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3.  Analysis results 
 
3.1 National Cultural and environmental background 
 
Almost in every country, the improvement of the urban environment aspect has not been a 
major concern up to now. Only in these last years, in fact, the awareness of the 
environmental deterioration has driven the political representatives to face the problem of 
urban quality under its many facets. At the same time, also the development of an 
ecological awareness has taken to use strategies that indirectly have helped to improve also 
the attractiveness of the urban spaces. 
It is necessary to go back much in past times to find out a “good” relationship between 
environment and pedestrians, to the times in which the cities used to develop slower than 
now and more respectful of the pedestrians’ needs. In Italy, the design of intermediate 
spaces was a strong concern in old times, above all as regards the “piazze” (squares), a 
typical feature of the Italian towns; this tradition has been in some way lost in the modern 
development of the cities. The same happened in other countries, as France, where the 
errors of the past, especially of the sixties, characterized by an increase of car use, by the 
vacation from the old districts to the new ones, planned above all for “fast” movements, 
have created unattractive urban spaces and have banished pedestrians to insignificant 
areas; as Belgium, that has been characterized in the period from the fifties to the eighties, 
by a motor car euphoria, which has marked the majority of the country’s towns (the case 
studies of Liege, Eupen and Ans-Rocourt are indeed split up or surrounded by several 
highways). 
In Italy, Switzerland, Norway, France and Belgium the researches on pedestrian areas, the 
projects and the implementations were developed in these last twenty years; they focused 
the attention on town centres, on pedestrian zones, on single squares and footpaths located 
in the oldest parts of the cities, where the town environment was already designed at 
pedestrian scale since its birth. In Finland, instead, the rights and conditions of pedestrians 
were improved only in the early nineties, but the studies focused the attention on midsize 
city centres. Only in these very last few years, the study has been widened to bigger 
networks and to more modern, more external areas. 
The process of the improvement of the urban environment aspect has been activated by 
Town Municipalities in almost all the countries; in some cases, as in Belgium, by some 
specific groups representing the “PMR” (Personnes à Mobilité Réduite) and the cyclists;  
in Finland has been followed by private financing, because of the increase of the 
commercial value of the rehabilitated areas. 
Some countries (Italy, Germany, Sweden, Denmark) have been a model, a leader both for 
the implemented projects and for the ideas on the aspect improvement, and have been 
followed by countries like Finland, especially for what concerns the re-design of the 
centres of the cities. 
Some researches on appeal have been carried on in Norway, where some earlier studies 
focused on what makes networks pedestrian friendly; the relationship among external 
conditions: physical form, services, accessibility and city life, has been looked upon in 
pilot studies: in Trondheim, Hamar, Bergen and Oslo; moreover, appeal, in Norway, is 
also looked upon in literature, and it regards, wellbeing and health. In Switzerland there 
was no research on the interdependence between design and users’ acceptance, although 
town planners and town architects have dealt, in these recent years, with the design of 
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public spaces; just a research on the acceptance of longer trips on foot in connection with 
the friendliness of the space was made near the main station of Zurich, but it was a very 
specific case and the research wasn’t made globally. In Finland, now the attention is 
focused especially on studying the network of traffic and traffic modes, in Italy and in 
France no researches were carried on attractiveness of pedestrian spaces; the only ones that 
faced in some way this topic had been promoted for commercial reasons, and then focused 
on what makes attractive a place for shoppers. A revival of the importance given to the 
“quality” of the spaces has indeed caused the re-design of some downtown older centres 
and areas characterized by shopping. 
An investigation on what is a nice city environment and the best measures to achieve it has 
been made in Norway, by Grudemo & Svensson; its results show that people’s ideas on the 
topic are diversified. The opinions differ indeed among the dwellers, both in the city centre 
and in the outskirts of the city; their evaluation about car accessibility and city 
environment depends on their gender, car ownership, travel habits and the type of 
neighbourhood they live in. 
Some common aspects come out from the comparison among cultures and traditions of the 
different countries. There are, infact, some elements which deal with appeal, that are the 
same for every Nation: the physical form of the pedestrian space and the presence of 
services; in particular, in Norway and in Switzerland historical buildings, viewpoints, 
shores and banks are part of attractive pedestrian networks, while sculptures are typical 
elements of Norway, and markets, fountains and ponds are typical elements of 
Switzerland; also in Italy the formal aspect and the use are the elements which can 
guarantee that a pedestrian space is used and liked, while the presence of green, of 
services, of lively activities are able to improve the environment in which the pedestrians 
move. 
Often it happens that two of the main factors characterizing attractiveness, form and use, 
are not always present at the same time; for example the formal aspect can be taken care 
of, but not so much the use one, or the opposite; it is infact not rare that modern spaces are 
designed and thought by technicians under the formal point of view, but they are not felt as 
attractive by the dwellers; many widenings or squares of modern residential areas are 
deserted and become quickly derelict. 
As attractiveness deals with some elements that are difficult to measure, since they are 
connected with the people subjective opinions, it seems then interesting to refer to the 
participation of users in finding out what is better to do for improving it. In Italy, only in 
these last years, it has come up the awareness that the participation of people in the 
planning process of the urban spaces is needed since the beginning, and not only at the 
end, to achieve their consensus on the already defined project. This involvement is indeed 
important to understand better which are the elements that people find still meaningful for 
them in the old or existing townscape; the experts then can try to translate these values in 
up to date technical terms and use them, as conceptual guidelines, for the design of the 
new areas or the re-design of the contemporary areas.(Tab.1) 
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 A1 B2 C D3 E F G H4 I 

FINLAND yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 

Town Municipalities 

and private financing 
yes   no no  

NORWAY yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 
Town Municipalities yes yes yes no no  

SWITZERLAND yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 
Town Municipalities yes yes yes no no  

BELGIUM yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 
Town Municipalities yes   no no  

FRANCE yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 
Town Municipalities yes yes5  no no  

ITALY yes 
T. C., Ped. 

zones 
Town Municipalities  Yes5 yes no no yes 

 
A -  Has the aspect improvement of the urban environment been a major concern up to now in the Country? 
B -  In which part of the cities the aspect improvement of the urban environment has been investigated? 
C -  Who activated the process of improvement of the urban environment aspect? 
D -  Is there a model which is followed? 
E -  Has there been research on the relation between designers and users’ needs and desires? 
F -  Have the ideas about attractive elements been enquired? 
G -  Do guidelines dealing with aspect and/or attractiveness exist? 
H -  Are the three aspects of attractiveness (Form, Structure and Use) taken care of in the design? 
I -  Do the methods for improving aspect include the participation of users? 
 

Extent of pedestrian areas

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

10000 100000 1000000

Number of inhabitants

m
et

re
s 

/ 1
00

0 
in

ha
bi

ta
nt

s

Scandinavia

Finland

 
                                                 
1 Only in these last years the improvement of the urban environment aspect has been a major concern in most 
of the Countries 
2  T.C.: town centres; Ped. Zones: pedestrian zones; more external and modern areas. 
3 Models from Italy, Germany, Sweden, Denmark 
4 Sometimes just two of the three aspects of Attractiveness (Form and Use) have been taken care of in the 
design, but most of the times only one aspect is faced in the projects. 
5 The only researches have been promoted for commercial reasons 

Tab. 1 – National background 
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Tab.2 - Extent of pedestrian areas in different countries and cities (from the Finnish 
National Report on Attractiveness) 
 
 
3.1.1 Comparison among the various case study towns, areas and 

itineraries 
 
Towns 
The case study towns, for what concerns the population, can be grouped in four different 
classes: one for the very small cities, from 8.000 to 31.000 inhabitants (Frascati-Italy, 
Jyvaskyla-Finland, Eupen and Ans-Belgium and Sursee-Switzerland); one for the small 
ones, from 60.000 to 90.000 (Kuopio-Finland, L’Aquila-Italy and Lillehammer-Norway); 
one for the middle size cities, from 100.000 to 200.000 inhabitants (Trondheim-Norway, 
Geneve-Switzerland, Amiens-France, Liege-Belgium and Modena-Italy; and the last one 
for the big cities (Helsinki-Finland with 547.000 inhabitants, Nantes-France with 500.000 
and Zurich-Switzerland with 340.000). It can be said that in every country the case studies 
represent the various classes. 
Every analyzed town is characterized by a very rich and beautiful environment. Many 
cities, especially in the North part of Europe, have a close contact with nature; they are 
indeed located close to sea, lakes and rivers, and are equipped with several public gardens. 
Most of the towns have a flat orography (Myllypuro and Kuopio, in Finland; Geneve, 
Sursee, Zurich, in Switzerland; Nantes and Amiens, in France; Trondheim, in Norway; 
Modena, in Italy), but also hilly or mountain ones are present in different countries 
(Helsinki and Jyvaskila, in Finland, Trondheim and Lillehammer, in Norway, Frascati and 
L’Aquila, in Italy). It has to be said that Norway and Italy are the countries which present, 
under the physical geography aspect, more differentiated cities: flat, hilly, mountain ones. 
The Italian cities are not characterized by the presence of water, but they present different 
landscapes which strongly characterize them. 
As concerning the period of settlement, all the cities, except for Jyvaskyla founded in 
1837, date to the old times; they are therefore characterized by smaller or larger old 
downtowns, where, in most of the cases, the services are concentrated. 
The highest number of services is in the Swiss cities, especially in Geneve and Zurich, in 
Helsinky and in Nantes; museums, parks, public services, shopping and educational 
facilities, cultural events characterize these towns, which, also for this reason, are highly 
attractive for pedestrians. It is interesting to underline that these cities are the most 
populated ones, except for Geneve, and this is one of the reason for the high presence of 
services and facilities. Frascati, the smallest city, is the one with less services, although it 
is characterized by the presence of tourist facilities, such as restaurants, shops and 
museums; the presence of a University characterizes most of the cities but Sursee, Frascati, 
Ans-Rocourt and Eupen; Kuopio has also several other institutes and 3.500 enterprises; 
L’Aquila, being both the capital of the Abruzzo region and of the province, hosts 
administrative and cultural activities, while Modena activities are based more on 
agriculture and industries, than on tertiary ones; finally Sursee presents a good supply of 
shopping facilities, public services and training facilities.  
The development structure of all these towns is quite similar, every one indeed presents a 
well preserved old centre, with high housing density, and more recent developments, 
spread all around, with a less dense, more scattered built structure. 
 
Case study areas 
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The case areas have been grouped in four different categories: the ones located in the city 
centre, the semi central ones, close to the historical city centre; the urban districts, far from 
the city centre but still inside the “city”; the suburban ones, located in the outskirt of the 
city. It is interesting to underline that the first group (Kuopio-city centre, Jyvaskyla-city 
centre, Trondheim-Midtbyen, Lillehammer-centre, Frascati-San Rocco, Amiens-Saint Leu, 
Sursee-Sursee Mitte, Liege centre, Eupen centre) is characterized, for the great part, by 
similar features as size, density, terrain and nature, services. 
The majority of the first group’s case areas is smaller than the ones of the other groups; 
infact 5 out of 9 are 0,2-0,4 sqkm big; Eupen and Sursee Mitte are the biggest ones, 1,0-1,1 
sqkm, while Liege and Jyvaskyla city centre are 0,6-0,7 sqkm big. 
All of the case areas are equipped with many services, such as shops, restaurants, hotels, 
schools, cultural services, museums, markets, theatres, public services, and so on, infact, 
most of them, are residential, “cultural” and commercial areas; only Sursee Mitte and 
Trondheim-Lade are characterized also by an industrial zone. Their location also affects 
the environment characterization: in downtown areas the vegetation is not so present, 
except for Lillehammer-centre, equipped with 2 parks; the presence of water, on the other 
hand, in some cases, enriches the city centre areas environment; for the district of Saint 
Leu indeed water, in the past times, was a source of energy and economy, and now is the 
scenario for many lively places with pubs and restaurants; in Sursee Mitte the river crosses 
the area from the North and forms a boundary in the South; in Liege, the river Meuse 
formes the boundary of the area, while in Eupen the river Haasbach crosses the area from 
south-west to east, but runs partially underground in the most central part of the area. 
Making some consideration on the population density of the chosen areas, it comes up that 
the most populated one is Geneva-La Cluse in Switzerland (32.378 inh x sqkm), while the 
least inhabited is Lillehammer-Vingrom, in Norway; this situation reflects also the mean 
density of the case areas. The Norwegian areas have indeed the lowest population density: 
Trondheim-Midtbyen (2.610 inh per sqkm), Trondheim-Tillerbyen (2.500 inh per sqkm), 
Trondheim-Lade (1.253 inh per sqkm) and Lillehammer-Vingrom (10 inh per sqkm), 
which is the lowest populated area; quite high densities, besides being found in the Swiss 
case areas, are also in France, Finland and Italy: Nantes-Bellevue (14.800 inh per sqkm), 
Helsinki-Toolo (12.320 inh per sqkm) and San Rocco (12.270 inh per sqkm). It is 
interesting to notice that the area with the lowest population density (Lillehammer- 
Vingrom) is a suburban area, where the inhabitants are very scattered on the territory, 
while almost all the areas with the highest population density are urban district areas. 
Making a comparison between the 4 groups, it comes out that the density of the areas in 
the city centre is between 4000 and 7000 inhabitants per square kilometre (excluding a 
lower peak in Trondheim-Midtbyen and a higher peak in Frascati-San Rocco) and such 
density in general is lower than the one in the  semi central and urban districts, with some 
exceptions (Trondheim-Lade, in Norway, L’Aquila-La Villa and Modena-Saliceto Panaro 
in Italy), while is generally higher than in the suburban areas but for one exception that is 
Zurich-Schwamendingen Mitte, in Switzerland. The exception confirms the mean (Norway 
and Switzerland) but for Italy. Among the city centre areas, the most populated one is 
Frascati-San Rocco (12.270 inh per sqkm), which differentiates itself also because it is the 
oldest one (XII-XVI cen.), together with Saint Leu, founded in the middle age and 
recovered in 1985-1990. 
As building typology  it can be said that most of the case study areas are characterized by 
multi-storey blocks of flats. In suburban areas, scattered one family houses and terrace 
houses in some cases are the only ones to characterize the areas, in other cases alternate to 
low or higher small block of flats; in the city centre, on the opposite, the typology is 
limited almost to blocks of flats and blocks with courtyards; Lillehammer-centre 
Trondheim-Midtbyen, Sursee Mitte and Amiens-Saint Leu are characterized also by the 
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presence of terrace houses and/or of one family houses. The semi central and urban district 
areas present a building typology similar to the city centre areas one, in some cases the 
industrial buildings characterize some parts of these areas. 
The comparison among the four groups of case areas points out an alternation in the 
presence of some features; green and vegetation are not always present in the first group of 
areas, while all the semi central ones are characterized by green areas and sometimes by a 
hilly morphology; the urban district areas lack green, except for Modena-Saliceto Panaro, 
while the suburban ones are plunged in the nature, also at Zurich S.M. spacious green 
areas are around the schools. Rivers characterize some of the case areas, both semi central 
and suburban, above all in Switzerland; in particular, in Zurich S.M., the river Glatt 
borders the North part of the area and a little stream flows from the case study area into it. 
The same thing can be detected for what concerns services: the city centre zones are very 
well equipped, while the semi central ones, living and using the city centre services, don’t 
present a good amount of them; in the urban districts, planned and structured 
neighbourhoods, the presence of services, on the opposite, is quite good, finally the 
suburban areas are the lowest equipped ones, just the main services are present: schools, 
shops, churches, hospitals, some administrative services. 
From the comparison of all these case areas it can be said that, generally, some similar 
features and characteristics can be found in every group of zones, even though from 
different countries; there are, of course, some peculiarities, like the wooden houses in 
Norway and Finland, the type of nature and morphology, the quality of services, which 
identify the case area  as belonging to a specific country, but the general classification 
works for every case area from every country. (Tab.3) 
 
 
 
Caption of Table 3. 
 
