily opt for NCW as it is closer and more accessible, and easier to use.  
 
About one-fifth of schools would “probably” use NCW. These are schools who said they would 
definitely hope to use NCW in some way, but whose use and frequency would be constrained 
seriously. Mostly, this was the cost of bus transport, a particularly substantial issue in the case of 
small schools. For these, they expect to participate, but this would be on an occasional basis, and 
probably restricted to major events and competitions, and not part of a regular school programme. 
Use would also be affected by the type of facilities offered in NCW, how it was organised, presence 
of instructors and pricing policies 
 
A small minority said “probably not”. These are schools enthusiastic about the proposal but regret 
that constraints including cost of transport and crowded curriculum make it unlikely that they would 
actively participate. But their goodwill was evident and they confirmed that if circumstances were 
right they might be able to use it. 
 
A similar small proportion said “definitely not”. They were all small primary schools at the edge of the 
catchment and too distant from NCW to warrant any engagement.  
 
Many schools also volunteered that parents would be anxious to encourage their children to use the 
NCW facility on a casual basis and that there could be significant informal use from the wider 
community. In some cases, schools volunteered that they would be happy to promote awareness 
about the facility to the people in their areas. 
 
Volume of use of Newcastlewest 
 
Those schools who answered “definitely” or “probably” that they would use NCW, were then invited 
to estimate the volume and frequency of use. 
 
For post-primary schools, the use would be throughout the school year, and over 800 pupils were 
indicated, mostly on a weekly basis. However, this was dominated by large prospective volumes 
from one school which may suggest differences in definition. All reported that the NCW facility would 
substantially increase the number of activist athletics pupils in their school, and also attract more of 
the generalist athletics pupils to participate. For primary schools, they hope to integrate athletics 
more fully into their curriculum. Thus athletics would be offered mostly on a one-term basis, with 
other PE activities, such as swimming and gymnastics, offered in the other two terms.  
 

Potential Volume of use of Newcastlewest 
 

Response Post-primary 
(year round) 

Primary 
(mostly one term per year) 

Weekly 685 739 

Fortnightly 0 235 

Monthly 125 286 

Total 810 1,260 

 
The level of support by schools for the NCW project is substantial and enthusiastic. The schools are 
well-informed about the project and there is ample evidence of prior consultation and engagement 
by the local project team with this important stakeholder group.  The basis of a network of user 
schools embedded in the NCW facility is well established and a solid foundation of potential 
participant schools has been developed. The level of potential demand is very significant. Of course, 
to convert this potential demand into actual usage will depend on the precise type of facility provided 
and how it is organised. Implementation details will be critical to its success.    
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6.4  Key Findings 

 
Number of Club Users:  1,369 
 
Committed Use: 
Number of times Per Week: 21 
Number of Hours:  1,290 
 
The potential community to be served is presently is 1,369 athletes from 9 clubs.  All have indicated 
they would use the facility on at least a weekly basis with West Limerick – the local Newcastlewest 
Club using the facility on an almost daily basis. During the average season the facility would be 
utilised for 1,290 hours or roughly 108 days (12 hours). 
 
In addition to running the combined clubs have over 50 athletes involved in field event training. 
 
With the exception of 2 clubs all the others currently pay for all weather facilities as part of their 
normal training regime. 
 
Storage: Of the 9 clubs spoken to - all would use storage facility if it were available. 
 
Participation in the Operation and Management: 
6 – Yes 
1 – No 
2 – Decision for their committees 
 
A very positive endorsement and willingness to participate in ownership and ongoing management 
of the new facility. 
 
Both 2nd level schools have expressed interest in discussing co-locating the Hub as part of their 
existing campus.  However, the constraint is land, as both schools do not have existing adequate 
outdoor sports facilities on campus.  
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7. Physical and Operating/ Business Model 

 

7.1  Proposed Physical Facilities 

 
According to the IAAF Track and Field athletics includes competition areas for running, walking, 
jumping and throwing events. These are normally integrated into an arena, the design of which is 
dictated by the 8 lane - 400m oval track. Experience has shown that the most suitable 400m oval 
tracks are constructed with bend radii of between 35m and 38m, with an optimum of 36.50m.  
 
This 400m Standard Track has the advantages of a simple construction, straight and curved sections 
of almost equal length and uniform bends which are most suitable to the running rhythm of athletes. 
Furthermore, the area inside the track is large enough to accommodate all throwing events and also 
a standard football pitch (68m x 105m). 
 
The footprint for such facilities can vary depending on the provision of ancillary services – club-
house, parking, access etc. but a c. seven-acre (7) site with expansion space (up to 3 acres) should 
be considered as the minimum requirement. 
 
Figure 6 shows what has become associated with a typical Track and Field facility. Events catered 
for include: 
 
1. Track events include sprint, middle and long-distance, hurdle and steeplechase events.  
2. The steeplechase integrated into the 400 m track 
3. Long jump/ Triple jump – normally  
4. Shot Putt 
5. Discus 
6. High Jump 
7. Pole Vault 
8. Hammer 
 
7.1.1 The Track Surface 

 
The core of an athletics hub is the running track – a standard running track today is all-weather - 
constructed of a rubberized artificial running surface for track events which provides a consistent 
surface unencumbered by adverse weather conditions. 
 
The running surface is laid on macadam base and is often referred to as a Tartan track – a brand 
that has become a generic name for all polymeric – products.  There are two kind of polymeric track 
construction – the 1st is porous and allow the rainwater to drain away – the 2nd is sealed and has to 
be constructed to allow water to run-off.   
 
A second “Mondo” track option is also available. Here the track is fabricated off site and laid in much 
the same way as a carpet.  Mondo tracks give more consistency, require a higher standard of 
construction and tend to more expensive.  Mondo tracks are associated with Olympic venues. 
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Figure 6 
 

 
 
7.1.2 Options for Track Development 

 
The 8 lane 400 m track has become the standard.  However, there are alternatives which can impact 
on the capital cost of construction and on the events that can be secured: 
 

Alternatives 
 

Example Advantages Disadvantages 

200 Metre – 8 Lane 
Track  

Nenagh Olympic 
Athletic Club 

• Lower land-take 
and construction 
cost – 50% saving  

• Easier to maintain 
• IAAF standard 
• Ideal for training 
• Potential to enclose 

• Field sports have to 
be separately 
catered for 

• Training only 
• Limited events 

“2-4-6” Track  
New concept with 
two lanes around the 
first 200 metres, four 
lanes around the 
next 100 metres and 
six lanes around the 
last 100 metres 

Paddock Wood 
Athletics Club, UK 

• Lower construction 
cost – 30-40% 
saving 

• Ideal for training 
• Easier to maintain 
• Field sports fully 

catered for within 
the arena 

• Training only 
• Limited events 

400 Metre – 6 Lane 
Track 

The Watershed, 
Kilkenny 

• Lower construction 
cost – 25% saving 

• Ideal for training 
• Easier to maintain 
• Field sports fully 

catered for within 
the arena 

• Will not attract or 
cater Provincial or 
National events  
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800 Metre – 8 Lane 
Track 

Ballina, Co. Mayo and 
Enniscorthy, Co. 
Wexford 

• Gold standard 
• Ideal for training 

and international 
events 

• Field sports can be 
fully catered for 
within the arena  

• Higher capital cost 
• Higher 

maintenance cost 

 
7.1.3 Options for Field Sport Development 

 
In order to cater for full Athletics events – the area will need to be able to stage the full range of Track 
and Field events.  These include the steeplechase and hurdles as well as all throwing and jumping 
events. The cost of such facilities would be in addition to the track construction cost and can add 
considerably to the capital cost. While Enniscorthy, Tullamore and Castleisland have included this 
investment, Ballina has opted to add the facilities over time.   
 
The typical additional equipment costs would be in the order of: 
 

Event Cost 
 

Steeplechase package (water jump) €20,000 

Hurdles €13,000 

Hammer Cage €20,000 

Discus and Shot Putt €10,000 

Pole vault and High Jump package €20,000 

Long Jump/Triple Jump €2,000 

Public Address System €5,000 

Total €90,000 

 
Investment in field sport facilities is shown as a Phase II development. While a small overall 
investment serious consideration should be given to separating the field sport elements as there may 
be additional sources of grant funding that be applied for specifically to cover these costs.  
 
7.1.4 Proposed Track Development 
 
While there are in some cases significant savings to be made from developing reduced facilities it is 
proposed that the Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub should strive for the Gold standard.  This 
will allow for the facility to cater for county, provincial and national events and make it a must use 
facility.   
 
