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European common indicators (ECI)

towards local sustainable profile

Mile steps

m Started offin May 1999, with the setting up of a Wor-
king Group (for initiative of and under the supervision
of the Expert Group on the Urban Environment);

® launched by the Environment Commissioner Margot
Wallstrém at the 3“European Conference on Sustai-
nable Cities (2000, Hanover);

m promoted since January 2001 to February 2003,
providing services to participating authorities within
a two-year testing project.

Results and added value

m |ndicator system based on a limited number of the-
mes/headline indicators (11) selected in an integra-
ted way, complementary to existing local, national
and sectoral indicators;

m results of extensive consultation, and so perceived as
a “shared system of indicators™;

m perceived by local users as “informing decision-ma-
king processes™ tool, and “able to compare munici-
palities across Europe with the aim of establishing
good practices for sustainability”;

m with strict reference to the 4 Priority areas and the in-
formation needs of the TS-UE (Thematic Strategy for
Urban Environment);

m good representativeness (42 respondents from 14
EU countries) of different trends and *“sustainability
patterns™ in differently sized European cities (inclu-
ding wider areas, as Provinces);

m good potential for an increase in the number of fu-
ture users (most of the 144 signatories, 22 coun-
tries, are engaged in collecting data);

m high efficiency (low costs compared with results
achieved) mainly due to the ECI project voluntary
approach, and the good users sense of ownership.

Problems encountered

Need of dedicated time and resources, further metho-
dological refinement, local data accessibility.

Policy recommendations
emerging from the data

In general, the analysis of data collected through ECI
confirm that:

m the sustainable management of Urban Mobility, Ur-
ban Design, Land Use and Building Sector should re-
present the main priorities of European (and natio-
nal-local) strategies for the Urban Environment;

= new themes also emerged, such as the Environmen-
tal and energy efficiency of production processes
and products and the Sustainable management of
private/public sector and services.

The ECI Final Report recommendations refer to:

1. specific measures promoting a radical change in the
modal distribution of urban displacements (mobility
plans, demand management, sustainable and col-
lective modes of transport);

2. specific measures promoting a better and healthier
quality of life (air and noise pollution action plans);

3. specific measures promoting a more sustainable ma-
nagement of environmental resources (CO: emis-
sions reduction in energy uses, environmental inno-
vation in processes, services and products);

4. specific measures promoting the improvement of ur-
ban quality and limitation of land use for urbanisa-
tion purposes (green areas and brownfield use, sett-
lements models);

5. specific measures promoting the improvement of ci-
tizens’ satisfaction levels.

Recommendations for "'supporting actions in
the implementation of ECI"*

In order to fully benefit from the investment made and
the bottom up support achieved, the ECI Final Report
recommendations refer to:

1. re-launch ECI support structures (promotional cam-
paign, networking, partnerships, methodological
refinement, testing phase, ...) with dedicated re-
sources;

2. involve/enhance national institutions role (propose
the ECl common data standards to national statisti-
cal offices);

3. keep (and widen the scope of) data collecting, pro-
cessing and regularly publishing;

4. consider the present set as the basic framework,
but extend it to other indicators, improve compa-
tibility/synergies with similar systems, co-ordinate
it with other National and EU Initiatives;

5. use ECls as support of and integration with EU
policies.



1 European Common Indicators (ECI):

background and context

1.1 Indicators as a tool
for sustainable policy making-
the urban/local perspective

A prerequisite on the way towards sustainability is the need to measure impacts of urban activities and
monitor progress on Local Agenda 21 (as an important component of the UN Summit in Rio and in
Johannesburg follow-up*).

The 1994 Aalborg Charter (and its re-launch in the 1996 Lisbon Plan?) reflects these needs, by com-
mitting the signatory local authorities (now more than 1,860), to the use of indicators as a supporting
tool for policy-making, useful to describe and monitor current state and progress.

Extract from the Aalborg Charter:

Instruments and tools for urban management towards sustainability

.... We know that we must base our policy-making and controlling efforts, in particular our environmental monito-
ring, auditing, impact assessment, accounting, balancing and reporting systems, on different types of indicators, inclu-
ding those of urban environmental quality, urban flows, urban patterns, and, most importantly, indicators of an urban
systems sustainability

Signed by 1,860 EU local authorities (last updating: April 2003)

The Aalborg Charter launched also a challenge related to “indicators of urban systems sustainability*
and the European Sustainable Cities Report (Expert Group on Urban Environment, 1996) also mo-
ved in this direction promoting the use of indicators “to measure progress towards sustainability”,
emphasising the need to focus not only on indicators of physical sustainability, but also on working
towards the development of indicators of sustainable lifestyle options, in order to reconcile physical su-
stainability with social welfare.

Through the “Communication on Sustainable Urban Development in the European Union: a
Framework for Action” (COM (1998) 605), the European Commission signalled the importance of
properly evaluating existing and planned activities to support local sustainability and the need to explo-
re methods of monitoring progress on Local Agenda 21. Furthermore, the Communication identified
the reduction of the Ecological Footprint of urban activities as an overall policy objective, implying a
need for finding ways to measure footprints and connecting the reduction of environmental impacts
to Local Agenda 21 processes.

* UNCED Conferences held in Rio (1992) and Johannesburg (2002).
? Promoted by the European Sustainable Cities and Towns Campaign.
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CHAPTER 1

1.2 Ongoing efforts in developing
urban/local indicators

Measurement tools focused on measuring and evaluating progress towards sustainability have been
developed on an international scale, after UNCED 1992, and are in progress on an European scale.
Some efforts have been developed in the past years with regard to the “local scale”:

m some European institutions (e.g. European Environment Agency, DG Regio/EUROSTAT) are commit-
ted in defining and collecting data on some urban environmental issues (EEA Environmental Indica-
tors, Urban Audit);

m indicators for local sustainability have been a field for EU funded researches in terms of conceptual
and methods definition, and some researches have analysed the success and the failure of local im-
plementations (e.g. under the 5" research programme: PASTILLE, IANUS, ECOPADEV, PROPOLIS);

m some regional/national level institutions, NGOs or groups of local authorities have engaged them-
selves in the definition and in the concrete implementation of an ““indicators set” able to represent
their urban/local specificity (e.g. Audit Commission action in UK, Ecosistema Urbano in Italy, a group
of Nordic cities, two networks of Spanish cities in the Departments of Barcelona and Bizkaia, some
regional/national initiatives in Belgium, Sweden, Norway, Germany and The Netherlands, ...);

m some European networks have provided information or supported cities in sharing their own expe-
rience (e.g. the UBC and the REC actions related to ECI, the ICLEI - Ecobudget project, the WHO -
Healthy Cities Indicators, the Climate Alliance initiative on COg, the ELTIS Benchmarking on local tran-
sport initiative, some projects launched under LIFE funds).

Additional information is available by means of some indicators inventory available on the Internet (e.qg.
the IISD Compendium? or the inventory commissioned by the Commission to the Manchester University,
UK*) and directly on the web sites of the main institutions/bodies mentioned above.

1.3 Towards the Thematic Strategy
on the Urban Environment

More recently the European Commission has developed the EU Sustainable Development Strategy
and the 6™ Environment Action Programme (EAP). Both the documents highlight priority issues
for the urban environment. The White Paper on Governance underlines the indicators role as a tool
for policy, monitoring, transparency and communication.

In particular, in order to safeguard a rapid and efficient implementation of the 6" EAP, the European
Parliament, included in it an obligation to the Commission to develop Thematic Strategies (TS), which
cover each of the main aims of the EAP. The Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment is one of the
strategies to be developed under the 6™ EAP. The Strategies will include the practical steps in form of
proposals required to reach the objectives of the EAP, and qualitative and quantitative targets and ti-
metables against which the progress can be measured and evaluated.

*http:/fiisd1.iisd.ca/measure/compindex.asp
*http://www.art.man.uk/PLANNING/cure/PDF/2inventory.pdf



EurRoPEAN CoMMON INDICATORS (ECI): BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

In the 6™ EAP the following themes have been identified as building blocks for the Thematic Strategy
on the Urban Environment:

m promotion of LA21;

m de-couple transport and GDP growth;

m increase share of public transport, rail, walking, cycling;
m promote use of low emission vehicles;

m urban environment indicators.

In order to fulfil the mandate of setting up the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, DG Envi-
ronment has convened four working groups which will support the formulation of the strategy. The
themes of the working groups are:

m Sustainable Urban Transport;

m Sustainable Urban Design - Land use, Regeneration, Retrofit;
= Sustainable Urban Construction;

m Sustainable Urban Management.

Some of the preparatory documents developed by DG Environment gave a common framework for the
working group work, underlining the need of:

® maximising the environmental efficiency and quality of individual urban areas;
m effectively mitigating the impacts of urban areas on their natural support systems and human health;
m strategically managing the process and broader impacts of urbanisation.

1.4 The ECI initiative:
1999 preparatory process

All the above described background and context represent the reason why the ECl initiative has been laun-
ched and the basis on which ECI has been built up since 1999. The recent efforts towards the Thematic
Strategy on Urban Environment are the policy framework taken into account in the final ECI project phase.

The ECl initiative was started off in May 1999 with the setting up of a Working Group on Sustainable
Indicators (for initiative of and under the supervision of the Expert Group on the Urban Environment
and led by the French Environmental Ministry) with the task to develop common (harmonised) indica-
tors for local sustainability, in close collaboration with a wider Group of Local Authorities.

Since the beginning, the aim of the initiative has been to develop and test indicators reflecting local actions
towards sustainability in as much an integrated way as possible. The outcome of the initial phase (and in
some sense, the ECI “unique and specific value””) was a proposal, suggesting a set of indicators on a limited
number of themes, in order to allow the strengthening of some core methodologies through effective im-
plementation. The set is however intended to remain flexible and open to include other relevant topics.

Further, ECl is characterised by a good level of complementarity with respect to existing local, national
and sectoral indicators’ sets, since it was not defined to displace or compete with any local/national
priority therein reflected. In fact, the ECIs aim at representing local action towards sustainability in as
much an integrated way as possible.
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CHAPTER 1

Indicators have been developed according to a bottom up approach since the very beginning of the
project, involving local authorities as main actors in the process and improving synergies with existing in-
dicators sets. This shows, on the one hand, to what extent its ethos is actually based upon understan-
ding the real needs of municipalities, and on the other, the possibilities of achievement of policy objec-
tives from actions that bridge more than one level of governance.

If, on the one hand, the EClIs scope is to fulfil the requirements of indicators envisaged in the current EU
policy perspective - in as much as they intend to promote an integrated and harmonised approach
across community policies - on the other, they aim to ensure local appropriateness, valuing local and
lay knowledge and the principle of subsidiarity.

Both aspects can be traced back to the six Sustainability Principles permeating the indicators (see be-
low). To qualify into the set, an indicator had to address at least three of them (= integration require-
ment). Over 1,000 indicators were analysed both against this requirement and against a list of general
criteria. The most important, well-established indicators systems have served as a source of inspiration,
as building blocks for the creation of a new system.

The outcome of the numerous and extensive consultation rounds with towns and cities, was the agree-
ment on a list of 10 common issues/indicators (in the Project web site http://www.sustainable-
cities.org/subl2a.html are stored all the documents produced in this process, including the lists of in-
dicators analysed by the Working Group on Sustainable Indicators and submitted to various rounds of
discussion, and how the Working Group on Sustainable Indicators, with a step by step selection, star-
ting from a ““Long List” - 18 themes, more then 100 sub indicators - then from a First proposal - 18 the-
mes, about 30 sub indicators - arrived to the Final Proposal of 10 Issues/Indicators).

Towards a Local Sustainability Profile Principle n°
European Common Indicators

n° | Issue/Indicator

1 | Citizens’ Satisfaction with the Local Community

2 | Local Contribution to Global Climate Change
(and/or local Ecological Footprint)

3 | Local Mobility and Passenger Transportation

4 | Availability of Local Public
Open Areas and Services

5 | Quality of Local Air

OgQOo 100 g e
(|

6 | Children’s Journeys to and from School

7 | Sustainable Management of the Local Authority
and Local Businesses O (O

(|
(|

8 | Noise Pollution

|
(|
O

9 | Sustainable Land Use

10 Products Promoting Sustainability

11
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EUROPEAN CoOMMON INDICATORS (ECI): BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

|
Sustainability Concerns forming the basis for the indicators’

selection (extract from “Checklist™):

1. equality and social inclusion (access for all to adequate and affordable basic services, e.g. education, employ-
ment, energy, health, housing, training, transport);

2. local governance/empowerment/democracy (participation of all sectors of the local community in local plan-
ning and decision making processes);

3. local/global relationship (meeting local needs locally, from production to consumption and disposal, meeting
needs that cannot be met locally in a more sustainable way);

4. local economy (matching local skills and needs with employment availability and other facilities, in a way that
poses minimum threat to natural resources and the environment);

5. environmental protection (adopting an eco-systems approach, minimising use of natural resources and land,
generation of waste and emission of pollutants, enhancing bio-diversity);

6. cultural heritage/quality of the built environment (protection, preservation and rehabilitation of historic, cul-
tural and architectural values, including buildings, monuments, events, enhancing and safeguarding attractiveness
and functionality of spaces and buildings).

1.5 The ECI initiative:
2000 launching process

Environment Commissioner Margot Wallstrdm launched the initiative at the 3“ European Conference
on Sustainable Cities (9-12 February 2000, Hanover, Germany), inviting local and regional authorities
from across Europe to participate. Participation is based on signing the voluntary adoption agreement.
The following activities have been carried out since the launch (up to January 2001):

m asurvey was carried out by Eurocities in the summer of year 2000, to get a first idea of if and how
participating local authorities were implementing the European Common Indicators;

m afirst technical workshop for the mutual exchange of experiences took place in October 2000 in
Seville (promoted by the Municipality, IPTS, Eurocities), to discuss in particular the initiative needs, in
terms of methods for data collection and calculation;

m following the Seville workshop, 10 indicator-based working groups (IBGs) were set up, one group
per indicator, with the responsibility of defining the methodologies.



The ECI project: 2

2001-2002 testing and supporting phases

2.1 ECI Team partners:. main actors

Since January 2001 to February 2003, support services have been provided to participating authorities
within a two-year testing project. The project has been funded by the European Commission, the Italian
Ministry of Environment and Territory and the Italian National Environmental Protection Agency (APAT).
Project partners included Ambiente Italia, Eurocities and Legambiente. Ambiente Italia has carried out the
project management (setting up the “ECl Team™ and activating some external collaborations) and has
been responsible for the support activities. Many other actors have been involved also during this 2001-
2003 phase (see in Acknowledgement).

2.2 Terms of reference

The general objectives of the EC funded support project (“‘Development, refinement, management and
evaluation of the European Common Indicators initiative”) were (Grant Agreement Subv. 00/294518):

1. promoting the use of the European Common Indicators at the local level, as a supporting tool for
the implementation of environmental legislation at the local level through Local Agenda 21 and for
the integration of sustainability into local land use and environmental planning, and for featuring
and reducing the Ecological Footprint urban areas;

2. supporting the use of the European Common Indicators, creating better conditions for the positive
engagement of a wide number of participants in the initiative, through activities including helpdesk,
pilot actions, networking, indicator-based subgroups, guidelines, ...;

3. further development of the European Common Indicators, through the active involvement of a
significant number of local authorities, with the aim of improving and implementing the system and
enabling it to be fully integrated into municipal management systems;

4. ensuring a wide dissemination of the experience gained by local authorities in using the European
Common Indicators, through assessment of the initiative and preparation of good practice informa-
tion, with the aim of illustrating to local decision-makers the positive interface between sustainability
monitoring and implementation.

2.3 2001-2002 phase: main activities

The 2001-2002 testing phase aimed at promoting and refining the monitoring initiative on the basis
of practical experience. The 2001-2002 phase main activities included:

1. technical support and methodological development;

. pilot activities on Ecological Footprint;

. promotional/dissemination actions and signatories increasing;
. data collection and data analysis;

. evaluation of the ECI initiative based on interviews and on a survey on actual and potential users
(and on analysis of ECI implementation good practices);

6. development of conclusions and recommendations.

a b~ w DN
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THE ECI PrROJECT: 2001-2002 TESTING AND SUPPORTING PHASES

2.4 Technical support
and methodological development

Technical support and methodological development has been provided by means of the following ste-
ps/actions:

m the 10 indicator-based groups (IBGs, involving about 25 local authorities and agencies) have develo-
ped detailed methodology sheets® for each indicator. In doing so, they have benefited from the
scientific assistance of the ECI Team support services, who opened the consultation round to all ECIP
participants;

m aworkshop on ECI 2 “Local contribution to global climatic change” was held in October 2001,
gathering the key players in CO: emission calculations (invitations were sent to Climate Alliance,
ICLEI, Fedarene, EEA, Eurostat, ANPA (today APAT), Birmingham, Bristol and Stockholm) and achie-
ving further agreements on a standardised methodology (documentation and details are available
on the web and on request);

m aworkshop on ECI 4 and 9 “Availability of local public open areas and services™ and ““Sustai-
nable land use” took place in November 2001, held jointly by the ECI Team and EC/JRC - Ispra,
gathering some of the ECI participants and experts and achieving further agreements on a standardi-
sed methodology (documentation and details are available on the web and on request);

= afirst data submission round has been concluded in November 2001; indicators have been calcu-
lated and a comparative analysis has been conducted. Results have been reported in the Interim Re-
port, delivered to the Commission in April 2002 (available on the web);

m atechnical workshop has been organised in Brussels in June 2002, in order to discuss results con-
tained in the Interim Report with all respondents and the DG Environment;

m on the basis of suggestions and proposals coming from ECIP participants, a document with all
methodology refinements has been draft and subjected to the approval of the members of the
relevant indicator-based group. Changes approved have then been included in the methodology
sheets and circulated among all signatories;

m in order to meet some participants’ need to have a single parameter for each of the 10 ECI, 10 head-
line indicators have been chosen. Also these 10 headline indicators have been subjected to the ap-
proval of the relevant indicator-based group;

m the survey methodology related to indicators 1, 3, 6 and 10 has been revised with the technical
assistance of Abacus (an Italian opinion polls research institute); this revise has considered both te-
chnical aspects related to the sampling methodology and the drafting of a logbook containing que-
stions to be asked;

m an Excel spreadsheet for data collection have been built in order to make this process more user-
friendly and to help the ECI Team in managing the database; this tool also allows to have an immedia-
te control on errors that may have been done in the phase of data inputting (it contains automatic
calculation tests that alert the user if there is an error, e.g. in the percentage distribution);

m a helpdesk has been maintained during all the period to manage all questions and technical sup-
port needs (ecip@ambienteitalia.it).