Location: 
CC: city centre 
SC: semi central 
UD: urban district 
S: suburban 
Physical geography: 
F: flat 
H: hilly 
G: green 
mG: a lot of green 
R: river 
Rs: rivers 
L: lake, sea 
T: terraces 
S: slopes 
C: canals 
Buildings’ typology: 
B: blocks of flats 
F: one family houses 
SH: scattered houses 
IB: industrial buildings 
TH: terrace houses 
UB: university buildings 
V: villas 
Soc. H: social housings 

Services: 
Sc: schools 
Sh: shopping centres, shops 
T: theatres 
H: hospitals 
M: museums 
PO: post offices 
C: churches 
S: public and private, social and medical, services 
U: universities 
B: banks 
CC: cultural centres 
O: offices and enterprises 
Kg: kindergartens 
R: restaurants 
Ht: hotels 
Mk: markets, supermarkets 
PS: police stations 
I: industries 
L: libraries 
SP: sport, playgrounds 
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Tab.3 - Synoptic table of the case areas’ features 
 

CASE 
AREAS 

SIZE 
(sq. 
km) 

INHA
BITAN
TS 
N° 

DENSITY 
(inh per 
sq.km) 

LOCATI
ON 

DATE OF 
SETTLEMENT

PHYSICAL 
GEOGRAP
HY 

BUILDINGS’
TYPOLOGY SERVICES 

Helsinki - 
Myllypuro 1,11 4.106 3.730 S 60's F+mG  B H,C,S,Sh 

Helsinki - 
Toolo 0,73 8.994 12.320 SC 10's-40's H+G  B Sc, C,  Sh 

Jyvaskyla - 
City Centre 0,73 4.068 5.570 CC 30's-70's H B T, Sc, municipal 

O, Sh 

Jyvaskyla - 
Kortepohja 0,66 4.413 7.360 UD 70's H+L+mG B+ TH, UB  S,Sh 

Kuopio - City 
Centre 0,2 956 4.780 CC 30's-80's F+G B O, Sh, Ht, Mk 

Lillehammer - 
Centre 0,4 1.937 4.850 CC 1850 H+mG+R 

Wooden old 
houses, F, 
TH, B 

Sh, pub O 

Lillehammer - 
Vingrom 82,9 800 10 S 50’s-80’s H+mG+R SH, F Sc, Sh, I, Kg, SP, 

S, C 

Trondheim - 
Lade 3,2 4.028 1.253 SC 1900-2002 H+mG+L B+IB S, Sh, I, O 

Trondheim - 
Midtbyen 0,2 522 2.610 CC 1850 F+G+R+C W, TH+B Sh, S  

Trondheim - 
Tillerbyen 2,4 6.000 2.500 S 1975-2002 F+mG F, TH, low B 

incinerator, Ht, 
Kg, Sh, O, I, C, 
Sc, SP 

Geneva - La 
Cluse 0,46 14.894 32.378 SC 1947-1970 F+G+R B+, UB Sc, U, C, S 

Sursee - 
Sursee Mitte 1,02 4.498 4.410 CC+SC 60's F+R B, F, IB  R, Sh, Mk 

Zurich - 
Langstrasse 0,6 7.532 12.532 SC 1893-1930 F+R B, IB, TH Sc, M, S, Sh, R, 

C, Mk 

Zurich - 
Schwamendi
ngen Mitte 

0,56 5.294 9.453 S 30’s-60’s F+Rs+G B, F Sh, R, S 

Ans-Rocourt 1,9 4.200 2.200  S 20’s-70’s F B Sh, Mk, Kg 

Eupen 1,1 6.100 5.550  CC 18th century H+F+R+G   Sh, Sc, S 

Liege 0,6 4.400 7.350  CC 16th century to 
now F+R B Sh, C, T, U, L 

Nantes - 
Bellevue 0,54 8.000 14.800 UD 60's F+G B, F Sh, S, PO, B, Sc 

Amiens - 
Saint Leu 0,34 2.355 6.900 CC 

middle age-
recovery 
1985-1990 

F+C TH, B, UB Sc, CC, L, R, Sh, 
C, U 

Frascati - 
San Rocco 0,2 2.454 12.270 CC 

XII-XVI 
centuries, after 
World War II 

T+H+S Hist.B, B Sh, PO, PS, Sc 

L'Aquila - La 
Villa 0,36 1.617 4.492 SC 10's-30's-60's H+G V, Soc. H, 

small B, F 
Kg, C, U, regional 
O, B, S 

Modena - 
Saliceto 
Panaro 

0,68 3.915 5.757 UD 70's F+G B, F, TH SP, Sc, H, Sh 
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Itineraries 

A classification similar to the one used for the comparison of the case areas has been used 
for the chosen itineraries. 
The first aspect that comes out from this classification is that the itineraries of the suburban 
case areas are some of the longest ones: 1.300 and 1.460 m (Trondheim-Tillerbyen and 
Helsinky-Myllypuro); the shortest itinerary (250 m) is, instead, of a city centre area 
(Frascati-San Rocco). Helsinki-Toolo itinerary, is an exception, because even though is 
very long, 1.500 m, it belongs to a semicentral area. 
Almost all the analyzed areas are characterized by a flat orography; only the itineraries 
located in the central areas, San Rocco and Lillehammer-centre, present a varied 
altimetrical conformation, with, in some cases such as in San Rocco, a very high difference 
in level between the beginning and the end of the itinerary. 
Almost half of the analyzed paths are completely open: the paths in the central zones and 
the ones in the suburbs. The others have both open sections and sheltered ones, with 
various percentages, usually higher for the outdoor ones.  
It is interesting to underline that all the itineraries of  the Italian case study areas are all 
open; the French ones are all or mostly open: Amiens for the 100% of the length, and 
Nantes for the 86%; this is probably because of climate conditions. The 100% open 
itineraries of the case areas of Tillerbyen and Myllypuro can be explained by the location 
of the areas in the suburbs; it is improbable, infact, that in an unbuilt space a pedestrian 
path is sheltered. The itineraries that are much more sheltered are the ones in Switzerland: 
La Cluse-Geneva for 80% and Zurich-Langstrasse and Sursee for about 50% of their 
length, while Zurich S.M. is almost completely open. 
The chosen itineraries of the various case areas have been analyzed for the different way in 
which they relate to the surrounding environment. 
The relation between the space and the buildings, in plan, can be subdivided in three 
different types: a direct relation, an indirect one, and no relation at all.  
The itineraries in the city centre are characterized, for five cases out of the six analyzed 
ones, by a high percentage of direct relation (70% in Frascati-San Rocco, 75% in Amiens- 
Saint Leu, 82% in Jyvaskyla-centre, 95% in Sursee Mitte, and 55% in Kuopio-centre). It 
can be pointed out that, in some cases, when the relation is highly direct, the number of 
entrances is high and contributes to the liveliness of the area (San Rocco, Saint Leu). 
Myllypuro itinerary, on the opposite, is characterized by an indirect relation with buildings 
for all its length, infact it runs inside a green area where scattered blocks of flats are 
located.  
There are itineraries, in areas with different locations, which have no relation with 
buildings, and this means that they border open spaces: Kuopio, L’Aquila-La Villa, 
Jyvaskyla-Kortepoya and Trondheim-Tillerbyen; in the first two cases the open spaces are 
green areas, parks, in the last two, instead, the buildings are set back, creating an open 
space, without appeal, especially in Tillerbyen. Some itineraries are characterised by a mix 
of situations (Toolo, Modena, Liegi, Zurich-Schwamendingen Mitte): direct, indirect and 
missing relations; the direct relation  with buildings ranges from 25% of Schwamendingen 
Mitte to 40% of Modena. In two itineraries locate in semi central areas, both in 
Switzerland (Geneva-La Cluse and Zurich-Langstrasse), there is a situation quantitatively 
similar but qualitatively very different; in the former a scarce relation can be assessed 
(80% indirect and 20% un-existent), in the latter a very good one (80% direct and 20% 
indirect).   
The relation between the space and the buildings, in elevation, can be subdivided in two 
different types: continuous and different in height. 
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In Nantes-Bellevue and Amiens-Saint Leu, in Geneva-La Cluse, in Modena-Saliceto 
Panaro, in Jyvaskyla city centre and Kortepoya, and in Liege, the fronts along the chosen 
itineraries are continuous in height (for 70-80% of the length), while in San Rocco, Sursee 
Mitte, Zurich-Langstrasse and Schwamendingen Mitte, La Villa, Tyllerbyen, they are 
different in height (for 50%-80% of the length), creating a variety in the perception of the 
built environment. 
The fronts architectonically characterized are the ones along the itineraries in San Rocco, 
La Villa, Sursee Mitte, Saint Leu, Zurich S.M., La Cluse and Zurich Langstrasse; the 
architectonic characterization obviously reflects the culture of the country and the age of 
the area. 
The relation between buildings height and places width is for most of the cases < 1, and 
this means that either the buildings height is less than 4 floors, or that the space width is 
very large. Only the itinerary in La Cluse has, for the 90% of its length, a relation h>l.  
Tillerbyen and Kortepoya itineraries are characterized by buildings of just 1-3 floors, while 
La Cluse and Zurich Schwamendingen Mitte, for all the length of the itinerary, by very tall 
one (> 4 floors). 
Landmarks and lively nodes are present almost in all the case areas, except for Kuopio, 
Jyvaskyla Kortepoya, Myllypuro, Zurich-Schwamendingen Mitte and Tillerbyen. 
 
 
3.2 Experts assessment on the configuration of the spaces: 

problems and worths 
 
The aim of the Synthesis Report is to merge the findings of the various National Reports. 
The core of this elaboration concerns the comparison among the overall evaluations made 
by each parner as conclusive step of the attractiveness analysis. This comparison is made 
by confronting the final ranked lists of problems and worths detected by the experts in the 
case studies of each country, with the aim of finding which are the main and common 
problems to be solved, and which are the features of the urban intermediate spaces that can 
be considered generally attractive or unattractive for pedestrians. This analisys takes also 
to highlight, for some case study areas, peculiarities that are worth to be highlit or 
particular problems that ask for specific solutions. 
 
 
3.2.1 Methodological premise 
 
Each partner, as expert, has used different ways of expressing evaluations in the  national 
report of his competence. Since the international comparison has to be made justapposing 
such evaluations, the first step to face, to develop a correct comparison, is to homogenize 
these definitions. To this aim, the definitions individuated by the Work package leader, in 
the drawing up of the Italian National Report, have been used as a point of reference for 
relating the different sentences used by the other partners, in their national reports, to 
explain same concepts.  
The evaluations expressed by the experts of the three Italian case studies are reported first, 
underlining the shared and not shared ones, then, in the same way, are reported the ones 
expressed in the other Countries. 
The results, in each Country, put in evidence the problems that have been detected by the 
experts in all the case areas, and therefore can be considered as similar problems 
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characterizing them. It has been already said in 2.1 Experts’ analysis, page 23, how the 
ranking has been made for the Italian case areas; it is necessary to spend few words to say 
which method has been used to make such ranking, when not already made by the 
partners, for the other Countries. To rank the problems which are shared by the same 
quantity of case areas, the number of various features characterizing each specific problem 
has been used as parameter. The higher is the number of features, the higher is the ranking. 
When one problem is characterized by the same number of features, the ranking is based 
also on the mean value that results from the different positions occupied by each problem 
The lists reported here are the synthesis, made by the Work Package leader, of the 
information that were present in the national reports elaborated by the partners. 
In the following pages, country by country, the lists of problems and worths are reported, 
togheter with some considerations. Also some of the tools, that were used by the partners 
to detect the problems, are presented for giving an idea of the application of the various 
steps of the methodology that was briefly explained in chapter 1. They are mapping and 
drawings elaborated after the targeted surveys, pictures and evaluations aimed at showing 
the problems indicators. In particular pictures have been inserted that refer, as far as 
possible, to the main detected problems or worths. 
The elaborations and assessments have been very “detailed” and are all collected in the 
National Reports; who wishes to have more information on the topic can contact the 
partner responsible of the workpackage.  
 
The experts’ evaluations expressed in each Italian case study areas, the templates 
containing the evaluations as expressed by the experts of each Country, interfaced with 
abbreviations, that refer them to the corresponding similar wider problem fields detected 
by the italian partners, and the peculiar problems, characterizing only some of the 
analysed case areas are reported in the Annex 1. 
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3.2.2 Results country by country: main problems 
 
Italy 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  experts 

L’AQUILA-LA VILLA 

MODENA- SALICETO PANARO 

FRASCATI-SAN ROCCO  

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

4 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

6 lack and unaptness of lighting 

7 low maintenance and management of open spaces 

8 monotony of details and finishings 

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts 

10 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The problems singled out in the three case study areas are practically the same, except for 
“unfriendly and overwhelming environment”, individuated in L’Aquila and Modena. 
The classification of the common list almost respects the single list of every area; infact 
the first two similar aspects rank in the first two places in all the cities. One of the big 
difference concerns the aspect of “monotony of details and finishings”, at the sixth place in 
La Villa area, and at the eighth place in Saliceto Panaro area, and at the last one in San 
Rocco area; the less importance given to this aspect in Frascati can be explained by the 
presence in the case area of many historical buildings.  
For the experts of the three case study areas the most important detected problem is related 
to the lack, or bad configuration of the pedestrian spaces, which is essential and represents 
the first basic step toward the outline of a configuration of an attractive environment for 
people walking. The configuration of the street and of the squares is not at pedestrian 
scale, having drawn inspiration above all by cars’ exigencies. 

1- L’Aquila-La Villa 
2- Modena-Saliceto Panaro 
3- Frascati-San Rocco 

1 2

3



WP4 Attractiveness Synthesis Report                                                                                        

 43

Choice of the itinerary, Map1 

Modena, Saliceto Panaro 

 

 
 
 

 
 
L’aquila, La Villa  
 
The second detected negative feature, for L’Aquila and Frascati case areas, is indeed to the 
annoying influences due to the presence of other modes of transport; in Saliceto Panaro 
area this problem is at the third place in the list of the negative features of the place, 
because the chosen area is located outside the city centre of Modena, and the negative 
impact of vehicular mobility is especially located on the boundary roads. 
 
Dimensional relation, Map 4b 

 

 
Ea8.   The level of 

attractiveness of the 
spaces along the 
itinerary is low because 
the relation between the 
width of the spaces and 
the height of the 
buildings gives the 
pedestrians a sense of 
narrowness. 

Frascati,  
San Rocco 
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Ea8.   The level of attractiveness of the spaces along the itinerary is high because even though there 

is not a proportional relation between the spaces width and the buildings height (the first is 
much bigger than the second), the open space is fragmented and divided by several lines of 
trees and by different pavements material, so that very often the environment where the 
pedestrian moves is at "pedestrian size" or at human scale. 

 

 
L’Aquila, La Villa 
 
Considerations and evaluations, Form 6 

 
Frascati, San Rocco 
 
Ea23.   The area can surely be defined as fragmentary in relation to 

the context as inner boundaries can easily be identified: in 
first place the Rome-Frascati railway line which separates 
the residential area in two parts since there is no protected 
crossing of the line. 
In the widest part of the area, also the height differences 
divide it in many subareas. This is especially evident where 
the old historical centre is divided from the more recent 
buildings of the same area by a 20 mt drop. 
 

Ea30.   In the area one pedestrian network, 
formed by pedestrian streets and by 
walkways, is individuated: the path 
inside the historical and commercial 
core, with some streets, near San 
Rocco church, which are 
characterized by no walkways, and 
passing through San Pietro square, 
Vittorio Emanuele gallery and 
market square results safe because of 
the presence of few vehicles. The 
path, connecting three of the chosen 
services (market, church, 
commercial area), is equipped with pedestrian streets or with walkways >1.5m, and zebra 
crossings are always present in correspondence of every crossing. The path is connected, 
through Via Bonaparte stair (A2) and Via Colonna (B2), to the path chosen in WP4 (see 
map 1). 
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Modena, Saliceto Panaro 
 
Ea23.   The total area could be considered as an organic 

spatial unit, because it's surrounded by four 
urban roads that mark the boundaries: the via 
Emilia Est and the via Divisione Acqui which 
are heavy traffic roads. The Tangenziale (ring 
road), is a heavy traffic road and also a 
boundary as it is an embankment road; a high 
wall, that runs along via Minutara and that 
separates the area from a Military zone, acts as 
boundary. 
The unity of the area is unfortunately 
interrupted by three inner roads, that represent 
a strong interruption for the pedestrian 

 

 
mobility, since they are characterized by a >40km/h speed traffic (WP2). To enter the 
area there are five gateways: the three accesses (1, 2 and 3) are connoted by the 
presence of trees; one (4) is characterized from a change from a low density to a higher 
density in the built areas: buildings that surround the accesses are perceived as door 
posts. The access (5) is determinate by a change in level. 
 

Ea25.   The core present in the central part of the case 
study area is made of different elements: 
shops, green areas and facilities that 
constitute the downtown. The core is 
composed by two parts: a larger and more 
important one where there are more shops, a 
bar, a tobacconist and a large equipped green 
area; the other, smaller and less important, 
where there are a supermarket and a pub that  
attract people in completely different hours. These two parts are connected by a path, long 
155m, that is formally quite appealing as environments view, but not as dimension, 
material and upkeep of the walkway. 
 