This should include: 
 
• Minimum 7-acre site 
• 8-lane 400-metre polymeric porous running track 
• Steeplechase package 
• Field Sports Package 
• Fencing 
• Floodlighting 
• Toilet Block/ Office/ Room Facilities 
• Carpark 
• Equipment Building 
• Self-Contained Storage Pods 
• CCTV 
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7.2  Co-Location of Sports Facilities 

 

It should be noted that while the Garland brief relates to the provision of a Regional Athletics Hub, 
we have been asked to comment on the co-location of sports facilities in Newcastlewest. “That the 
adoption of integrated multi-sport models of facility provision be promoted and supported where 
possible and appropriate4” 
 
It is Garland’s opinion that: 
 

 In a Greenfield location – such co-location makes senses and can address social as well as 
operational issues. 

 In Newcastlewest many sport codes are already well established and served with their own 
facilities. As a result, this could potentially lead to duplication of resource. 

 Similarly, the Limerick and Clare Sport and Physical Recreation Strategy 2013 calls for 
supporting and working with existing providers.  

 As a result, any call for new sports facilities should only be considered on the basis of proven 
demand.  

 
In the case of Newcastlewest all the facilities provided are unlikely to be on the one site and we 
agree with the recommendation that where they are on a number of sites, they should be managed 
and maintained by a single entity. 

 

7.3  Operating/ Business Model 

 
In line with the investment models already identified, there are currently three established operating 
or business models (i.e. how the facilities are managed on a day to day basis) in Ireland at present: 
 
1. Club  
2. Education 
3. Local Authority 
 

Model Club Education Local Authority 
 

Location Community – city, town 
or village 

Regional Centre City, county or large 
town 

Facilities • Track – cinder to 
polymeric 

• Clubhouse 
• Gym 
• Field Sports 
• Storage 

• Co-Location 
• Multi-Sport 

(including Athletics) 
• Changing facilities 
• Managed 

• Amenity and/ or 
Multi-Sport 
(including Athletics) 

• Storage 
• Changing facilities 
• Managed 

Funding • Fund raising 
• Sports Capital 

Grants 
• Local Authority 

• Department of 
Education 

• Sports Capital 
Programme 

• Government/ Dept. 
of Environment 

• Grants e.g. IPB 
• Own funds 

Revenue • Membership 
• Pay N’ Play 
• Clubs 

• Membership  
• Pay N’ Play 
• Clubs 

• Clubs 
• Subvention 
• Pay N’ Play 

(optional) 

Employees • Both Voluntary and 
Permanent Staff 

• Permanent Staff • Permanent Staff 

                                                
4
 Limerick and Clare Sports and Physical Recreation Strategy 2013 
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From a casual user perspective – e.g. runner or sports club - there is no particular preferred model – 
other than facilities provided by the Local Authority – where there is “free” access e.g. Lees Road, 
Ennis, Co. Clare. 
 
In the case of the Athletics Club each of the business / operating models has its advantages and 
disadvantages:  
 

Model Club Education Local Authority 
 

Advantage • Own facilities 
• Full control 

• No funding 
• Access in theory 
• No responsibility 

• No funding 
• No responsibility/ 

Management role  
• Access 
• Storage 

Disadvantage • Time 
• Funding 
• Maintenance 
• Management 

• Limited/Restricted 
Access 

• Pay N’ Play 
• No ownership/no 

Control 

• Pay N’ Play 
• No ownership/ no 

control 
• Commercial Ethos 

 
The obvious solution for a club is where a third party – can provide the facilities and the club can 
access those facilities on a reasonable basis (time and cost) then the Education or Local Authority 
Model advantages far outweigh perceived and real disadvantages.   
 
Given the potential access issues with the Educational Model – i.e. clubs being restricted in times 
they can access the facility - then the Local Authority Model would appear to be more attractive. In 
the case of The Watershed, Kilkenny - a Local Authority facility being run on a commercial basis – 
cost of access for clubs in the area has become an issue and alternative club led facilities are being 
seriously considered. 
 
7.3.1 The Hybrids 

 
While there are three standard operating or business models identified there are hybrids – a mix of 
approaches that have emerged particularly in the Local Authority sector.  These models are worth 
considering in terms of Newcastlewest and are covered in more detail in the sample case studies. 
 
There are four that are worth focusing in on – Ballina, Enniscorthy, Templemore and Killaloe. 
 

Location Local Authority Hybrid Function 1 Hybrid Function2 
 

Ballina Local Authority Owned 
Land 

Co-Financed by 
Ballina AC 

Management 
Agreement/ Lease 
with the Ballina AC 

Enniscorthy Local Authority Owned 
Land 

Local Authority 
Managed using Tús 
scheme resources 

Pay n’ play basis 

Templemore Local Authority Owned 
Land  

Co-Financed by 
Templemore AC 

Management 
Agreement/ Lease 
with Templemore AC 

Clarisford – 
Ballina/Killaloe 

Local Authority Owned 
Land   

Leased to Special 
Purpose Community 
Company 

Managed as a sports 
hub – development 
financed by Special 
Purpose Company 
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While the Local Authority are involved in each case and have provided the land bank – the way 
they’ve chosen to have the facility developed and managed is different.  For example, in Ballina the 
Local Authority have moved the responsibility for management to the local club; in Enniscorthy the 
local authority is running the facility on minimum cost basis with a pay n’ play ethos, while in Killaloe 
the responsibility for development and management has been with a voluntary community 
organisation from inception. 
 
It’s probably worth noting that from research, the four hybrid solutions weren’t planned but rather 
emerged as individual solutions as the projects developed. 
 
The main lesson for Newcastlewest is that while there are standard operating/ business models, 
there are working alternatives, and with sufficient planning a suitable model can be developed for 
Newcastlewest.   
 
7.3.2 The Role for Limerick City and County Council (LC&CC) in the Newcastlewest 
Regional Athletics Hub 

 
From the LC&CC perspective funding may not be available to build and run a Regional Athletics Hub. 
However, there is still a strong argument for LC&CC to be involved: 
 
Pros: 
• Provision of sports / Community Facility part of the Local Authorities Role 
• Already providing sports facilities in Newcastlewest and elsewhere in the county 
• Embedded in the Local Authority’s Sports and Physical Recreation Strategy 
• Access to funding 
• Facility management expertise 
• Office in Newcastlewest 
• Maintenance role in Newcastlewest 
 

Equally a strong case can be made why LC&CC should not be directly involved: 
 
Cons: 
• No useable Local Authority land bank – means that the LC&CC will need to invest in land 
• Pressure to consider purchasing larger site and to centralise sports facilities in the town 
• LC&CC come under pressure to provide similar facilities for other sports in Newcastlewest and 

elsewhere in the county 
• LC&CC required to pay capital cost/ upgrading cost 
• Maintenance cost 
• Management headache and cost 
• Securing club buy in and usage 
• Facility left to Local Authority to run 

 
7.3.3 Risk Management 

 
It is unlikely that the LC&CC can avoid being involved in the project. As a result, planning the basis 
for LC&CC involvement becomes critical. In this regard understanding and mitigating the risks 
becomes important.    
 

Risk Mitigating Action 
 

1. LC&CC responsible for Capital 
Investment 

Agreed Funding & Investment Vehicle  

2. LC&CC responsible for Management  Agreed Operating/ Business Model 
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3. Securing Cross Club Buy-In  Agreed Governance Structure 

4. LC&CC being left to run the facility Agreed Governance and Operating/ Business 
Structure and Funding 

5. Upgrading of Facilities  Agreed Sinking Fund Provision 

6. LC&CC being asked to provide similar 
facilities in other locations in the county 

• Regional Facility 
• Funding and Investment Model 
• Development Secure Club Buy-In  

7. Maintenance Costs Agreed Operating/ Business Model 

 
7.3.4 Options for Participation 

 
If LC&CC are to be involved in the project, there are numerous options for participation: 
 

Option Comment Advantages Disadvantages 
 

Provide 
the Land 
 

Provide the local 
club(s) with a land 
bank for future 
development 
 

• Fulfils LC&CC’s role 
• Enabler for 

development 
• Leaves the option to 

get involved as the 
project develops 

• Acquire land 
• No guarantee of a facility 
• May have to takeover in 

future 

Co-Fund 
and Lease 

Agree to co-fund and 
lease to club  
 

• Fulfil LC&CC’s role 
• Capping funding 
• Club(s) to provide 

funding 
• Guarantees facility 

• Left to council to run 

Fund and 
Lease 

Agree to fund the full 
development and 
lease to club 

• Fulfils LC&CC’s role 
• Guarantees Facility 
• No management & 

maintenance role 

• Left to council to run 
• No guarantee of success 
• Ongoing upgrade cost 

Fund and 
Operate: 
 

Provide the funding 
and operate as a 
LC&CC facility 
 
 

• Fulfils role 
• Guaranteed facility 
• 100% control 
•  

• 100% cost 
• Future management 

issues 
• Demand for facility in 

other locations 
• No guarantee of success 
• Ongoing cost base 

 
While the provision of land may solve a short term objective it’s unlikely to guarantee that a facility 
will be provided and that it will be a success. If LC&CC do not have the current capacity to fund and 
run such a facility a co-funding approach offers appears to offer the most benefit and if structured 
correctly should mitigate the risks involved. 
 