*The methodology sheets are available on the website at http:\\Wwww.sustainable-cities.org\indicators
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CHAPTER 2

2.5 Pilot activities
on Ecological Footprint

An additional result of the 2001-2002 ECI phase is that the Ecological Footprint Index has been included
in the ECl set, as asked by the Expert Group from 1999. The choice of putting the Ecological Footprintin
the wider ECl set has been done in order to prevent the Ecological Footprint from ““loosing information
on internal issues™, linking global concerns (represented also by the Indicator 2 on Climate Change)
with local issues (represented by all the other 9 indicators).

In the framework of the ECI supporting project, a team of experts, representing almost all the EU expe-
riences in this field and in strict contact with the “father” of the methodology Mathis Wackernagel, has
been set up. After an in deep investigation (also funded by DG Environment), scientific criteria to be used
for an adaptation of the “national” methodology at the more complex local level have been chosen.

A user friendly spreadsheet, already filled in with a large amount of the locally needed data, has been fi-
nalised and is now available to all ECI signatories; this allows to overcome many of the computational
obstacles (data availability, theoretical algorithms) that are considered as main responsible for a not wi-
despread implementation of the Ecological Footprint.

The activities carried out are described below.

251 The Ecological Footprint in the framework of ECI:
developing a common methodology

As a part of the support services provided by Ambiente Italia to the ECI initiative, work has started on
piloting the Ecological Footprint (EF). The Working Group on Sustainable Indicators that originally deve-
loped the ten indicators, recommended that the EF would replace the CO: emission indicator (indica-
tor 2), once a simplified methodology had been developed for the EF.

During the months of March and April 2001, Ambiente Italia began to investigate the feasibility of this
recommendation. A first workshop on the topic was held on 18" May 2001 at the ANPA (today APAT)
offices in Rome. The workshop brought together the lead cities of the indicator-based groups (IBGs) as
well as experts in the field of EF research and development at a local level. These presentations outlined
the state-of-the-art in applying the EF to the local level, highlighting problem areas and open questions,
and experiences of linking the EF to local policy making. It was agreed that due to its integrated nature
and its suitability for awareness raising and scenario evaluation, the EF should be incorporated into the
European Common Indicators.

It was also agreed that the EF should not replace the CO: emissions indicator as originally foreseen, but
that it should be used as an umbrella indicator over and above the ten current ECls. The EF will therefo-
re be offered to the towns and cities as the eleventh indicator.

The methods used in the current state-of-the-art applications has been further investigated, and a
SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Treats) analysis of the different methods has been prepa-
red, as a basis for developing a practical hybrid method for calculating the local EF using a combination
of calculations and survey data that have been discussed in a second Ecological Footprint workshop or-
ganised within the framework of the ECl initiative, to take forward the recommendations of the pre-
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Works on EF at local level presented and discussed
in Rome (May 2001):
FINLAND The Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities (AFLRA) has made

a free of charge calculation programme for Finnish municipalities to figure
out their EFs. So far they have results from ten municipalities.

ITALY Ambiente Italia has directly managed the application of the EF at the city of Torino
and has implemented it to the wider area of Provincia di Torino too.

THE NETHERLANDS « A pilot project involving eight municipalities has been carried out together by:
Foundation Boog, The Hague (mainly communication), De Kleine Aarde
(The Small Earth), Boxtel (project management), Thijs de la Court, Haarlem
(model development), Van Hall Institute (calculations and model development).

NORWAY e The application of the EF in the City of Stavanger, Kristiansand and Oslo has been
carried out by the Western Norway Research Institute (WNRI), in co-ordination
with the Program for Research and Documentation for a Sustainable Society (ProSus)
University of Oslo. The city of Stavanger has been the focus of several projects which
integrate this methodology, and footprint calculations have been carried out
at three different levels: the city, household and individual level.

SPAIN » The estimation of the EF on the local level has been carried out in the municipality
of Tudela. This project has been developed within the framework of the objectives
of the Department of the Environment, Territory and Housing
of the Regional Government by whom the Local Agenda 21 process is promoted
in co-operation with the local administration of the region.

SWEDEN The national EF in Sweden has been used for calculation of the EF of the populations
in the 33 municipalities of the administrative county of Skane in the South
and in six more municipalities in other parts of the country. The EF
was also calculated for the former southernmost administrative county of Malmohus
and for one of the northernmost counties, Vasterbotten (in progress).
Moreover the EF was calculated for a river drainage area in southernmost Sweden,
the Kavlinge river.

UK The main experiences has been carried out by Best Foot Forward,
which developed the EF calculation of the Oxfordshire Region (1999) a
nd the Isle of Wight (2000).
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vious workshop on the basis of the study and the discussion paper prepared during the summer.

This second workshop was held on 24-26 August 2001, hosted by the City of Oslo, and was jointly or-
ganised by ProSus, the Western Norway Research Institute, the European Network for Sustainable Ur-
ban and Regional Development and Ambiente Italia. The workshop brought together the main Euro-
pean experts in Ecological Footprinting as well as representatives from the cities of Bristol, Ferrara, Mo-
dena, Oslo, Southwark and Stockholm (the cities of the ECl initiative that by 15™July had expressed an
interest in being an Ecological Footprint pilot city). A couple of non-ECI cities also attended: Vantaa and
Vienna, both with past experience in Ecological Footprinting.

The workshop focused on the main functions of the Ecological Footprint, how the Ecological Footprint
approach can be incorporated into sustainable development strategies, and on how to find a consen-
sus method for the Ecological Footprint at the local level and as part of the European Common
Indicators initiative.

Based on a discussion paper prepared by Lillemor Lewan (University of Lund) and Craig Simmons (Best
Foot Forward, UK), the participants discussed the pros and cons of the different methods available
and agreed on three key questions, as follows:

m rather than measuring the economic activity within a geographical area, the EF as applied within the
ECI initiative will measure the final consumption attributable to the residents of that area, whether
or not the impacts of that consumption occur inside or outside the boundaries of that area;

m for ECI reporting purposes, the EF will not be compared with biocapacity, whether at local, national or
global levels, due to the conflicting/confusing messages that such a comparison gives - however, it was
agreed that it will be necessary to give guidance and interpretation on biocapacity, for local use;

m the methodology used in the Footprint of Nations/Living Planet Report will be used as a basis for cal-
culating the EF within the ECl initiative, but with modifications, in particular as regards sea area, fore-
st component (including fire woods), waste, nuclear power, carbon cycle and yield factors - it was
agreed that these modifications will be done in co-operation and consensus with the leading inter-
national EF experts (responsible for the above mentioned initiatives).

During the debate one of the main point highlighted was the importance of setting out a common
and shared simplified EF calculation methodology to give a concrete tool to the cites interested in the
EF implementation. In order to give an answer to this need, a small technical experts group, co-ordi-
nated by Ambiente Italia, met together on 22™ November in Brussels, hosted by DG Environment.

The need for changes in the methodology used in the Footprint of Nations/Living Planet Report and
the need for a tool that could enable technicians to easily calculate the EF of their local communities
has been expressed by many ECI participants.

In the framework of ECI project, in May 2002 Craig Simmons (Best Foot Forward, UK) has taken charge
of developing a sub-national geographical area (SGA) Ecological Footprint Tool - SGA Tool - for the EU
(plus Norway) under a specific service contract with DG Environment B4-3-5-/2002/336545/MAR/B3.

¢ Lewan & Simmons (2001), The use of Ecological Footprint and Biocapacity Analyses as Sustainability Indicators for Sub-
national Geographical Areas: A Recommended Way Forward. This document can be downloaded from:
http://Aww.sustainable-cities.org/indicators/use of ef for sga - main report.doc
http://www.sustainable-cities.org/indicators/Use of EF for Subnational regions - Annexes.doc
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2.5.2 Development of the SGA Tool

A key step in the methodology development process has been the consultation that the project con-
tractor, Craig Simmons (Best Foot Forward, UK), had with leading EU Footprint practitioners, in order
to expound theoretical assumptions and to review the methodology. This has been the main reason
for the following meetings to be held in July-August 2002:

m July 23" Utrecht, The Netherlands: Jan Juffermans (De Kleine Aarde, The Netherlands), Hugo
Schonbeck (Van Hall Institute, The Netherlands), Robrecht Cardyn (Ecolife, Belgium), Craig Simmons
(Best Foot Forward, UK);

m July 26™ Leikanger, Norway: Carlo Aall (WNRI, Norway), Craig Simmons (Best Foot Forward, UK);

m July 29" Stockhom, Sweden: Lillemor Lewan (Lund University, Sweden), Craig Simmons (Best Foot
Forward, UK);

m August 9™ Helsinki, Finland: Maija Hakanen (The Association of Finnish Local and Regional
Authorities),Craig Simmons (Best Foot Forward, UK);

m August 13" Pisa, Italy: Lorenzo Bono (Ambiente Italia), Craig Simmons (Best Foot Forward, UK).

A total of 39 unique action points arose from the above meetings. Of these, most were fed back into
improving the SGA Tool development. Outstanding issues included:

= to develop a set of education resources to complement the Ecological Footprint methodology and
SGA Tool;

m further enhancements to the SGA Tool which went beyond the scope of the work developed in
2001-2002;

m ongoing support and maintenance for SGA Tool. It was stressed that to be useful in the long term,
the data underlying the Tool needs to be regularly updated (at least on an annual basis as new
Eurostat data are published);

m solution search for lack of Eurostat data for Ireland, Luxembourg, Norway and the Netherlands;

m quality check of Eurostat wood consumption data and CORINE land survey data.

2.5.3 The SGA Tool: structure of the Excel spreadsheet

The SGA Tool is produced as an Excel spreadsheet and consists of 6 pages:

1. Introduction: the first page you see when you start the spreadsheet;

2. Help: the page that gives you basic information about the tool;

3. Front: the main page where you enter and interact with your regional data;

4. Assumptions: a page for experts to modify some of the assumptions underlying the footprint analysis;
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5. Country EF Defaults: the country-specific data sets used in the footprint analysis (mainly refer-
red to 1999);

6. Sources: a list of references used.

The SGA Tool is structured by Footprint components:
= Nourishment - deals with animal and plant-based food and related energy.

m Shelter - deals with domestic energy consumption, housing land, domestic timber and fuelwood
use, and construction energy.

= Mobility - deals with transport-related energy by mode and the built land associated with these
transport modes.

m Goods and services - deals with energy impacts related to industrial production, imports/exports,
service delivery and the use of plant, animal, wood and paper products.

The SGA Tool facilitates the calculation of the Ecological Footprint of a sub-national geographical area
in a manner which is consistent - both methodologically and numerically - with the latest Living Planet
Report (Loh et al. 2002).

The tool takes as its starting point the disaggregated Ecological Footprint areas for each country pro-
vided by the Living Planet Report 2002. It also relies for some data on the individual country spread-
sheets prepared by Mathis Wackernagel, Chad Monfreda and their team. Most other data are sup-
plied by Eurostat to ensure - as far as possible - that the data used is methodologically consistent.

For each country the Eurostat and extracted Living Planet Report data are used to construct a National
Grid, which apportions the main Living Planet Report footprint areas to four different consumption
categories (nourishment, shelter, mobility, goods and services). Each of these categories is broken
down into sub-categories.

The SGA Footprint is derived by applying one - or more - modifiers to each cell within the National
Grid based on percentage difference in SGA consumption from the national average. For example, if
the region records 10% more car passenger-km than the national average, then a modifier of 110%
is applied to the grid cell pertaining to car travel.

As well as the consumption/behaviour-based modifiers on the ‘Front’ sheet, there are also modifiers
that relate to efficiency (given on the ‘Assumptions’ page). In the car example given earlier, it is possi-
ble to change not only distance travelled but also the CO- emissions per passenger-km. Default values
are given for assumptions based on available EU data. Typically, the defaults are initially the same for
each country.

The following table contains the ‘Front” and ‘Assumptions’ modifiers for each data cell, disaggregated
by each EF component: energy land, crop, pasture, forest, built land and fishing.
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Cell Contents (EF values) Modifier 1 Modifier 2

(Front page) (Assumptions page)
Nourishment Food consumption Energy coefficient
Food embaodied energy kglcap GJ/ton

Carbon intensity

ton C/GJ

Shelter Energy consumption Carbon intensity
Domestic electricity kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Domestic natural gas & LPG kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Domestic oil kWh/cap kg C/kWh
District heating kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Domestic Coal kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Renewable (wood excluded) kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Other domestic kWh/cap kg C/kWh
Mobility Distance covered CO: emissions
Car passenger-km/cap kg CO:/ passenger-km
Bus & coach passenger-km/cap kg CO:/ passenger-km
Rail, tram, metro passenger-km/cap kg CO:/ passenger-km
Waterborne passenger-km/cap kg CO:/ passenger-km
Air passenger-km/cap kg CO:/ passenger-km

(intra EU only*)
Motorbike/scooters passenger-km/cap kg CO/ passenger-km
Goods & Services Domestic waste
Net traded goods kg/cap (landfill and incinerated)
Local goods kg/cap (landfill and incinerated)

Services spending

Hotels & restaurants Euro/cap
Community, social, personal Euro/cap
Offices & admin Euro/cap
Commerce Euro/cap
Other services Euro/cap
Education & health None

I
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Cell Contents (EF values) Modifier 1 Modifier 2
(Front page) (Assumptions page)
CROP
Nourishment Food consumption Kind of diet
Animal-based kg/cap Proportion of animal products
in diet (difference from national average)
Plant-based kglcap Proportion of plant-based products

in diet (difference from national average)

Goods & services Domestic waste
kg/cap (landfill and incinerated)

PASTURE
Nourishment Food consumption Kind of diet
Animal-based kg/cap Proportion of animal products

in diet (difference from national average)

Goods & services Domestic waste
kg/cap (landfill and incinerated)

FOREST

Shelter Fuelwood consumption
mé/cap

Goods & services Wood products consumption
m’/cap

BUILT LAND

Shelter Housing land
Actual area (ha)

Mobility Land for infrastructures

Road Road land — actual area (ha)
Rail Rail land — actual area (ha)

Air Airport land — actual area (ha)
Ports Sea ports land — actual area (ha)
Goods & Services Land used

Goods & services land (including Hydro) — actual area (ha)

FISHING
Nourishment Food consumption Kind of diet
kglcap Proportion of animal products

in diet (difference from national average)

Goods & Services Domestic waste
kg/cap (landfill and incinerated)

N
=
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2.5.4 The SGA Tool: data sources

All data used in the calculations is listed on the ‘country’s EF defaults’ page. Each country is represented
with a row of data. Each data item is cross-referenced to one of the references listed on the ‘sources’ page.
As expected, there were gaps in the data sources obtained from Eurostat. Data gaps were filled with
the best available data. In summary, the following data issues arose:

m access to data - Eurostat charge for custom data analysis;

m food embodied energy - assumed that the figures for the embodied energy of food (same sour-
ces used by the Living Planet Report) includes transport;

m domestic energy data - ‘Country Pictures’ (EU SAVE programme) data used for energy end use is
not consistently available for all countries and is not annually updated, though this seems to be the
best available data;

m air travel - no country data available for international air travel (extra-EU). Intra-EU figures were adju-
sted to estimate combined intra and extra-EU travel;

m passenger-km CO: figures - currently based on UK Department of Environment, Transport and the
Regions (DETR) figures. Not aware of any EU-wide estimates;

m built land - there are sometimes significant variations between GAEZ and CORINE study estimates of
built land. CORINE used where available as likely to be more accurate but, unlike GAEZ is not a global
database and therefore not compatible with Living Planet Report 2002;

m data sources - some of the sources used are not updated annually.

255 Dissemination of the SGA Tool

A first prototype of the SGA Tool has been presented in a special workshop held as part of the ECIP/Pa-
stille Conference in London on 12/13 September 2002. Then, the prototype SGA Model has been fina-
lised by Best Foot Forward, announced as available and distributed by Ambiente Italia from the 15" De-
cember 2002.

The ECI helpdesk have sent the SGA Tool to 30 ECI participants that asked for it, declaring their interest
in using it (15 Italian, 5 Finnish, 4 Spanish, 3 Sweden, 2 British, 1 Portuguese and 1 Ukraine). Conside-
ring support requested to the ECI helpdesk (Ambiente Italia), it is believed that 12 ECI participants are ef-
fectively using the SGA Tool. These are:

m 5 Finnish urban areas: Lahti, Tampere, Pori, Haemeenlinna and Turku (all them will end their test
before the end of March);

m 4 lItalian urban areas: Modena, Ferrara, Provincia di Torino, Provincia di Bologna;
m 3 Spanish urban areas: Bizkaia, Pamplona and Gobierno de Navarra;

m 1 English urban area: Bristol;

m 1 Portuguese urban area: Almada.