 
The form: dimension, construction and equipment, Form 5a 

L’Aquila, La Villa 

 
Ea19.   There is an alternation of light and dark 

along the itinerary, but the key points aren't 
more lit than the surroundings and the spots 
that are lit at the most, don't correspond to 
the highest points of importance, because 
they are located along the roads for a vehicle 
use. 
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Finland 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  
HELSINKI-MYLLYPURO 

HELSINKI-TOOLO 

KUOPIO-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-KORTEPOHJA 

1 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

2 intensive physical and visual  impact of vehicular mobility 

3 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

4 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities

6 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

7 monotony of details and finishings 

8 lack and unaptness of lighting 

9 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4- Helsinki-Toolo 
5- Helsinki- Myllypuro 
6- Jyvaskyla-Kortepohja 
7- Kuopio-City centre 
8- Jyvaskyla-city centre 

4

5 6

7 8
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Helsinki, Myllypuro: Choice of the itinerary, Map 1 
 
 
In Finland there are four problems shared by the five case study areas: at the first place is 
“lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation”, that includes lack of 
landmarks, of intermediate goals, of a clear hierarchy of outdoor spaces, of clear 
boundaries, of a core, of a green network; it is the most repeated negative aspect of the 
analysed space. It was indeed already mentioned that in most of the finnish case areas, 
landmarks and livery nodes were missing. At the second place is “intensive phisical and 
visual impact of vehicular mobility”, which includes the problem of the parking lots 
unshielded, the discontinuity of the pedestrian itineraries due to the zebra crossing, the 
interference with vehicular, bicycle and delivery traffic with (12 negative elements), 
together with “shortage of appropriate pedestrian space”; at the fourth place, with 5 
negative elements, one for each case study area, “lack or insufficiency of natural features” 
is above all related to the lack of water, repeated in 4 over 5 case study areas.  
The “shortage of appropriate pedestrian space” is in general related to a real lack of 
pedestrian spaces (Kuopio, Helsinki/Toolo) or to the character of the spaces that are not 
inviting to stay in (Myllypuro, Helsinki/Toolo, Jyvaskyla Kortepohja) and, in Myllypuro 
and Jyvaskila Kortepohja, also to the lack of liveliness, and in the last one to some possible 
problems of interference due to different ages, to different ethnic groups, to the presence of 
disagreeable individuals. 



WP4 Attractiveness Synthesis Report                                                                                        

 48

 
 

Helsinky, Myllypuro: The form: dimension, construction and equipment, Map 5 
 
The problems unshared by all the cities can be grouped in two different categories: the 
first, in which the problems are shared by three case study areas (Myllypuro, Toolo, 
Jyvaskyla Kortepohja), includes 4 problems, that are not detected in the two case study 
areas that are located in the city centre; they are indeed related to services, facilities and 
commercial activities, and to the elements characterizing the pedestrian space: furniture, 
finishings and lighting; this underlines a common situation: more attention is given to city 
centres than to urban residential districts. The second category, concerns just two case 
study areas which share only one problem: “unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment”, that is in both cases related to a sense of void and too much openness. 
The case study area in which very few negative elements have been detected is Jyvaskyla 
City centre, where just three problems, related to walking, were individuated; one of them 
is related to the impact of vehicular mobility and the other two to the lack of green network 
and water elements. The reason for such peculiar situation is due to the fact that in this 
town an interesting upgrading has been recently implemented for creating a well designed 
street dedicated to pedestrians: part of Kauppakatu street. 
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Helsinki, Toolo: Indication of the spaces current use, Map 7 
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Switzerland 
problems shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

GENEVA-LA CLUSE 

SURSEE-SURSEE MITTE 

ZURICH-LANGSTRASSE 

ZURICH-SCHWAMENDINGEN MITTE 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

4 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

6 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

7 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

8 low maintenance and management of open spaces  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
In Switzerland only three problems are shared by all the case study areas: “shortage of 
appropriate pedestrian spaces”, “intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular  
mobility”, and “lack and unappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment”. For the 
first problem, the negative features are above all related to the lack of space for 
pedestrians, narrow or absent walkways, lack of places where to stay, lack of lively spaces 
bordered by buildings with accesses, openings and so on. The second is just related to the 
discontinuity of pedestrian network and to the negative impact of the traffic in the area, 

9- Geneve-La Cluse 
10- Sursee-Sursee Mitte 
11- Zurich-Langstrasse 
12- Zurich-Schwamendingen Mitte 

10    9

11 12
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above all for its separating effect; the third counts one negative element in each case study 
area (lack of urban furniture), except for Sursee Mitte, where the problem is also related to 
the bus stops that are not animated and integrated. 
The problems unshared in all the cities are: “lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation”, “lack or insufficiency of natural features”, “unfriendly and 
overwhelming built environment”, shared by two case study areas, and “lack or deficiency 
of services, facilities and commercial activities”, and “low maintanance and management 
of open spaces”, present just in Schwamendingen Mitte. 
It is interesting to notice that, in this case, the area is equipped with many services on its 
whole, but nevertheless such lack is detected; this is probably due to its being a suburban 
area and therefore feeling more in need of facilities. It is also the only area where there 
have been complains about maintenance. 
 

 
 
Geneva, La Cluse: Vegetation, water and street pavement materials, interview site, Map 4 
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Geneva, La Cluse: Experts’ Assesment 
 

 

The form, structure and use of the area and itinerary 
 
Ea31.   There is no protected pedestrian network present in the area, but there are shopping 

streets with protected parts. 
Ea39.  There are only few activities of rest on the public space along the road, because there 

are no places to sit. 
Ea40.  There are nearly no small places at all along the road, that attract people. 
Eb3.    Dimension relations: 

-    not sufficient width of pavement, not enough place along the street to bring people 
to slinger 

-    high impact of parking lots along one side of the street 
-    the height of buildings, the wide space for traffic and the not very wide pavements 

for pedestrians create a  feeling of narrow space 
Ea23.   The section of the area can not be considered as an organic spatial unit delimited by 

boundaries. There is only one natural boundary, formed by the river Arve. The 
functions in the section of the area and in the neighbouring areas are shared (e.g. 
schools, hospital, park “Plainpalais”, university). The area La Cluse is formed by 
artificial boundaries of traffic roads, which cut the area in a strong way. 

Ea12.   There are large parking lots along the east side of the walkway (each with more then 8 
cars), where the pavement has a width of 2.5m. So people have to walk between 
buildings and cars on this side of the street. 

Ea 20.  Few natural features: the green elements are deciduous trees along the south part of 
the itinerary and on squares. The only green is on squares and in bowls with bushes or 
flowers. On the north part of the itinerary there is no green, with exception of some 
bowls with bushes. 

Eb6.    Water sources are very artificial, there is no presence of wildlife (fish, water birds). 
The typical vegetation is of evergreen bushes and flowers in bowls, on the south part 
of the itinerary there are trees along the street (deciduous trees). 

Partial conclusions 
 
CE-2.  Negative aspects: 

- No trees in the north part of the itinerary 
- Not sufficient width of the walkways 
- There are not enough places to stay along the street but few squares 
- The parking along the small pavements is dominant 
- The distance between the pavements on both side of the street is high, the space for 

pedestrians is on the edge 
- There are not enough crossings between both side of the street 

CE-4.  Itinerary level: 
     The elements that identify and frame the itinerary in its complex are: 

- Wide roads with separated tram tracks, lanes for cars, parking and not very wide 
walkways, but high buildings 

-    A strong separation of both sides of the street (not enough crossings for pedestrian) 
-    Few landmarks 
-    Only few lively spots and places to stay, stroll and sit along the street 
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France 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

NANTES-BELLEVUE 

AMIENS-SAINT LEU 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

2 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

3 monotony of details and finishings 

4 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

7 lack and unaptness of lighting 

8 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

9 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

10 low maintenance and management of open spaces 

 
 

 
Nantes, Bellevue: The itinerary 
 
 
In France almost every problem, detected in the two case study areas, is shared; the only 
unshared one is “low maintenance and management of open spaces”, individuated in 
Amiens, and related to the low maintenance of pedestrian pavements and of the facades 
lining the pedestrian paths. Like in Italy and Switzerland the most important negative 

13- Nantes-Bellevue 
14- Amiens-Saint Leu 14

13
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aspect of the analysed spaces is related to the “shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces”, 
but in Amiens and Nantes, this problem is much more connected to the lack of lively 
spaces, to the lack of accesses, of relations among the different public spaces. In Bellevue, 
created in the ‘60s, the organization of the space privileges the car and the large-scale town 
planning. The pedestrian suffers then from this abundance of square meters which obliges 
him to walk for long distances. Buildings are too long, streets are too wide, places are too 
big to allow an individual appropriation. The district of Saint Leu, on the contrary is totally 
at the pedestrian scale, but the materials on the ground remind of a very common place, 
and the organization of the space is absent. 
 
Nantes, Bellevue: Experts’ Assesment 
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The second important problem: “the lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation” is related to a scarce legibility of the space, that influences also the 
orientation, to the absence of landmarks and points of reference and above all to the lack of 
a real pedestrian network. The importance given to this aspect is obviously influenced by 
the attention that in France is given to the design of public space. 
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Belgium 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

LIEGE 

EUPEN 

ANS-ROCOURT 

1 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

4 monotony of details and finishings 

5 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D) 

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

7 lack and unaptness of lighting 

8 low maintenance and management of open spaces 

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

10 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
As already said at point 2.4, at page 30, the Belgian partners in their national reports have 
compared only two of the case studies analysed by the experts, thinking that this was the 
most coherent choice, with the impossibility to make the comparison among experts’ and 
users’ evaluations for all the three case studies. Since, from the statistical point of view, it 
could be interesting to consider the evaluations expressed by all the experts, because they 
could add some further insights on possible differences among the cases, in the Synthesis 
Report all the three Belgian case study areas have been considered in both analyses of 
problems and worths. Amazingly they not only present exactly the same negative features, 
that are also the same detected in the analyzed areas of the other Countries, but present 
them also in the same position. 

15- Liege-hypercentre 
16- Ans-Rocourt 
17- Eupen 

 

1615

17
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Liege: the intermediate spaces, Map 3 

 
The first two most important detected problems are related to the “intensive physical and 
visual impact of vehicular mobility”, and to the “shortage of appropriate pedestrian 
spaces”. In Liege the car is so overwhelming that it has swamped the road network; for this 
reason it is very difficult for everyone to travel to town by car; even if the pedestrians have 
recovered a part of their mobility after the cars have been forbidden to enter the city centre, 
the situation is still critical. In Eupen, a smaller city, this situation is a little better, because 
some parts of the case study area have been re-designed for giving a larger quantity of 
space to pedestrians, even though illegal parking still annoys them. There is a whole series 
of regional cross-country trunk roads that perturb the balance of the pedestrian networks, 
also because the speeds at which cars are driven are too high, due to the far too generous 
width of the roads; a direct consequence is sound pollution. Finally in Ans-Rocourt case 
study area, the lack of continuity in the paths is very evident, above all at pedestrian 
crossings, and causes a bad assessment. 
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Ans-Rocourt: Streets sections and empty spaces level, Map 4 
 
 

 
Eupen: Area road features, Map 6 
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Norway 

problems detected by: experts  

TILLERBYEN 

1 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and 
equipment 

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

3 monotony of details and finishings 

4 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial 
activities 

 
The only case study area and itinerary fully analised in Norway, following the suggested 
methodology, has been Trondheim Tillerbyen. The problems are then related to a specific 
situation: a quite modern suburban area, characterized by residences, industrial and 
commercial activities, with low housing density (one family and terrace houses, low 
blocks of flats). The itinerary has all the characteristics of an itinerary located in such area. 
The problems and their ranking depict this specific situation and cannot then represent the 
overall situation of the other case study areas that are quite different as location, as 
building density, as date of settlement etc. 
The level of the itinerary has been assessed as low, for the lack of benches, street furniture 
and wind shielding, and the “bus stop not integrated in the itinerary. The second problem is 
also due to the discontinuity of the path, for the separating effect of the road between 
shopping and residential areas. Parking unluckily “dominates in area and view”. The 
monotony of the asphalt pavement, used also for the walkways and not reflecting 
pedestrian priority, together with a lack of details characterize the district. For the last 
three problems, it has to be said that they present only peculiar aspects like the lack of a 
space where to meet, as a square and the feeling of the itinerary being “socially dead”, or 
the greenery not well kept, and the lack of points of interest. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen: 
Consideration and 
evaluation, Map 7b 

18- Tillerbyen
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Trondheim, Tillerbyen: The form: dimension, construction and equipments, Map 5a 
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3.2.3 Results country by country: main worths 
 
Italy 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  experts 

L’AQUILA-LA VILLA 
MODENA- SALICETO PANARO 

FRASCATI-SAN ROCCO 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

2 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

3 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

4 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

5 variety of natural features (green and water) 

6 variety of details and finishings 

7 presence of views of various type 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts 

8 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference 
with other transport modes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the Italian case study areas the incongruence between the problem and the worth lists, 
for the issue classified at the first place, is explained by the fact that the chosen itineraries 
are characterized by branches that are very different one from the other. Therefore, on one 
part of the itinerary the space dedicated to pedestrians appears appropriate, and is 
considered important for the attractiveness of the place, while in another part, it is 
completely inappropriate and it constitutes therefore a main problem. This same problem 
doesn’t exist, at least not with this evidence, for the other worths. 
The comparison among the worths, detected by the experts in the three case study areas, 
shows that the positive aspects are almost the same; infact only two elements are not 
shared by all of them, but they have been evaluated positively in two case studies out of 
three: L’Aquila and Modena (“appropriate urban furniture and equipment” and “physical 
and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes”). Frascati 
doesn’t present these two positive aspects because the impact of the vehicular mobility is 
very high (at the second place in the problems list), and the peculiar characteristics of the 
area: narrow streets, lack of pedestrian spaces, high buildings, let this problem to be felt in 
a much stronger way than in the other two case study areas. As concerning the first not 
shared aspect it is important to say that reading the problem list, every city presents, in a 
different ranking place, this element as problem, but at the same time for L’Aquila and 

 

19- Frascati-San Rocco 
20- L’Aquila-La Villa 
21- Modena-Saliceto Panaro 20 21

19
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Modena it is present as a worth also in the positive list. This is because “La Villa” and 
“Saliceto Panaro” areas are characterized by places sometimes well furnished and 
equipped, sometimes not, while the whole of “San Rocco” area is generally characterized 
by a lack of furniture and equipment. 
From this comparison it is plain that Modena and L’Aquila present the same positive 
aspects almost in the same classification, except for “mixture of services, facilities and 
commercial activities”, while Frascati has a different ranking list. This is probably due to 
San Rocco being a historical area and a city centre, with peculiar characteristics which are 
not proper of Saliceto Panaro and La Villa, which are, the former a suburban area and the 
latter a semi central one. 
The only two aspects that for all the three case study areas are ranked in the first positions 
are “suitableness of pedestrian path and places”, and “mixture of features increasing 
identification and orientation”, considered by the experts both essential for the 
attractiveness of a place. It will be interesting furthermore to analyze the difference of 
meaning of the same aspect for each case study area; this it will be possible through the 
final indicators, reported in the next pages. 
 
L’Aquila, La Villa: The form: dimension, construction and equipments, Form 5a e 5b 
 
 

  
 
Ea5.   Along this part of the itinerary there are only outside views; they are in correspondence of 

the natural elements (the mountains) that can be seen at the crossing between Via XX 
Settembre and Via Campo di Fossa. 

 
 

 

 
Ea5.   Along this part of the itinerary, the most interesting visual cones toward the exterior, are 

located in correspondence of the two wider roads, in direction of some piece of architecture: 
the beautiful "basilica di Collemaggio" and the entrance to the city "porta Napoli". The 
pedestrians, while walking up along Viale Crispi toward the Park, can grasp a glimpse of the 
Basilica, located at the end of Viale di Collemaggio; a double view appears suddenly in 
correspondance of a widening of the street, where on the right side there is the perspecive of 
Viale di Collemaggio toward the "Basilica" and on the left side the inside view of the local 
church. The view of "porta Napoli", instead, appears walking along Viale Crispi from the 
park to the local church. 
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Finland 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

HELSINKI-MYLLYPURO 

HELSINKI-TOOLO 

KUOPIO- CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-KORTEPOHJA 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

3 variety of natural features (green and water) 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

4 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

5 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

6 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

7 good maintenance of open spaces 

8 characteristic lighting 

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes 

10 variety of details and finishings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22- Helsinki-Myllypuro 
23- Helsinki-Toolo 
24- Kuopio-City centre 
25- Jyvaskyla-city centre 
26- Jyvaskyla-Kortepohja 

2322

24 25

26
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In Finland there are three worths shared by the five case study areas: at the first place 
“mixture of features increasing identification and orientation”, that includes presence of 
landmarks, of intermediate goals, of a clear hierarchy of outdoor spaces, of clear 
boundaries, of a core, of a green network; it is the most repeated positive aspect of the 
analysed spaces. In the different case study areas this worth is related to different aspects 
of the urban environment: in Myllypuro, the organical spatial unit of the area, its clear 
boundaries, the clear gateways and the sharp change of the structure immediately outside it 
help the pedestrians to recognize the place in which they live; in Toolo, instead, there are 
no clear boundaries, because it is a part of the urban continuum, from the city centre 
toward the suburb; the features helping the identification and orientation are more related 
to points of reference, landmarks, lively nodes (the market, the Temppeliaukio church, 
which is a tourist attraction, and some museums); in Kuopio and Jyvaskyla city centre, the 
features increasing identification and orientation are strictly connected to the urban 
character of the two areas, both of them, infact, present boundaries and a regular grid of 
streets, but also landmarks, and points of reference; the case area of Jyvaskyla Kortepohja, 
a typical mid size city suburb, owes instead its characteristics of recognizability most of all 
to nature; the forests, infact, play an important role in forming the identity of the area. It 
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has to be underlined that the same aspect was at the first place in the problem list; probably 
then, this issue has such an importance that the existing features are considered positive 
but not enough. The second worth “suitableness of pedestrian path and places”, with 15 
positive elements, assumes different meanings in the various analyzed case study areas: the 
presence of a straight and long path in the nature in Myllypuro and Jyvaskyla Kortepohja, 
places for hanging around and meeting points for the youngsters, lot of outdoor 
performances, of some festivities in the outdoor places in Toolo, Kuopio and Jyvaskyla 
city centre.This too has a double face since it has been detected as a problem, above all for 
the presence of spaces that do not invite to stay and, in some towns in particular (Jyvaskyla 
Kortepohja), that are not lively at all. Again it can be said that the existing positive features 
are considered very important and to be improved, in one city or in the other, depending on 
the detected lacks and worths. 
 