An alternative funding option is to consider optioning the site - this can normally be negotiated on a 
fixed term basis – e.g. 3 years with a percentage of the sale fee agreed as the site option cost - e.g. 
10%.  In the event that the site is not purchased in the agreed time frame, the option fee remains with 
the land owner. If on the other hand the site purchase option is exercised the option fees paid are 
deducted from the agreed purchase price. 
 
The site optioned in this way could be assigned to a NCW Athletics Hub not for profit organisation for 
an agreed period to allow the project the time and scope required to develop.  
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This would: 
 

1. Provide a designated site for the proposed the NCW Athletics Hub to allow for design and 
planning and fund raising giving the project every opportunity to be successfully developed 

2. While minimising capital cost and risk for LC&CC.  
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8. Financial Model 

 

8.1   Sources of Capital Expenditure Funding 

 
The main source of capital granting funding that the Regional Athletics Hub could source funding is 
the Sports Capital Programme (SCP) which aims to foster an integrated and planned approach to 
developing sports and physical recreation facilities throughout the country. 
 
The objectives of the programme are: 
 

 Assist voluntary and community organisations, national governing bodies (NGBs) of sport, local 
authorities and VECs and schools to develop high quality, safe, well-designed, sustainable 
facilities in appropriate locations and to provide appropriate equipment to help maximise 
participation in sport and physical recreation. 

 Prioritise the needs of disadvantaged areas in the provision of sports facilities. 

 Encourage the multi-purpose use of local, regional and national sports facilities by clubs, 
community organisations and national governing bodies of sport. 

 
In 2012 the programme distributed €31 million, in 2014 the programme distributed over €40.5 million 
to 800 organisations and in 2015 a further €41 million is being distributed to 891 projects. 
 
Athletics as a sport does not fare well – again reflecting the nature and size of clubs across the 
country.  In 2015 c. €800,000 was allocated which represents 2% of the total fund allocated.  The 
largest Athletics recipient was South Dublin County Council who received €200,000 for a running 
track in Lucan. 
 
While a 2016 programme has yet to be announced it will likely form part of the next programme for 
government.  The application process should be in line with 2014 and 2015 which were is straight 
forward and transparent. 
 
A joint application between LC&CC and the local Athletics Clubs for a Regional Athletics Hub – 
showing a combined Local Authority and Community partnership should stand an excellent chance 
of success. 
 

8.2  Other Capital Grant 

 
A further €17 million has also been made available through special allocations in recent years.  This 
included funding for four regional athletics facilities which received €1,658,400 under a “special 
track” scheme in 2012.   
 
Accessing this funding is less transparent.  However, given the strong community support a club 
lead submission should be considered immediately.  
 
In addition, funding can be made available under the Dorman Accounts Fund – a facility 
administered by Pobol. 
 

8.3  Irish Public Bodies (IPB) 

 
IPB Insurance (IPB) has been a sustainable and successful business for many years. Their success 
has allowed IPB the opportunity to make a significant commitment in the area of corporate social 
engagement. 
In 2012, IPB made corporate history by becoming the first company to issue a social dividend as 
part of its commitment to giving back to Irish society. Since launching the social dividend model, we 
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have allocated €8 million to fund our Corporate Social Engagement (CSE) Framework, this supports 
projects under five themes of Diaspora, Sport, Education, Community and Business Innovation. 
 
Sportnation was an initiative to increase peoples’ opportunities and access to sports through 
improved facilities in their local area. €1 million of the fund was allocated to this initiative, with 
funding matched by the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport (DTTAS). 
 
IPB have supported Athletics Track Development in the past and was a central contributor to Mayo 
County Council for the Ballina facility (€160,000). 
 

8.4  Local Development Company – LDC Funding 

 
West Limerick Resources administers European and national funding programmes on a local level. 
The two core funding programmes are the Rural Development (LEADER) Programme and the Local 
& Community Development Programme through which they work with individuals and the 
community to support or initiate projects of benefit to the local people and area. To date the 
company has administered in excess of thirty programmes totalling over €18 million in investment 
into the community. new round of funding for Local Development Companies has been announced 
and there may be opportunities for support for the Regional Athletics Hub.  At a minimum WLR 
should be able to support the operational aspects of the project under the Tús Programme. 
 

8.5  Dormant Accounts  

 
The Dormant Accounts Fund is a scheme for the disbursement of unclaimed funds from accounts 
in credit institutions in Ireland.  The fund is administered under the 2001 Dormant Accounts Act, 
together with the Unclaimed Life Assurance Policies Act 2003 and the Dormant Accounts 
(Amendment) Act 2012 and is under the statutory function of the Minister of the Environment, 
Community and Local Government with effect from the 1st January 2013. In the latest tranche of 
funding c. 100 organisations shared €5,000,000 in funding. 

 

8.6  Community Funding 

 
Core to the success and sustainability of the proposed Regional Athletics Hub is community 
participation and commitment.  To ensure such participation and buy-in, a Community company 
structure is an option is worth considering, similar to the Clarisford model. Here the core potential 
users - the Athletic Clubs could be the shareholders (in a company limited by guarantee) that would 
ultimately own and manage the facility. 
 
The Community through the Local Athletics Clubs, would also need to provide funding – this could 
be capped as percentage of the total investment (e.g. 12.5% Clarisford model).  The community 
contribution should be over and above that available through grant aid at national, county or local 
level.     
 
The Regional Athletics Hub through such a Community Company structure should not ignore 
lobbying politically for one-off financial support for the project.  
 

8.7  Local Authority Funding 

 
LC&CC participation in providing some funding is core to the project advancing beyond feasibility 
stage.  Ongoing LC&CC participation could also be considered through a Community Company or 
company limited by guarantee structure.  This would give LC&CC the option to be involved in the 
project in the event of corporate governance or operational issues in the future. 
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Participation by LC&CC could involve: 
 

1. LC&CC approval for support in principle. 
2. Complete the site evaluation process and secure a site – through e.g. a site option process. 
3. Assist in establishing the Community Company. 
4. Input into the design and specification process. 
5. Input into the Grant Application Process – for Sports Capital, IPB and LDC Grant assistance. 
6. Provide capital funding  

 

8.8  Funding Model Scenario 

 
Based on an estimated total capital expenditure of c. €1.25 million and with expected conservative 
grant aid of €450,000 – the shortfall including land cost would be c.€637,500. 

 

Estimated Total Investment land €250,000 

Estimated Capital Investment €1,000,000 

Total Investment €1,250,000 

  

Grant Aid Sports Capital €300,000 

Grant Aid Other €150,000 

Total Grant Aid €450,000 

  

Outstanding Balance After Grant Aid €800,000 

  

Community Contribution €162,500 

  

Balance After Community Contribution €637,500 

  

Funding Shortfall  €637,500 

 
The bridging of this potential funding shortfall is a key issue to be considered by the entity 
established to bring the project forward. 
 

8.9  Operational Costs 

 
This section sets out the likely revenue and costs implications associated with the Newcastlewest 
Regional Athletics Hub. The basis for the projections on the cost side came from interviews with a 
number of operators, while the income projections are based on a combination of operator 
experience and commitments received from existing Athletics Clubs. 
 
The main cost associated with the new facility is the Capital Costs. Similar to investment in playing 
pitches – which require some maintenance but very little management. The Regional Athletics Hub is 
unlike a swimming pool or leisure complex – where there is a substantial investment in physical 
facilities and equipment that has to be managed and maintained on an ongoing basis. 
 
In determining the expected operational costs, we have taken a conservative approach. For example, 
the electricity costs are based on operating all floodlights 7 days per week; 5 hours per day for 22 
weeks. The experience would suggest that unless the track and field sports facilities are being fully 
utilised only some flood lighting is required and other forms of lighting used for jogging and casual 
running. 
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Item Cost € 
 

Track Cleaning 1,500 

Grass Cutting 2,000 

Insurance 7,000 

Electricity 20,790 

Sinking Fund 7,000 

  

Total Annual Cost 38,290 

 
The proposed operational/ business model will be volunteer managed with support from the Tús 
scheme for maintenance and facility management, meaning there are no proposed staff costs. 
 