The 4 municipalities of Ancona and Mantova (Italy) and Helsingborg and Stockholm (Sweden) have al-
ready sent to Ambiente Italia the preliminary calculation of their footprint.
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2.6 Pro_motional/_disseminajtion _
actions and signatories increasing

The project website

The ECIP website [http://www.sustainable-cities.org/indicators], developed by the University of West
England, is divided into six major sections, each holding categorised documents from different aspects
of the project. These sections are:

1. Home: gives a description of the project, highlighting the focus on sustainability and also the rela-
tionship of project to the many local and regional authorities that are involved. It gives contact de-
tails for visitors who wish to join the project and have two dynamic media elements: an alert messa-
ge, which highlights nearing deadlines in the project, and a scrolling news bar which contains links to
the most recent updates to the website.

2. Documents: contains a list of hyperlinks to categories of documents that relate to the project.

3. Meetings: contains a tabulated list of hyperlinks to the documents that relate to individual meetings
held about the ECIP project.

4. Directory: contains a tabulated list of hyperlinks to HTML pages containing listings of the partici-
pants and/or members of particular aspects of the project.

5. Networking: contains a debating forum, which allows any interested party to discuss specific parts
of the project and also raise questions, and a section of networking resources for each of the 10 indi-
cators, comprising of mailing lists of respondents and a FAQ (frequently asked questions) resource.

6. ECIP & Europe: contains hyperlinks to the websites of the major contributors and welcomes con-
tributions from any interested parties.
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Monthly page request totals
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Elaborated by University of West England on behalf of ECI

Website usage

The overall trend for usage of the ECIP website is a steady increase since it was first developed in July
1999. There are expected seasonal variations such as lower usage at Christmas and Easter time. Local
peaks in activity are typically seen during and after ECIP meetings (e.g.: website usage jumps by twenty
five percent after the June 2002 Interim Report meeting in Brussels. This increase in activity can probably
be attributed to the visitors to the online document repository related to this meeting).

Visitor breakdown by country

When the number of visitors is broken down by country, it can be shown that the greatest percentage
of verifiable visitors have come from Southern European nations such as Italy, Spain and Portugal (ap-
proximately twenty percent of all users of the ECIP website).

Note: The pie chart above only shows visits to the site which can be traced to a particular country and
which represent a figure of one percent or greater. The greatest percentage of visitors could not be tra-
ced to a particular country and this figure is not shown. The “Commercial”” and “Network’ segments of
the chart are visitors from the non-geographical domains: .com and .net. It is probable that the Com-
mercial and Network segments can be split roughly evenly between all the other segments.
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Web request breakdown by nation

France 1,11

The Netherlands 1,12
Greece 1,35
Denmark 1,36
Belgium 2,3
Germany 2,46
Finland 3,08

Portugal 3,12

Italy 12,1

Commercial 11,9 United Kingdom 4,77

Spain 7,65 Network 7,48

Elaborated by University of West England on behalf of ECI

Visitor breakdown by section

The ECIP website is broken down into six major sections including the homepage. Al visitors to the site
will see the homepage but it is possible to give a breakdown of the number of visitors to each indivi-
dual section of the site. The chart below shows the percentage of visitors to each section of the site.

As the chart shows, the majority of visitors to the site visit the Documents section. This would be expec-
ted as the site serves mainly as a repository for project documentation.

Site statistics breakdown by section
ECIP & Europe 3,09
Networking 11,52
. Documents 42,09
Directory 29,14
Meetings 14,16

Elaborated by University of West England on behalf of ECI

25




THE ECI PrROJECT: 2001-2002 TESTING AND SUPPORTING PHASES

2.7 Actions aimed at promoting
a wider dissemination

Actions aimed at promoting a wider dissemination in European countries have been carried out, also
thanks to other actors. Main steps could be summed up in the following lines.

Participation of ECI Team as speakers in European wide conferences:
m Eurocities has invited the ECI Team for presentation in its latest Environmental Committee Meetings
in 2002 (Sevilla, March and Copenhagen, October).

m The Belgium Platform on Indicators for Sustainable Development (in which the Task Force for Sustai-
nable Development of the Federal Planning Office is involved) has invited the ECI Team for the pre-
sentation of the initiative at their conference (Sustainable Development Indicators, what direction
for Belgium, November 2002).

m |CLEl has invited the ECI Team to make a presentation of the project in its latest Conventions (Oslo
2002) and in the Kolding Conference (Johannesburg+Europe, November 2002).

m A member of the ECI| team has taken part to a Conference Press held by the Diputacion Foral de
Bizkaia on sustainable indicators (November 2002).

m The EClteam has just participate at the international conference organised in the framework of the
HQE2R project in Copenhagen (Methods and Tools for the Development of Sustainable Neigh-
bourhoods, March 2003).

m ECl has been invited by the Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia to the Conference on the results obtained by
implementing the ECl set that has been held in Bilbao (March 2003).

Avrticles and leaflets:
m The European Sustainable Cities and Towns Campaign disseminated a wide variety of information
by means of articles in the Campaign Newsletter.

m In order to better disseminate basic information related to the ECl initiative, a new leaflet with up-
dated content (i.e. data submission deadline, countries of signatories) has been designed. This leaflet
has been printed in the number of 2,600 copies and distributed in main events where the ECI| team
has been invited, such as the conferences listed above.

This document has been circulated by the European Sustainable Cities and Town Campaign, by Euro-
cities and by the Union of Baltic Cities among their participants and others. Also the Italian version
of the leaflet has been circulated among local authorities through the Italian LA 21 Network mailing
list and in other public events, such as the Conference organised by ECIP and Ecosistema Urbano in
Ferrara (Towards More Sustainable Cities, Indicators Strategies and Results, December 2002) and
the National Conference organised by the Italian LA 21 Network in Ancona (Sustainable Cities in Italy
after Johannesburg, January 2003).
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Focus on targeted regions:

m A specific focus on Italy has been defined and various activities are being carried out, under the
sponsorship of the Italian Ministry of Environment and Territory and the Italian National Environ-
mental Protection Agency and in strict co-operation with the Italian LA 21 Network (e.g. website,
participation in workshops and conferences, brochures, ...).

m Not as direct initiative of the ECI Team, but in strict relationship with it, a specific focus on Central
and Eastern European cities has been launched on initiative of the Union of Baltic Cities and by
the Regional Environmental Centre (Hungary). Translation of the Technical Report and the
methodology sheets into 12 Eastern countries languages, dissemination activities and technical
assistance have been carried out.

Conferences:

m A Conference (London, September 2002) has been organised by ECI in collaboration with the Lon-
don Borough of Southwark (on behalf of the Project “PASTILLE, Promoting Sustainability Through
Indicators at the Local Level in Europe™). This conference, held at the London School of Economics,
has seen the active role of many ECIP participants and allowed information exchange, methodolo-
gies explanation and a wider and collective meditation of local sustainability issues in general. ECIP
participants gave their contribution as speakers in 4 out of the 6 workshops organised (Data Collec-
tion; Ecological Footprint; Levels, Scales and Borders; Indicators and Policy Decisions) and all confe-
rence proceedings and presentation have then been circulated among all signatories.
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m Another ECI conference has been organised in collaboration with Legambiente and the Italian LA
21 Network with the aim to specifically focussing on Italian participants in the project (Ferrara, De-
cember 2002). Organised in connection with the presentation of Ecosistema Urbano results (the
yearly competition on sustainability issues for Italian urban areas developed by Legambiente), the
Conference has seen the participation of the DG Environment and the Joint Research Centre of the
European Commission, the European Sustainable Cities and Towns Campaign and Craig Simmons of
Best Foot Forward (UK). Contribution have also been given by a few of the European ECI respon-
dents, those that have obtained good results in the implementation of the ECI project and as good
practices, such as Oslo, Bizkaia and Bristol.

2.8 The signatories to the agreement

Thanks to the launch of the ECl initiative, supported by the EU Environment Commissioner Margot Wal-
Istréom, on February 2000 in the Hanover Conference, 80 local authorities signed the “Agreement on
the adoption of Towards a Sustainability Profile - European Common Indicators™. Signing the Agree-
ment they committed themselves to:

m using these European Common Indicators in the monitoring of progress towards sustainability and
with a view to developing local processes and initiatives to promote sustainability;

m reporting back to the European level, with the understanding that the results will be used sensitively
with a view to highlighting achievements and developing community policy and instruments;

m actively taking part in the testing phase and process that will commence after adoption, aiming at
developing and helping build this new monitoring tool on the basis of practical experiences of using
this first generation of European Common Indicators.

After the beginning of the Supporting Services Phase - 2001, the signatories list has been revised: 12
of the year 2000 signatories, being union and not single municipalities, have been transformed in 2 si-
gnatories, so reducing the starting total to 70. After that reference point, the number of signatories has
continuously increased: to 87 (September 2001), 127 (December 2002), 144 (February 2003).

The following table reports names and geographical distribution of signatories. Some of them are
Unions, Provinces or Regions in some cases participating also with a role of co-ordination and support to
those local authorities whose territory is under their administrative competence.
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Signatories (144)

Albania (1) Municipality of Shkodra

Austria (1) Municipality of Klagenfurt

Bulgaria (6) Municipality of Blagoevgrad Municipality of Bourgas,
Municipality of Elena Municipality of Glavinitza,
Municipality of Mezdra Municipality of Varshetz

Croatia (4) Municipality of Novi Vindolski Municipality of Rijeka,
Municipality of Varazdinske Toplice ~ Municipality of Zagreb

Denmark (1) Municipality of Aarhus

Finland (6) City of Haemeenlinna City of Helsinki
City of Pori City of Tampere
City of Turku Kouvola Region

France (2) City of Angers City of Dunkerque

Greece (21) Municipality of Agia Paraskevi Municipality of Amaroussion,
Municipality of Emmanouil Pappas ~ Municipality of Florina
Municipality of Georgioupolis Municipality of Igoumenitsa,
Municipalita dell’isola di los Municipality of Ithaca
Municipality of Kalllithea (Thessaloniki) Municipality of Kifissia
Municipality of Lavrion Municipality of Lefkada
Municipality of Lefkonas Municipality of Livathus
Municipality of Moydroy Municipality of Mykonos
Municipality of Nomos Seron Municipality of North Kynourias
Municipality of Velo Municipality of iohas (Nome Corinthias)
Union of local authorities of Thesprotia (8 local authorities)

Italy (49) Municipality of Acqui Terme Municipality of Alessandria
Municipality of Ancona Municipality of Asti
Municipality of Bolzano Municipality of Caltanissetta
Municipality of Castrovillari Municipality of Catania
Municipality of Celle Ligure Municipality of Collegno
Municipality of Cortale Municipality of Cuneo
Municipality of Ferrara Municipality of Firenze
Municipality of Foggia Municipality of Frosinone
Municipality of Imperia Municipality of Lodi
Municipality of Mantova Municipality of Massa
Municipality of Melito di Porto Salvo ~ Municipality of Modena
Municipality of Napoli Municipality of Parma
Municipality of Pavia Municipality of Ravenna
Municipality of Reggio Calabria Municipality of Reggio Emilia
Municipality of Roma Municipality of Salerno
Municipality of San Benedetto del Tronto  Municipality of San Biagio della Cima
Municipality of Savona Municipality of Siena
Municipality of Sondrio Municipality of Termoli
Municipality of Torino Municipality of Udine
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Signatories
Municipality of Venezia Municipality of Verbania
Municipality of Vibo Valentia Mountain Community of Giovo
Municipio Roma XIlI
Nord Milano: Municipality of Bresso
Municipality of Cinisello Balsamo Municipality of Cologno Monzese
Municipality of Sesto San Giovanni
Province of Bologna Province of Genova
Province of Torino Province of Teramo
Toscana Region

Hungary (2) Municipality of Aba Municipality of Tapolca

Latvia (1) City of Liepaja

Norway (1) City of Oslo

Poland (1) Municipality of Gdansk

Portugal (3) Municipality of Almada Municipality of Faro
Municipality of Lisbona

Rumania (6) Municipality of Bistrita Municipality of Fetesti
Municipality of Giurgiu Municipality of Oradea
Municipality of Suceava Municipality of Vulcan

Slovakia (1) Municipality of Puchov

Slovenia (2) Municipality of Ljubljana Municipality of Maribor

Spain (23) Diputacién Foral de Bizkaia (on behalf of provincial council and 111 municipal councils)
Gobierno de Navarra Municipality of A Coruna
Municipality of Bailen Municipality of Barcelona
Municipality of Burgos Municipality of Cassa de la Selva
Municipality of Castellar del Vallés Municipality of Ibarrangelu
Municipality of 'Eliana Municipality of Marbella
Municipality of Pamplona Municipality of Roses
Municipality of Sant Cugat del Valles  Municipality of Sant Llorenc Savall
Municipality of Sant Quirze del Vallés - Municipality of Sentmenat
Municipality of Sevilla Municipality of Terrassa
Municipality of Viladecans Municipality of Vilanova i la Geltru
Municipality of Vitoria-Gasteiz Municipality of Zaragoza

Sweden(4) City of Helsingborg City of Malmoe
City of Stockholm City of Vaxjo

The Netherlands (1) Municipality of Den Haag

Ukraine (1) Municipality of Nikolaev

United Kingdom (7) City of Birmingham City of Bristol
City of Edinburg City of Plymouth
London Borough of Lambeth London Borough of Southwark
Metropolitan Borough of Wirral




The ECI project:

2001-2002 data process and report

3.1 Extent of participation
and data coverage

3.1.1 Data submission

Data submission on the part of ECI participants started in October 2001. 25 participants have sent data
or information during the first data collection round (October 2001 - February 2002). The second data
call started in November 2002 and ended in January 2003. During this period 14 cities participating to
the first data collection round have sent additional data and 17 new respondents have submitted data
for the first time. In total, data and information coming from 42 urban areas have been proces-
sed (in February 2003) and are now reported and discussed in the next paragraphs.

It should be borne in mind that the group of respondents only includes those administrations that have
sent their data to the ECI Team with the declared intention to have them included in the “Assessment
Phase”. Itis however true that European Common Indicators are included, at least in part, in the repor-
ting systems of a far larger number of local contexts (e.g. the 7 largest cities in northern countries, see
Chapter 4 and 5, that are working together to report 11 indicators mostly based on ECI set; the 90 UK
municipalities implementing the six European Common Indicators now adopted by the UK Audit Com-
mission within its voluntary “Quality of life indicators™).

3.1.2 Extent of participation

The 42 “respondents” represent 29% of 144 total signatories (the term “respondents” indicates parti-
cipants that have sent data classified as coherent - to a greater or lesser extent - with the ECI methodo-
logies. In this report only data with a good level of coherence have been processed with comparison
aims). The above-mentioned 29% accounts for 15,249,751 inhabitants.

Further considerations on the extent of participation and the difference between number of signato-
ries and respondents are better discussed in Chapter 4 - ECI Initiative Evaluation. Anyway, it should be
considered above all that about 52 signatories have signed the ECl agreement (committing themselves
in testing ECls and sharing results) only during 2002. This probably means they are still in the process
of collecting data.
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Number of signatories/respondents
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Respondents’ distribution - geographical and dimensional

There is a wider involvement of respondents from southern countries (21 from Spain and Italy and 1
from Portugal), and from northern ones (11 from Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands)
and the United Kingdom (4).

It should be noticed an interesting participation from eastern Europe (5 from Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland,
Slovenia and Ukraine), but it is evident the absence of some big ““central” European nations (chapter 5
suggests solutions to this problem).

The distribution of involved inhabitants is: 60% living in the South, 32% in the North and UK and 8% in
the East.

All classes of urban dimension are represented (cities or aggregations of cities): 13 large (population >
350,000), 18 medium-sized (100,000 < population < 350,000), 11 small (population < 100,000).

Considerations on some regional and dimensional variations with regard to ECI participation are discus-
sed in Chapter 4 - ECl Initiative Evaluation.
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3.1.3 Extent of indicators “coverage”

On average, respondents have “answered” (covered with more or less methodologically coherent data)
to 6.7 of total 10 indicators.

Large urban areas have submitted the highest percentage of relevant data, covering 7.7 indicator (me-
dium-sized 6.7 and small 5.5). From a geographical point of view, it should be noticed that the 5 ea-
stern respondents have recorded the highest response rate 70% (northern countries and UK have re-
corded a 65% rate, southern ones 67%).

% of answer for each indicator
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40
304
20 —
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[l Northern Europe and UK Eastern Europe [l Southern Europe Total

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

The indicators to have received more answers are n.5 “Quality of the Air”” (95%), followed by n.9 “Su-
stainable Land Use™ (86%b), n.4 ““Availability of Local Public Open Areas and Services” (76%b), n.7 ““Su-
stainable Management of the Local Authority and Local Enterprises” (76%0) and n.2 ““Local Contribu-
tion to Global Climate Change” (74%b). The lowest number of answers has been recorded for indica-
tor n.10 “Products Promoting Sustainability” (40%0) and n.8 “Noise Pollution” (50%).
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Respondents from Southern Europe

Population % of answers
Zaragoza (Spain) 604,631 100%
Ferrara (Italy) 131,794 100%
Vitoria-Gasteiz (Spain) 217,358 90%
Parma (Italy) 168,717 90%
A Coruna (Spain) 1,107,708 80%
Modena (Italy) 175,442 80%
Nord Milano 233,143 80%
(4 municipalities, Italy)
Ancona (ltaly) 100,410 80%
Barcelona (Spain) 1,496,266 70%
Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia 1,132,723 70%
(211 municipalities and provincial council, Spain)
Provincia di Torino 2,214,934 70%
(315 municipalities, Italy)
Reggio Emilia (Italy) 141,383 70%
Viladecans (Spain) 58,562 60%
Pamplona (Spain) 182,666 60%
Catania (Italy) 306,464 60%
Acqui Terme (Italy) 20,043 60%
Pavia (Italy) 71,074 50%
Verbania (Italy) 30,079 50%
Vilanova i la Geltrt (Spain) 52,389 40%
Burgos (Spain) 168,155 40%
Lishoa (Portugal) 565,000 40%
Mantova (Italy) 46,372 40%
Total 9,225,313 67%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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Respondents from Northern Europe and UK

Population % of answers
Oslo (Norway) 508,726 100%
Bristol (UK) 380,600 100%
Tampere (Finland) 195,468 90%
Stockholm (Sweden) 743,703 90%
Birmingham (UK) 1,017,300 90%
Aarhus (Denmark) 286,858 80%
Den Haag (The Netherlands) 441,094 70%
Pori (Finland) 76,253 70%
Turku (Finland) 172,000 70%
Haemeenlinna (Finland) 46,108 70%
Malmoe (Sweden) 256,771 60%
Helsingborg (Sweden) 118,510 40%
Vaxjo (Sweden) 73,770 30%
Lambeth (London Borough, UK) 275,800 10%
Southwark (London Borough, UK) 238,700 10%
Total 4,855,621 65%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Respondents from Eastern Europe

Population % of answers
Blagoevgrad (Bulgaria) 78,818 100%
Maribor (Slovenia) 115,532 90%
Nikolaev (Ukraine) 512,300 60%
Gdansk (Poland) 457,937 60%
Aba (Hungary) 4,230 40%
Total 1,168,817 70%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

A large majority of respondents (31, the 74%) has answered to more than half the indicators, but only
5 of them (12%) have answered to all 10 indicators.