 
 
It is interesting to underline that the worth “mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities” has been pointed out in the case areas located in the city centre or close to it. 
The worths present just in one case study area are two. The first is “phisical and visual 
continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes”, detected in 

Helsinki, Toolo: 
The form: dimension, 
construction and equipments, 
Map 5 
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Myllypuro, where the pedestrian network is continuous and relatively free of cars and 
other disturbances; in particular it has to be said that the analyzed itinerary is located at a 
bit higher level than the parking lots and vehicular streets around it. 
This confirms the previous ranking of the problems about the annoying impact of vehicular 
mobility, that occupies the second place in the list of problems being detected in all the 
areas, also in Myllypuro, but limited at the visual interference of big ushielded parking lots 
and at the zebra crossings, considered as a serious interference. 
The second is “variety of details and finishings”, detected in Kuopio city centre, where 
high class pavement materials create a pleasant environment. 
 
 
Switzerland 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

GENEVA-LA CLUSE 

SURSEE-SURSEE MITTE  

ZURICH-LANGSTRASSE 

ZURICH-SCHWAMWNDINGEN MITTE 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

2 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

3 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

4 variety of natural features (green and water) 

5 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

6 good maintenance of open spaces 

7 variety of details and finishings 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

8 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference 
with other transport modes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

27- Geneva-La Cluse 
28- Sursee-Sursee Mitte 
29- Zurich-Langstrasse 
30- Zurich-Schwamendingen Mitte 

27 28 

29 30
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In Switzerland all the detected worths are shared by all the case study areas, except for one 
“physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes”, 
that is present in only two case study areas out of four (Sursee Mitte and Langstrasse) and 
that ranks low in the worth list, because evidently it is not so widespread as situation; it is 
about not having parked cars along the streets and in the squares. This ranking shows the 
coherence between problem and worth lists as it concerns the impact of vehicular mobility; 
it remains indeed a problem. 
The worth which is characterized by a high number of elements is “suitableness of 
pedestrian path and places”, detected 25 times in the four case areas; it is composed by 
positive elements such as the width of the walkways, the presence of meeting points, of 
several entrances along the path, of festivities. This could seem indeed an incongruence 
since such issue, characterized by the same features, is both in the problem and in the 
worth list. It is evident that such presence is discontinuous in the areas and along the 
analysed itineraries and for this reason the indicators are detected sometimes as positive 
and sometimes as negative. For the second worth, the positive elements are above all 
related to the variety of shops and facilities, to the short distance among shops, to the 
characteristic of having a busy street up to late at night.  
The four Swiss case study areas seem to present the same positive characteristics of the 
space and the number of positive elements, detected in every chosen area, is about the 
same. Even though Sursee Mitte contributes with only one positive element to the “variety 
of natural features” and Schwamendingen Mitte to “appropriate urban furniture and 
equipment”, the positive elements in every area are definitely the same: trees, fountains, 
wooded avenues, and public space with benches and public conveniences (in Langstrasse 
there are no so many benches). 
 

 

Geneva, La Cluse: 
Pedestrian network and 
important locations, 
Map 2 



WP4 Attractiveness Synthesis Report                                                                                        

 70

France 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  experts  

NANTES-BELLEVUE 

AMIENS-SAINT LEU 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation  

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

3 variety of details and finishings 

4 presence of views of various type 

5 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

7 variety of natural features (green and water) 

8 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with 
other transport modes 

9 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In France every worth, detected in the two case study areas, is shared: at the first place 
with the highest number of positive elements is “mixture of feature increasing 
identification and orientation”, related to the legibility of the space, to the morphology, to 
the presence of  boundaries, of core, then “suitableness of pedestrian path and places” 
which, in both case study areas, is due to the width of pavement allowing to stop and to 
make social activities. 
Also in the case of French case studies the first three issues in the list of the worths have 
been detected as problems. In the case of the judgement on the pedestrian space, the 
incongruence is due to the different detected features, so the evaluation is really double: a 
problem as far as it concerns the quality of the space liveliness and easy atmosphere, a 
worth as far as it concerns the quantity of the space. The first and the third aspect are 
evaluated positively and negatively for the same features; therefore there is a discontinuity, 
that takes to feel these also as important problems, in some cases, in the same area. This is 
also increased by the cultural position of the French designers, who give high importance, 
rightly, to these aspects, which add value to the pedestrian spaces and can change people 
behaviours. 
At the last place is the worth “mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities”; 
infact the use is perhaps the most disappointing part, regarding the study on the district of 
Bellevue, where commercial activity is just grouped around the tram stops, while the rest 
of the area is literally a dormitory city, where the stores are very limited; in Saint Leu, 
instead, the shops and stores are used most of all by the students and by the inhabitants, 

31- Nantes-Bellevue 
32- Amiens-Saint Leu 32 31
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but at night the streets are deserted, because the presence of some restaurants is not enough 
to guarantee a commercial liveliness during the whole day. 
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Belgium 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  experts 

LIEGE 

EUPEN 

ANS 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places  

2 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

3 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

4 variety of natural features (green and water) 

5 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

7 variety of details and finishings 

8 presence of views of various type 

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with 
other transport modes 

 

 
 

 
 
 
As already explained at pag.57 for the experts’ problems, the classification here has been 
made for all the three case study areas. The most important worth detected in all the three 
case study areas in Belgium is related to the “suitableness of pedestrian paths and places”, 
especially in Liege where the considered spaces are the key areas of the city, very highly 
frequented and occupying landmarks sites within the overall space. The case area of 
Eupen, instead, presents some interesting positive features referred to its organic structure, 
that gives it an ambience of progressive revelation, as well as to its scale, close to that of 
man, that gives it a marked aspect of friendliness and social interaction. Also in this case, 
this aspect is detected as a very important problem too; it is indeed at the second place in 

33- Liege-hypercentre 
34- Eupen-city centre 
35- Ans-Rocourt 

34  33
 35 
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the problem list. The last ranked worth is the one about the little interference with other 
transport modes; infact in all the three analysed case areas the continuity of the pedestrian 
spaces is not excellent since the visual continuity is sometimes short, closed by the 
presence of vehicles. 
 

 
Liege: Land use, Map 2 
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Eupen: State of walkways, Map 5 
 
 
Norway 

worths detected by:  experts  

TILLERBYEN 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation 

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

3 variety of natural features (green and water) 

4 good maintenance of open spaces 

5 physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes 

6 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

7 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

 
 
For Norway, the same considerations made at 3.2.2 pag.60 for the problems detected by 
experts have to be repeated.  
The itinerary, that connects the residential area to the shopping area is characterized by 
some “landmarks” as the shopping mall, the incinerator chimney and a small mountain 
with a television transmitter that act as elements of identification and orientation for the 
people. 

36- Tillerbyen
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The walkways are straight, level, with sufficient width and separated from traffic by a 
green lane. The maintenance level is good. The whole area gives a green impression. 
 

 
 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen: Indication of the spaces’ current use, Map 2a 
 
 
 
3.2.4 Comparison at international level 
 
 
The comparison and the ranking among the experts’ conclusions on the assessment of the 
configuration of the spaces, at area and at itinerary level, operated one by one for each 
Country, have been here reported all together to have an easier comprehension of the 
interface among the various problems, and worths, detected in all the case study areas 
located in the partners’ Countries. 
The reason why this has been done lies also in the method used for the ranking of the 
problems, and worths, at international level. This ranking is based on the presence of the 
problem or worth in all the case study areas (red frame); when this doesn’t happen, the 
ranking is made on the percentage of case study areas that present such problem or worth 
(black frame). 
In the case of problems or worths being in the same position, the ranking is based also on 
the mean value that results from the different positions occupied by each problem in the 
classification related to the case studies located in each country.  
Some clarification is needed for the Norwegian situation. The two lists here reported 
synthetise the problems and worths of the only case study area analyzed by the experts. 
One only case study area cannot be considered representative of the situation; it is not 
possible, infact, to compare information that are not at least a little standardized.  



WP4 Attractiveness Synthesis Report                                                                                        

 77

It has therefore been decided to use Norway as a check, to give more or less importance to 
the emerged findings in the comparison at international level. In the specific templates 
indeed this is evident, in the evaluation column (Norway = N). 
The common problems and worths, at International level regard then only five partners: 
Finland, Italy, Switzerland, Belgium and France. 
 
 
Problems shared in the case study areas, country by country, by: experts 

 

1 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular 
mobility

3 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

4 lack or insufficiency of natural features

5 
(60%)

lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

6 
(60%)

lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment

7 
(60%) monotony of details and finishings

8 
(60%) lack and unaptness of lighting

9 
(40%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment

FINLAND

FINLAND

 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular 
mobility

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment

4 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation

5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

6 lack and unaptness of lighting

7 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces

8 monotony of details and finishings

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features

ITALY 10 
(66%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment

ITALY

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

2 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular 
mobility

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment

4 
(50%)

lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation

5 
(50%) lack or insufficiency of natural features

6 
(50%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment

7 
(25%)

lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

8 
(25%)

low maintenance of urban furniture (public 
conveniences)

SWITZERL
AND

SWITZERL
AND

 

 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

2 lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation

3 monotony of details and finishings

4 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

7 lack and unaptness of lighting

8 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility

9 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment

FRANCE 10 
(50%)

low maintenance and management of open 
spaces

FRANCE

 

1 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular 
mobility

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and 
equipment

4 monotony of details and finishings

5 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

7 lack and unaptness of lighting

8 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features

10 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation

BELGIUM

 

1 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment

2 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility

3 monotony of details and finishings

4 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen

 

 

 
 

Problems shared in all the case study areas 
 
Problems shared only in some case study areas 
(the percentage corresponds to the number of case 
areas in which the problems are shared)
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shared value SUM % Norway

1 3FIN+1IT+1SW+1F+2B shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 5 1.6 100% N

2 2FIN+2IT+2SW+8F+1B intensive phisical and visual impact of vehicular 
mobility 5 3 100% N

shared value SUM % Norway

3 6FIN+3IT+3SW+4F+3B lack and unappropriateness of urban furniture and 
equipment 4+1 3.8 92% N

4 1FIN+4IT+4SW+2F+10B lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation 4+1 4.2 90%

5 4FIN+9IT+5SW+5F+9B lack or insufficiency of natural features 4+1 6.4 90% N

6 5FIN+5IT+7SW+6F+6B lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 3+2 5.8 77% N

7 9FIN+10IT+6SW+9F+5B unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 2+3 7.8 71%

shared value SUM % Norway

8 7FIN+8IT+3F+4B monotony of details and finishings 3+1 5.5 72% N

9 8FIN+6IT+7F+7B lack and unapteness of lighting 3+1 6.75 72%

10 7IT+8SW+10F+8B low maintenance and management of open spaces 2+2 8.25 54.0%

Problems detected by the experts in some of the case study areas, located in all the 
Countries

Problems detected by the experts in some of the case study areas, located in some 
Countries

Problems detected by the experts in all the case study areas, located in all the 
Countries

 
Caption 

 Not detected in every case study area 

 Detected in every case study area 

 
The problems, individuated by the experts, can be divided in three different groups: the 
ones shared by all the case study areas, the ones not shared by every case study area but 
detected in all the partners’ countries, and the ones shared just in some case study areas 
located in some of the countries. 
The first group includes only two problems, both shared in all the partners’ countries. 
Given the ranking method, at the first place is “shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces”, 
because it ranks at the first place in the list in Italy, in Switzerland and in France, at the 
second place in Belgium and at the third in Finland; while the second problem, “intensive 
physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility”, is at the second place because it 
occupies the second position in every list, except for the French one, in which ranks at the 
eighth place, and for the Belgian one, in which ranks at the first place. This raking reflects 
very well an actual situation. France indeed has faced the problem of the interference 
between the vehicular traffic and the pedestrians by implementing various measures in 
many towns. Now then, the problems that are more rated are the ones related to the quality 
of the pedestrian space.  
It is interesting to underline that in the French case study areas, the annoying presence of 
the vehicular mobility is not at the first places in the list, even though in Nantes the 
penetration of the car is very strong and reduces strongly the possibility to create 
pedestrian zones. The Norwegian case study confirms the negative importance of the 
impact with vehicular mobility on the attractiveness of the pedestrian space. 
In the second and third group, the problems depicted in France, in Italy and in Belgium are 
shared almost in all their case study areas; on the opposite, in Switzerland, there is only 
one problem which is present in all the case study areas: “lack and unappropriateness of 
urban furniture and equipment”. In the Norwegian case study, the analysis has taken to put 
into evidence that this problem, that occupies generally a lower rank in the other case 
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studies (the third place in the Italian, Swiss and Belgian list, even lower for France and 
Finland), is the main problem. As already said, this is probably due to the peculiarity of the 
single analysed case area. 
“Lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation” is a negative aspect of 
the pedestrian space which assumes a different weight in the different analyzed case study 
areas: it ranks infact at the first and second place in Finland and France, while it is at the 
tenth and last place in Belgium, and it is not detected at all in Norway. It is not easy then to 
give an explanation for such situation. It can be underlined that this negative aspect is 
detected in Finland and in France, both in city centres and in urban residential districts, and 
in antique as in more or less modern areas. 
Two problems, pointed out in the other four countries, are present in none of the Swiss 
case areas: “monotony of details and finishings”, and “lack and unaptness of lighting”. The 
former is detected in the Norwegian case study, that shares it with France and with 
Belgium, that rank it at the third and at the forth place; problem that is not considered as 
important in Finland and in Italy. In none of the Finnish case areas the problem “low 
maintenance and management of open spaces” was detected; in Switzerland and in France 
was underlined only in one case study area (Zurich S.M. and Amiens) one located in the 
outskirts and the other in a central part of the city; in the former it concerns the public 
conveniences, in the latter, it concerns both the pavements and the buildings. 