8.9.1 Sinking Fund 

 
The new Regional Athletics Hub will be a state of the art facility but will need reinvestment in terms of 
relining; repair and respray and eventual track resurfacing, as well as replacing lighting. If properly 
maintained, relining will be required every 15 years; repair and respray at 16 and 26 years and 
resurfacing after 30 years (this is based on the An Ríocht experience).  The costs involved are: 
 
Relining    - €12,000 
Repair and Respray  - €130,000 
Resurfacing   - €400-600,000 
Bulb replacement   - €100 per bulb 
 
In order to avoid loading costs onto the operational side of the Regional Athletics Hub it is proposed 
to establish a sinking fund.  This will be used to build a fund that will finance the relining, repair and 
respray and eventual resurfacing of the track. Currently resurfacing is eligible for Capital Sports 
Grant funding and the Watershed, Kilkenny has recently secured a 50% grant towards this cost..   
 
Based on the expected repair and replacement costs and the track life expectancy it is proposed to 
create an annual sinking fund which will require setting aside c. €7,000 p.a.   
 
8.9.2 Revenue  

 
We have taken a similar conservative approach to revenue generation. Again experience suggest 
that Athletics Facilities are not significant income generators – the facilities we have reviewed have 
revenue on of c. €30-35,000 p.a. In order to be successful they need to be innovative in terms of the 
operating model.  This ranges from including net revenue generators such as gym and fitness 
studios or running the facilities on a low or zero cost basis. 

 
The indicative list of likely fees and charges are as follows: 
 

Activity Proposed Charge Concession (if applicable) 
 

Casual User/ Pay As You Go €5.00 €2.50 

Group Rate  €50.00 per hour Floodlit €40.00 per hour  
 

Track Meets/ Events €200.00 per day  

Soccer Clubs €60.00 per match (adults) €20.00 per match (juniors) 

Community Games €200.00 per day  

Schools Sports Day €200.00 per day  

School Rate €0.00 (day time)  

Membership €135.00 (senior) €80.00 (juvenile) 
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Item/ Users  Revenue/ Income € 
 

Casual users 4,000 

Groups 2,000 

Events 2,000 

Soccer Matches 1,800 

School Sports Days 2,000 

Sub-Total 11,800 

Membership 29,500* 

Fit for Life 16,000 

Total Annual Revenue 57,300 

 
* Based on 30% of all current athletic club members signing up for the new facility 
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9. Site Selection  

 

9.1 Site Selection Methodology 

 
The methodology for selecting a site for the development was as follows: 

 Develop site priorities 

 Develop a selection matrix and weightings 

 Select sites for assessment based on local authority recommendations, steering group 
consultation, discussions with local auctioneers, site reconnaissance, review of county 
development plan, local area plans, flood maps and geo-data.  

 Individual physical site visits and analysis 

 Meet with key stakeholders and landowners 

 Score individual sites against matrix 

 Presentation to stakeholders 

 Final Report 
 

9.2 Site Selection Criteria 

 
The key site priorities agreed were: 

 Location within 5km of the town centre  

 Site area of 7-9 acres to facilitate the athletics track plus expansion space 

 Compatible with the local area plan for the town 

 Cost of site purchase and development to be sufficiently low to ensure feasibility 
 
The detailed site scoring criteria developed by the project team and presented to the local authority 
were as follows: 
 

Physical Characteristics  
• Size of site and expansion potential 
• Flood risk 

• Presence of existing utilities  
• Suitability of site topography & ground 

• Presence of historic monuments  
• Vehicular access from public road 
 

Location and Planning 
• Zoning in accordance with Local Policy 

• Visibility from key public roads 

• Proximity to town centre 

• Proximity to secondary schools  
• Proximity to sport and leisure uses 

• Environmental impact 
• Public acceptability 

 
Accessibility and Transport  
• Capacity of existing road network to facilitate traffic 

• Access by Pedestrians, cyclists (footpaths, lighting) 
• Access by Bus (proximity to bus stop, bus parking) 
• Availability of other car parking in area for events 

 

Commercial 
• Availability of Land for Sale 

• Site Purchase Costs 
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9.3  Site Analysis and Scoring 
 

As part of the original scoping exercise a number of potential sites had been identified in the town. To 
ensure that all the site options were considered the team carried out a root and branch review 
including online searches and contact with local auctioneers. In line with the key site priorities 
identified above, 8 no. sites were shortlisted for analysis and scoring under the agreed assessment 
criteria.  
 
The specific sites assessed have not been identified in this report, as the majority are in private 
ownership.  The only site in public ownership considered as a location was Demesne in 
Newcastlewest. Following the site analysis process, a site on the Cork Road scored the highest and is 
being recommended as the preferred site for the development.  
 

10. Preferred Site Analysis 

 

10.1 Strengths and Constraints 

 
The preferred site is outlined in red in Figure 7 below. The main advantages of the site are its 
location within the town boundary and near existing sports and residential development, its size and 
topography (flat), access from 2 no. public roads (both of which have capacity to take additional 
traffic) and availability of existing services.  

 
Figure 7 – Preferred Site  

 

 
 

10.2 Site Size and Phasing  

 
The preferred site has an area of approx. 9.25 acres, allowing sufficient space for the development 

and expansion of the NCW Regional Athletics Hub. In order to finance its construction and 

operation, it is recommended that the athletics hub be developed in two phases, as follows; 
 

 Phase 1 – Development of 400M 8-Lane Athletics Track including a 100m sprint, (with the 

option of an all-weather or grass sports pitch in the centre), walking circuit around the track, 
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flood lighting, fencing and gates, entrance road and parking, site services, temporary reception/ 

site office, storage units for clubs;  

 

 Phase 2 – While the infrastructure for all field sports will form part of the first phase of 

development – Phase 2 will relate to the purchase and installation of field equipment to 

include Discus & Hammer Throwing Cage, Long Jump, High Jump, Javelin, Shot Put, Pole 

Vault, hurdles, electronic start/finish equipment for track etc.; 

 

Future Development – the site is large enough to allow future expansion of facilities if required.   

 

The potential to include a fully lit, all-weather or grass playing pitch in Phase 1 could assist in 

generating revenue until a guaranteed revenue base from track membership and clubs could be 

established. Based on user numbers in Phase 1 and the advancement of discussions with Athletics 

Ireland on attracting regional and national athletics events, the Hub management entity can decide 

when to advance Phase 2 – i.e. full field athletics facilities (note that all civil engineering works for 

same are provided in phase 1).  As already noted in the report there may be an advantage in 

particular in sourcing grant aid to keep the provision of field athletics facilities as a separate project 

phase.  

 

The site is large enough to cater for modest expansion of facilities as required.   

 

10.3 Site Services and Access 

 

Garland has carried out a design appraisal of storm water, waste water, water supply, electricity and 

communications and site access in consultation with the various utility companies and the local 

authority. The key findings are noted below, with preliminary drawings for the site in Appendix V to 

this report.  

 

1. Storm Water – the site features an existing land drain which drains to the river to the east of the 

site. It is proposed that storm water from the site would be collected in a storm water pipe 

network, provided with bypass interception and attenuated on site prior to discharge to the River 

Dolla at the greenfield runoff rate.  

 

2. Foul Sewerage – it is proposed that foul sewerage from the buildings (the temporary building in 

phase 1 and permanent building in phase 3) be collected in a foul sewer network and discharged 

to the existing foul sewer in on the Cork road, at the site boundary. The public foul sewer 

network and wastewater treatment plant for the town (which is just to the south of the site) has 

sufficient capacity to take the flows from this development.  

 

3. Water Supply – it is proposed that water supply for the development be provided from the 

existing public water supply main in on the Cork road, at the site boundary. The public watermain 

network has sufficient capacity to supply the potable and fire flows for this development.  

 

4. Electricity and Communications – the site is located immediately adjacent to the existing ESB 

HQ in Newcastlewest. Both telecommunications and electricity services are available 

immediately adjacent to the site and local networks have sufficient capacity to service this 

development. 
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5. Road Infrastructure/ Vehicular Access – the site is bounded to the east and west by 2 no. 