Except Zaragoza and A Coruna (large sized), the 8 southern urban areas (36% of southern respondents)
which have sent data/information regarding at least 8 indicators, are medium-sized urban areas. On
the other hand, 4 urban areas of the 6 northern ones (40% of northern respondents) which have sent
data/information regarding at least 8 indicators, are large sized. Small urban areas, especially the sou-
thern ones, record lower percentages of answers.
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3.2 Data processing and reporting

3.2.1 Data processing: quality check, cluster and comparison analysis limitations

The analysis of each indicator considers all urban areas submitting data but, when making comparison,
a data quality assessment selects only those with a good level of coherence with the ECl methodology.
Nevertheless, data which are not completely comparable with the other ones are reported too.

Moreover, when data have been sent incomplete or greatly differ from those supposed to be similar,
they have been validated checking them directly with the qualified offices. At the end of this phase, the
Final Report draft has been circulated to all 42 respondents, who have been asked to inform the ECI
Team with regard to any significant revision of their own data. 14’ respondents have sent comments or
corrections, that have been integrated in this definitive version of the Final Report.

Due to the differences typical of the various European urban patterns (dimensions, climate, habits, ...),
in some cases data have been interpreted highlighting two variables: regional location and city size. The
sample size is too limited for a cluster analysis, nonetheless, it is probable that variations due to these

" Aarhus, Ancona, Barcelona, Birmingham, Blagoevgrad, Bristol, Haemeenlinna, Helsingborg, Malmoe, Nikolaev, Oslo, Pamplona,
Stockholm, Zaragoza.
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two variables may be the most comprehensive currently available and should therefore be examined
with great interest. Far from being deterministic, we should examine these results as an opportunity to
gain deeper insights into the ECI data and with some confidence that this analysis offers a meaningful
way forward.

Moreover, it’s clear that data should be considered and interpreted mainly in the local context and, only
under certain condition, as a benchmarking at European level. The “comparison exercise’ has been, in
fact, developed with great caution, but also taking into consideration that the ECI value as an oppor-
tunity to ““‘compare each other’ has been emphasised and requested by a large number of cities (see
Chapter 4).

3.2.2 Structure of the data reporting

The following paragraphs report the data processing and analysis carried out on the information sub-
mitted by the 42 respondents. Each paragraph has been organised as follows:

m Definition: reporting a brief summary of the methodology and highlighting the headline indicator.

m Extent of participation and response: containing a quantitative analysis on the response level.
The response level is analysed classifying respondents according to the country of origin, population
size and the degree of data coherence with the methodology.

m General overview: containing specific analysis on the data submitted by participants.

The paragraphs correspond each to one of the 10 indicators listed below.
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. _____________________________________________________________________|
The European Common Indicators

1. Citizens’ satisfaction with the local community
Headline indicator: Average satisfaction with the local community (overall and mean)

2. Local contribution to global climate change
Headline indicator: CO2 emission per capita

3. Local mobility and passenger transportation
Headline indicator: Percentage of trips by motorized private transport

4. Availability of local public open areas and services
Headline indicator: Percentage of citizens living within 300 metres from public open areas >5000 m?

5. Quality of the air
Headline indicator: Number of PMw net overcomings

6. Children’s journeys to and from school
Headline indicator: Percentage of children going to school by car

7. Sustainable management of the local authority and local enterprises
Headline indicator: Percentage of environmental certifications on total enterprises

8. Noise pollution
Headline indicator: Percentage of population exposed to Lig« >55 dB(A)

9. Sustainable land use
Headline indicator: Percentage of protected area

10. Products promoting sustainability
Headline indicator: Percentage of people buying sustainable products
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3.3 Indicator 1 Citizens’ satisfaction
with the local community

3.3.1 Definition

Indicator 1 analyses the general well-being of citizens. It reports different levels of satisfaction (very sa-
tisfied; fairly satisfied; fairly dissatisfied; very dissatisfied; no answer). The indicator investigates in ge-
neral terms: overall citizens’ satisfaction with the municipality as a place to live and work.

With respect to specific aspects, the level of satisfaction is analysed with regard to various specific featu-
res, in particular:

m standard of housing and its availability and affordability;

m employment opportunities;

m quality and amount of natural environment;

m quality of built environment;

m |evel of social and health services;

m |evel of cultural, recreational and leisure services;

m standard of schools;

m level of public transport services;

m opportunities to participate in local planning and decision-making processes;
m level of personal safety experienced.

In 2002, participants suggested to modify the methodology, so that the list of local features has been
slightly modified (and it has also included a weighing system), as follows:

m level of social relationships;

m opportunities to do hobbies and enjoy leisure;

m level of basic services (health and social services, schools, public transport);
m natural and built environments;

m employment opportunities;

m opportunities to participate in local planning processes.

Headline indicator: average level of citizens’ satisfaction (overall level and average of opinions expres-
sed for the various features)®.

#The choice of evaluating citizens’ satisfaction both as overall level and as the average of opinions expressed for the various features has been done
to meet the concern (expressed by participants in the Brussels and London meetings and by experts appropriately surveyed) that the overall sati-
sfaction level, although significant, could result too abstract and therefore unable to reveal a more objective perception of the reality.

The choice of calculating the arithmetic mean of the opinions expressed for the features considered has been done considering that a set of weights
could difficulty consider all social and cultural differences existing between different European countries. In any case, it is believed that the choice of
this weights for the single features has to be done through a participative process involving all ECI participants.
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3.3.2 Extent of participation and response
25 respondent local authorities out of 42 have sent data on this indicator.

The survey methodology has been changed during the last phase of indicators refinement and only the
city of Oslo had time and resources enough to change the survey according to the new methodology;
the new results obtained by Oslo have been discussed separately, while those sent by that city during
the last data collection round have been discussed together with those of other cities.

Data have been provided by 11 southern European cities (in particular 5 from Italy, 5 from Spain and 1
from Portugal), by 10 northern European cities (3 from the United Kingdom, 3 from Finland and 1 from
The Netherlands, Sweden and Norway) and by 4 eastern European cities (Bulgaria, Poland, Slovenia
and Ukraine).

As far as dimensional representativity is concerned, data have been provided by 11 large cities, with a
population of more than 350,000 inhabitants (5 northern European cities, 4 southern ones and 2 ea-
stern one), by 11 medium-sized cities, with a population ranging from 100,000 to 350,000 (7 southern
European cities, 3 northern ones and 1 eastern) and by 3 small cities (2 northern European cities and 1
eastern one).

On the whole, the percentage of answers received is satisfying.

Data sent by Lisboa and Nikolaev are, in fact, the only ones that have not been analysed, because in the
first case data have been collected with different methodologies, and therefore are not directly com-
parable with those of other cities, and in the second case data have been collected according to the
new methodology but they are rather incomplete.

Regarding other data, as a matter of fact, apart from three respondent cities that answered on gene-
ral satisfaction only (Birmingham, Gdansk and Turku) and from one respondent that sent data on the
satisfaction with respect to only two features (Pori), nine cities answered to all of the 11 questions sug-
gested, three respondents answered to 10 questions, two respondents answered to 9 questions, two
respondents answered to 8, one respondent answered to 7 and two respondents answered to 6 que-
stions only.

Itis interesting to remark that the two out of the three eastern European cities which evaluated this in-
dicator, have sent complete data and that the other cities to have sent complete data are all in South
Europe (with the exception of Bristol) and mainly medium-sized cities (with the exception of Bristol and
Zaragoza).
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. _____________________________________________________________________|
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3.3.3 General overview
Headline indicator: overall level of citizens’ satisfaction

18 local authorities sent data on the synthetic indicator concerning citizens’ satisfaction level with the
municipality as a place to live and work.

From a first analysis emerges that only in three of these cities more than 50% of the population declared
itself very satisfied: Vitoria-Gasteiz (76%0), Blagoevgrad (64%) and Maribor (50%0).

The percentage of population who declared itself very satisfied is definitely lower (< 25%0) in medium-si-
zed cities, except Gdansk, while it seems to be higher (between 25% and 50%b) in large ones.
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

If we consider together the people who declared themselves very satisfied as well as fairly satisfied, the
situation changes significantly. First of all, percentages are very high and always higher than 50%, ran-
ging from 98% to 66%o. The highest values have been recorded in southern European cities.

It is noticeable that the two eastern European cities (Blagoevgrad and Maribor) that recorded high per-
centages of very satisfied citizens, show different results if we consider both levels of satisfaction; as a
matter of fact, the high percentage of people who declared to be very satisfied do not tally with an equi-
valent high percentage of people who declared to be fairly satisfied. This could be due to a misunder-
standing of the question, which leads results towards a unique category of answers, or by actual diffe-
rent life conditions among the various social segments.
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Headline indicator: average citizens’ satisfaction

(average of opinions expressed for the various features)

16 cities sent sufficient data to evaluate the headline indicator as the average of opinions expressed for
the various features; that is they provided more than 6 answers to the questions on the various local
features (this requirement was necessary for the reliability of the mean)®.

The analysis of satisfaction levels calculated in this way should be done bearing in mind that the results
are strongly affected by the fact that some cities have submitted data related only to people satisfied
or not satisfied (Oslo, Ancona and A Coruna), while other cities have submitted also data related to peo-
ple that preferred not to answer to these questions and in many cases (1/3) they account for 30% (in
Stockholm and Ferrara even more than 40%).

On the whole, the best results have been gained by small and medium-sized cities; as a matter of fact,
values higher than 60% have been recorded in Vitoria-Gasteiz, Oslo and Modena, while Nord Milano
and large urban areas such as A Coruna, Bristol and Zaragoza recorded high percentages of dissatisfac-
tion (not considering the ““no answer” figure).

Average citizens’ satisfaction with the local community
(average opinions expressed for the various features)
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¢ A Coruna and Tampere have submitted data related to 9 features, Ferrara and Haemeenlinna related to 8 and Stockholm
related to 7. All other 11 cities have submitted data related to all 10 features. A direct correlation between those that have
submitted data related to a lower number of features and lower citizens’ satisfaction levels cannot be proved.
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Although bearing in mind the different influence that the percentage of ““no answer’ has in some ca-
ses, it is interesting to point out the difference among the levels of satisfaction obtained by estimating
the average of the various features answers and the levels of satisfaction obtained by an overall ‘synthe-
tic’ comment on the local community expressed by the population.

Respondent cities tend to express more positive comments answering to general questions than to more speci-
fic ones. Therefore, it is deducible that interviewees tend to answer more objectively, if not critically, to questions
on single features, whereas answers requiring a synthetic comment may be affected by personal and subjective
factors (affections, professional satisfaction, ...). Moreover, it has to be noticed that the bigger the cities, the big-
ger the difference between the two comments and the more positive the ‘synthetic’ comment.

__________________________________________________________________________________________|
Level of satisfaction: overall ‘synthetic’ comment
and average of answers on different features
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Satisfaction with regard to single features
The analysis of ‘average comments’ (estimated on the basis of the comments provided by respondent ci-
ties) expressed with regard to single features of the local community, highlights some interesting differences.

The highest level of satisfaction is presented by the quality of natural environment (64%); 23% of
citizens is indeed very satisfied with the quality of natural environment and 41% is fairly satisfied. The
percentage of dissatisfied population is equal to 25%, of which only 6% is very dissatisfied.

Data related to personal safety and cultural, recreational and leisure services show that in both
cases 57% of the population is satisfied (16%b very satisfied for both features), with a higher percenta-
ge of dissatisfied for personal safety (32% versus 21%o) and, therefore, a higher percentage of people
that did not answer for services (22%b).
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Following, data regarding the level of satisfaction on public transport and the level of social and
health services register similar levels of satisfaction (56% and 54% respectively) with the same distri-
bution of very satisfied (14%0), though public transport records a higher dissatisfaction (29% versus
23%); no answers have been 15% for transports and 23% for services.

Lower values are recorded for the quality of built environment (51%b), where the total satisfaction re-
sults from the sum of 12% of very satisfied and 39% of fairly satisfied; the quota of dissatisfied popula-
tion is 31% (8% of which is very dissatisfied).

The other features, public schools (49%), housing and its availability and affordability (45%),
employment opportunities (42%) and opportunities to participate in local planning and deci-
sion-making processes (32%o), satisfy not even half of the population.

As for the following analysis, it has to be taken into account that a high percentage of ‘no answer’ ma-
kes extremely difficult the definition of random relations between the levels of satisfaction and dimen-
sional or geographical features of respondents. In particular, the incidence of ‘no answer’ mainly con-
cerns the question on the satisfaction of the opportunities to participate in local planning and decision-
making processes (31%6), and the question on public schools (32%).
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Furthermore, it has to be highlighted that some cities, using the suggestion included into the new me-
thodology sheets, did not consider ‘no answers’ when evaluating percentages (it is the case of Anco-
na, A Coruna and perhaps of Oslo). As a consequence, the comparison among the cities turns to be
complicated because these cities tend to be ‘penalized’ by an increased quota of dissatisfied citizens.

Satisfaction with regard to the quality of natural environment
In 15 cities out of 19 respondents (10 from the South, 7 from the North and 2 from the East), more than
50% of the population declared itself satisfied.

Percentages higher than 70% have been recorded in 8 cities equally distributed between the North and
the South (half of the cities which sent data from those areas) and mainly medium-sized cities (6).
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Satisfaction with regard to cultural, recreational and leisure services

17 cities (10 from the South, 6 from the North and 1 from the East) have sent data; more than 50% of
the population declared itself satisfied in as many as 11 of them, 6 gained positive results with more
than 70% of the population which turned out to be satisfied. The highest, higher than 77%, percenta-
ges are recorded in Vitoria-Gasteiz, Oslo, Modena and Barcelona.
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CHAPTER 3

Satisfaction with regard to social and health services

Information has been provided by 17 cities (8 from the South, 7 from the North and 2 from the East).
In general, since these services are considered fundamental, results are not very good; only in 10 cities
more than 50% of the population declared itself satisfied with the offer and accessibility of these servi-
ces, and in only 4 cities, nearly all from southern Europe, such a percentage is higher than 70%.
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Satisfaction with regard to personal safety
17 local authorities have sent data (9 from the South, 6 from the North and 2 from the East).

In 12 of the respondent cities, more than 50% of the population declared itself satisfied and in only 6 ci-
ties this percentage is higher than 70%.

The highest values have been recorded in Pamplona and Haemeenlinna, in both cities 85%o of the popu-
lation declared to be satisfied, followed by Tampere, Maribor, Oslo and Vitoria-Gasteiz.

The sample is probably too small to allow the estimation of univocal correlation, but it may be noticed
that while the only two big northern cities which provided data show satisfying results (Oslo 78% and
Bristol 64%0), the data provided by the two big southern European cities are lower (Zaragoza 46% and
Barcelona 23%).
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Satisfaction with regard to built environment
Of all the 16 cities which sent data (9 from the South, 5 from the North and 2 from the East), 11 record

a percentage higher than 50% and 4 higher than 70%.

The Bulgarian city (Blagoevgrad) stands out as the one which records the highest consent among its ci-
tizens (90%).

Positive results have been also obtained in Vitoria-Gasteiz (83%) and in Pori (71%). Of the 5 cities whe-
re such a percentage is lower than 50%, 4 are medium-sized cities from the South of Europe (Nord Mi-
lano, Pamplona, Ancona and Ferrara).
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Satisfaction with regard to public transport

In 10 out of 15 cities (8 from the South, 5 from the North and 2 from the East) which sent data, more
than 50% of the citizens declared themselves satisfied with this feature, but only in 4 cities (Tampere, Vi-
toria-Gasteiz, Stockholm and Zaragoza) such a percentage is higher than 70%.

The scanty results obtained in large northern European cities (Oslo and Bristol), where the percentages
of citizens who declared themselves satisfied are slightly higher than 40%o, are definitely impressive.
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CHAPTER 3

Satisfaction with regard to public schools
Data have been provided by 15 cities (9 from the South, 4 from the North and 2 from the East).

On the whole, the figure is affected by a high incidence of ‘no answer’. However, no high pick of sati-
sfaction has been recorded (3 cities record percentages higher than 70%; Maribor records the highest
percentage equal to 78%, followed by Nord Milano and Vitoria-Gasteiz with a percentage equal to
73%). Only 8 cities record more than 50% of satisfaction.
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Satisfaction with regard to housing standards

Only 9 out of 18 cities which sent data (10 from the South, 6 from the North and 2 from the East), have
obtained positive answers from more than 50% of the interviewees, and only 5 cities record percenta-
ges higher than 70%.