 
Worths shared in the case study areas country by country by: experts 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

3 variety of natural features (green and water)

4 
(80%) appropriate urban furniture and equipment

5 
(80%) variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

6 
(60%)

mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

7 
(40%) good maintenance of open spaces

8 
(40%) characteristic lighting

9 
(20%)

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

10 
(20%) variety of details and finishings

FINLAND

FINLAND

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

3 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

4 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

5 variety of natural features (green and water)

6 variety of details and finishings

7 presence of views of various type

8 
(66%) appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

9 
(66%)

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes 

ITALY

ITALY

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

3 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

4 variety of natural features (green and water)

5 appropriate urban furniture and equipment

6 good maintenance of open spaces

7 variety of details and finishings

SWITZER
LAND

8 
(50%)

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

SWITZER
LAND

 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

3 variety of details and finishings

4 presence of views of various type

5 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

7 variety of natural features (green and water)

8 physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes 

9 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

FRANCE
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1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places

2 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

3 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

4 variety of natural features (green and water)

5 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment

7 variety of details and finishings

8 presence of views of various type

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

BELGIUM

 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

2 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

3 variety of natural features (green and water)

4 good maintenance of open spaces

5 physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

6 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

7 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen

 

 

 

 

Caption 

  Not detected in every case study area 

  Detected in every case study area 

 

shared Value SUM% Norway

1 2FIN + 1IT + 1SW + 2F +1B suitableness of pedestrian path and places 5 1,4 100% N

2 1FIN + 2IT +3 SW + 1F +3B mixture of features increasing identification 
and orientation 5 2 100% N

3 3FIN + 5IT + 3SW + 7F +4B variety of natural features (green and 
water) 5 4,8 100% N

shared Value SUM% Norway

4 6FIN+ 4IT + 2SW + 9F +5B mixture of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 4+1 5,2 92% N

5 4FIN+8IT+ 4SW + 6F +6B appropriate urban furniture and equipment 3+2 5,6 89,2% 

6 10FIN+ 6IT + 7SW + 3F+7B variety of details and finishings 4+1 6,6 84% 

7 9FIN+9IT+8SW+ 8F +9B 
physical and visual continuity of paths for 
little interference with other transport 
modes 

2+3 8,6 67,2% N

shared Value SUM% Norway

8 5FIN+ 3IT + 5F + 2B variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 3+1 3,7 76% N

9 7IT + 4F + 8B presence of views of various type 3 6,3 60% 

10 7FIN+ 6SW good maintenance of open spaces 1+1 6,5 28% N

11 8FIN characteristic lighting 1 8 8% 

Worths detected by the experts in all the case study areas, located in 
all the Countries 

Worths detected by the experts in some of the case study areas, 
located in all the Countries

Worths detected by the experts in some of the case study areas, 
located in some Countries

Worths shared in all the case  study areas 
 
Worths shared only in some case study areas 
(the percentage corresponds to the number of 
case areas in which the problems are shared) 
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The worths, individuated by the experts, can be divided in three different groups: the ones 
shared by every case study area, the ones not shared by every case study area but detected 
in all the partners countries and the ones detected just in some case study areas, located in 
some countries. 
The first group includes three worths. Given the ranking method, at the first place is 
“suitableness of pedestrian path and places”, because it ranks at the first place in the list in 
Italy, Switzerland and Belgium and at the second place in France and in Finland; while the 
second worth, “mixture of features increasing identification and orientation”, is at the 
second place because it occupies the first position in Finland and in France, the second 
position in Italy, the third in Belgium and in Switzerland. At the third place, “variety of 
natural features” ranks at the forth place in Belgium and at the third place in Finland, 
where the natural elements strongly characterize the analyzed districts; infact in all the 
Finnish and Belgian case areas, the presence of parks, forests, and lakes or rivers 
(especially in Kuopio city centre, Finland) increase the attractiveness of the places. In the 
case study areas of the southern Countries (Italy and France) the presence of nature is not 
so strong, infact the worth ranks at the seventh place in France and at the fifth in Italy; at 
the fifth place is also in Switzerland, where in the case areas, water is always present 
because of the lakes and rivers and running through. 
In the second and third group, the worths detected in France in Italy and Belgium are 
shared almost in all the case study areas; on the opposite, in Finland, there is no worth 
present in all the case areas. The fourth worth “mixture of services, facilities and 
commercial activities”, is shared by every case study area in all the countries except by 
Myllypuro district in Helsinky, where some shops are present but they are not considered 
as a worth since they are situated at the two ends of one kilometer long main pedestrian 
axis, and  thence they can’t be considered as a walking destination from home within a 
reasonable walking distance. 
In none of the Finnish case areas the worth “presence of views of various type” was 
pointed out, but one worth was detected only in Finland (in Kuopio city centre and in 
Jyvaskyla city centre): “characteristic lighting”. It is interesting to underline that the worth: 
“good maintenance of open spaces” is present just in Swiss and Finnish case study areas, 
and in particular the positive feature is referred to the good condition of the pavement 
surface, which is common in the four Swiss case study areas, and present in two of the five 
Finnish case study areas. The importance given to the maintenance of the pavement 
surface is probably related to the weather conditions, characterizing these places during the 
winter season. 
It has to be noted that the same issue plays the most important role in both ratings, 
negative and positive. As already said this is related to the analyzed itineraries and areas, 
characterized by very different stretches and environment situations. 
The fact to detect such aspect both as performance or as requirement underlines its prior 
importance, and therefore the need to consider with attention all its related indicators, 
described further on, when re-designing the urban streetscape to improve its attractiveness. 
 
 
3.3 Dwellers’ demand: problems and worths 
 
As already said at point 3.2, the core of the elaboration in this Synthesis Report concerns 
the merging of the findings of the various National Reports; it therefore regards also the 
comparison among the opinions expressed by the dwellers, involved in various ways in 
each country, on the attractiveness of the analysed case areas. 
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This comparison is made by confronting the final ranked lists of problems and worths that 
the partners made out, as an overall assessment, on the basis of the negative and positive 
assessments expressed by the residents. The aim is to find which are the common problems 
that the pedestrians have to face, and which are the similar aspects that they appreciate, in 
the case study areas of the various countries. The dwellers suggest also some solutions to 
the problems that they detected; these have been considered in the proposed tentative 
solutions described at point 4.3. 
 
 
3.3.1 Methodological premise 
 
 
In each case study area, located in different cities, dwellers have expressed their 
considerations very freely, both at the Workshop and in the Interviews. The researchers 
have thence needed to make some “adjustments” on the way in which the evaluations were 
reported, in order to be able to compare them with not only the results of the other case 
areas, but later on, also with the experts’ assessment. 
To this last aim, in this process of homogenization, the definitions used in the experts’ 
assessment were taken into consideration, also if maintaining some small differences. 
In the Italian case areas the individuated problems come out from a comparison of the 
opinions of four groups of different age; in the other case areas, this was not always 
possible because, as already said at point 2.2 Opinion survey, not all the user categories 
were involved in the Workshops or in the interviews. The homogenization of the phrases, 
as expressed by the dwellers, and reported in all the national Reports, was done by the 
leader of WP4, in the same way that it was done for the experts evaluations. The ranking, 
for which it was used the same method applied for experts, considers, as parameter, the 
number of the detected various features characterizing each specific problem. The higher is 
the number of features, the higher is the ranking. 
Considering the various elaborations needed for this work of homogenization, it is 
necessary to apologize if some feature and aspect of the analysis, reported in the National 
reports, have been misunderstood or interpreted in a wrong way. 
 
For the single lists of problems and worths, detected by the residents in every analysed 
case study area of every partners’ Country,  see Annex 1. 
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3.3.2 Results country by country: main problems 
 
Italy 
 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

L’AQUILA-LA VILLA 

MODENA-SALICETO PANARO 

FRASCATI-SAN ROCCO  

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

2 bad maintenance and management of open spaces (green area, walkways, stray dogs, 
rubbish) 

3 bad, scarce and unvarying lighting 

4 lack of urban furniture and equipment 

5 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

6 scarce liveliness 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

7 lack of valuable architectural features-buildings’ proportions 

8 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

9 lack of valuable architectural feature-buildings' details 

10 lack of points of reference 

 
In Italy, the negative and positive features, divided for groups of age (children, young 
people, adults and elderly) have been reported in lists. Such features have been grouped 
and ranked, in every case study area, considering the number of age groups sharing the 
same aspect: features shared by four, three, two or none of the groups. Then, the way in 
which the assessments were made has been uniformed with the help of the psychologists, 
in order to trace back the participants’ remarks to the specific topic of attractiveness. 
The comparison among the problems, detected by the residents in the three case study 
areas, shows that the most impelling negative feature is related to the negative impact with 
the vehicular mobility; infact the inhabitants of La Villa and San Rocco areas have ranked 
this problem at the first position, while Modena residents put it just at the fifth place. This 
less importance is related to the modern planning approach, that gives more space to cars, 
and not to their lesser presence and to the location of the case study area in the periphery 
of the town. At the second place in the list of similar aspects, there is “bad maintenance 
and management of open spaces”, which has almost the same “weight” in every list, while 
the third problem, “bad, scarce and unvarying lighting” shows quite a big difference 
between L’Aquila, Frascati and Modena; in Saliceto Panaro area, infact, the residents had 
pointed it as the first problem, since they feel the lighting absence as very negative, 
especially in the green area that is the core and the meeting point of the neighbourhood. 
Also for the shortage of pedestrian space it is worth to underline some differences existing 
among the case studies. In Frascati this problem is felt by the residents as the second most 
important one and it is tightly related to the first. The lack and inappropriateness of space 
is indeed due to the invasion of vehicular mobility and parking. This is obviously more felt 
in an old district, which has small streets, not designed for cars, characterized moreover by 
a peculiar steep orography. 
The unshared aspects are characteristic of each studied area. In L’Aquila the residents feel 
that the buildings could be much more characterised by details on facades and by good 
proportions; they would like that the new and modern buildings looked like the 
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architecture, typical of the beginning of the XX century, that is present in some part of the 
area: more detailed and less overwhelming, and therefore more at pedestrian scale; this 
opinion is related to the character of the area that was developed in different periods (the 
little “villini”). In Modena the residents have pointed out the lack of points of references, 
and above all they talked about a confuse environment; this has been detected especially 
by the group of the elderly, who feel the buildings’ incoherent fronts not helping them in 
recognizing the environment they live in. This aspects is related to the fact that the area is 
a modern development, very different from the places elderly people used to live in, and 
with no specific identity. In Frascati, finally, the unshared aspect is related to the absence 
of green; infact, the area of San Rocco, is characterized, as the whole old city, by a very 
little presence of natural elements. 
 
 
Finland 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

HELSINKI-MYLLYPURO 

HELSINKI-TOOLO 

KUOPIO-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-KORTEPOHJA 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

2 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

3 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

4 bad maintenance and management of open spaces (green area, walkways, stray dogs, rubbish) 

5 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

6 lack of urban furniture and equipment 

7 lack of lighting 

8 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

10 monotony of details and finishings 

 
In Finland only one problem, detected by the residents, is shared in all the case areas: 
“physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility”, and in some case is 
the only one detected, as in Jyvaskyla Kortepohja where the dwellers seem to be very 
satisfied with their walking environment. 
In Kuopio city centre, the only second problem which was pointed out was the 
inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces. It has to be mentioned that the second problem is 
detected in various ways in all the case study areas but in one, just Jyvaskyla. This 
problem is characterized by social aspects in three areas out of five, and in Toolo seems to 
be an important factor. Many problems result to be peculiar of one specific case area; in 
particular in Toolo, there are three problems specific of the analyzed itinerary (“lack of 
urban furniture and equipment”, “lack or insufficiency of natural features”, and “monotony 
of details and finishings”), that underline that the problem of the inappropriateness of the 
itinerary is social and physical; while Myllypuro has been the only case area where “the 
lack of lighting”, “the lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation” 
and “the unfriendly and overwhelming built environment” were pointed out as problems. It 
has to be underlined that, in Myllypuro, the presence of more problems pointed out by 
residents doesn’t mean that there are more problems than in the other areas, but only that 
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there was a better occasion for the residents to express them. The inspection on foot and 
the specific involvement, both with individual considerations and in the discussion, for 
sure led to let emerge more opinions than in the other case areas where the tool of the 
workshop was not used. 
 

 
Jyvaskyla, city centre: User demand (survey), Map X 
 
 
Switzerland 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

GENEVA-LA CLUSE 

SURSEE-SURSEE MITTE  

ZURICH-LANGSTRASSE 

ZURICH-SCHWAMENDINGEN MITTE 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

2 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

3 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

4 lack of urban furniture and equipment 

5 bad, scarce and unvarying lighting 

6 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

7 bad maintenance and management of open spaces (green area, walkways, stray dogs, rubbish) 
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In Switzerland, in every analyzed case area, the dwellers share three problems that are: the 
“negative impact of vehicular mobility”, the “shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian 
spaces” and the “lack of services, facilities and commercial activities”. It has to be 
underlined that the first problem is ranked at the first and second place only in Zurich case 
areas, while is located only from the third on in the others; it is represented though in all of 
them by many indicators. For the second problem, the indicator that is recurring in all the 
areas, concerns the narrowness of the walkways; the second more recurrent indicator, 
detected in all the areas but in Sursee, concerns interferences with “unwelcome” activities 
or people. It is interesting to notice that the problems that are not shared by all the case 
study areas have a high importance in some of them; three case areas out of four are 
characterized by a specific problem that was ranked by residents in the first position. In La 
Cluse the “lack of natural features” ranks at first place  and it concerns a complaint about 
“not enough parks, green areas and trees”; this problem is present also in other two case 
study areas: Langstrasse and Schwamendingen Mitte; in the former it is more generally 
described and is much less rated since many other more important aspects, concerning the 
negative interference with vehicular mobility, the lack and social disagreeableness at night 
of the pedestrian spaces, are rated at the first places; in the latter it concerns only a lack of 
animal life, rated very high (third). In Sursee Mitte, the lack of lighting ranks at the first 
place and is also detected in La Cluse and Langstrasse but with less strength; in 
Schwamendingen Mitte no facilities for young people, that is a particular aspect of the 
problem that has been detected in 3 case areas: “lack of urban furniture and equipment”, 
here ranks first and seems to be more evident, given the number of indicators. The “bad 
maintenance  and management of open spaces” is detected only in two case study areas: in 
La Cluse, where it is at the second place, but concerns the presence of graffiti on the walls; 
in Schwamendingen Mitte, where is rated much lower in the list, but concerns more 
important issues, as the dirty aspects of public toilets and of some streets.  
 
 
France 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers  

NANTES-BELLEVUE 

AMIENS-SAINT LEU 

1 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

2 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

3 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

4 bad maintenance and management of open spaces (green area, walkways, stray dogs, rubbish) 

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers  

6 lack of urban furniture and equipment 

7 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

8 monotony of details and finishings 

 
In France, eight categories of problems were pointed out by the residents, five are shared 
in the two case areas, while three are peculiar of Nantes-Bellevue, where the typology of 
the settlement and the buildings’ distribution are one of the causes of the feeling of 
unfriendly and overwhelming built environment, of the monotony of details and finishings 
and of the scarce fitting out of the open pedestrian spaces. 
These problems were not detected in the other case area, Amiens-Saint Leu, where the 
historical background of the area, let the pedestrians feel to belong to the spaces they use.  
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As concerning one of the most important detected problem, “phisical, visual and olfactory 
negative impact of vehicular mobility”, in Nantes is above all connected to the presence of 
car parks and to the bad structure organization of the area; the cars in the district are 
everywhere, and the streets are wide enough to allow vehicles to do noisy accelerations. 
The lack of the accesses to the district obliges to a strong ramification for serving every 
space. This omnipresence of streets cuts practically all the spaces. The treatment of the car 
parks, limited to the asphalt, with some massive gardeners in concrete, is repulsive. The 
brutality of these car parks and their disconnection to buildings make these areas 
desolated. In the case of Amiens, the traffic and the car parks are also pointed out, but not 
in the same terms as in Nantes. The roads are certainly lined on both side by the car park 
but the negative effect of the presence of the cars is not as bad as in Nantes. 
 
 
Belgium 

problems shared in two case study areas by:  dwellers  

LIEGE 
EUPEN 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

2 bad maintenance and management of the open spaces  

3 lack of urban furniture and equipment  

4 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

problems unshared in the case study areas by:  dwellers 

5 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

6 lack of valuable architectural features 

 
In Belgium, just in two of the three case study areas the dwellers were involved; for this 
reason the similar list of problems is related only to Liege and Eupen case areas. 
Four problems are shared by the two districts: the most important one is, like in many of 
the other case studies, “negative impact of vehicular mobility”. This aspect is detected by 
residents as much more important in Eupen (first), while in Liege the first rank is taken by 
the bad maintenance. This problem assumes very much importance because it fosters in 
the dwellers a feeling of insecutity. In Eupen the importance of the first classified problem 
is related to the heavy traffic, that is very evident and disturbing, both visually and 
acoustically, but also to the role of parking, both legal and illegal, invading visually and 
physically the space and creating “a visual cut-off in the physical continuity of the 
pedestrian spaces”, also in important areas and squares. One problem is peculiar of Liege 
and one of Eupen (“unfriendly and overwhelming built environment” and “lack of 
valuable architectural features”); the latter seems to be more important to be considered, 
since is ranked at the third place in Eupen, while the former occupies the fifth position. In 
Eupen the architectural features of some buildings are considered not coherent with the 
character of the town centre. In Liege the attention is more focused on the relation between 
open spaces and sorrounding buildings, that is not perceived at all as positive, but even 
fostering a feeling of plainness. 
Being the list of problems, and its ranking, referred only to two case study areas out of 
three, it cannot be considered as completely representative of the situation actually existing 
in the Belgian chosen case study areas. 
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Norway 

problems shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

TILLERBYEN 

LILLEHAMMER-CITY CENTRE 

LILLEHAMMER-VINGROM 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility 

2 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 

3 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

4 monotony of details and finishings  

5 lack of urban furniture and equipment 

6 bad maintenance and management of open spaces  

7 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities, scarce liveliness 

problems unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

8 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

9 bad scarce and unvarying lighting 

10 lack of insufficiency of natural features 

 
In Norway, while from the experts point of view only one case study area was fully 
analysed, as already said, from the dwellers point of view, information was given for other 
two case study areas besides Tillerbyen, both located in Lillehammer. As already said at 
point 2.4, pag.30, the Norwegian partners have analyzed in depth only Trondheim 
Tyllerbyen from the experts point of view, therefore only the problems and worths 
detected by dwellers there could be taken into account, because they are the only ones that 
can be compared. But, since from a statistical point of view it could be interested to 
consider the opinions expressed by the dwellers also in the other case study areas, because 
they could add some further insights, in the Synthesis Report such information is reported 
both for the problems and worths. 
The importance given to the impact of the vehicular traffic is very evident, but is related to 
different aspects and has a different importance. It is higher in Lillehammer Vingrom 
where the presence of highways destroys the attractiveness of the place from many points 
of view: visual, first of all, for its dominating effect and for the caesura it creates in the 
district, and then functional too. In Lillehammer centre it has less importance and it is 
bound to the visual interference of large not well designed parking lots, but also on the 
high quantity of traffic restricting activities and possibility of crossing, and thence 
liveliness. Tillerbyen seems to be the one where the problem is felt less (the fourth out of 
seven) for the discontinuity of the pedestrian network, and the feeling of being 
overwhelmed by vehicles when walking on the pavements. The “shortage and 
inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces” is the second most important problem. Its high 
rank is due above all to the big numbers of indicators detected in Lillehammer city centre 
(8) while it is at the last positions in the other two case study areas. This phenomenon is 
very interesting. The centre of Lillehammer is well known for the big amount of work that 
was carried on for making the town usable by everybody; the result is that people are very 
sensible now to this aspect. Six out of eight indicators are indeed related to problems, that 
walking or sight impaired people could meet in moving around the centre; only two 
indicators are related to the lack of attractiveness of the path due to its being “narrow, 
gloomy, desert” or a possible “place for assault”. 
It is a clear demonstration of how it is possible to raise the awareness in dwellers, so that 
they ask for more and more appropriate spaces for pedestrians. 
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At the third position is “unfriendly and overwhelming built environment”. In this case the 
problem assumes the highest importance in Trondheim Tillerbyen and it is at the third 
position in Lillehammer city centre, while it is not important in Lillehammer Vingrom. 
This can be justified by the very different type of area (see point 3.1.1.). In Tillerbyen the 
relation buildings/streets creating a too wide and straight space makes the itinerary with no 
variation and therefore boring. In Lillehammer, a town with traditional buildings, at 
“human” scale and character, the “tall buildings”, the “massive concrete”, the “box shaped 
buildings” are felt as “ugly”. In the same two towns there is also a common complaint for 
the lack of furniture, in particular of appropriate benches, and for the unattractiveness of 
the facades (Tillerbyen) and for the monotony of the asphalt pavement. 
 