Strategic Regional Roads, the Cork Road (R522) and the Castlemahon road (R520). The 

development plan notes that new entrances should be located within the 50kph speed limit.  As 

the site is located just outside the current 50kph speed limit, but on zoned lands within the local 

area plan boundary, agreement on the location of the entrance (or the movement of the speed 

limit) will need to be agreed with the roads engineer to facilitate an entrance into this 

development in compliance with the development plan. Initial discussions indicate that facilitation 

of this access or relocation of the speed limit would be supported by the local authority. For 

preliminary design purposes, an entrance has been shown from the Cork Road to the west of the 

site. The R522 is long and straight in this location so vehicular sightlines are readily achievable.  

6. Pedestrian Access – there is an existing footpath along the Cork Road (R522) as far as the 

turnoff to the Woodfield Park estate, just 20m from the site. It is recommended that this footpath 

is extended to just opposite the site entrance and the cost of this short additional length of 

footpath (approx. 20m) has been included in the costings for the development.  

10.4 Site Development Issues  

 
Garland has carried out review of site development issues that could impact on the timing and cost 

of development of the preferred site. The key findings of this review are summarised hereafter; 

 

 Planning Zoning/ Previous Planning Applications - The site is zoned for Agricultural use 

in the Newcastlewest Local Area Plan. The area to the west of the site which is zoned for 

Residential Serviced Sites Phase 1 is not included within the proposed site and will be 

retained by the landowner. In the development plan, the specifics of agricultural zoning sets 

out that "uses which are directly associated with agriculture or which would not interfere with 

this use are open for consideration".  Following initial discussions with the planners in the 

area, it is considered that, as the site is within the town plan boundary, is fronted by lands 

with a residential zoning and is located opposite residentially developed lands, the proposal 

for an athletics facility would be considered to fall within the scope of “not interfering” with the 

Agricultural zoning and would be supported by the planners.  There are no previous planning 

applications on record for this site.  

 

 Flood Risk – the draft OPW CFRAMS flood risk mapping for the site shows that the ground 

levels on the site are above the 1/1000-year flood level for the Dolla river – see Figure 8. The 

lowest part of the site, to the east, is just below the 1/1000-year fluvial flood level, but no part 

of the development will be located in that corner of the site, with just an underground storm 

attenuation area, or possibly spill over parking for events, proposed in this location.  The site 

is also low lying and has poorly draining soil at present, a factor which will be addressed by 

the extensive site drainage and attenuation system proposed. A Stage 3 Flood Risk 

Assessment Report is likely to be sought by the planners to accompany a planning 

application for the site. This report will need to confirm that the development complies with 

the flood risk management guidelines. The track is considered as a low vulnerability 

development and therefore the development should easily comply with the guidelines.   
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Figure 8 – Draft CFRAMS Flood Risk Mapping 

 

 
 

 Environment – the site is currently pastureland and is located adjacent to the existing ESB 

transformer station, with the existing Newcastlewest Wastewater Treatment plant to the 

south. The site is not located within a Special Area of Conservation (SAC), a National 

Heritage Area (NHA) or a Special Protection Area (SPA) and has no environmental 

designations. An Appropriate Assessment is therefore not considered necessary for this 

development. It is proposed that the existing hedgerow around the site would be retained 

during development, with any proposed fencing erected inside. 

 

 Archaeology– there is no records of any national monument or archaeology on this site with 

the nearest monument at a distance of over 70m away, across the Cork road. In addition, a 

search of historical mapping and archaeological records for the site indicates no previous 

settlements on, or records for, this site. An Archaeological Assessment is therefore not 

considered necessary for this development. As is normal for developments of this scale, the 

contract documents for the development should include for an independent archaeologist to 

monitor the site stripping phase only.   

 

 Ground Conditions and Topography- the site is reasonably flat and drains gently from 

west to east. This makes it an ideal site for an athletics track as significant cut and fill of the 

site will not be necessary to achieve a level site. Ground conditions at the site consist 

primarily of deep, poorly drained soils known as gleys. These soils tend to become 

waterlogged after prolonged rainfall, but as the proposed track and hardstanding is to be 

provided with a complete storm drainage network, rainfall falling on the site will be directed 

though the pipework, via an attenuation area, to the river.   

 

 Traffic Impact – It is estimated that 6,000 participants will use the track and associated 

facilities on an annual basis. Most users will attend the track during off-peak hours, early in 

the morning or late in the evening after work, and at the weekends. Some participants will 

use the track during the day on weekdays (elderly, school children, etc.). However, very few 

 

Site 
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users will access the facility during peak traffic times of 8.15 to 8.45 and 5.15-.5.45. The 

impact on local traffic will therefore be negligible. If the facility does manage to attract county 

or regional athletics events after Phase 2 is completed, these events typically occur on 

weekends and attract reasonably low attendances when compared with other sports. Some 

local liaison between the Gardaí and the operator may be required to develop a parking and 

traffic management strategy around these events.  

 

10.5 Development Costings 
 

The Phase 1 costings for the development of the Regional Athletics Hub on the preferred site 

are included in Appendix IV and summarised below for two track surfacing options. The site 

purchase cost (currently projected to be in the order of €250,000) have been omitted from 

these costings;   
 

OPTION 1 - FLEXIBLE POROUS TRACK (Cost effective surface -provides a good 

compromise between cost and performance) – rounded to nearest €1,000 

Track cost €392,000 

Ancillary development costs  €505,000 

Non-contract costs (excluding site purchase) €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,035,000 

 

OPTION 2 - MONDO TRACK (NON-POROUS, DURABLE, HIGH SPECIFICATION, 

EASIER MAINTENANCE - for high performance tracks, e.g. London Olympics) – 
rounded to nearest €1,000 

 

Track cost €580,000 

Ancillary development costs  €534,000 

Non-contract costs (excluding site purchase) €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,252,000 

 

 

At this stage, we recommend that option 1, flexible porous track (tartan track) be advanced 
due to its lower capital cost and adequate performance on other similar facilities around 
Ireland.  

 

10.6 Site Procurement 

 
There are also options available for procuring the site.  In addition to sale by private treaty, 
LC&CC have the option of tendering.  Here LC&CC can advertise the sites requirement and 
invite interested land owners to offer sites they may have available that meets the 
requirements. In this way for example all possible site options at the time of tendering could be 
evaluated. 
 
Given the likely land cost, a site purchase option could be considered.  Here LC&CC would 
agree a sales price if the site purchase option is exercised within the period of the agreement. 
During the period of the agreement LC&CC would pay an annual site option fee which could 
be deducted from the sales price if the option were exercised. The advantage of this approach 
would be to give certainty to the aviaibility of a site for the Athletics Hub to allow the 
development process – business planning, detailed design and grant aid funding applications - 
to proceed without committing capital until the project is ready to be constructed.    
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11. Findings and Recommendations 

 
The key conclusions and recommendations of this report are as follows: 
 

 Athletics, while at times “high profile” is a minority sport in Ireland.  Participation in the sport has 
seen significant growth and has more than doubled (120%) since 2007.  In 2014 alone Athletics 
Ireland – the national governing body for the sport - membership grew by 10% (over 2013) 
reaching a record high of 54,000 members with 21 new clubs formed.  
 

 In addition, 81% of people who run, do so outside the club structure which places the total 
running population in Ireland at c. 300,000.   
 

 There are currently over 50 synthetic running tracks in Ireland – with twelve in Munster – of the 
tracks in Munster only three are club owned and managed and only one of the three – An Ríocht 
(Castleisland) has full Track and Field Facilities. The other two club owned facilities have 200 
metre tracks – suitable for training only.  
 

 The need and potential demand for the Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub 
(recommendation) has been demonstrated by using both a top-down demographic analysis of 
the regional catchment area, coupled to national sports participation trends and a bottom-up 
market approach focused primarily on core users - the athletics clubs and schools.   

 

 The catchment area extends over County Limerick as well as North Cork and East Kerry and will 
serve over 6,000 potential participants as a Regional Athletics Hub.   

 

 The demographic analysis shows that by 2021 the potential participants for the facility will be c. 
6,234. The analysis relates well to the current total running population in Ireland (300,000). 
Based on the catchment area population of c. 71,413 which equated to 1.54% of the national 
population would equate to a current local running population of 4,642. 

 

 The nine Athletic Clubs in the Region will be the main potential users and ultimate beneficiaries 
of the proposed Athletics Hub. The nine clubs have a combined active membership of 1,369 and 
are committed to using the facility 21 times a week for an average of 2 hours. Across the 
athletics season (September to March) this amounts to 1,290 hours. 

 

 The core user will be West Limerick Athletics Club – who would use the facility on an 
almost daily basis. 

 All 9 clubs would use storage facilities – which will assist buy-in  
 

 There is a very positive endorsement and willingness by the key stakeholders - athletics clubs in 
the catchment area to participate in ownership and ongoing management of the new hub. Only 
one club declined to participate. Six of the clubs interviewed were willing to sign-up, with a 
further two deferring the decision to their club committee. 