Afirst interpretation of these results seems to show a certain discrepancy between northern European
cities, where the percentages of citizens satisfied with this feature are higher, and southern European ci-
ties which show lower percentages.

The only two exceptions are represented by Ancona, which reported the best result, and Bristol, though
its figure cannot be considered reliable because of the high incidence of ‘no answer’ reported by the
survey (46%o of the interviewees did not express any comments on the matter).

The level of satisfaction with regard to this feature in eastern European cities is good for both cities whe-
re percentages are higher than 70%.
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Satisfaction with regard to employment opportunities
Data have been provided by 14 cities (10 from the South, 2 from the North and 2 from the East).

The city which recorded the highest level of satisfaction is Oslo (large, North). The data provided by Bri-
stol are difficult to interpret as they record a low percentage of satisfaction (27%b), as well as a low per-
centage of dissatisfaction (14%o) and a very high number of ‘no answer’ too.

The data sent by the two eastern European cities are opposite: Blagoevgrad recorded a percentage of sati-
sfied citizens higher than 80% while Maribor’s percentage is equal to 12%o (75%o of dissatisfied citizens).
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Satisfaction with regard to the opportunities to participate in local planning and decision-

making processes
Data have been provided by 14 cities (8 from the South, 4 from the North and 2 from the East), and they

show the worst performances.

These data are on the whole difficult to interpret because of high percentages of ‘no answer’ (in as
many as 6 cities more than 30% of interviewees gave no answer).

The levels of satisfaction are higher than 50% in 3 cities only: Ancona records the highest value equal to
67%, followed by Vitoria-Gasteiz with 56% and by Zaragoza with 52%. In 8 cities the percentage of
satisfaction is lower than 30% and the high percentages of ‘no answer’ seem to suggest that the que-
stion has been misunderstood by the interviewees.

High percentages of dissatisfaction have been recorded in A Coruna (90%), Oslo (63%), Maribor (56%)
and Pamplona (50%).
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3.34 Indicator calculation according to the new methodology

The city of Oslo in 2002 has conducted a survey according to the new methodology on a sample of
1,000 persons.

The headline indicator is the percentage of citizens that is very satisfied with the local community as a
place to live and work; the result obtained by Oslo is 33%. If we sum this percentage and that of people
that are fairly satisfied, 59%b, the result is a value, 92%, that, compared to the ‘synthetic’ headline indica-
tor defined in the old methodology, is one of the highest obtained (after Vitoria-Gasteiz and Zaragoza).
The interviewees are then required to assign a percentage score, between 0 and 100, to the satisfac-
tion with different features (social relations, opportunities to practice hobbies, basic services offered,
quality of surrounding environment, employment opportunities and opportunities to participate in lo-
cal planning and decision-making) and to rank them according to their personal judgement value.

The table shows that the aspect considered as the most important in influencing quality of life is the
quality of social relations and that Oslo’s citizens expressed for this aspect not only a high level of sati-
sfaction (84%0), but the highest at all. Good results have been obtained also by the aspect indicated as
the second most important, the quality of surrounding environment, which has been attributed the se-
cond highest value; at the third position, there is the quality of basic services that does not satisfy the
sample interviewed.

Satisfaction Ranking Weighed value
social relations 84% 1 84%
surrounding environment 80% 2 40%
basic services 56% 3 19%
hobbies 79% 4 20%
employment opportunities 75% 4 19%
local planning and decision making 52% 6 9%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

The survey then asks the interviewees first to evaluate different aspects of each features and then to indi-
cate the two of these aspects that are considered as the most important in affecting the quality of life, but
this second information has not been asked in Oslo. See the following table for the results obtained in Oslo.

% score
How safe is to
be at home with the door unlocked during the day na
be at home with the windows open during the night 62%
walk in main streets at night 46%
walk in public open areas at night 46%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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Quality of following services

sport facilities 81%
theatres and cinemas 79%
museums and exhibitions 74%
cultural associations 71%
libraries 4%

Accessibility of following basic services

general practitioners 63%
hospitals 53%
social assistance to the underprivileged 40%
council housing 28%
policing na
public schools 62%
public transport 78%

Quality of the following

public parks and gardens and greenery in general 1%
built environment 59%
waste collection and street cleaning 54%
air quality 3%
noise level at night 46%
noise level in the daytime 29%

Your opinion on the following

professional training opportunities 8%
incentives to start-ups 78%
level of unemployment in your municipality 22%
distribution of wealth within your municipality na
local reinvestment of the wealth produced by the municipality na

Effectiveness of the following in influencing local decision-making

participating in local (e.g. municipal, district level, ...) consultation processes 36%
being a member of an interest group (e.g. environmental and consumers associations) 48%
submitting direct requests/claims to municipal relation offices 42%
voting in local elections/referendums 47%
organising/participating in spontaneous demonstrations aimed

at raising awareness on specific issues 39%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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3.4 Indicator 2 -Local contribution
to global climate change

3.4.1 Definition

Indicator 2 requires the following information:

m annual tons of CO: equivalent emissions: refers to anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide diffe-
rentiated by sector - residential, industry, tertiary and transport - and energy vector; and to methane
emissions from waste reported in terms of CO: equivalent emissions.

The calculation method bears particular relevance in this case, since it is aimed not only at highlighting
emission quantities, but also the relevant sources (sectors and vectors) of COz emissions. Emissions are
allocated according to a ““responsibility principle”: once the inventory of activities located in the urban
area considered has been carried out, normal procedure requires relevant emissions be calculated, inclu-
ding not only the emissions generated in the area, but also those generated outside the area itself, whe-
rever they are, so long as they can be traced back to the activities listed.

Headline indicator: annual CO: per capita emissions.
3.4.2 Extent of participation and response

31 of the total 42 respondents have populated indicator 2. The rate of response (74%b) is higher than
average. Given the indicator’s complexity, this is more than satisfactory, although it should be noticed
that the data submitted show varying levels of details and accuracy across responses. 19 respondents
have calculated CO=emissions breaking them up by energy vector and economic sector, while 9 have
only recorded either a sectoral or vectoral decomposition and 2 only submitted total aggregate emis-
sions (Birmingham only submitted gas consumption data).

Data were collected between 1998 and 2001, in most cases, except for Ferrara (1997), Zaragoza
(1996), Catania (1995) and Gdansk (not indicated).

Southern countries are the most represented recording 16 respondents, 8 Italian and 8 Spanish (but
only 4 record sufficiently disaggregated and comparable data). Northern countries are represented by
12 respondents and Eastern countries by 3 respondents. Scandinavian cities record the highest rate of
response with respect to this indicator: 9 cities (4 Finnish, 3 Swedish 1 Danish and 1 Norwegian) out of
10 total Scandinavian respondents have submitted CO- emissions data.

In general, large urban areas record the highest response rate (10 out of the 13 total respondents), al-
though only 6 of them —and mostly large northern European cities — have sent data that can effectively
be used for comparative analysis. On average, the level of detail of the data supplied by 11 medium-si-
zed cities (out of 18 medium-sized total respondents) proved more satisfactory. On the other hand, 4
small towns have engaged in calculating CO- emissions.

Among eastern cities, varying in dimensions, Blagoevgrad is the only one to have supplied exhaustive
data, while Maribor and Gdansk have estimated emissions, obtaining only partial disaggregations.
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Respondents per country - indicator 2
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3.4.3 General overview

In the first place it should be stressed that the urban areas considered lie in different geographical con-
texts, with differing climatic patterns, housing structures and so on. This implies that each area is charac-
terised by its peculiar energy needs and subsequent infrastructure. Furthermore, comparisons among
individual cities or groups thereof may not always prove reliable where only aggregate data were sub-
mitted, (e.g. Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia, Burgos, A Coruna, Maribor e Gdansk) or consumption of spe-
cific energy vectors/economic sectors is lacking.

The comparison is based on a homogeneous conversion criterion*, based on absolute quantities consu-
med, as declared by respondents. Such substitution resolves those cases of possibly incorrect implemen-
tation of the methodology, in turn connected with its originality compared to more traditional methods.
Last, but not least, original coefficients have been substituted with standard ones only in very few cases.
This substitution has not, in general, implied substantial variations and has rather allowed a distinction
between the local and external coefficients, where a unified coefficient was originally submitted.

* For more comparability, the relevant coefficients submitted by the various respondents have been substituted with those indicated in the “Revised
1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories™ as far as local coefficients are concerned. As regards external coefficients, on the
other hand, AIRES coefficients, where existing, have been considered (AIRES is the software designed by Ambiente Italia and validated by ICLEI and
the Italian Ministry of Environment).
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Total per capita emissions

The four urban areas where per capita COz emissions are higher than 9 tons are Pori, Turku, Bristol and
Ferrara. Although Pori’s residential emissions are lower than those of other Finnish cities, due to a wi-
despread use of a vector with zero emission (wood, accounting for more or less 30% of residential

energy consumption), this city has very high industrial emissions that represent nearly a quarter of the
total (11.9 tons) emissions.

On the contrary, Turku records high residential (together with Tampere, it is the only one whose figure is
higher than 3 tons per capita) and transport consumption; Bristol records values of consumption higher
than the average value for all sectors and, for the transport sector, the highest in absolute terms. The
city of Ferrara is characterised by high industrial consumption and by a tertiary consumption that is
much below the average value. There are two Italian cities, Parma and Verbania, whose emissions, both
higher than 8 tons per capita, are strongly affected by industrial consumption, too.
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Spanish and Swedish respondents plus Blagoevgrad and Oslo (the latter recording the lowest value of
2.47 tons*?) seem to have better performances than the rest of the respondents, recording per capita
emissions values lower than the average value of 6.78 tons.

2 The very latest data submitted from Oslo (that are related to 2000) show a slight increase in CO- per capita emissions,
that would result in 2.67 tons.
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It should be noticed that Scandinavian cities such as Stockholm, Vaxjo and Oslo, in spite of their low
temperatures, also record low emission values. This could be due in part, to the fact that the main
energy vector in Sweden and Norway, but not in Finland, is hydroelectric energy. Moreover, in the city of
Stockholm, additional energy saving is allowed by the widespread use of district heating, accounting
for a share of 32% of total energy consumption, while in the city of Vaxjo wood (a zero emission energy
vector, according to the methodology) represents a share of 27% of total energy consumption (50%
of the residential consumption). Figures for Oslo show that only 30% of total energy consumption con-
sists of fossil fuels, and 2/3 of this 30% are used by private motorised transport.

The low values showed by a few Spanish cities (Pamplona, Viladecans, Zaragoza and Barcelona) do not
seem to be due only to favourable climatic conditions. While it is not possible to formulate any hypo-
thesis for Pamplona, due to lack of disaggregated data, the low values recorded by Viladecans (2.9 tons)
may be due to the partial lack of data on electricity consumption and to the absence of tertiary con-
sumption data. Zaragoza (1.7 tons) does not report data for electricity and the tertiary sector.

Figures for Barcelona are lower than the average in all four sectors considered*. Low data for residential
emissions (and for part of the tertiary ones) is coherent with the favourable weather conditions and
with the widespread use of natural gas (60%o of this sector consumption), while the low value for in-
dustrial emissions (0.39 tons per capita, while the average is 1.85 tons) could be due to the fact that
calculations were made using an average emission coefficient, because real energy vectors have not
been identified.

Moreover, the emissions figure is strongly affected by per capita transport consumption, half of those re-
corded in other large European cities (1.04 instead of 2.11 tons); this hypothesis is confirmed by the
mobility data (see indicator 3), according to which only 22% of the population declared to use the pri-
vate car for daily displacements.

Sectoral per capita emissions

Considering that data sets are not always complete, the residential sector is the most relevant source
of local emissions in many urban areas (2.06 tons), followed by the transport sector (1.90 tons) and by
the industrial sector (1.85 tons), whose role varies in different contexts, depending on its presence wi-
thin the municipal territory. On the other hand, the impact of the tertiary sector seems lower (1.07 tons).

In particular, residential consumption is necessarily affected by weather conditions. Northern cities, such
as Pori, Turku, Tampere, Bristol, Aarhus, Haemeenlinna and Den Haag, have an average emission value
of 2.74 tons per capita, while Spanish cities and those in central and southern Italy (Barcelona, Vitoria-
Gasteiz, Pamplona, Ancona and Catania) record values of 1.02 tons. This, however, does not mean that
a policy strongly oriented to energy saving and renewable resources development, facilitated by mor-
phological characteristics for Sweden and Norway, could not lead to great emission reductions. Oslo,
Malmoe, Stockholm and Vaxjo record an average residential emission value of 0.86 tons, even lower
than southern urban areas.

* Values are partially influenced, except for the transport sector, by the fact that the emission coefficient is determined by
the energy import mix (34 ton/TJ). The only countries to have a higher coefficient are Sweden and Norway.
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Total COz2emissions (excluding waste) per capita (tons)
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Transport emissions, though still significant, vary less than other sectoral emissions across respondents;
this happens despite the fact that the methodologies used are much more complex and vary more
across urban areas than those used for calculation related to other sectors. In fact, excluding outliers,
values range from 3 tons per capita (Turku and Vitoria-Gasteiz) to less than half this amount (Pamplona,
Oslo and Pavia).

Looking at both data on transport sector performances and residents’ displacement modes (indicator
3), itis evident that the high consumption levels recorded by Bristol and Ancona, and partially by Nord
Milano and Torino, are supported by the data on the high incidence of private motorised transport. Si-
milarly, Barcelona’s modal distribution seems to corroborate its low emission values (only 22% of the
residents drives a car).

Unlike Barcelona, the modal distribution in Vitoria-Gasteiz does not seem to bear on the high emission
values recorded: only 21% of the population uses the car. On the other hand, as regards Oslo and Mal-
moe, the former records lower emissions than the latter (1.47 versus 1.78 tons), although displace-
ments by car in the first one are twice as frequent as in Malmoe.

Data on industrial energy consumption depend both on the most common vector and on the plants’
location within or outside municipal borders. In fact, although on average this sector weighs less, (1.85
tons), the areas characterised by relevant industrial activity (see Pori, Ferrara, Verbania and Parma, for
example) record a significant positive contribution to total per capita emissions for this sector.
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Waste

The urban areas that have estimated CH. emissions (and relevant CO: equivalent emissions) from land-
fill waste disposal are Aarhus, Ancona, Barcelona, Blagoevgrad, Bristol, Catania, Ferrara, Gdansk, Hae-
meenlinna, Maribor, Oslo*, Pori, Tampere, Turku and Vitoria-Gasteiz. In all those cases where the data
are missing, it is not clear whether this is due to recycling and/or incineration activities (Malmoe is
among the few to have sentinformation to this regard).

On average, this specific form of CO: equivalent emissions contributes approximately 0.4 per capita tons,
eqgual to 6% of total emissions. Analysing each case separately, though, some considerable variations may
be noticed, in terms both of quantity of waste contributed to landfills (ranging from 60 kg per capita in
Aarhus to 600 in Tampere) and of the average emission coefficient — kg of CH- per ton of landfill waste —
which generally halves where systems for the collection and recycling of biogas are in place (Ancona, Bar-
celona and Vitoria-Gasteiz record between 70 and 80 kg, while Pori, Tampere and Maribor use 35 kg).

Only half of the respondents have included the waste component in their calculations and in some in-
stances emissions from landfill account for more than 10% of total emissions (Ancona, Barcelona, Bla-

goevgrad and Vitoria-Gasteiz); therefore, the graph shows total per capita emissions excluding those
deriving from waste.
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**0slo, on the contrary, records emissions from waste incineration, too. These are equal to slightly more than half of CO.
equivalent emissions from landfills, and are not considered here to avoid double counting.
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Intensity of emission

If we refer to the actual amount of energy consumption and compatre it to the total amount of CO-
emissions (excluding emissions deriving from waste disposal), it is possible to calculate an index which
can highlight a sort of “intensity of emission”. The distribution varies from 40 tons CO/TJ in the Swe-
dish cities, to 100 tons CO2/TJ in Catania and Nord Milano, recording a median value equal to 75 tons

CO/TI.
Vaxjo 3.8 101.8 37
Stockholm 3.9 95.9 41
Malmoe 49 105.0 46
Vitoria-Gasteiz 6.4 102.0 63
Bizkaia 6.4 101.2 64
Pori 11.7 165.7 70
Burgos 8.0 115.0 70
Barcelona 2.8 38.6 71
Parma 8.4 103.6 81
Pavia 6.0 71.2 84
Tampere 8.1 94.8 85
Ancona 6.3 731 86
Aarhus 7.7 88.9 87
Provincia Torino 7.6 87.1 87
Verbania 8.6 97.1 89
Maribor 8.4 93.7 90
Nord Milano 8.8 89.8 98
Catania 5.0 49.9 100
Blagoevgrad 3.6 305 118

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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The graph illustrates the values of tons of CO. emissions (abscissa) and the respective per capita values
of energy consumption (ordinates), both normalised according to the distance from respective average
values. First of all, we may notice that, with the exception of Pori (whose emissions are mostly due to
high energy consumption), urban areas reporting amounts of emission higher than the average all ha-
ve rather similar energy consumption, higher than the average even if not far distant from it. In all tho-
se cities the amount of consumption is rather high and energy policies now in progress cannot contain
the intensities of emission.