 
3.3.3 Results country by country: main worths 
 
 
Italy 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

L’AQUILA-LA VILLA 

MODENA-SALICETO PANARO 

FRASCATI-SAN ROCCO  

1 presence of a core, of lively nodes, points of reference 

2 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishings) 

3 presence of services 

4 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

5 presence of green 

6 views and inner visual cones 

7 variety and balanced scale of space 

8 good maintenance of open spaces 

9 characteristic lighting 

 
The outcome of the comparison among the worths detected by the residents is a list of four 
similar positive aspects: “presence of a core, of lively nodes, of points of reference”, 
“valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishings)”, 
“presence of services”, and “suitableness of pedestrian paths and places”. These four 
aspects are in different ranking position in the single case area lists, infact the first is less 
considered in L’Aquila and Modena but it is in first position at Frascati, while the second 
assumes quite an importance in L’Aquila and Frascati, where it is in second position, and 
much less in Modena. This is easily explained by the character of the chosen case study 
areas and the time of settlement (see point 3.1.1). Buildings, in both cases erected before 
the 2nd World War, present facades and street environment that are both more detailed, 
with more characterized materials and colours than the plain buildings in Modena, typical 
of any modern urban sprawl. The third characterizes more Modena and Frascati, but it is at 
the last positions in L’Aquila list. The forth has about the same presence, with a steady 
decrease, in the order: L’Aquila, Modena, Frascati, where it touches the lowest rank. This 
evaluation is due to the fact that Frascati, both for its topography and for the traffic 
presence, makes difficult for pedestrians to use the space at ease. The paths are usually 
steep and often with stairs, the parked cars invade the streets and the space left to 
pedestrians is very little.  
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The aspects that are evaluated then are bound to more intangible factors, related to the 
variety of the paths and the mixing of classes of users, to the peculiar shape of the space 
that allows informal uses, and finally to some presence or events, that take place in the 
area, that make it lively and known. 
The worth related to the “presence of green” areas, ranking at the first position in La Villa 
and Saliceto Panaro case study areas, ranks only at the fifth place in this list of worths in 
common, because this worth was not detected by the residents at San Rocco. It is 
interesting to underline that the positive aspect related to the presence of “views and inner 
visual cones” was pointed out in the case areas with historical features and with a varied 
morphology (San Rocco and La Villa), which create naturally some openings toward the 
landscape or toward valuable buildings. From the eighth worth on, the positive elements 
are related just to one case study area: the eight, is peculiar of Modena Saliceto Panaro 
district; while the ninth is peculiar of Frascati-San Rocco case study area (“characteristic 
lighting”); infact the historical city centre, with its several historical buildings, the narrow 
streets, the openings on the surrounding landscape, well fits to a various system of lights. 
 
 
Finland 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers  

HELSINKI-MYLLYPURO 

HELSINKI-TOOLO 

KUOPIO-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-CITY CENTRE 

JYVASKYLA-KORTEPOHJA 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

2 variety of natural features (green and water) 

3 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

4 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

5 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes 

6 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishings) 

7 views and inner visual cones 

8 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

 
In Finland four worths, detected by the residents, are shared in all the case areas; and the 
one characterized by a high number of feature is “suitableness of pedestrian path and 
places”, that in Myllypuro means to have spacious pedestrian spaces and easy access from 
a space to another, and in the other case study areas it means to have a lot of people 
around, activities and events on the street, comfortable places where to sit. It is interesting 
also to notice that, in some case areas, this suitableness is strictly related to the best use of, 
or protection from, the good or bad weather conditions offered by the paths (Kuopio and 
Jyvaskyla). One worth results to be peculiar of one specific case area: Myllypuro; in fact it 
is the only area where residents have noted the presence of “appropriate urban furniture 
and equipment”, in particular of some benches close to the church. Other three worths 
have been detected in four of the five case study areas: “physical and visual continuity of 
paths for little interference with other transport modes”, not detected in Toolo, because its 
closeness to the city centre let this area be characterized by a high traffic; “valuable 
architectural and environmental features” and “views and inner visual cones” are not 
detected in Myllypuro, because it is a typical suburb area of Helsinky, developed in the 
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second half of the 1960’s, and characterized by blocks of flats, detached one from each 
other, of a simple cubical form without any decoration, not giving special appeal to the 
walkways. 
 
 
Switzerland 

worths shared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers 

GENEVA-LA CLUSE 

SURSEE-SURSEE MITTE  

ZURICH-LANGSTRASSE 

ZURICH-SCHWAMENDINGEN MITTE 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

2 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

3 variety of natural features (green and water) 

4 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishings) 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by:  dwellers  

5 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes 

6 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

7 good maintenance of open spaces  

8 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

9 characteristic lighting 

 
In Switzerland, in every analyzed case area, the dwellers share four worths related to the 
“suitableness of pedestrian path and places”, “mixture of services, facilities and 
commercial activities”, “variety of natural features”, and “valuable architectural and 
environmental features”. It is interesting to note that the residents in the same four case 
areas complained for the “shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces” and the 
“lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities”. The indicators are 
different, so it is necessary to consider with much care the problem, using the positive 
indicators to solve it. In the case of the first, in Langstrasse there is some incongruence, but 
it could be related to peculiar parts of the itinerary, as in Swamendingen there is an 
incongruence for the feeling of being secure with what detected in the problem list. The 
fifth worth is shared by two case study areas (La Cluse and Sursee Mitte), while the last 
four are present in one case study area only. “Appropriate urban furniture and equipment” 
and “characteristic lighting” are peculiar of Swamendingen Mitte, while “good 
maintenance of open spaces” and “mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation” were individuated only by Sursee Mitte residents, that is a case study area 
located in the centre of the town. 
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France 

worths shared in all the case study areas by: dwellers  

NANTES-BELLEVUE 

AMIENS-SAINT LEU 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places 

2 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishings) 

3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

worths unshared in all the case study areas by: dwellers  

4 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

5 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

6 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other transport modes 

7 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

 
In France, seven categories of worths have been pointed out by the residents, three are 
shared in the two case areas, while three are peculiar of Nantes-Bellevue, where the 
dwellers recognize as positive the presence of “boundaries”, of a “suitable relation 
between buildings height and road width”, and “the continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes”. These worths were not detected in the other case 
area, Amiens-Saint Leu, where the residents have noted the positive element of an 
“appropriate urban furniture and equipment”. In some cases the same feature was 
evaluated in a positive and negative way as for example the backyards in Nantes; and the 
connecting/permeability of the public spaces in Amiens; possibly residents already see 
them as potentialities. 
 
 
Belgium 

worths shared in two case study areas by:  dwellers 

LIEGE 
EUPEN 

1 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

2 appropriate urban furniture and equipment  

3 valuable architectural and environmental features  

4 suitable relation between buildings height and road width 

5 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 

6 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

worths unshared in the case study areas by:  dwellers  

7 characteristic lighting 

8 good maintenance of open spaces 

 
In Belgium, just in two of the three case study areas the dwellers were involved; for this 
reason the similar list of problems is related only  to Liege and Eupen case areas. 
In Belgium eight worths have been detected in the two analysed case areas, and six are 
shared. In Liege every group of inhabitants has underlined the importance of the presence, 
the quantity and especially the quality of the shops in the city centre as well as the scale of 
the public places. In Eupen each group of residents has underlined the importance of the 
good installantions and the beautiful fountains in the town centre, the presence of shops, 
and of heritage buildings, that underline the richness of the urban fabric as in Liege; this let 
understand that Eupen town centre is well appreciated by the local residents. The attractive 
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lighting in some parts of the area is charateristic of Eupen, as the renovation of some 
facades is typical of Liege.  
Being the list of worths, and its ranking, referred only to two case study areas out of three, 
it cannot be considered as completely representative of the situation actually existing in the 
Belgian chosen case study areas. 
 
 
Norway 

worths shared in all case study areas by:  dwellers 

TILLERBYEN 

LILLEHAMMER-CITY CENTRE 

LILLEHAMMER-VINGROM 

1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 

2 variety of natural features (green and water) 

worths unshared in all case study areas by:  dwellers 

3 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 

4 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details and finishes) 

5 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

7 views and inner visual cones 

 
In Norway, while from the experts point of view only one case study area was fully 
analysed, as already said, from the dwellers’ point of view, information was given for 
other two case study areas besides Tillerbyen, both located in Lillehammer. 
The aspect evaluated as the most important concerns the supply of space dedicated to 
pedestrians, considered as morphology and dimension, as nice location and as appropriate 
to host people and informal activities. The attention given to the solutions for having a 
continuous path, at level, adds to its attractiveness for all the people. 
The variety of natural features is the aspect that has been evaluated as very important by 
dwellers. In Tillerbyen the presence of vegetation, green slopes and belts along the 
walkways are appreciated; in Lillehammer, beside the presence of a park, tall trees and 
nature in its various aspects, it is underlined by the presence of rivers in both areas, that 
become one of the main attraction poles: “the sound of running water, the reflection of the 
sunbeams on the water and on autumn leaves”. 
The third positive aspect, that is shared by two of the case study areas, concerns the good 
“nice and simple” signing in Lillehammer city centre, that helps with orientation, and the 
“green lounge” or the café in the park that act as poles of attraction, as the centre of 
Vingrom, where many facilities are found, and the feeling that “things happen there” is 
very much felt. 
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3.3.4 Comparison at international level 
 
 
The comparison and the ranking among the users’ problems, and among the expectations 
and proposed solutions, about the configuration of the spaces of the chosen itinerary, both 
operated one by one for each Country, have been here reported all together to have an 
easier comprehension of the interface among the various problems, and worths, detected in 
all the case study areas located in the partners’ Countries. 
The reason why this has been done lies also in the method used for the ranking of the 
problems, and worths, at international level. This ranking is based on the presence of the 
problem, or worth, in all the analysed case study areas (red frame); when this doesn’t 
happen, the ranking is made on the percentage of case study areas that present such 
problem or worth (black frame). 
In the case of problems, or worths, being in the same position, the ranking is based also on 
the mean value that results from the different positions occupied by each problem in the 
classification made in each partners’ Country. 
In Belgium only in two case study areas out of three, in Norway only in three case study 
areas out of five, the dwellers were involved; in the quantitative evaluation, the presence of 
problems and worths has been considered as shared completely (100%), when they were 
present in all the two or three cases. 
 
 
Problems detected in all the case study areas country by country by: dwellers 

FINLAND 1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

2 
(80%) shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces

3 
(60%)

lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

4 
(40%) bad maintenance and management of open spaces

5 
(20%)

lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation

6 
(20%) lack of urban furniture and equipment 

7 
(20%) bad, scarce and unvarying lighting

8 
(20%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D)

9 
(20%) lack or insufficiency of natural features

10 
(20%)

lack of valuable architectural features - buildings' 
details

FINLAND

 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

2 bad maintenance and management of open spaces

3 bad, scarce and unvarying lighting

4 lack of urban furniture and equipment

5 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces

6 scarce liveliness

7 
(66%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D)

8 
(66%) lack or insufficiency of natural features

9 
(33%)

lack of valuable architectural features - buildings' 
details

10 
(33%)

lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation

ITALY

ITALY

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

2 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces

3 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities

4 
(75%) lack of urban furniture and equipment

5 
(75%) bad, scarce and unvarying lighting

6 
(75%) lack or insufficiency of natural features

7 
(50%) bad maintenance and management of open spaces

SWITZER
LAND

SWITZER
LAND

 

1 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces

2 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

3 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation

4 bad maintenance and management of open spaces

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features

6 
(50%) lack of urban furniture and equipment

7 
(50%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D)

8 
(50%)

lack of valuable architectural features- buildings' 
details

FRANCE

FRANCE
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1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

2 bad maintenance and management of open spaces

3 lack of urban furniture and equipment

4 shortage and inappropriateness of  pedestrian spaces

5 
(50%) unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D)

6 
(50%)

lack of valuable architectural features- buildings' 
details

BELGIUM 
Liege 
Eupen

BELGIUM 
Liege 
Eupen

 

1 physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility

2 shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces

3 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D)

4 lack of valuable architectural features - buildings' 
details

5 lack of urban furniture and equipment

6 bad maintenance and management of open spaces

7 lack  or deficiency of facilities, scarce liveliness

8 
(66%)

lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation

9 
(66%) bad, scarce and unvaring lighting

10 
(33%) lack or insufficiency of natural features

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen, 
Lillehammer 
city centre, 
Lillehammer 
Vingrom

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen, 
Lillehammer 
city centre, 
Lillehammer 
Vingrom

 

 

 

 

shared value sum %

1 1FIN+1IT+1SW+2F+1B+1N physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular 
mobility 6 1,2 100%

shared value sum %

2 2FIN+5IT+2SW+1F+4B+2N shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces 5+1 2,7 96,7%

3 4FIN+2IT+7SW+4F+2B+6N bad maintenance and management of open spaces 4+2 4,2 81,7%

4 6FIN+4IT+4SW+6F+3B+5N lack of urban furniture and equipment 3+3 4,7 74,2%

shared value sum %

5 9FIN+8IT+6SW+5F+10N lack or insufficiency of natural features 1+4 7,6 49%

6 8FIN+7IT+7F+5B+3N unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 1+4 6 47,7%

7 10FIN+9IT+8F+6B+4N monotony of details and finishings 1+4 7,4 42,2%

8 3FIN+6IT+3SW+7N lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial 
activities 3+1 4,7 60%

9 7FIN+3IT+5SW+9N bad, scarce and unvarying lighting 1+3 6 43,5%

10 5FIN+10IT+3F+8N lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation 1+3 6,5 36,5%

Problems detected by the dwellers in some of the case study areas, located in some 
Countries

Problems detected by the dwellers in all the case study areas, located in all the Countries

Problems detected by the dwellers in some of the case study areas, located in all the 
Countries

 
Caption 

     Not detected in every case area       Detected in every case area 

 
Just one problem is shared by the residents of all the analyzed case areas (excluding the 
district of Ans-Rocourt and the ones of Trondheim Lade and Midtbyen where it was not 
possible to carry on the workshop): “physical, visual and olfactory negative impact of 
vehicular mobility”, and it comes out to be one of the most important negative aspects, 
because it ranks at the first position in almost all the countries, except for France, where it 
is at the second place. The dwellers feel very constricted by the presence of the vehicular 
mobility, and sometimes, in some areas, like in Jyvaskyla Kortepohja, Finland, this 
problem was the only one which was perceived. 
It is also interesting to note that the “shortage and inappropriateness of pedestrian spaces” 
is at the second place, in France at the first, but in the Italian and Belgian case study areas 