 

 The proposed facility has also been endorsed by the 41 primary and post primary schools 
surveyed, which between them have over 2,070 students involved in athletics out of a total 
population of c. 9,000.   

 

 In addition, there is confirmed support from other secondary stakeholders including Community 
Games; Special Olympics and disabled/special needs sector. All have indicated they will use the 
facility when it is in place, but would not have a direct role in ownership/operations or 
management. Tertiary stakeholders such as local sports club have also been supportive.    
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 While there are in some cases significant savings to be made from developing reduced facilities 
it is proposed that the Newcastlewest Regional Athletics Hub should strive to develop the “Gold 
standard” – 8-lane 400 m track and field sport facilities on a phased basis.  This will allow for 
the facility to get up and running in the short term, and move on to catering for county, provincial 
and national events over time. Phasing the proposed development may also assist in maximising 
funding opportunities. The phasing for the development is as follows:   

 

 Phase 1 – Development of 400M 8-Lane Athletics Track including a 100m sprint, (with the 

option of an all-weather or grass sports pitch in the centre), walking circuit around the track, 

flood lighting, fencing and gates, entrance road and parking, site services, temporary 

reception/ site office, storage units for clubs;  

 

 Phase 2 – While the infrastructure for all field sports will form part of the first phase of 

development – Phase 2 will relate to the purchase and installation of field equipment to 

include Discus & Hammer Throwing Cage, Long Jump, High Jump, Javelin, Shot Put, Pole 

Vault, hurdles, electronic start/finish equipment for track etc.; 

 

 A range of options are available to LC&CC both to both participate in the development of the 
new Hub and influence the business model to be used to operate and run the facility into the 
future:   

 

Option Comment Advantages Disadvantages 
 

Provide the 
Land 
 

Provide the local 
club(s) with a land 
bank for future 
development 
 

• Fulfils LC&CC’s 
role 

• Enabler for 
development 

• Leaves the option 
to get involved as 
the project 
develops 

• Acquire land 
• No guarantee of a 

facility 
• May have to 

takeover in future 

Co-Fund and 
Lease 

Agree to co-fund and 
lease to club  
 

• Fulfil LC&CC’s role 
• Capping funding 
• Club(s) to provide 

funding 
• Guarantees facility 

• Left to council to 
run 

Fund and Lease Agree to fund the full 
development and 
lease to club 

• Fulfils LC&CC’s 
role 

• Guarantees Facility 
• No management & 

maintenance role 

• Left to council to 
run 

• No guarantee of 
success 

• Ongoing upgrade 
cost 

Fund and 
Operate: 
 

Provide the funding 
and operate as a 
LC&CC facility 
 
 

• Fulfils role 
• Guaranteed facility 
• 100% control 
•  

• 100% cost 
• Future 

management 
issues 

• Demand for facility 
in other locations 

• No guarantee of 
success 

• Ongoing cost  
• Base 
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 Education – normally 3rd level is one of the existing funding models. One of the options 
explored was the possibility of developing the Hub as part of an existing 2nd level school in 
Newcastlewest.  Both schools in the town are open to such a discussion. However, neither 
school have the necessary campus or land to enable such a development. 

 

 Track and Field facilities are not substantial revenue generators – even when run on a 
commercial or semi commercial basis e.g. Lees Road, Ennis or the Watershed, Kilkenny.  In 
order to be successful operators need to be innovative in terms of the operating model.  This 
ranges from including in the development net revenue generators such as gym and fitness 
studios or running the facilities on a low or zero cost basis. 

 

 Projections for the Newcastlewest Athletics Hub show a conservative annual revenue of 
approx. €58,000 in Phase 1-2. This reflects a revenue dependence on membership from the 
Clubs involved and a strong Fit 4 Life Programme. Minimum contributions are shown from 
casual users, soccer pitch rental revenue, Community Games, Special Olympics, the 
disabled/special needs sector and the possible attraction of county and provincial events as 
Phase 2 is completed: 

 

 Track Revenue   €121500 

 Membership   €29,500 

 Fit 4 Life Programme  €16,000 
 

 The projected running costs for Phases 1-2 would be €38,290 including the contribution to the 
sinking fund and the running costs for full flood lighting (1 lux) for 22 weeks per annum. 
 

 There are decision points for LC&CC. If the co-fund participation option for example was is 
pursued a decision would need to be made whether to charge casual users, statutory 
agencies and schools a fee to access the Hub. In addition, rates charged may need to be 
agreed at LC&CC Councillor level.  

 

 A site selection process was undertaken and 8 no. sites were assessed and scored using an 
agreed scoring matrix. A site on the Cork Road (Site H) scored the highest of the sites and, 
after consultation with the landowner, has been recommended as the preferred site for the 
development. This site is sufficiently large to accommodate the proposed development and 
future potential expansion.  
 

 While co-location with other sports is an ideal, many of the sport codes in Newcastlewest have 
already developed physical infrastructure. The danger in terms of a multi-sport facility is that 
there may be duplication.  However, if LC&CC participate in co-funding the Athletic Hub, then 
additional lands are available around the existing site which could be secured in the future if 
demand for a centralised sports hub is identified.  However, the provision of a central pitch 
facility within the track in Phase 1 could generate some revenue, as well as cross sports codes 
interest in the Hub.  
 

 A detailed analysis and screening of the preferred site was undertaken to identify any issues 
that may affect the cost and timing of any proposed development. This screening determined 
that no key planning or development risks exist at the site that could adversely affect the 
development of an athletics facilities at the site. The site is adequately served by existing 
utilities and access is potentially available from 2 no. regional roads which bound the site.  
 

 A capital costing exercise was undertaken for the proposed development. This costing 
examined costs of both Phase 1 and 2 of the development. Two track options were costed for 
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Phase 1, both a porous and non-porous solution. The preliminary costings for Phase 1 
(excluding the site purchase costs) are as follows:  

   

OPTION 1 - FLEXIBLE POROUS TRACK  

Track cost €392,000 

Ancillary development costs  €505,000 

Non-contract costs €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,035,000 

 

 

OPTION 2 - MONDO TRACK (NON-POROUS, DURABLE, HIGH SPECIFICATION) 

Track cost €580,000 

Ancillary development costs  €534,000 

Non-contract costs €138,000 

Total Cost excluding VAT @ 13.5% €1,252,000 

 

 

 At this stage, we recommend that option 1, flexible porous track (tartan track) be advanced due to 
its lower capital cost and adequate performance on other similar facilities around Ireland.  

 

 A new Sports Capital Grant Programme will probably form part of the Programme for 
Government following the recent general election and details of the application process will be 
announced as the programme is finalised.   However, there are actions that can be taken in the 
short term to progress the Regional Athletics Hub: 
 

 Site visit recently developed club and local authority led track facilities   

 Decide on the best ownership and operational model 

 Approval from the local authority and clubs 

 Decide on procurement process for the site 

 Develop a business plan including funding targets 

 Appoint a design team to prepare a planning application for the development. 

 Input into the Grant Application Process – for Sports Capital, Dormant Account, IPB and 
LDC Grant assistance. 

 

 In addition to applying for formal grant assistance, the Regional Athletics Hub entity should 
campaign for funding through local and national politicians. 