On the other hand, if we observe the left part of the graph (cities reporting values of emission lower
than the average) the situations are particularly different. Blagoevgrad, Barcelona and Catania show
the lowest values of CO: emissions (three of the urban areas reporting the lowest energy consumption
values) as well as Stockholm, Vaxjo and Malmoe, which, though they report values of consumption
above the average, they manage to reduce their emissions by using hydroelectric power and district
heating. Furthermore, it may be interesting to notice how Vitoria-Gasteiz, the Diputacion Foral Bizkaia,
Ancona and Pavia have similar per capita emissions, notwithstanding their very different amounts of
energy consumption.
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Good practices in the use of energy vectors

The use of methane is extremely widespread in Italy, where it accounts for more than 50% of total con-
sumption in Verbania, Pavia and Parma, reaching 80% in the residential sector. In Verbania and Parma,
where total per capita emissions are higher than 8 tons, due to high industrial consumption, residen-
tial emissions are close to the general average value of 3.18 tons and below those of a geographically si-
milar area such as Nord Milano (4.56 tons), where natural gas weighs approximately 40%o on total con-
sumption.
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Natural gas and district heating diffusion (%)
60% —
50% —
40% —
30% <
20% —
10% — I I I
0% - I
s < o} =} 3 <l [ s e N K=} o = © 5 © Ee]
= IS s £ =} 2 7} 5 S <] S £ S o T <
g 5 §8 58 E § &2 g8 2 8 &8 &£+ 58 % 2 @2
£ 5 2 =
2 =
B % natural gas % district heating % other gas and wood

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

District heating is mostly relevant in four northern European cities: Stockholm, Malmoe, Aarhus and
Tampere. Widespread use of district heating in the residential sector is undoubtedly one of the key fac-
tors influencing the low emission values in the residential and tertiary sectors of urban areas like Stoc-
kholm and Malmoe (1.11 and 1.55 tons per capita). Although in Swedish urban areas CO: emissions
are influenced by the savings achieved through the implementation of hydroelectric power, energy con-
sumption accounts for only 20% in the residential sectors of Malmoe and Stockholm, while district hea-
ting accounts for approximately 50-60%. If we attributed to both cities the European energy mix co-
efficient, Malmoe’s residential emissions would sum up to 2.27 and Stockholm’s to 1.80. These figures
would still remain below those of all northern urban areas.

Aarhus itself, where 77% of the residential sector uses district heating, keeps emissions down at 2.47
tons, although showing a higher energy mix coefficient than that of many other European cities. On
the other hand, as the data from Tampere — another Nordic city using a high quota of district heating
(accounting for 35% of total energy consumption) — are not broken down by sector, it is not possible
to identify the most energy saving sector in this case. However, total emissions (8,58 tons) are remar-
kably lower than in the two other Finnish cities®.

* Only Haemeenlina, the fourth Finnish city, records a lower value (7.81 tons). It is however impossible to analyse this data,
as it is only broken down by sector, and not by vector.
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3.5 Indicator 3 -Local mobility
and passenger transportation

3.5.1 Definition

Indicator 3 investigates and represents the mobility of citizens living within urban areas. The different
aspects that contribute to defining the general mobility pattern of each citizen include:

a) the number of trips that, on average, each citizen makes during the day, where ‘trip’ indicates a di-
splacement with a starting-point and a destination (number of daily trips per capita);

b) the reason for the trips and their regularity during the week, allowing for the trips to be classified as
either ‘systematic’ or ‘unsystematic’® (% of systematic trips compared with the unsystematic ones);

c) the average distance covered by each citizen during the day (km/per capita);
d) the time taken by each citizen for his/her trips (minutes taken for the trips);

e) modes of transport used for the trips and/or for the different distances associated with each trip (%
relating to the different modes of transport considered);

) analysis of trips taken by private car: kind of car park used, number of passengers transported and
reason for the choice;

g) qualitative level of the systematic trips.

Headline indicator: Percentage of trips by private motorised transport.

3.5.2 Extent of participation and response

23 out of 42 respondents have sent data concerning indicator 3. Half the data were collected by means
of surveys carried out in the last two years with the ECl methodology, while the other half was provi-
ded mainly by fairly recent surveys, carried out between 1997 and 2001, whose results have been adap-
ted to the methodology. In particular, 20 of them allowed an estimation of the percentages relevant to
the modes of transportation used, whereas 19 of them provided data relevant to the number of daily
per capita trips, with quite different levels of detail. 13 urban areas have sent data on the average time
spent on displacements and on the average distance covered; only 8 out of 13 have also indicated the
modes and the reasons for the displacements. Finally, only Ferrara, Oslo, Reggio Emilia, Turku, and in
part Provincia di Torino, have investigated more closely the trips made by private car.

From an aggregate perspective, southern Europe records the highest number of respondents to have
sent data (though answers are sometimes incomplete): 7 Spanish respondents out of 9 and 6 Italian re-
spondents out of 12 answered to this indicator.

1 “Systematic trips” are the daily displacements to/from work/school. “Non systematic™ or “unsystematic” are the ones
made for all other reasons, for example, to go shopping and for social or recreational reasons.
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As for northern Europe, data have been sent from Sweden, Norway, Denmark, The Netherlands, Fin-
land and the United Kingdom; each country records one respondent, with only the United Kingdom
registering two respondents. The level of detail of the answers varies considerably. As far as the 3 ea-
stern European respondents are concerned, Maribor is the only city recording values which can some-
how be compared to other cities.

If we classify respondents according to population size, we notice that the indicator was populated
mostly by large urban areas (as many as 10 respondents out of 13), though 4 of them (A Coruna, Zara-
goza, Den Haag and Nikolaev) mainly provided aggregate data, only partially comparable to other ci-
ties. The level of participation of medium-sized cities was also quite good, 11 out of 18, of which 5 we-
re Italian, while the only two small respondents are in eastern Europe (Blagoevgrad) and in southern
Europe (Vilanova i la Geltru) respectively.

Respondents per country - indicator 3
7 -

Spain
Italy
Norway
Slovenia
Sweden
Bulgaria
Ukraine

The Netherlands

M Respondents submitting data Respondents submitting headline indicator

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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3.5.3 General overview

Modal distribution

In order to make all the data sets comparable and to simplify data interpretation, the classifications
related to the reasons for displacements and the means of transport used have been aggregated
into new ones, reporting non-aggregated data only with respect to specific detailed analysis.

Reason for displacements:
m systematic displacements (school and work);
m unsystematic displacements (shopping, recreation and personal reasons).

Means of transport used:

m public motorised transport (taxi, collective and combined);
m private motorised transport (motorbikes and cars);

m non-motorised transport (walking and cycling).

The modal distribution of overall displacements clearly shows that Italian local authorities record
the highest percentage related to the use of private cars. In Ancona, Ferrara, Nord Milano, Reggio
Emilia, and Provincia di Torino'’ this data are more than 50%, as well as Bristol and Aarhus, where
the latter reported data from a national survey reporting the average value for Danish local authori-
ties. While in Ancona and Nord Milano the rest of the mobility mainly uses public transports, in the
other four urban areas people prefer non-motorised transports in general, recording a considera-
ble percentage of cycling in Ferrara (27%), Aarhus (18%) and Reggio Emilia (15%b).

Cycling, bad weather conditions notwithstanding, is the most widely used means of transport in
Den Haag (34%) and one of the most common in Malmoe (23%). This, coupled with one of the hi-
ghest shares of public transport (almost 30%o), make it possible for the two northern European cities
to reduce the use of private cars down to a level that only Spanish urban areas can reach.

A preponderance of non-motorised trips, nearly all on foot, is recorded in Spain, where they repre-
sent over 40% of overall displacements; in particular, in Vitoria-Gasteiz and in A Coruna where they
actually account for the absolute majority*® of displacements. These two cities also record the lo-
west rate in public transport use (less than 10%).

' Overestimation may have occurred for Ancona, as data only refers to systematic trips. Moreover, it is important to highlight that the data sent by
Parma, the only Italian city to show a percentage lower than 40%, refer to a survey based on a sample of women.
8 Vitoria-Gasteiz shows the highest percentage of ‘non systematic’ trips (67%).
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Ancona 62.1% 5.7% 18.3% 0.1% 13.8%
Provincia Torino 56.7% 16.7% 26.7%

Nord Milano 56.0% 3.5% 28.9% 2.0% 9.7%
Aarhus 55.7% 0.0% 13.8% 18.2% 12.4%
Bristol 54.9% 0.0% 13.4% 4.9% 26.8%
Reggio Emilia 53.9% 5.0% 11.5% 15.2% 14.5%
Ferrara 51.2% 4.9% 3.4% 27.6% 13.0%
Oslo® 48.7% na 30.5% 1.0% 19.8%
Maribor 44.5% 18.5% 37.0%
Birmingham 43.1% 0.3% 32.4% 1.1% 23.1%
Turku 41.3% 0.1% 16.2% 11.3% 31.2%
Pamplona 37.0% 19.6% 43.5%
Parma 35.6% 3.0% 24.1% 21.1% 16.1%
Vilanova i la Geltru 32.8% 6.3% 20.7% 1.2% 39.0%
Bizkaia 29.1% 0.4% 26.8% 0.1% 43.6%
Zaragoza 28% na na na na
A Coruna 27.6% 0.3% 6.9% 0.2% 64.9%
Malmoe 24.0% 11% 31.3% 23.2% 20.5%
Den Haag 23.0% 0.0% 31.0% 34.0% 11.8%
Barcelona 21.9% 4.8% 28.8% 0.3% 44.1%
Vitoria-Gasteiz 20.7% 0.5% 7.8% 1.4% 69.6%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

**Public transport comprises taxis and the collective and combined modes.
*Data for Oslo have been collected in winter; the figure of 1% cycling is strongly affected by the season, in fact the yearly average is 4%
and in months April-October it raises up to 7%.
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If systematic displacements (home-school and home-work) are considered separately, it may be noti-
ced that trips by car increase on average by 10%o, to the detriment of non-motorised displacements.
Italian cities still rank first, together with Bristol, and percentages rise significantly in particular for Vila-
nova i la Geltru and Barcelona (both of about 50%). Malmoe and Vitoria-Gasteiz, on the other hand,
maintain the high aggregate values for non-motorised systematic displacements (still higher than 50%b).

Oslo (38%) and Barcelona (34%) maintain a widespread use of public means of transport, which fur-
ther affects systematic mobility. Maribor approximately reaches Barcelona’s values, though the figure
on overall displacements shows a definitely lower average weight for public transport. The urban area
with the most uniform modal distribution is the Diputacién Foral de Bizkaia, with approximately the sa-
me portion of trips for each mode.
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On the contrary, if we consider unsystematic mobility (recreation and shopping), displacements on foot
and by bike show a significant average increase, from 37% up to 49%. In particular, rates of increase
range from Oslo and Bristol’s 20% to over 40% in Reggio Emilia and Maribor. In particular, all Spanish
respondents - including cities such as Barcelona, Vilanova i la Geltru and Pamplona, where systematic
mobility shows the prevailing use of private cars - lie between 60% and 80%. Malmoe and Birmin-
gham, where public transport records indeed far greater percentage, are in contrast with the general
pattern.
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Per capita displacements
Only 13 respondents out of 23 estimated the total amount of daily per capita displacements, recording
return trips separately as indicated by the methodology (except Birmingham). The figure regarding the

amount of per capita displacements has therefore been considered from an aggregate perspective and
only for those areas that provided complete data.
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Vitoria-Gasteiz and Turku record the highest number of daily per capita trips (3.5 and 3.15 respectively),
while the average value is 2.53. Both cities report some of the highest percentages of displacements
for shopping or recreational purposes, mainly carried out on foot or by bike in Vitoria-Gasteiz, while
Turku reports a higher component of motorised transport, both public and private. Except Birmingham
(1.85)*and Maribor (2.11), the other respondents are distributed close to the median value, though
they show different features. On the whole it seems that, geographical location notwithstanding, the
number of displacements is higher in medium-sized cities, while large urban areas (Oslo, Barcelona, Bri-
stol and Birmingham) all record a value lower than the average.
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Furthermore, displacements appear fairly evenly distributed across systematic and unsystematic rea-
sons in most municipalities, when compared directly. The figures for Vitoria-Gasteiz and for Provincia
di Torino, where unsystematic displacements definitely prevail (67% and 60% respectively), probably
reflect a consolidating European trend, while systematic trips (taken more for work reasons than for
school reasons) are still preponderant in Vilanova i la Geltrti (70%) and in Diputacién Foral de Bizkaia
(619%). Of all the types of displacements, trips to/from work are still the most recurrent (32%), imme-
diately followed by trips for leisure and for personal reasons in general (28%). School-age children mo-
bility patterns are however investigated in indicator 6.

“Results may be influenced by the fact that Birmingham does not report return trips separately, using a methodology according to which “outward
trips are recorded on the database and return trips generated automatically if exactly the same as the outward ones”. Furthermore, if the return trip
was different in any way from the outward one, each stage back to origin is counted as a separate journey. Similarly for outward trips: where jour-
neys have more than one destination (e.g. taking children to school on the way to work), each destination is counted as a separate journey.
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Time and distance

From a comparison of only those respondents that have sent all relevant data (number of displace-
ments, time taken and distance covered), different ‘models of mobility’ emerge. In the first place, it
should be borne in mind that discrepancies in the data on time spent and distance covered on trips may
be explained not only in terms of speed of displacement, but also in terms of people’s differing percep-
tions of the daily distances covered, especially as far as unsystematic trips are concerned.

Number of trips Average time Average distance

(minutes) (km)
Vitoria-Gasteiz 3.50 22.29 5.21
Turku 315 16.78 31
Pamplona 2.76 16.90 na
Reggio Emilia 2.75 11.79 425
Bizkaia 2.65 na 6.85
Oslo 2.47 28.20 12.00
Provincia Torino 2.45 27.50 na
Ancona 240 8.93 423
Barcelona 2.39 19.14 6.51
Zaragoza 2.32 na 223
Bristol 2.24 20.00 5.76
Ferrara 221 11.22 3.24
Maribor 211 25.07 7.04
Aarhus 1.96* na 10.02
Birmingham 1.82 25.36 6.70
Parma 0.99 21.60 na
Vilanova i la Geltru 0.96* 16.13 3.73
Blagoevgrad na 7.25 1.39
Nord Milano na 18.33 10.60
* return trips are not reported

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Among large urban areas, all reporting similar numbers of per capita displacements, Oslo records the
longest time per trip (together with Provincia di Torino), especially due to definitely longer distances
with respect to all other cities. Oslo is followed by Birmingham, Bristol and Barcelona, where trips simi-
lar in length and duration (about 6 km in 20-25 minutes) are carried out on completely different means
of transport. In the two English cities, motorised transport clearly prevails (with Birmingham’s rate of
use double that of Bristol) while in Barcelona people mainly walk. A similar difference in habits (this time
distances are about 3-4 km long) is even more evident if we compare the Italian cities of Ancona, Ferra-
ra and Reggio Emilia — where the average length of trips by car is 10 minutes for most people —to Vila-
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nova i la Geltrt and Turku, where non-motorised displacements are the most popular, even on 16 minu-
tes trips. Of the small- to medium-sized cities with a ‘reduced scale’ mobility pattern (shorter and quic-
ker displacements), Blagoevgrad is the one where displacements takes the shortest time, although it
should not be forgotten that the distance covered is definitely shorter than in all other areas.

Looking more closely at the time dimension, it may be observed that in large urban areas as Birmingham,
Oslo and Provincia di Torino, displacements by public means of transport take more than 40 minutes,
while trips by private car take more than 10 minutes less. In general, even after considering the different
distances covered, displacement by public transport is — or is perceived as — approximately 5-10 km/h slo-
wer than car displacements. Birmingham and Reggio Emilia represent an exception: they are the only
two cities where trip time on public transport seems competitive with respect to private cars. It is also in-
teresting to notice that, though they have similar performances, the rate of use of public transports in
Reggio Emilia (11%6) is equal to about one third of the English one. The other big city, Barcelona, is more
similar to a medium-sized city, where trip time tends to be similar across the spectrum of means of tran-
sport and is never more than 30 minutes. Finally, it is interesting to mention the cases of Vitoria-Gasteiz
and Parma?, where people walk or ride bicycles even on 20-25 minutes long displacements.

Walking Bike Motorcycle Car Collective

(minutes) (minutes) (minutes) (minutes) (minutes)
Barcelona 15.57 17.88 15.79 2324 26.21
Pamplona 15.18 na na 15.80 22.56
Vilanova i la Geltru 16.61 10.84 11.68 14.30 25.33
Vitoria-Gasteiz 22.04 23.37 2311 21.95 21.22
Ancona 8.50 10.50 9.50 13.00 21.00
Ferrara 11.31 13.28 12.22 15.59 20.36
Parma 25.00 21.00 17.00 23.00 na
Reggio Emilia 10.12 11.92 12.35 19.04 19.25
Provincia Torino 15.54 na 26.04 na 41.50
Bristol 15.00 15.00 na 18.75 31.25
Birmingham 17.13 23.24 17.36 23.67 42.25
Oslo 18.10 47.00 na 27,50 33.40
Turku 14.65 1421 12.30 15.59 25.80

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

# Only women surveyed.
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As far as distances covered are concerned, referring in particular to systematic displacements, small
cities as Vilanova i la Geltru and Turku record the shortest home-school and home-work trips. The gap
between large and small to medium-sized urban areas still remains, also with regard to displacements
for recreational reasons. On the other hand, the widespread commercial distribution tends to even
out displacements for shopping purposes. In Reggio Emilia the length of unsystematic displacements
is twice as short as in other areas, while in Birmingham people cover longer distances for recreational
reasons than for trips to/from work or to/from school. Oslo remains the city where displacements are
the longest.

Vilanova i la Geltru 34 43 36 35
Vitoria-Gasteiz 55 49 6.4 3.0
Ferrara 55 44 3.7 25
Reggio Emilia 6.0 55 30 2.6
Bristol 74 75 5.9 3.6
Birmingham 57 7.9 9.1 4.2
Oslo 6.4 14.8 111 14.8
Turku 35 29 30 29

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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3.6 Indicator 4 — Availability
of public open areas and services

3.6.1 Definition

Indicator 4 relates to the percentage of people living within 300 metres of a public open area or other
basic services.