Problems shared in all the case study areas 

Problems shared only in some case study areas 
(the percentage corresponds to the number of case 
areas in which the problems are shared) 
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it is felt less important than other problems, probably because the shortage is ascribed to 
the invasion of the cars and therefore detected in the first classified problem, but also 
because the attributes of the existing spaces are considered more important: upkeep, 
lighting, urban furniture and equipment as problems to be solved in two case study areas 
out of three. Only in Frascati the problem is at the second place for importance as 
explained at point 3.3.2, Italy, pag.83. 
For the maintenance and management of the open spaces, again it happens that the 
comprehensive opinion in the case study areas of two Countries, Switzerland and Norway, 
differs very much from the others, and in particular from the Italian and Belgian case study 
areas where such problem is one of the biggest. 
As for the “lack of urban furniture and equipment” the situation is more balanced, but 
showing always that it is more similar in the belgian and italian case study areas, where all 
the dwellers have detected this problem, while in Finland and in France, only in one case 
study area has been detected and neither very much importance has been given to it. 
It is interesting to underline how the problem of “insufficiency of natural features” ranks 
about at the same place in Finland, in Norway and in Italy, in comparison to very different 
situations, being nature much less present in the latter than in the former case study areas. 
In the latter indeed, the habit to live in antique compact towns probably has made people 
accustomed to little green, therefore the problem is less felt. In this case, to two presences 
of green definitevely very different, it corresponds the same appreciation, related to two 
different cultures. In France it ranks at the fifth place because it is felt by the residents as a 
big lack in the environment in which they live. 
In the same way it is interesting to underline that the problem “lack or deficiency of 
services and commercial activities” has been detected by the residents of Finnish and 
Swiss cases study areas, third ranking place, more than by the Italian and Norwegian ones, 
who have put this problem at the sixth and seventh places, even though in the Italian case 
study areas (except for San Rocco) there are less shops, commercial activities than in the 
Swiss and Finnish ones. The perception of the residents however is related to the average 
situation in which they live, and in this case, in the italian case study areas above all to the 
liveliness of the place. 
Finally, two problems that the residents of the analysed case studies didn’t think very 
important and that the Swiss residents didn’t detect at all as problems, are ranked as 
important problems by the involved Norwegian residents: “unfriendly and overwhelming 
built environment” and “monotony of details and finishings”, and not as minor problems 
by the Belgian ones. This is probably due to two of the three analysed Norvegian case 
studies that are characterized by huge modern stores and industries and wide 
uncharacterized urban spaces. As for Belgium, this has been underlined in particular  in 
Liege where the relation between open spaces and buildings, above all the new ones 
inserted in the existing structure, is perceived as negative. It has to be remembered that in 
Belgium and Norway not all the case study areas have been analyzed, therefore the 
evaluation could not correspond to the actual situation in common to all the considered 
case study areas. 
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Worths shared in all the case study areas country by country by: dwellers 

 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation 

2 valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings)

3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

4 suitableness of pedestrian path and place

5 
(66%)

variety of natural features (green and water)

6 
(66%)

views and inner visual cones

7 
(66%)

variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

8 
(33%) good maintenance of open spaces

9 
(33%) characteristic lighting

ITALY

ITALY

 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings)

3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

4 
(50%)

mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

5 
(50%) appropriate urban furniture and equipment

6 
(50%)

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

7 
(50%) variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D)

FRANCE

FRANCE

 

 

1 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

2 appropriate urban furniture and equipment

3 valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings)

4 suitable relation between buildings height and road 
width

5 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places

6 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

7 
(50%) characteristic lighting

8 
(50%) good maintenance of open spaces

BELGIUM 
Liege Eupen

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8  
(20%) 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 variety of natural features (green and water)

3 mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation 

4 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities 

5  
(80%) 

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes

6  
(80%) 

valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings) 

7  
(80%) views and inner visual cones 

appropriate urban furniture and equipment

FINLAND 

FINLAND 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities 

3 variety of natural features (green and water)

4 valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings) 

5  
(75%) 

physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes 

6  
(25%) 

mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation 

7  
(25%) good maintenance of open spaces 

8  
(25%) appropriate urban furniture and equipment

9  
(25%) characteristic lighting 

SWITZERL 
AND 

SWITZERL 
AND 

1 suitableness of pedestrian path and places

2 variety of natural features (green and water)

3 
(66%)

mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation

4 
(66%)

valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings) 

5 
(66%)

mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities

6 
(33%) appropriate urban furniture and equipment

7 
(33%) views and inner visual cones 

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen, 
Lillehammer 
city centre, 
Lillehammer 
Vingrom

NORWAY 
Tillerbyen, 
Lillehammer 
city centre, 
Lillehammer 
Vingrom

Worths shared in all the case study areas 
 
Worths shared only in some case study 
areas (the percentage corresponds to the 
number of case areas in which the 
problems are shared) 
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shared value sum %

1 1FIN+4IT+1SW+1F+5B+1N suitableness of pedestrian path and places 6 2,2 100%

shared value sum %

2 4FIN+3IT+2SW+3F+1B+5N mixture of services, facilities and commercial 
activities 5+1 3 94,3%

3 6FIN+2IT+4SW+2F+3B+4N valuable architectural and environmental features 
(buildings, details and finishings) 4+2 3,5 91%

4 3FIN+1IT+6SW+4F+6B+3N mixture of features increasing identification and 
orientation 3+3 3,8 77,7%

shared value sum %

5 8FIN+8SW+5F+2B+6N appropriate urban furniture and equipment 1+4 5,8 38%

6 2FIN+5IT+3SW+2N variety of natural features (green and water) 3+1 3 61%

7 7IT+7F+4B variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 1+2 6 36%

8 5FIN+5SW+6F physical and visual continuity of paths for little 
interference with other transport modes 3 5,3 34,2%

9 7FIN+6IT+7N views and inner visual cones 3 6,7 29,8%

10 8IT+7SW+8B good maintenance of open spaces 3 7,7 18%

11 9IT+9SW+7B characteristic lighting 3 8,3 18%

Worths detected by the dwellers in all the case study areas, located in all the 
Countries

Worths detected by the dwellers in some of the case study areas, located in 
some Countries

Worths detected by the dwellers in some of the case study areas, located in 
all the Countries

 
Caption 

     Not detected in every case area       Detected in every case area 

 
Just one worth is shared by the residents of all the analyzed case study areas (excluding the 
district of Ans-Rocourt and the ones of Trondheim Lade and Midtbyen where it was not 
possible to carry on the workshop): “suitableness of pedestrian path and places” that ranks 
at the first place in the various case study areas, but is at the forth and fifth place in Italy 
and Belgium, where evidently such aspect is still more a problem than a worth. The second 
most important positive element for the residents is “mixture of services, facilities and 
commercial activities”, that is related to one of the three components of the space: the use, 
which is connected to everyday life; the presence of services, shops, and their closeness to 
the neighbourhood, helps pedestrians to consider the environment in which they live more 
appealing. Then one worth has been detected in all the countries and in almost every case 
study area; infact only the Finnish and Norwegian residents of Myllypuro and Vingrom do 
not share the presence of “valuable architectural and environmental features”. The French 
residents of Amiens and the Norwegian residents of Tillerbyen do not feel the presence of 
a “mixture of features increasing identification and orientation”, while only in Sursee, the 
Swiss residents notice features in such sense and appreciate them. The fourth classified 
worth is indeed shared by all the case study areas located in Finland, Italy and Belgium, 
but in different way, being more appreciated in Finland and Italy. The indicators that are 
more detected and appreciated concern the presence of a core, that often is represented by 
a park (Myllypuro, La Villa, Saliceto Panaro, Lillehammer city centre); the presence of 
elements that act as distinctive gates or boundaries of the areas where people live (Sursee 
Mitte, La Villa, Amiens), or as memory features; the presence of a main axis that 
pedestrians use; the presence of familiar, lively places that become points of reference in 
their walks. 
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The third classified worth is related to the “form” of the space, and it is interesting to 
underline that in Finnish case study areas, the residents have pointed out the importance of 
buildings details and finishings only at the sixth place while, in the other Countries’ case 
study areas, this positive aspect has been ranked to upper positions, especially in France 
and in Italy, where the interesting and valuable architectonic characteristics of the 
buildings, especially in San Rocco, in La Villa and in Saint Leu, are present. 
The positive effect of vegetation and of natural elements has been highly considered in 
Swiss, Norwegian and Finnish case study areas, infact the presence of rivers (present in 
every Swiss case study areas and in most of the Norwegian ones), and of parks, green and 
trees along the streets, around the buildings (in Sursee Mitte, in Schwamendingen Mitte,in 
Lillehammer and especially in Myllypuro and Kuopio city centre), rises the attractiveness 
of the places; also in Italy it has been well appreciated but not in all the case study areas, 
given the presence of a small old town with little green (Frascati). All the other worths 
characterize only some of the case study areas, alternatively present in three out of six 
Countries. 
 
 
3.4 Comparison among the aspects shared by experts and 

dwellers: problems and worths 
 
3.4.1 Problems shared by experts and dwellers in the case studies, country 

by country 
 
In the lists herewith reported, problems detected by residents and experts in the case study 
areas analysed in each partner’s Country have been interrelated, considering their 
similarity. The ranking is obtained taking into account the problems shared by the two 
groups of people, with their own ranking numbers, and using the mean method, evaluating 
both the recurrence in the case study areas and the importance attributed to each problem. 
When the problems are not shared at all by the two categories, they are listed as specific of  
dwellers and hatched in violet, or as specific of experts and hatched in green. 
 
The interrelation between the lists of the residents’ and the experts’ problems is reported 
in the Annex 1. 
 
Italy 
problems shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 
2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 
4 low maintenance and management of open spaces 
5 lack and unaptness of lighting 
6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

problems shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
7 lack or insufficiency of natural features 
8 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 
9 monotony of details and finishings 

problems shared by dwellers and experts only in some case study areas 
10 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

 
In the analysis of the results it has to be underlined that all the detected problems are 
shared; what it changes is their recurrence in the case study areas, considered higher by the  
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experts (presence of all the problems in all the areas but for “unfriendly and overwhelming 
built environment”, not detected in Frascati). In the residents’ opinion, only six problems 
are present in all the analysed areas and their importance is evaluated in a different way. 
The agreement is almost complete on the bad influence played by the vehicular mobility 
on the attractiveness of the spaces and on the lack of urban furniture and equipment. 
It is given a very different importance to the maintenance: very high for the residents, who 
think it is very bad, and quite low for the experts; the same thing can be said for the 
detected shortage of pedestrian dedicated spaces, surprisingly considered as the first 
problem by the experts, but as the fifth by the residents. On another aspect there is a 
difference; the experts notice “the lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and 
orientation” but the residents do not so much, and they do it only as lack of points of 
reference and  putting it at the last position in the list. 
It is interesting to make some considerations on the different assessments: the negative 
features that the residents have talked about but the experts didn’t check out in their 
analysis, and the negative features individuated by the experts but not by the residents. 
This, obviously, could come out because, on one side the residents know in a deeper way 
the area where they live, but just for this, sometimes they look at its spaces with 
accustomed eyes; on the other side the experts have an objective approach to the analysis, 
but they can’t know deeply the area and the problems coming out from everyday life. The 
dwellers, being indeed accustomed to their surroundings, do not see some slow overtaking 
negative changes as they do not see anymore some worths, due to some peculiar or 
interesting feature. This is an aspect that was analysed by Linch in depth; the comparison 
with the observations of the experts, if they are newcomers, not only rebalance these 
inaccuracies, but also can make the dwellers aware of them. 
 
 
Finland 
problems shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 intensive physical and visual  impact of vehicular mobility 
problems shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
3 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 
4 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

problems shared by dwellers and experts only in some case study areas 
5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 
6 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 
7 lack and unaptness of lighting 
8 monotony of details and finishings 
9 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

specific of dwellers in some case study areas 
10 bad maintenance and management of open spaces 

 
The problems detected by the residents and by the experts are almost the same and are 
almost at the same positions in the list, except for the first and fourth negative elements 
pointed out by the experts, and ranked only at the fifth and at the ninth places by the 
residents (“lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation”, and “lack or 
insufficiency of natural features”). On the contrary the residents have detected one 
negative aspect of the environment which the experts haven’t noted at all: “bad 
maintenance and management of open spaces”, related most of all to the winter 
maintenance. It seems again, as in Italy, that the dwellers give an higher importance than 
the experts to the maintenance issue. 
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Switzerland 
problems shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 
2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 

problems shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 

problems shared by dwellers in all the case study areas, by experts only in some 
4 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

problems shared by dwellers and experts only in some case study areas 
5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 
6 low maintenance and management of open spaces 

specific of dwellers in some case study areas 
7 bad, scarce and unvarying lighting 

specific of experts in some case study areas 
8 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 
9 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

 
The features detected as negative by the residents are more or less the same as the ones 
detected by the experts, but they are more negatively expressed; the first two problems 
detected by the residents and by the experts, in fact, are the same, only the order is 
inverted. On the contrary for the third problem pointed out by the residents, the assessment 
is quite different since it ranks only at the seventh place in the experts’ list (“lack or 
deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities”).  
Two problems have been detected just by the experts and one has been pointed out only by 
the residents: “lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation”, 
“unfriendly and overwhelming environment”, and “bad, scarce and unvarying lighting”. It 
is interesting to point out how the Italian and Finnish experts too have detected the first 
two problems in a more precise way than the residents. 
 
 
France 
problems shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
2 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 
3 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 
4 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

problems shared by experts  in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
5 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 
6 monotony of details and finishings 

problems shared by dwellers in all the case study areas, by experts only in some 
7 low maintenance and management of open spaces 

problems shared by experts  in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
8 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 

specific of experts in all the case study areas 
9 lack and unaptness of lighting 

10 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

 
The first problems in both the experts’ and residents’ lists rank almost at the same place, 
except for the “phisical, visual and olfactory negative impact of vehicular mobility”, 
ranked at the second place by the residents and only at the eigth by the experts.  
This big difference of evaluation can be explained because the residents, living day after 
day a certain situation, piling up their uneasiness, arrive to stress only some negative 
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features of the urban environment which to the experts haven’t been appeared so negative. 
In the same way the problem of “monotony of details and finishings”, ranked at the third 
place by the experts, is at the last position in the residents’ evaluation; the inhabitants get 
accustomed to a certain built environment, they walk seeing but not “looking” anymore, 
while the experts analyzing the area, looking specifically at some features of the 
environment, are able to individuate some specific characteristics of the area. This doesn’t 
mean that the dwellers don’t perceive this negative aspect. They do, unconsciously, and 
sometimes they regret more other aspects they think are the cause of their unsatisfaction or 
detachment from the place. As in Finland, the “lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation” is considered a very important problem, and it is evaluated almost 
the same by residents and experts, while in Finland it had a much greater importance for 
experts. 
It has to be noted that the last problems in the list, just detected by the experts, assume 
different meaning in the two analysed areas; in particular the last one. In Bellevue the little 
services, activity, the extremely poor features as concerning the “use” of the space is most 
of all related to the specific characteristic of the district, a suburban area, without real 
function at the urban scale; in Amiens Saint-Leu the lack of services present just one 
negative feature: some lack of shops, related however to the need of a development of 
services, shops, activities, due to the presence of the university in the district. 
 
 
Belgium 

problems shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 
1 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 
2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment  
4 low maintenance and management of open spaces 
problems shared by experts  in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
5 monotony of details and finishings  
6 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment (3D). 
specific of experts in all the case study areas 
7 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 
8 lack and unaptness of lighting 
9 lack or insufficiency of natural features 
10 lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation 

 
The comparison can be made only for two of the analysed case study areas out of three, 
and precisely for Liege and Eupen since there are no data at disposal for Ans with respect 
to dwellers. 
In Belgium the problems brought up by the experts and residents with the same enphasis 
are the first and the third. The first is related to the impediments to the continuity of the 
pedestrian routes, that slow slow down the pace and diminish the attractiveness of the 
potential routes for the users; to the gaps in specific locations that are hindrances, 
sometimes important, to the proper continuity of the pedestrian routes. The third is related 
to the urban furniture and equipment present in the spaces used by pedestrians and not 
considered sufficient and appropriate. The lack of upkeep of the public spaces can cause 
comfort and safety problems, but above all diminishes the attractiveness of the utilised 
spaces, and assumes then a high importance. As in other previous cases, such importance 
is much higher for the dwellers (2nd place) than for the experts (8th place), but is detected 
by both. 
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Four problems have been detected by the experts but not by the residents. Two of them, as 
in France, concern services and lightning; the problem of lighting in Switzerland is 
detected on the contrary by experts and not by residents. 
 