 

 
  



x 
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Interest Groups and Possible Stakeholders* 
 
Athletics Clubs: 
 

 West Limerick AC 

 Kilmallock AC 

 Duhallow AC 

 Kilfinane AC 

 North Cork AC 

 Liscarroll AC 

 St Mary’s AC 

 Listowel AC 

 St Ita’s AC 

 An Bru AC 

 
Schools Post Primary: 
 

 Scoil Pol, Kilfinnane  

 Tarbert Comprehensive 

 St Mary’s, Charleville 

 Colaiste na Trocaire, Rathkeale 

 Hazelwood College, D’collogher 

 Desmond College, NCW  

 Colaiste Ciaran, Croom  

 Scoil Mhuire agus Ide, NCW 

 Scoil Mhuire, Kanturk  

 Colaiste Ide agus Iosaf, Abbeyfeale  

 
Schools Primary:  
 

 Foynes  

 Askeaton 

 Milford 

 Scoil Dean Cussen  

 Meelin 



 
 
 

 
L0375-Final Report_Rev007                    Page 56 of 68 

 

 St Mary’s Abbeyfeale  

 Ashford  

 Our Lady’s Abbey, Adare  

 Scoil Aine Naofa, Rathkeale 

 Mahoonagh, Castlemahon 

 Dromtrasna, Abbeyfeale 

 Ballyagran  

 Shanagolden 

 Kilcolman 

 Kilfinny 

 Adare  

 Duagh  

 Mountcollins  

 Courtenay, NCW 

 Nicker, Pallasgreen 

 Dromcollogher 

 Killoughteen 

 Carrickerry 

 Scoil Mhuire, Charleville  

 Croagh  

 Scoil Iosef, NCW 

 Tournafulla  

 Ardagh 

 Gaelscoil O Doghair, NCW 

 Ballyhahill 

 Ballyguiltenane, Glin 

 Tullylease, Co Cork 

 Feenagh  
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Others: 
 

 Limerick and Muster Community Games 

 Special Olympics 

 Brothers of Charity 

 Cheshire Ireland 

 People with Disabilities 

 Limerick Sports Partnership 

 Athletics Ireland 

 Ballina AC 

 Kilkenny City Harriers  

 An Ríocht, Castleisland 

 The Watershed, Kilkenny 

 Tullamore Harriers 

 

Local Authorities:  
 

 Mayo County Council 

 Wexford County Council 

 Kilkenny County Council 

 

*This is a sample rather than a full list of those consulted. Any omissions are not deliberate   

 

  



x 
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Appendix II - Check-List Athletics Clubs – NCW Regional Athletics Hub 
 

Organisation  
 

Contact  Position  

Contact Details  Date  

 
Introduction: 

 Garland are civil and structural engineers based in Limerick.   

 We have been retained by Limerick City and County Council to look at the feasibility of 
developing a regional athletics hub in Newcastlewest, Co. Limerick. 
 

Proposed Facility: 

 7 acre site 

 8 lane synthetic track 

 Field sport facilities 

 Toilet block 

 Individual storage facilities 
 

Club Details: 

Total Members   Number in Field 
Sports 

Juvenile   

Senior   

How Often Do You Train   

Numbers that Participate in 
Training 

  

 

Where Do You Train?  

How often at the All-Weather 
Facility in UL  

 

At What Cost?  

 
Regional Facility: 
If a regional facility was built in NCW would the club use the facility? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
If Yes How Often would they use it? 

 (Tick One 
box) 

How Many Hours 

Weekly   

Fortnightly   

Monthly   

 
What facilities would you need? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
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If it were an option would your club be interested in participating in the ownership and management of 
the facility? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
If Yes would this increase your club usage? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
If No - why not? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
It is planned to provide individual club lock up facilities – would this be of interest to your Club? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
General Comments? 
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
  



x 
 
 
 
 

 

  

 

APPENDIX III - DEMOGRAPHICS 
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Appendix III – Back up Demographic Information 
 

Ireland: Participation in sports in the previous seven days (%) 

 
Source: Sports Monitor of the Irish Sports Council 
 
 
 

 
Ireland: Frequency of Participation in Sport 

Frequency % 

5 times per week 12.5 

3-4 times per week 33.6 

1-2 times per week 43.3 

Once per month 7.9 

Less often 2.6 

Total 100.0 

Source: Household Survey of the Central Statistics Office 
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Ireland, participation in Athletics, 2013 

Category % participation in  athletics 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

 
9.9 
9.8 
 

Age group 
15-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65+ 
 

 
7.7 
13.4 
16.0 
6.6 
4.3 
0.8 

Degree of urbanisation 
Densely population 
Intermediate populated 
Thinly populated 
 

 
9.8 
9.7 
10.1 

Principal economic status 
At work 
Unemployed 
Student 
Home duties 
Retired 
Other 

 
12.2 
6.1 
8.8 
7.9 
2.1 
4.2 

Source: Household Survey of the Central Statistics Office 
 
 
 

% participation in athletics by age-group, 2013 

 
Source: Central Statistics Office 
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% taking sport-related exercise at least once per week, 2013 

EU 41 

Sweden 70 

Denmark 68 

Finland 66 

Netherlands 58 

Luxembourg 54 

France 53 

Ireland 52 

Slovenia 51 

Germany 48 

Belgium 47 

Cyprus 46 

Spain 46 

UK 46 

Austria 45 

Estonia 39 

Hungary 38 

Lithuania 37 

Czech 36 

Croatia 35 

Slovakia 34 

Latvia 31 

Greece 31 

Italy 30 

Poland 28 

Portugal 28 

Romania 21 

Malta 19 

Bulgaria 11 

Source: EU Special Barometer on Sport and Physical Activity (2014)  
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% taking sport-related exercise at least once per week, 2013 

 
Source: EU Special Barometer on Sport and Physical Activity (2014) 

 
 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Bulgaria

Malta

Romania

Portugal

Poland

Italy

Greece

Latvia

Slovakia

Croatia

Czech

Lithuania

Hungary

Estonia

Austria

UK

Spain

Cyprus

Belgium

Germany

Slovenia

IRELAND

France

Lux'burg

Netherlands

Finland

Denmark

Sweden



 
  
 
 

 
L0375-Final Report_Rev007                    Page 66 of 68 

 

  

 

APPENDIX IV - COSTINGS 



NEWCASTLEWEST ATHLETIC TRACK AND FIELD FACILITY - FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 1 COSTINGS
OPTION 1 - FLEXIBLE POROUS TRACK

 (Cost effective surface for use at schools, clubs - good compromise between cost & performance)
Item Description Quantity Unit Rate Amount

Track Construction
1 Earthworks and grading

   a. Excavate  to stock pile and fill to provide berms for viewing 1100 m3 29.00€                31,900.00€                

   b. Cut to fill subgrade 0 m3 -€                    -€                           

   c. Cut to dump 0 m3 -€                    -€                           

2 Install geotextile to track area 4400 m2 2.00€                  8,800.00€                  
3 Infield construction (9,278m2)

   a. Replace topsoil lump sum 11,138.00€         11,138.00€                
   b. Apply fertiliser/ herbicide lump sum 22,410.00€         22,410.00€                
   c. Sow infield with rye grass lump sum 9,280.00€           9,280.00€                  
   d. Maintain turf lump sum 2,500.00€           2,500.00€                  

4 Base course
   a. Blinding of area with 25mm quary screening, rolled and compacted 4400 m2 3.00€                  13,200.00€                
   b. Sub-base 200mm 50-75mm clean stone 1700 tonnes 14.00€                23,800.00€                

5 Asphaltic Concrete

Tarmacadam base on compacted foundation 10mm open textured wearing 
course macadma to BS4987 to consoldated thickness of 50mm 4400 m2 13.00€                57,200.00€                

6 Concrete
   a. Ecco drain inner kerb 480 lin. m. 25.00€                12,000.00€                
   b. Concrete Kerb 400 lin. m. 13.00€                5,200.00€                  

7 Track Drainage -€                           
   a. 375 dia S/W piping 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   b. 300 dia 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   c. 250 dia 50 lin. m. 30.00€                1,500.00€                  
   d. 150 dia 350 lin. m. 22.00€                7,700.00€                  
   e. 110 dia subsoil 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   f. ACO slotted drain lin. m. 45.00€                -€                           
   g. ACO sumps 8 unit 250.00€              2,000.00€                  
   h. Concrete haunching under track areas 0 Lin. M -€                    -€                           
   i. Ducting twin 75mm communication ducts incl. sumps 15 lump sum 33.00€                495.00€                     

8 Sumps 0 unit -€                    -€                           
9 Chambers 2 unit 200.00€              400.00€                     
10 Sundry Concrete (equipment to be installed in Phase 2) -€                           

   a. Water jump 1 unit 3,200.00€           3,200.00€                  
   b. Pole-vault slab 1 unit 1,400.00€           1,400.00€                  
   c. Shot-put circle 1 unit 800.00€              800.00€                     
   d. Discus circle 1 unit 680.00€              680.00€                     
   e. Combined discus/hammer insert 1 unit 680.00€              680.00€                     

11 Synthetic surface (e.g. Porplastic SB economic) 4400 m 2 32.00€               140,800.00€             

12 Synthetic surface installation attendance 4400 m2 6.00€                  26,400.00€                

13

Track Lighting - 10 no. 10 m-high adjustable lighting columns with base, fitted 
with 2 no. ‘flat glass’ luminaires with 1kW lamps to give 100 lux average 
horizontal illuminance to track. 10 unit 850.00€              8,500.00€                  

Phase 1 Development Works
14 Security fencing 2.4m high around site perimeter 915 Lin. M 78.00€                71,370.00€                
15 Security Gates 2.4m high - vehicular and pedestrian gates with piers 1 lump sum 2,860.00€           2,860.00€                  
16 CCTV Cameras (3 no. cameras plus wireless internet monitoring) 3 unit 1,450.00€           4,350.00€                  