Public open areas are defined as:

m public parks, gardens or open spaces, for the exclusive use of pedestrians and cyclists, except green
traffic islands or dividers, graveyards (unless the local authority recognises their recreational function
or natural, historical or cultural importance);

m open-air sports facilities, accessible to the public free of charge;

m private areas (agricultural areas, private parks), accessible to the public free of charge.

To allow a more complete data analysis, the indicator must be calculated twice: firstly, relating to areas
greater than 5,000 m?, and secondly for all areas used by the public for leisure and open air activities,
regardless of their size.

Basic services are defined as:

m primary public health services (general practitioners, hospitals, first-aid posts, family advice bureaux
or other public centres supplying medical services, such as diagnosis or specialist examinations);

m collective transport routes that, at least for part of a normal business day, have a minimum frequen-
cy (half-hourly service);

® public schools (compulsory attendance schools + kindergartens);

m bakeries and greengroceries;

m recycling facilities or services for solid waste (including recycling bins).

Headline indicator: percentage of people living within 300 metres of a public open area greater than
5,000 m?.
3.6.2 Extent of participation and response

Of the 42 respondents, 32 replied to indicator 4, but only 5 cities supplied all the data requested (Acqui
Terme, Bristol, Ferrara, Haemeelinna and Modena), while the others sent incomplete information.

As far as the open areas are concerned, 21 cities sent data regarding the two sizes requested, while 8
supplied incomplete data (only relating to one of the two types of area) and the others did not supply
any data relating to open spaces.

As far as accessibility to the various services is concerned, only 7 cities supplied all the data requested,
while 3 did not supply any; the other cities supplied incomplete information.

The data regarding the school population living within 300 metres of a school are another matter;

these data, in fact, were only supplied by 8 cities and this is probably due to the lack of information
relating to the distribution of families with children attending compulsory schools.
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Information sent by Lisboa and Den Haag have not been analysed because not comparable with the other
ones, as they have been collected with different methodologies (in the case of Den Haag with a survey).
The greatest quantity of data comes from southern European cities (16 respondents); this is followed
by the data regarding cities in northern European countries (12), while 4 cities in eastern Europe sup-
plied this information.

As far as size is concerned, medium-sized cities (between 100,000 and 350,000 inhabitants) are the
most frequent, with 14 respondents (8 of which in southern Europe), followed by large ones (more
than 350,000 inhabitants) with 12 respondents (4 of which are in southern Europe); the smaller cities
(less than 100,000 inhabitants) are the ones for which there are fewer data, with only 6 respondents

(2 of which are in eastern Europe).
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3.6.3 General overview

The data regarding the percentage of the population living within 300 metres of open areas over
5,000 m? in size - in other words, the main indicator - were supplied by 22 cities (4 in eastern Europe,
11 in southern Europe, 7 in northern Europe®), while those relating to open spaces of any size were
supplied by 29 cities (4 in eastern Europe, 15 in southern Europe, 10 in northern Europe).

If the average of the results obtained from all the cities considered is calculated, it will be seen that 69%
of the population of these 22 cities lives within 300 metres of a public open area of more than 5,000 m?
and that 78% lives within the same distance of an open area in general, whatever size this may be.

In fact, in the majority of them (18 out of 22) more than half the population has easy access to an
open area of more than 5.000 m? and in 10 of them this percentage exceeds 70% (98% in Tampere,
99% in Vitoria-Gasteiz and 100% in Aba).

Obviously, there is greater accessibility to public open areas of any size*.

. ______________________________________________________|
% of population living within 300 metres of a public

open area > 5.000 m?
2 o o 5
g g g
8 = =

100% —
90% —
80% —
70% —
60% —
50% —
40% —
30% —
5] N > [s+ o

Reggio Emilia mmmmmmmn
Ferrara
Zaragoza [
Bristol
Parma
Blagoevgrad

20% —
10% —
0% u
(<5 o E w (<5} =
D — [ >
2 2 3835 E 88 § s £ E 8
8 £ B = 3 2 £ 8 2 2
Q «© D T < S < Z =
s = <1} < =] = =
.8 = = & o
S ] I
= % <
=

Provincia Torino

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Of the 28 cities that have supplied these data, in two-thirds the percentage of the population having
easy access to these areas is over 80%, while in more than a third it is over 90% (97% in Viladecans
and Turku, 98% in Parma, 99% in Tampere and 100% in Aba, Barcelona Haemeenlinna, Pamplona
and Vitoria-Gasteiz). Data submitted by Burgos (figure of 95%) has not been considered because not
obtained using a Geographical Information System.

% Please note that data regarding Oslo refers to population living within 300 metres of open areas over 10,000 m?.

* Some cities, such as Barcelona, have expressed the need for further refinement of this indicator, particularly regarding the choice of considering
public open areas of any size because “it does not discriminate between cities due to most municipalities have public open areas of any size in a
distance of 300 metres, whereas in the category of areas larger than 5000 m? the percentages go down notably; the latter indicator is in this sense
more ambitious and informative”.

81



THE ECI

PROJECT:

2001-2002 DATA PROCESS AND REPORT

To sum up, out of a total of 28 cities, 100% of the population in 5 cities, over 95% in 9 cities, more
than 75% in 19 cities and more than 50% in 24 cities has easy access to public open areas. The low-
est levels are to be found in Birmingham (17%6) and Nikolaev (5%).
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The following graph relates only to the cities that have supplied both types of data.
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CHAPTER 3

If, on the other hand, an analysis is made of the average situation in the cities that have allowed the
calculation of the indicator with regard to the various basic services considered, low levels of accessi-
bility to social and health services and to public schools will be noted; in the first case, in fact, the aver-
age percentage of the population living within 300 metres is just over 50%, while, in the second case,
it is below 60%.

But, while the data relating to the schools need to be analysed more completely with reference to the
distribution of school population (although requested, these data were supplied by very few cities),
information regarding the distribution of social and health services is of critical importance, especially
in view of the variety of services that have been taken into consideration (general practitioners, hospi-
tals, first-aid posts, family advice bureaux or other public centres supplying medical services, such as
diagnosis or specialist examinations).

It is interesting to note the relatively high level of the accessibility to recycling facilities or services for
solid waste (including recycling bins); in fact, since this type of service has only recently been provided
in many cities and the legislation regarding it varies a great deal in different countries, an average level
over 75% is considered to be a good result, although it is necessary to analyse the individual situations
for a more detailed evaluation.

Average percentage of population living within 300 metres
of various basic services

Bakeries
& greengroceries

Recycling facilities

Public transport

Health services

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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Accessibility to social and health services

Information regarding the percentage of the population living within 300 metres of a social or basic
public health service (general practitioners, hospitals, first-aid posts, family advice bureaux, ...) was sup-
plied by 20 cities (3 in eastern Europe, 12 in southern Europe, 5 in northern Europe).

The analysis of these data shows the excellent results obtained by the two small cities in eastern
Europe, which both have percentages of the population over 80%; Blagoevgrad even reaches the
maximum level with 100% of the population living within 300 metres of a service of this type.

The highest levels have been obtained by cities with similar characteristics: they are cities in southern
European countries, mainly Spain, two of which are large, and one, Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia, which
has the average data regarding small cities. They are followed by the levels obtained by medium-sized
cities, also in southern Europe (Ferrara and Pamplona).

It is, however, more difficult to identify characteristics common to the cities having a low level of acces-
sibility to these services; percentages below 30% are found in 2 cities in southern Europe (1 small and
1 medium-sized), in 1 in northern Europe (medium-sized) and in a medium-sized city in eastern
Europe.

. _____________________________________________________________________|
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CHAPTER 3

Accessibility to public transport
The data relating to accessibility to public transport show that the services are very well developed in

all the cities participating in this stage of the survey.

In almost all the 23 cities that have sent data (3 in eastern Europe, 12 in southern Europe, 8 in north-
ern Europe) - that is, in 20 of them - more than 80% of the population lives within less than 300
metres of a stop served every 30 minutes on normal working days, and in 15 of these cities the per-
centage is equal or over 90%.

The only data differing from this regard a small Italian city, Acqui Terme, where only 40% of the inhab-
itants live within 300 metres of a public transport stop.
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Accessibility to public schools
Data regarding the distance of the homes from public schools were sent by 24 cities (3 in eastern

Europe, 12 in southern Europe, 9 in northern Europe).

It is interesting to note that of the 7 cities where over 80% of the population lives within 300 metres
of the schools, the majority are located in southern European countries (5 cities in southern Europe
and only 1 in eastern Europe and 1 in northern Europe); on the basis of the data available, this distri-
bution does not seem to depend on the size of the city.

It should be noted, however, that, with the exception of Stockholm, which has the second best figure
(92%), all the other large cities in northern Europe have fairly low percentages (all less than 50%0).
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Few data have been received regarding the accessibility of public schools calculated on the basis of the
school population instead of the total population.

Of the 8 cities supplying this information, only in the two in eastern European countries - Aba and
Blagoevgrad, both of them small - does a high percentage of the school population live within 300
metres of a compulsory school (respectively 85% and 84%).

The other cities have lower percentages: Turku, 53%; Ancona, 47%; Viladecans, 46%; Helsingbor,
39%; Parma, 35%; and Haemeenlinna, 28%.

. _____________________________________________________________________|
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Accessibility to the recycling facilities or services for solid waste (including recycling bins)
As far as the distribution of recycling facilities or services for solid waste is concerned in relation to the
distribution of the population, the 18 cities that have sent data (1 in eastern Europe, 8 in southern
Europe, 9 in northern Europe) may be divided into three main groups.

The first group comprises 10 cities in which more than 80% of the inhabitants has easy access to these
facilities. With the exception of Viladecans, these are medium-sized and large cities, and they are main-
ly located in southern European countries: in fact, in this group, only two cities (Aarhus and
Helsingborg) are in northern Europe.

There is then an intermediate group in which the percentage of the population living within 300
metres of these facilities is between 62% and 50%o. It comprises four cities of different sizes, three
small, one medium-sized and one large, three of which are in northern, one in southern and one in
eastern Europe.

Lastly, the worst figures, with less than 50% of the population having access to recycling facilities or
services for solid waste, regard 3 cities (1 large and 2 medium-sized), all located in northern European
countries.

In the future it might be worth gathering data regarding the quantity of waste collected separately in

order to find out whether there is a relationship between this data and the accessibility of the recycling
facilities or services for solid waste.

. _____________________________________________________________________|
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Accessibility to bakeries and greengroceries

The analysis of the data regarding accessibility to bakeries and greengroceries supplied by 15 cities (2
in eastern Europe, 8 in southern Europe, 5 in northern Europe) shows considerable variations in the
results obtained.

There are, in fact, cities where the whole population lives less than 300 metres from both these types
of shop (Blagoevgrad and Pamplona) and urban areas where less than 30% of the population has easy
access to these services (Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia).

It does not seem that the size of the city being considered has a significant influence on the data.
Probably the distribution of this type of shop depends more on the rules of the market economy and
entrepreneurship than on planning related to the size of the city.

It should be noted, however, that the three municipalities that have the lowest percentages, although
in three different geographical areas, all relate to small urban areas: Haemeenlinna, Aba and
Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia (which has supplied the average figures for a group of small villages, and
this should be taken into consideration in the analysis of this indicator).

However, there seems to be a clear difference between cities in southern European countries and cities
in northern European ones. The latter, in fact, with the exception of Malmoe, have the lowest figures,
while the cities of southern Europe, apart from Diputacién Foral de Bizkaia which has the lowest fig-
ure, have percentages of over 70%.
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The following table summarises all the data sent by the various cities.

A Coruna 86% 98% na na na 95%
Aarhus na 92% 24% na 100% na
Aba 83% 90% 83% 85% na 35%
Acqui Terme 5% 40% 15% na 50% 5%
Ancona na 90% 62% 47% na na
Barcelona 30% 100% 64% na 100% na
Birmingham na na 39% na 36% na
Bizkaia 84% na 84% na na 29%
Blagoevgrad 100% 89% 55% 84% na 100%
Bristol 32% 86% 42% na 100% 60%
Burgos na na na na na na
Ferrara 72% 71% 52% na 87% 70%
Haemeenlinna 34% 90% 25% 28% 55% 36%
Helsingborg 1% 95% 43% 39% 93% 53%
Malmoe 37% 96% 68% na 37% 80%
Maribor 8% 85% 31% na 60% na
Modena 47% 81% 64% na 96% 75%
Nikolaev na na na na na na
Oslo na 79% 29% na 62% 63%
Pamplona 71% 95% 81% na 100% 100%
Parma 26% 90% 29% 35% 100% 78%
Pori na na na na 55% na
Provincia Torino na na na na na na
Reggio Emilia 66% 84% 39% na na 70%
Stockholm 68% 90% 92% na na na
Tampere na na na na 44% na
Turku 23% 92% 60% 53% na na
Viladecans 52% 100% 90% 46% 100% na
Vitoria-Gasteiz 45% 96% 92% na 99% na
Zaragoza 93% 93% 93% na na na

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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3.6.4 Comparison between the results of the indicators 1
(level of satisfaction) and 4 (accessibility)

The comparative analysis of the results obtained in the surveys of citizens’ satisfaction with certain
characteristics and those regarding accessibility to the place and the service being considered (defined
as the shortest distance from the home, or at the most 300 metres) is highlighted in the following
graphs. In fact they highlight that for social and health services and public schools it is not only the
availability - that is, the presence and accessibility - that helps to determine satisfaction, but that an
important role is also played by the quality of the place or service in question or by other factors influ-
encing the way in which it is perceived.

On the contrary, the graphs show a more direct relationship (except for specific cases) between avail-
ability and satisfaction in the case of public transport and public open areas.

Public open areas
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Social and health services
|
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Public transport

. _____________________________________________________________________|
Accessibility to public transport and relevant
citizens’ satisfaction
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3.7 Indicator 5 - Quality of the air

3.7.1 Definition

Indicator 5 analyses the “quality of the ambient air”, as it is defined by the Community Framework
Directive on the Quality of the Ambient Air (96/62/EC) and subsequent “daughter directives™, in order
to avoid, prevent or reduce the negative repercussions on people’s health and the environment taken
as a whole. For the calculation of the indicator 5 the following parameters have been taken into con-
sideration:

m the number of times the limit value is exceeded for the following air pollutants: sulphur dioxide
(SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PMuo), carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone (Os);

m the existence and level of implementation of the plan for the improvement/ management of the
quality of the air.

The limit values considered are those fixed by the directives (for each pollutant, they define specific
limit values or objectives to be achieved by 2005/2010).

European directives 1999/30/EC, 2000/69/EC and 2002/3/EC*

S0: 24 hours 125 pg/m® not to be exceeded more 1+ January 90% 1
than 3 times a year (concentration 2005 15%
equivalent to WHO guide value)

NO2 1hour 200 ug/m?® not to be exceeded more 1% January 90% 1
than 18 times a calendar year 2010 15%
(concentration equivalent to WHO
guide value)

PMuo 24 hours 50 pg/m?® not to be exceeded more 1% January 90% 1
than 35 times a calendar year 2005 25%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

*Considering only the pollutants for which limit values are fixed for daily, 8-hour periods or hourly concentration.
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European directives 1999/30/EC, 2000/69/EC and 2002/3/EC

Pollutant Average Air quality standards Date by which Data: minimum Legal status
period and objectives limit value is capture of
to be attained measurement
and uncertainty
co max daily 10 mg/m® 1 January 2005 90% 2
8-hour mean  (concentration equivalent 15%

concentration  to WHO guide value)

Ozone*®  max daily 120 pg/m® not to be exceeded 2010 90% (summer) 3
8-hour mean  more than 25 days 75% (winter)
concentration  per calendar year 15%

(concentration equivalent
to WHO guide value)

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Thus by “number of times the limit is exceeded” is meant the number of times the limit value is
exceeded for each pollutant selected, minus the number of times permitted by the daughter directives
of Directive 96/62/EC (i.e. the net figure). This number is calculated according to the reference period
established by the directive: daily, 8 hours and hourly according to the different parameters. When the
number of times the limit is exceeded is less than that permitted by the directive, it is considered to be
equal to zero.

Headline indicator: the number of times the limit of PM: permitted by the directive is exceeded.

3.7.2 Extent of participation and response

The indicator on the quality of ambient air is the one that received the largest number of replies: 40 par-
ticipants (95% of the total respondents) sent data or comments relating to this question. Of these 40, no
less than 35 supplied comparative data referring to at least 1 of 5 of the selected pollutants. Aarhus,
Burgos, Lambeth, Lisboa and Vilanova i la Geltru supplied data not comparable with that of the other
cities, generally because they refer to the limits fixed by national laws or because they were produced
with monitoring systems not consistent with the European standards; in other cases, even though data
supplied were referred to national limit values, it has been possible to calculate exceedances of European
limits because the latter were less strict than the former: this is the case of Nikolaev and Den Haag.

The majority of the data relate to 2001, although Acqui Terme and Ancona were able to process the
data for 2002; the data for Barcelona, Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia, Den Haag, Maribor, Nord Milano,
Pamplona and Vitoria-Gasteiz, however, relate to 2000. Lastly, it should also be noted that some cities
did not indicate the year when the data were gathered.

Of the 40 respondents, 23 monitored at least 4 pollutants and 19 all five of them. The main indicator
was used by 23 local authorities (58% of the respondents).

“For ozone, it is foreseen that there will be a target value rather than a limit value.
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Respondents per country - indicator 5
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If the number of respondents that have sent sufficient data for at least four pollutants is analysed, it
will be noted that 62% are located in northern Europe, 64% in southern Europe and one only
(Gdansk) in eastern Europe. The capacity to respond decreases progressively with the decrease in size
of the city (62% of the largest local authorities responded, as against 40% of the small ones).
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The highest percentage of data available - and effectively comparable - refers to NO: (nitrogen diox-
ide, 78%), followed by SO: (sulphur dioxide, 75%) and CO (carbon monoxide, 65%o). The lowest per-
centages regard the urban pollutants that, as we shall see later, are most problematic: ozone (Os), with
regard to which 63% of the respondents supplied data, and particulate matter (PMu), for which only
58% supplied data.