 
Norway 

problems shared by dwellers and experts in one case study area 

1 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 
2 monotony of details and finishings 
3 intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 
4 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 

specific of dwellers in one case study area 

6 unfriendly and overwhelming built environment 
7 bad maintenance and management of open spaces 

specific of experts in one case study area 

8 lack or insufficiency of natural features 

 
The comparison can be made only for one case study area out of five, and precisely for 
Trondheim-Tillerbyen, since the mapping and assessment from the experts’ point of view 
was made only for this case study area. Therefore the list of the problems detected by the 
dwellers has been extracted from the merged list elaborated before, for making a correct 
confrontation at this step of the process. 
Dwellers and experts detect almost the same problems but give them different evaluations 
but for “lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities” that is ranked 
low by both. 
The dwellers detected two problems that were not detected at all by the experts; one of 
them is about maintenance and strengthen what already noticed in the case study areas of 
the other Countries; the other is the most important in their list and is quite interesting, 
since it concerns the “unfriendly and overwhelming built environment” that in this case is 
related to too wide straight streets, monotonous and boring, that obviously communicate a 
strong feeling of isolation and uneasiness to who walks. This consideration made by the 
dwellers support all the other ones that are also shared by the experts, and strengthen the 
feeling of a space not at pedestrian scale for dimension, design, equipment and meaningful 
characteristics. 
“The monotony of  detail and finishings” is indeed shared by both and assumes quite the 
same importance. The impact with the vehicular traffic is on the contrary considered more 
important by the experts. 
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3.4.2 Worths shared by experts and dwellers in the case studies, country by 

country 
 
In the lists herewith reported, worths detected by residents and experts in the case study 
areas analysed in each partner’s Country have been interrelated, considering their 
similarity. The ranking is obtained taking into account the worths shared by the two groups 
of people, with their own ranking numbers, and using the mean method, evaluating both 
the recurrence in the case study areas and the importance attributed to each worth. 
When the worths are not shared at all by the two categories, they are listed as specific of  
dwellers and hatched in violet, or as specific of experts and hatched in green. 
 
Italy 
worths shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
2 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 
3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities        
4 variety of details and finishings  

worths shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some  
5 variety of natural features (green and water) 
6 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 
7 presence of views of various type 

specific of experts in some case study areas 
8 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

specific of dwellers in some case study areas 
10 good maintenance of open spaces 
11 characteristic lighting 

 
Four worths are shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas. The first and the 
third items have been evaluated quite in the same way by dwellers and experts. The other 
two items have been evaluated in different way by the two groups. It is interesting to 
underline these differences. One concerns “suitableness of pedestrian paths and places”, 
that is considered as the main positive aspect present in the analysed areas by the experts, 
but not considered so much by the residents, who put it at the fourth place in their list. 
They judge it less positively because it is the result of different aspects; some related to the 
effort in walking, such as distance and gradient in two areas, and one to the availability of  
places for meeting. 
The other concerns “variety of details and finishings”, that is much more appreciated by 
the dwellers than by the experts. It ranks indeed at the second place in the residents’ 
evaluation, while the experts haven’t noted so much this as positive feature, because they 
rated it sixth. It is interesting to underline this incongruence because usually the residents 
are not keen in perceiving the aesthetic features of the built environment in which they 
live. 
Some positive features have been pointed out just by the experts and some only by the 
residents, showing again a different perspective, but above all the different importance 
given to the various aspects that characterize the environment. 
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Finland 
worths shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 
2 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
3 variety of natural features (green and water) 

worths shared by dwellers in all the case study areas, by experts only in some 
4 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

worths shared by dwellers and experts only in some case study areas 
5 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 

6 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

7 variety of details and finishing 
specific of dwellers and experts in some case study areas 

8 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 
9 views and inner visual cones 

10 good maintenance of open spaces 
11 characteristic lighting 

 
The worths detected by the dwellers and by the experts at the first three ranking places are 
almost the same, while the positive feature at the fifth place (“appropriate urban furniture 
and equipment”) has been evaluated in a different way by the inhabitants and by the 
experts, who have placed it at the forth position, while the residents at the last one. The 
same thing, but reversed, can be said for the continuity of the path; such positive aspect is 
not detected in a strong way by experts, who put it at the place before the last, while is well 
appreciated by residents, who put it half way. Some worths have been pointed out just by 
the experts (“variety and balanced scale of spaces”, “good maintenance of open spaces” 
and “characteristic lighting”), or by the residents (“views and inner visual cones”).  
 
 
Switzerland 
worths shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 
2 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 
3 variety of natural features (green and water) 
4 variety of details and finishings 

worths shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in some 
5 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
6 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 
7 good maintenance of open spaces 

worths shared by dwellers and experts only in some case study areas 

8 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

specific of dwellers in some case study areas 
9 characteristic lighting 

 
The worths detected by the dwellers and by the experts are exactly the same as type and 
importance for what concerns the first three positions, while the fourth worth pointed out 
by the residents ranks only at the seventh place in the experts list (“variety of details and 
finishing”). It is evident a situation similar to the one commented in the case of the Italian 
case study areas.  
It is interesting to underline that an important indicator for the suitableness of the 
pedestrian path, that the residents have pointed out, is the closeness to the city centre, as 
happened also in Italy. 
One positive feature has been detected just by the residents: “characteristic lighting”. 
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France 
worths shared by dwellers and experts in all the case study areas 

1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 
2 variety of details and finishings 
3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

worths shared by experts in all the case study areas, by dwellers only in one 
4 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
5 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 
6 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

7 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

specific of experts in all the case study areas 
8 presence of views of various type 
9 variety of natural features (green and water) 

 
The first two worths are detected and evaluated in the same way by experts and dwellers. 
Quite a big difference can be noted in the evaluation given to the third worth; the residents 
report their presence in both areas and appreciate it (third place), while the experts put it at 
the end of the list (ninth position). It could be said that the dwellers appreciate also small 
things that the experts undervalue, or that the dwellers have got used to what they have. 
A difference can be noted also in the following four items; the experts detect them in both 
analysed case study areas, while the dwellers always only in one of the two, and precisely 
the fourth, sixth and seventh in Nantes, the fifth in Amiens. For the dwellers then Nantes 
seems to offer more forces than Amiens. Two worths are specific of experts. It seems then 
that the dwellers note less the good qualities of the districts where they live. The items 
detected by the dwellers, as by the experts, in both cities, cover anyway a varied range of 
qualities of different type: space, details and facilities. 
 
 
Belgium 

worths shared by dwellers and experts in all the considered case study areas 
1 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places  
2 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3d) 
3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 
4 appropriate urban furniture and equipment 
5 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
6 variety of details and finishings 

specific of experts in all the considered case study areas 
7 variety of natural features (green and water) 
8 presence of views of various type 

9 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

specific of dwellers in one case study area 
10 characteristic lighting 
11 good maintenance of open spaces 

 
The experts and residents share six worths, then three are specific of the experts and two 
are specific of the residents. The shared ones are related to the suitableness of the space for 
pedestrians, considered in all its aspects connected to the dimension, to the form and to the 
equipment; such comprehensive consideration is supported by other worths related to the 
presence of services and of elements rising identity. One of the positive features that 
emerged by the analysis is indeed the appeal of the shops and the attraction represented by 
all of the services concentrated in the town centre, which represent the value most often 
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expressed by residents. This well reflects the initial appeal of the towns which have, since 
their creation, always been the same; the quality of the visual environment is a reflection 
of a financial responsability for the public spaces by the Local Authority, that is 
endeavouring to improve the image of the town centre, the quality of the planning and the 
municipal installations for the public spaces devoted pedestrians. This procedure was 
rapidly able to strenghten the appeal of the public spaces in the town centre, especially of 
the spaces intended for the pedestrians who, over the last few years, were also the subjects 
of social measures in both the studied cities. 
The diversity of the urban fabric is one of the points that was noted by the experts; the 
presence of heritage buildings calls for attention to the quality of the visual environment as 
well as the “renovation of facades” phenomenon, enhancing also the general visual quality 
of the city. It is interesting to underline the worth stressed by the experts but most of all by 
the residents about the presence of arcades (“suitableness of pedestrian paths and places”), 
important in a country where the number of times that it rains is extremely high, just as is 
the quantity of water that falls. 
 
 
Norway 

worth shared by dwellers and experts in one case study area  

1 variety of natural features (green and water) 
2 suitableness of pedestrian paths and places 
3 mixture of services, facilities and commercial activities 

specific of dwellers in one case study area 

4 valuable architectural and environmental features (buildings, details 
and finishings) 

specific of experts in one case study area 

5 mixture of features increasing identification and orientation 
6 good maintenance of open spaces 

7 physical and visual continuity of paths for little interference with other 
transport modes 

8 variety and balanced scale of spaces (3D) 

 
As already said at page 103, the comparison can be made only for one case area: 
Trondheim-Tillerbyen. 
The first two worths are detected both by experts and dwellers at the second and third 
positions in their list, but with the order inverted. The third worth assumes very different 
importance for the two groups, higher for the dwellers (fourth place), lower for the experts 
(seventh place). 
It is interesting to underline that the aspect that is the most appreciated one by the dwellers 
is not detected at all by the experts. This attention to the details confirms some comments 
that have been already made for the previous case study areas of the other partners’ 
countries. 
The situation is the same, but reverse, for the most important aspect detected by the 
experts, that is not noted at all by the dwellers. Other three worths have been reported only 
by the experts, who probably have a more trained eye for such evaluation. 
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3.4.3 Comparison at international level 
 
The confrontation and the ranking between experts’ and residents’ opinions, both operated 
one by one for the analysed case study areas of each Country, were reported all together to 
have an easier comprehension of the interface among the various detected problems and 
worths. 
The method used for the ranking of the problems and worths at international level is based 
on the mean value that results from the different positions occupied by each problem, or 
worth, in the classification already made for the case studies located in each Country. In 
the red frame are the problems, or worths, completely shared by dwellers and experts in all 
the case study areas; in the black frame are the ones which are not completely shared. 
The percentage of sharing, by experts and users in the various case study areas, is reported 
next to the single problem, or worth. In this way is immediate the individuation of 
problems, or worths, that were detected by experts or users, and of how many areas 
perceived the similar problem. When the problems, or worths, are detected only by one 
category, the boxes are hatched. 
 
Problems shared in the case study areas, listed country by country 

FINLAND 1 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+80% dw

3 lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation 100% ex+20% dw

4 lack or insufficiency of natural features 100% ex+20% dw

5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 60% ex+60% dw

6 lack and inappropriateness of urban 
furniture and equipment 60% ex+20% dw

7 lack and unaptness of lighting 60% ex+20% dw

8 monotony of details and finishings 60% ex+20% dw

9 unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment 40% ex+20% dw

10 bad maintenance and management of open 
spaces                 40% dw

FINLAND

1 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+100% dw

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment 100% ex+100% dw

4 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces 100% ex+100% dw

5 lack and unaptness of lighting 100% ex+100% dw

6 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 100% ex+100% dw

7 lack or insufficiency of natural features 100% ex+66% dw

8 lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation 100% ex+33% dw

9 monotony of details and finishings 100% ex+33% dw

10 unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment 66% ex+66% dw

ITALY

ITALY

1 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+100% dw

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban 
furniture and equipment 100% ex+75% dw

4 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 25% ex+100% dw

5 lack or insufficiency of natural features 50% ex+75% dw

6 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces 25% ex+50% dw

7 bad, scarce and unvarying lighting                 75% dw

8 lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation  50% ex

9 unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment  50% ex

SWITZER
LAND

SWITZER
LAND

 

1 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+100% dw

2 lack of features increasing the feeling of  
identity and orientation 100% ex+100% dw

3 intensive physical and visual impact of  
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

4 lack or insufficiency of natural features 100% ex+100% dw

5 lack and inappropriateness of urban  
furniture and equipment 100% ex+50% dw

6 monotony of details and finishings 100% ex+50% dw

7 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces 50% ex+100% dw

8 unfriendly and overwhelming built  
environment 100% ex+50% dw

9 lack and unaptness of lighting  100% ex

10 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities  100% ex

FRANCE

FRANCE
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1 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture 
and equipment 100% ex+100% dw

2 monotony of details and finishings 100% ex+100% dw

3 intensive physical and visual impact of 
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

4 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+100% dw

5 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 100% ex+100% dw

6 unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment                100% dw

7 low maintenance and management of open 
spaces                100% dw

8 lack or insufficiency of natural features  100% ex

NORWAY
Tillerbyen

NORWAY
Tillerbyen

 
 

 
 
 

In the table elaborated for the comparison of the problems shared at international level by 
dwellers and experts in the analysed case study areas, the Norwegian results have been 
used as a check. In the considerations though, the Norwegian residents’ opinions, 
expressed on their whole, have been taken into account to make some further 
considerations. In the next template indeed this is evident in the evaluation column 
(Norway = N). It has been necessary to operate in this way because it would be impossible 
to make a correct comparison between experts’ analysis and opinion survey with the 
unbalanced data at disposal, as already said in 2.3, page 30, and for the reason already 
explained at 3.2.4 page 76. The overall comparison then is made for five countries. 
 

1 intensive physical and visual impact of  
vehicular mobility 100% ex+100% dw

2 shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 100% ex+100% dw

3 lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture  
and equipment  100% ex+100% dw

4 low maintenance and management of open  
spaces 100% ex+100% dw

5 monotony of details and finishings  100% ex+50% dw

6 unfriendly and overwhelming built  
environment (3D) 100% ex+50% dw

7 lack or deficiency of services, facilities and  
commercial activities  100% ex

8 lack and unaptness of lighting  100% ex

9 lack or insufficiency of natural features  100% ex

10 lack of features increasing the feeling of  
identity and orientation  100% ex

BELGIUM 

BELGIUM 

Problems shared in all the case study areas 
 
Problems shared only in some case study areas 
(the percentage corresponds to the n° of case 
areas in which the problems are shared)

Problems shared only by experts 
 
Problems shared only by dwellers 
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Caption 

  Not detected in every case study area    Detected in every case study area 

Tipical of dwellers  Tipical of experts 

 
The only problem shared both by experts and residents in all the case areas of the five 
partners’ countries, is the negative impact of vehicular mobility that, no matter the 
typology of the area, the date of settlement and the country, always assumes a very high 
importance in the evaluation of the quality and attractiveness of the space for pedestrians. 
To be precise, the highest importance in four Countries; only in France it is overcome by 
problems more strictly related to the character of the pedestrian space, to its organization 
and to the legibility of the environment. Also the limited and unbalanced Norwegian 
survey supports such statement; in fact if we do not consider only the case study area 
analysed both by experts and dwellers, we find out something interesting. The experts in 
fact, in the analysis of one case study area, put it at the second position of the ranking list 
while the dwellers involved in three case studies out of five, on their whole, put it at the 
first place. “Shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces”, is pointed out by 100% of the 
experts, and by the 96 % of the residents, because in Finland this negative aspect was not 
pointed out by residents in every analysed case area. If we use the same approach 
explained before to analyse the Norwegian situation, we can note that for the dwellers on 
their whole such problem is at the second place in their ranking list, while the experts rate 
it less (fourth place). It is interesting to underline how some problems assume an important 
weight for the experts; for example, the “lack of features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation” is thought to be the most important problem detected in the analysed case 
study areas by the Finnish experts but the dwellers put it only at the fifth place; it is rated 
at the fourth place both by Swiss and Italian experts, but the dwellers do not detect it all in  

tot tot% experts dwellers value Norway

1 1FIN + 1IT + 1SW + 3F + 1B intensive physical and visual impact 
of vehicular mobility

5 100% 50% 50% 1,4 3N

tot tot% experts dwellers value Norway

2 2FIN+ 2IT + 2SW + 1F + 2B shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 4+1 98% 50% 48% 1,8 4N

3 6FIN+ 3IT +3SW +5F+ 3B lack and inappropriateness of urban 
furniture and equipment 2+3 80,5% 46% 34,5% 4 1N

tot tot% experts dwellers value Norway

4 10FIN + 4IT +6SW+7F+ 4B low maintenance and management of open 
spaces 2+3 66,5% 27,5% 39% 6,2 7N

5 4FIN+7IT+5SW+ 4F + 9B lack or insufficiency of natural features 1+4 71,1% 45% 26,1% 5,8 8N

6 5FIN+ 6IT +4SW+ 10F + 7B lack or deficiency of services, facilities and 
commercial activities 1+4 64,5% 38,5% 26% 6,4 5N

7 3FIN+8IT+ 8SW + 2F + 10B lack of features increasing the feeling of 
identity and orientation 1+4 60,3% 45% 15,3% 6,2 

8 7FIN+ 5IT + 7SW + 9F + 8B lack and unaptness of lighting 1+4 55,5% 36% 19,5% 7,2 

9 9FIN+10IT+ 9SW +8F+ 6B unfriendly and overwhelming built 
environment 5 54,2% 35,6% 18,6% 8,4 6N

tot tot% experts dwellers value Norway

10 8FIN+9IT+6F+ 5B monotony of details and finishings 4 51,3% 36% 15,3% 7 2N

Problems detected by dwellers and experts in some of the case study 
areas, located in some Countries 

Problems detected both by dwellers and experts in all the case study 
areas, located in all the Countries 

Problems detected by dwellers and experts in some of the case study 
areas, located in all the Countries 

Problems not always detected both by dwellers and experts in all of 
the case study areas, located in all the Countries