17
Access and internal roads, approx. 275m long (5.5m wide, sub-base, road-base, 
binder course, wearing course, geogrid, kerbing) 1500 m2 51.00€                76,500.00€                

18 Car Parking (102 no. spaces) incl. kerbing, earthworks, geogrid, paving 1200 m2 35.00€                42,000.00€                
19 Public lighting for access road and car-park incl bases 9 unit 550.00€              4,950.00€                  

20
Storm Drainage - road, parking, paved areas (incl MHs) and outfall headwall to 
river 600 Lin. M 150.00€              90,000.00€                

21 Attentuation Area with bypass intercpetor and Hydrobrake manhole 1 lump sum 18,000.00€         18,000.00€                

22
Temporary Prefabricated Reception/Office & Toilet - prefabricated unit (7.5 x 
3.5m) incl. delivery - 2 small offices & WC (alternaively, rent for €53/wk) 27 m2 500.00€              13,500.00€                

23 Earthworks and Foundations for Pre-fabricated unit incl opes 27 m2 65.00€                1,755.00€                  
24 Foul Drainage - incl MHs and connections 120 Lin. M 75.00€                9,000.00€                  
25 Water supply incl. valves, hydrants, fittings and connections 300 Lin. M 28.00€                8,400.00€                  
26 Cabling, ducting and chambers for electricity and telecoms 1200 Lin. M 29.00€                34,800.00€                
27 Steel storage units for athletics equipment incl civil works 4 units 1,500.00€           6,000.00€                  
28 Concrete footpaths/ paving into and around the facility and track 1000 m2 15.00€                15,000.00€                
29 Landscaping - grass & boundary planting around the facility 1 lump sum 8,750.00€           8,750.00€                  
30 Signage - traffic and directional, incl. posts and foundations 1 lump sum 1,950.00€           1,950.00€                  
31 Lump sump payments to Utilities Providers for Attendance, Connections 1 lump sum 7,200.00€           7,200.00€                  

32 Contrator overheads & profit, general items and preliminaries 89,101.95€                

33 Total Phase 1 Contract Costs (construction) 897,469.95€              

Non-Contract Costs

34 Site purchase costs (agreement in principal) 250,000.00€              
35 Professional fees, surveys, ground investigation, administrative, planning and legal fees 137,696.39€              

TOTAL PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT COSTS 1,285,166.34€           



NEWCASTLEWEST ATHLETIC TRACK AND FIELD FACILITY - FEASIBILITY STUDY - PHASE 1 COSTINGS
OPTION 2 - MONDO TRACK

(NON-POROUS, DURABLE, HIGH SPECIFICATION, EASIER MAINTENANCE - for high performance tracks) 
Item Description Quantity Unit Rate Amount

Track Construction
1 Earthworks and grading

   a. Excavate  to stock pile and fill to provide berms for viewing 1100 m3 29.00€                31,900.00€                

   b. Cut to fill subgrade 0 m3 -€                    -€                           

   c. Cut to dump 0 m3 -€                    -€                           

2 Install geotextile to track area 4400 m2 2.00€                  8,800.00€                  
3 Infield construction (9,278m2) -€                           

   a. Replace topsoil 1 lump sum 11,138.00€         11,138.00€                
   b. Apply fertiliser/ herbicide 1 lump sum 22,410.00€         22,410.00€                
   c. Sow infield with rye grass 1 lump sum 9,280.00€           9,280.00€                  
   d. Maintain turf 1 lump sum 2,500.00€           2,500.00€                  

4 Base course
   a. Trim and compact subgrade 4400 m2 2.00€                  8,800.00€                  

   b. Sub-base 150mm AP40 660 m3 29.00€                19,140.00€                

   c. M4 Base 100mm AP20 440 m3 29.00€                12,760.00€                
5 Asphaltic Concrete

   a. Base 30mm Mix 6 4400 m2 9.00€                  39,600.00€                

   b. Top 25mm Mix 6 4400 m2 8.00€                  35,200.00€                
6 Concrete

   a. ACO Channel 400 lin. m. 45.00€                18,000.00€                
   b. Kerb 450 lin. m. 22.00€                9,900.00€                  

7 Track Drainage
   a. 375 dia S/W piping 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   b. 300 dia 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   c. 250 dia 50 lin. m. 30.00€                1,500.00€                  
   d. 150 dia 350 lin. m. 22.00€                7,700.00€                  
   e. 110 dia subsoil 0 lin. m. -€                    -€                           
   f. ACO slotted drain lin. m. 45.00€                -€                           
   g. ACO sumps 8 unit 250.00€              2,000.00€                  
   h. Concrete haunching under track areas 0 Lin. M -€                    -€                           
   i. Ducting twin 75mm communication ducts incl. sumps 15 lump sum 33.00€                495.00€                     

8 Sumps 0 unit -€                    -€                           
9 Chambers 2 unit 200.00€              400.00€                     
10 Sundry Concrete (equipment to be installed in Phase 2)

   a. Water jump 1 unit 3,200.00€           3,200.00€                  
   b. Pole-vault slab 1 unit 1,400.00€           1,400.00€                  
   c. Shot-put circle 1 unit 800.00€              800.00€                     
   d. Discus circle 1 unit 680.00€              680.00€                     
   e. Combined discus/hammer insert 1 unit 680.00€              680.00€                     

11 Synthetic surface (e.g. Mondo Sportflex SX) 4400 m 2 67.50€               297,000.00€             

12 Synthetic surface installation attendance 4400 m2 6.00€                  26,400.00€                

14

Track Lighting - 10 no. 10 m-high adjustable lighting columns with base, fitted 
with 2 no. ‘flat glass’ luminaires with 1kW lamps to give 100 lux average 
horizontal illuminance to track. 10 unit 850.00€              8,500.00€                  

Phase 1 Development Works
15 Security fencing 2.4m high around site perimeter 915 Lin. M 78.00€                71,370.00€                
16 Security Gates 2.4m high - vehicular and pedestrian gates with piers 1 lump sum 2,860.00€           2,860.00€                  
17 CCTV Cameras (3 no. cameras plus wireless internet monitoring) 3 unit 1,450.00€           4,350.00€                  

18
Access and internal roads, approx. 275m long (5.5m wide, sub-base, road-base, 
binder course, wearing course, geogrid, kerbing) 1500 m2 51.00€                76,500.00€                

19 Car Parking (102 no. spaces) incl. kerbing, earthworks, geogrid, paving 1200 m2 35.00€                42,000.00€                
20 Public lighting for access road and car-park incl bases 9 unit 550.00€              4,950.00€                  

21
Storm Drainage - road, parking, paved areas (incl MHs) and outfall headwall to 
river 600 Lin. M 150.00€              90,000.00€                

22 Attentuation Area with bypass intercpetor and Hydrobrake manhole 1 lump sum 18,000.00€         18,000.00€                

23
Temporary Prefabricated Reception/Office & Toilet - prefabricated unit (7.5 x 
3.5m) incl. delivery - 2 small offices & WC (alternaively, rent for €53/wk) 27 m2 500.00€              13,500.00€                

24 Earthworks and Foundations for Pre-fabricated unit incl opes 27 m2 65.00€                1,755.00€                  
25 Foul Drainage - incl MHs and connections 120 Lin. M 75.00€                9,000.00€                  
26 Water supply incl. valves, hydrants, fittings and connections 300 Lin. M 28.00€                8,400.00€                  
27 Cabling, ducting and chambers for electricity and telecoms 1200 Lin. M 29.00€                34,800.00€                
28 Steel storage units for athletics equipment incl civil works 4 units 1,500.00€           6,000.00€                  
29 Concrete footpaths/ paving into and around the facility and track 1000 m2 15.00€                15,000.00€                
30 Landscaping - grass & boundary planting around the facility 1 lump sum 8,750.00€           8,750.00€                  
31 Signage - traffic and directional, incl. posts and foundations 1 lump sum 1,950.00€           1,950.00€                  
32 Lump sump payments to Utilities Providers for Attendance, Connections 1 lump sum 7,200.00€           7,200.00€                  

33 Contrator overheads & profit, general items and preliminaries 117,331.95€              

34 Total Phase 1 Contract Costs (construction) 1,113,899.95€           

Non-Contract Costs

Site purchase costs (agreement in principal) 250,000.00€              
Professional fees, surveys, ground investigation, administrative, planning and legal fees 137,696.39€              

TOTAL PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT COSTS 1,501,596.34€           
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APPENDIX V – SITE LAYOUT 
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