3.7.3 General overview

Only in four areas were the net limits for SO- and NO: exceeded. A Coruna exceeded the limit of 125 pg/m?
per day for SO- 23 times more than the 3 allowed, Blagoevgrad once. In the Provincia di Torino, the con-
centration per hour of 200 pg/m? of NO: was exceeded 9 times more than the 18 allowed in the directive.
The area of Nord Milano is the only one where the CO limit value of 10 mg/m?® was exceeded (5 times).
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100 — 157 454 531 219
90 — 89
80 — 75
70 —
60 — 51 =
50 —
40
30 —

20+

11 12

10 -

0_I

Stockholm ee—
g—

Mantova

3
A Coruna
Barcelona m—
Birmingham s co
-
Blagoevgrad
Gdansk mm s~
N
Maribor
Modena
Nord Milano
[4;]
0510 —— 3
Pamplona mem—
Parma
Pavia
Reggio Emilia
Provincia Torino

[
)
=

M 0. NO: co o
Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

As may be seen in the above graph, the situation regarding ozone and particulate matter is much more
serious, as the limits were exceeded in, respectively, 8 and 12 of the situations monitored.

PMiw emerges as the most serious urban pollutant: 12 of the 23 local authorities with data available
exceeded the net limit values relating to the daily mean of 50 pg/m?®. The Provincia di Torino has by far
the highest value (219 times), followed by Parma (89 times), Reggio Emilia (83 times) and Modena (62
times). Of the 12 cities that exceeded the limits, the 6 with the highest values are all Italian (6 out of
the 8 Italian cities that supplied data). Of the remaining cities, 4 are in northern Europe and 2 in Spain,
but all exceeded the limit less than 10 times, except Stockholm, which exceeded it 34 times.
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Bearing in mind that the limits for PM:o will become mandatory on 1% January 2005, these figures are
a cause for concern. This is even more evident if the trends for the cities that sent data for the previ-
ous years are compared: while the cities of northern Europe appear to be progressively approaching
the permitted limits (for example, the figure for Oslo has fallen from 17 to 4 times), the Italian cities
are still far above the limits (the figure for the Provincia di Torino has fallen, but only from 229 to 219).

If the data are analysed with regard to the size of the urban areas, it emerges that the number of times
the limit for PMw has been exceeded mainly concerns the large areas (6) and medium-sized ones (5).
Of the small cities, only Mantova has problems with this pollutant.

With regard to ozone, of the 25 areas supplying valid data concerning this pollutant, 8 exceed the
value of 120 pg/m?® more than the 25 times permitted. The most critical situations appear to be those
of Parma (531 times), Modena (454) and Maribor (157) and, more generally, in this case too, those of
the Italian cities as a whole (6 of the 9 Italian cities that supplied data).

The cities that exceeded the limits for ozone concentration are: 2 large, 4 medium-sized and 2 small.

Lastly, it should be pointed out that, of the 19 cities that supplied homogeneous data for all 5 of the
pollutants, 8 are ones that have not recorded values over the limits. Of these 8, 6 are in northern

City SO: NO2 PMuwo CO Os
A Coruna 23 0 na na na
Acqui Terme na na na na 0
Ancona na 0 0 0 0
Barcelona 0 0 1 0 0
Birmingham 0 0 8 na na
Bizkaia 0 0 na 0 0
Blagoevgrad 1 0 na na na
Bristol 0 0 0 0 0
Catania 0 0 0 0 0
Den Haag na 0 na 0 na
Ferrara 0 0 54 0 11
Gdansk 0 0 4 0 7
Haemeenlinna 0 0 0 0 0
Helsingborg 0 0 0 na a
Malmoe 0 0 0 0 0
Mantova 0 0 51 0 54

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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Maribor 0 0 na na 157
Modena 0 0 62 0 454
Nikolaev 0 na na na na
Nord Milano na 0 na 5 na
Oslo 0 0 4 0 0
Pamplona 0 0 7 0 0
Parma 0 0 89 0 531
Pavia 0 0 na 0 12
Pori 0 0 0 0 0
Provincia Torino 0 9 219 0 75
Reggio Emilia 0 0 83 0 na
Stockholm 0 0 34 0 0
Tampere 0 0 0 0 0
Turku 0 0 0 0 0
Vaxjo 0 0 na na 0
Verbania na na na 0 na
Viladecans 0 na 0 na na
Vitoria-Gasteiz 0 0 na 0 0
Zaragoza 0 0 0 0 0

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

Europe, the other 2 (Catania and Zaragoza) in southern Europe. Particularly notable among these 19
urban areas is the Provincia di Torino, where the limit of 3 different pollutants was exceeded, although
there was an improvement on the previous year because the limit for nitrogen dioxide was no longer
exceeded.

A complementary indicator regards the existence and level of implementation (%) of a plan/pro-
gramme for the management of air quality.

Among the respondents that supplied these data there are 11 urban areas that have a plan for the man-
agement of air quality and 15 that have not yet adopted one (14 did not reply). Rather than a plan as
such, some of these local authorities have, in fact, adopted a number of measures forming part of admin-
istrative tools. None specified the extent to which these measures have been implemented, if any.
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3.8 Indicator 6 - Children’s journeys
to and from school

3.8.1 Definition

Indicator 6 reports the % of children travelling between home and school by the following modes of
transport:

= walking;

m cycling;

m collective transport?;

m private car?,

m other.

The indicator must be determined with reference to the ‘most commonly used form of transport’,
which may be defined as the mean of transport used for at least 50% of the school days in a year (or

else with reference to a specific date, the same for all children, to be established when data are col-
lected).

Headline indicator: Percentage of children going to school by car.

3.8.2 Extent of participation and response

Twenty-four urban areas (57% of total respondents) have sent data related to this indicator, all collect-
ed between 2000 and 2002, except for Aarhus (1994), Turku (1997) and Tampere (1999), while
Haemeenlinna and Gdansk did not state the reference year.

In particular, all 4 Finnish, 5 Italians (out of 12 respondents) and 5 Spanish (out of 9) urban areas have
answered to this indicator.

Even though the rate of response is one of the lowest, it is interesting to underline that each of the
24 data sets received can be considered comparable with the others, except for that submitted by
Parma, which contains only the headline indicator and does not specify other modes of transport.

Northern and southern countries are represented by 10 urban areas each, with a rate of response of
66% for the first and 44% for the second, whereas 4 out of 5 eastern cities have submitted data.

Overall, it seems that cities’ dimension does not influence the rate of response. In fact, data have been
sent by 10 medium-sized, 8 large and 6 small urban areas; geographical distribution, as seen, is more
or less equal.

" "Collective transport’ refers to a school bus or private car giving a lift to more than 2 children.
# 'Private car’ refers to a private car giving a lift to 2 or less children.
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Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

3.8.3 General overview

Aggregating all percentages for the 24 areas considered to obtain an overall average figure (which, as
discussed later on, is not really representative because of the wide differences registered between data
of different contexts), it appears that almost 50% of the children goes to school on foot and that 10%
rides a bicycle, while 16% uses collective transport and 22% private cars.

The analysis of the data submitted by all urban areas identifies several behavioural patterns, only par-
tially reflecting the information highlighted by the mobility indicator (see indicator 3).

The use of private car is equal or less than 15% in more than 50% of the areas considered and the
car is the least frequently used mode of transport in 6 of these cities. Displacements by non motorised
modes are more than 70% both in small cities (Aba, Blagoevgrad and Haemeenlinna) and in large
cities in northern (Oslo) and southern (Zaragoza) European countries.

Driving to and from school is less frequent than driving for all other purposes (work, leisure, ...) in
almost all urban areas, with very different percentages in different places. In Aarhus and Oslo, where
mobility by private car is rather widespread (more or less 50%), driving between home and school
records an 80% decrease; while in Nord Milano, Ferrara and Birmingham (recording similar percent-
ages for this mode) the reduction is less than a third. Also Barcelona and Zaragoza, where transport
by private car is only 20-30% of the total, these percentages show a 70-80% decrease. Vitoria-Gasteiz
reports constant values, around approximately 20%.
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Modena 14% 3% 4% 0% 78% na
Acqui Terme 24% 2% 25% 0% 49% na
Nord Milano 52% 1% 8% 0% 39% 56%
Ferrara 18% 20% 19% 1% 42% 50%
Gdansk 24% 1% 34% 5% 36% na
Birmingham 57% 0% 9% 0% 33% 43%
Parma 0% 0% 0% 68% 32% 35% (*)
Bristol 54% 1% 11% 4% 31% 54%
Maribor 56% 2% 19% 0% 22% 44%
Vitoria-Gasteiz 67% 0% 11% 0% 22% 20%
Viladecans 79% 0% 1% 0% 22% na
Turku 38% 13% 32% 2% 15% 41%
Stockholm 52% 10% 22% 2% 15% na
Helsingborg 2% 28% 11% 22% 13% na
Bizkaia 51% 0% 36% 0% 13% 29%
Aarhus 29% 30% 11% 18% 12% 55%
Pori 24% 49% 10% 2% 11% na
Oslo 78% 2%% 9% 1% 10% 48%
Barcelona 65% 0% 27% 0% 8% 21%
Haemeenlinna 48% 35% 10% 0% 8% na
Blagoevgrad 82% 0% 8% 1% 8% na
Zaragoza 70% 0% 24% 0% 6% 28%
Tampere 70% 13% 14% 0% 3% na
Aba 30% 45% 23% 0% 2% na
(*) only women

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

*This figure is artificially low because came out from a survey conducted in December 2002, which is the darkest and coldest month of the year. In
fact, surveys conducted by the municipality in other contexts show an average of 8% cycling in general and the percentage is probably much high-
er for school children during the spring-summer-autumn seasons.
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The analysis of the data for the other modes of transport identifies very different behavioural patterns
as well. In Spanish cities, such as Barcelona, Zaragoza, Viladecans and Vitoria-Gasteiz, more than 65%
of the children goes to school on foot. The same behaviour is observed in colder cities, such as Tampere
and Oslo in the North and Blagoevgrad in the East. The use of bicycle, not very popular in Spain, is the
most common mode of transport (28-49%b) to travel to school in three northern cities (Pori, Aarhus e
Helsingborg) and in one eastern city (Aba). Moreover, in the cities of Barcelona, Zaragoza and Aba
there is a considerable use of collective transport (between 23% and 27%), while the use of private
car is less than 10%.

Italian cities and part of the English ones show a completely different pattern. In all the Italian cities
that have sent data, private car is the most commonly used mode of transport (39% in Nord Milano,
49% in Acqui Terme, 78% in Modena). In the area of Nord Milano most of the children that are not
taken to school by private car, go to school on foot (52%), as also happens in Bristol and Birmingham.
Ferrara has the highest share of children that use the bicycle as an alternative to the car (20%).
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Even though the distribution of school buildings has a certain influence on the mode of transport used,

the use of non motorised modes of transport and the proximity of school buildings do not seem to be
strictly correlated. Haemeenlinna and Oslo, on one side, and Modena, on the other, are a clear exam-
ple of the role that social and cultural elements may play in the choice of the means of transport.
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In Oslo and Haemeenlinna - where 20-30% of the population lives within 300 metres of a public
school - 80% of the children goes to school on foot or by bicycle. On the other hand, in Modena, even
though more than 60% of the population lives very close to public schools, only 17% of the children
uses non motorised modes and 78% of them is taken to school by private car.
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It should further be noticed that, in the seven cities where the share of children’s non motorised jour-
neys is between 50% and 60%, the distribution of scholastic buildings within the administrative area
varies considerably (from 25% at Aarhus to 85% at Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia).

However, it is believed that a widespread distribution of scholastic buildings remains a key factor in
reducing the use of motorised modes. Of the first 9 cities where more than 60% of the children go to
school on foot or by bicycle, 6 record more than 60% of the population as living within 300 metres
of a public school.
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Private car

The indicator requires a deep investigation of the reasons determining the choice of the private car.
11 out of 24 urban areas have submitted complete questionnaires, while data submitted by Modena,
Vitoria-Gasteiz and Acqui Terme are not complete and not significant®. Lack of time and/or the length
of the journey to school seem to be the main reasons for using the private car in many cases (33%)
even in those cities - such as Viladecans and Stockholm - where almost 90% of the population lives
within 300 metres of a public school.

Successively, the greater safety guaranteed by driving seems to be a relevant reason for choosing this
means of transport (17%), and this is particularly true for the city of Acqui Terme and then for Oslo

“None of these two cities have filled in all the questionnaire, while the sample of the survey conducted in Acqui Terme consists
in only 27 children and, therefore, may be considered not significant.
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and Blagoevgrad. Unfavourable weather conditions is the main reason (11% the average calculated
on all data received) for using the car in Tampere (25%o), while the lack of alternative modes lies behind
this choice in Blagoevgrad (38%).

It is then important to highlight the remarkably high share recorded for the item ‘other’ (36%), some-
times higher than 50% (Nord Milano, Haemeenlinna and Zaragoza). This may be explained by the fact
that no answer considering parents’ mobility to job places is provided in the questionnaire (in the sur-
vey conducted in the area of Nord Milano, this answer received 37% of the total preferences).

Acqui Terme® 19% 30% 0% 52% 0%
Blagoevgrad 38% 20% 6% 20% 15%
Haemeenlinna 5% 16% 10% 13% 56%
Modena® 18% 26% na 10% na
Nord Milano na 3% na 11% 52%
Oslo % 41% 2% 23% 271%
Stockholm 3% 42% 9% 15% 31%
Tampere 5% 19% 25% 13% 38%
Viladecans 1% 61% 1% 1% 36%
Vitoria-Gasteiz® na 60% 40% na na
Zaragoza 8% 9% 2% % 73%

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI
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3.9 Indicator 7 — Sustainable
management of the local
authority and local enterprises

3.9.1 Definition

Indicator 7 investigates the extent to which “local enterprises, organisations and authorities are manag-
ing resource consumption, environmental protection and social issues by adopting recognised proce-
dures” and therefore attempts to determine the “share of public and private organisations (large, small
and medium enterprises) adopting and using environmental and social management procedures”.

The main information requirements for indicator 7 are:

m % of organisations that have adopted environmental management procedures;

m % of organisations that have adopted social management procedures;

m % of organisations that have adopted environmental and social management procedures.

A detailed analysis is also required of the following:

m % of total number of large enterprises that have adopted environmental and/or social management
procedures, classified according to the NACE code®;

m % of total number of small and medium sized enterprises that have adopted environmental and/or
social management procedures, classified according to the NACE code and the 3 categories of SMEs;

m % of total number of public organisations that have adopted environmental and/or social manage-
ment procedures;

m % of total number of non-governmental organisations that have adopted environmental and/or
social management procedures, broken down, if appropriate, into different types of organisations:
e.g. NGOs, charities.

Environmental management procedures refer to EMAS and ISO 14001 certifications, while social man-
agement procedures refer to SA8000, AA1000, SIGMA certifications.

Headline indicator: % of organisations that have adopted environmental management procedures.

3.9.2 Extent of participation and response

Of the 42 respondents, no fewer than 32 sent data relating to indicator 7, with a response level of
76%, which is higher than average. On the whole, the level of comparability may be considered sat-
isfactory in view of the fact that 28 local authorities out of 32 supplied complete data regarding the
main indicator. The level of detail and completeness regarding the other information required by the
indicator is, however, less adequate. In particular:

m 15 urban areas sent data broken down into sectors of activity (NACE code) and/or size;

m 15 sent information on public and non-governmental organisations.

#Official European nomenclature for economic activities.
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Of the 32 respondents, 17 are local authorities in southern Europe (no fewer than 12 in Italy), 10 in
northern Europe (3 in Finland) and 5 in eastern Europe. It should, however, be noted that, while all the
urban areas in eastern Europe replied, only 77% replied in southern Europe (100% of the Italian
authorities) and 67% in northern Europe.

As far as the representativeness of the size is concerned, a substantial balance may be noted: in fact,
11 large local authorities, 12 medium-sized ones and 9 small ones replied with regard to this indica-
tor. In this case, too, it should be noted that, while the figure is similar for the large urban areas (85%)
and the small ones (82%), only 67% of the medium-sized cities replied.

3.9.3 General overview

In the first place, it should be stressed that the data received regard almost exclusively organisations
with environmental certifications, since only Birmingham recorded data regarding social certifications,
reporting a enterprise and a NGO with both certifications.

Comparable data regarding public organisations and NGOs are hard to come by and, in general, it
emerges that certifications in these sectors are scarce. It has, therefore, been decided to concentrate
the analysis mainly on the diffusion of environmental certification among private enterprises.
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Private enterprises
The following table shows the number of certified enterprises reported by each respondent.

local authorities n° certified enterprises local authorities n° certified enterprises
Stockholm 179 Haemeenlinna 11
Provincia Torino 132 Modena 11
Bizkaia 93 Catania 8
Malmoe 79 Maribor 8
Zaragoza 65 Mantova 7
Birmingham 59 Reggio Emilia 7
Oslo 46 Ferrara 6
A Coruna 37 Verbania 4
Tampere 34 Parma 2
Aarhus 32 Vilanova i la Geltrdi 2
Bristol 22 Aba 1
Vitoria-Gasteiz 19 Ancona 1
Pori 15 Blagoevgrad 0
Gdansk 14 Nikolaev 0
Nord Milano 14 Acqui Terme 0
Pavia 0

Elaborated by Ambiente Italia on behalf of ECI

The city of Stockholm has by far the highest number of certified enterprises, even