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4.  Outcomes 
 
4.1 An overall comparison 
 
 
The analysis on the Attractiveness of the pedestrian spaces has allowed to compare the 
different critical approaches of the experts and of the dwellers as regards the observation 
of the outdoor environment. It has allowed to individuate which are the most negative 
features annoying the usability of the space, and which are, on the contrary, the aspects to 
be considered positive, and for this reason to be improved, maintained, and enhanced. 
The attractiveness of a public space is very difficult to categorize, because it is a subjective 
feeling and it can change depending on the culture, on the age and on the specific situation. 
For this reason the comparison among the different situations, individuated by different 
categories of people in the various analysed areas located in the different countries, is a 
very important tool, if the aim is to have a global and more objective indication on which 
are the elements of the pedestrian space that can be considered “universally” valid or 
generally negative. 
 
4.1.1 Main findings 
 
Talking about the negative aspects, which are considered as disturbing the pleasantness of 
“living” the outdoor spaces, it has to be underlined that both for residents and experts, and 
in every case study area analysed in the various countries, the “intensive physical and 
visual impact of vehicular mobility” was pointed out as the worst element that could 
strongly reduce the attractiveness of a place, but for France. The indicators, referred to this 
problem, that were detected in the various case study areas, underline that the presence of 
cars, and in general of motorized vehicles, is able to ruin the most beautiful open space 
that is planned for pedestrians. The traffic impact, due to speed and flow and to 
dimensional aspects, the interruption of the network or its intrusion by cars, the impression 
of parking dominating the urban environment, have been the main aspects pointed out by 
the analysis. For the residents this problem ranks at the first place in every case study area 
of the partners countries, except for France (2nd position) where the two analysed case 
study areas present two different, almost opposite, situations; one (Saint Leu), where the 
several parking areas annoy pedestrians, the other (Bellevue), where the problem of the 
presence of the car is overtaken by another important problem: the “shortage and 
inappropriateness of the pedestrian space”. The experts, on the opposite, give more 
importance to the shortage of appropriate pedestrian space aspect than to the vehicular 
mobility negative impact, which ranks at the second position in every other case study area 
of the partners’ countries, and is even at the eight in France. The only exception is 
Belgium, where it occupies the first rank. 
The interesting aspect to underline is that this problem, pointed out as the first one strongly 
perceived as negative, assumes different characteristics in the different Nations. It is quite 
surprising to highlight the presence of the negative impact of vehicular mobility in the 
three norvegian case study areas analysed by the dwellers, or to note that, in some case 
study areas, the only problem detected by dwellers was related to the presence of cars 
(Jyvaskyla Kortepohja), while in areas as Saliceto Panaro-Modena this problem ranks only 
at the fifth place.  
All the other problems are not detected in all the case study areas both by dwellers and 
experts. The second problem could be considered completely shared, since only the 
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Finnish dwellers do not detect it and just in one case study area: Jyvaskyla Kortepohja. It 
occupies always the second position, but in France, where it occupies, as already said, the 
first, in complete agreement for dwellers and experts. 
Such problem is detected by the experts in the first position also in Italy and Switzerland. 
The dwellers classify it in different ways. Coherently at the second position only in the 
Finnish and Swiss case studies. The inappropriateness of the public space for pedestrians is 
related to its insufficiency, to its wrong dimensions, in width and length, to the lack of 
places to stay and rest, or to its being not apt to host the various requested activities, to the 
presence of spaces that are not physically and visually pleasant or that are not perceived as 
lived in, and thence secure. 
Comparing the experts’ list with the residents’ one, a particularity comes out. In the case of 
the Italian case study areas, the experts gave a high importance to this aspect of the 
environment and ranked it at the first place; the residents, on the other hand, ranked it only 
at the fifth place. This means that the Italian inhabitants, most of the times, are used to 
“live” the outdoor space, without giving much importance to the place they walk in. It is a 
question of habits, accompanied by the fact that there are problems that are considered 
much more important, and may be there is neither the culture or the knowledge of the 
possibility of having something better. In France, instead, the lack of appropriate spaces 
for pedestrians is strongly felt as a major problem to be solved; especially in Bellevue, that 
suffers from the abundance of surface and the little activity in its centre. 
The “lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment” is the last problem to 
be detected both by dwellers and experts in the five countries, even if not in all the case 
study areas. It is worth then to be considered as the third aspect that characterizes generally 
in a negative way the pedestrian environment, also with some differences. Solving all these 
three problems seem to be important in defining an outdoor space as attractive for 
pedestrians. It ranks coherently at the third position in the Belgian, Italian and Swiss case 
study areas, but in the latter it is detected only in three case study areas out of four by the 
dwellers. In Finland and France the problem is less felt, and is detected more by experts 
and much less by dwellers. For the other problems it seems more useful to point out some 
peculiarities.  
About the low maintenance, the complaints by the residents are in agreement also if with 
some difference; very high in Italy and Belgium, a little bit lower in France, Finland, and 
in the three analysed Norwegian case study areas; seldom detected in Switzerland (only 
one case). It is very important to underline that this evaluation is not shared by experts, 
who do not think that the maintenance and management, in the analysed case study areas, 
is as low as the residents think, and is completely unshared by Finnish experts, who do not 
detect the problem at all. 
In the problem list, at the fifth place, there is the “lack or insufficiency of natural 
features”, ranked at the forth, fifth place by Finland, Switzerland and France, and at the 
seventh and ninth by Italy and Belgium; such evaluation is not shared by dwellers in the 
Belgian cases, since it is not detected at all; in the Finnish and in the Norwegian ones, 
where it is detected only in one case study area; the interesting aspect is that this lack is 
assessed the same in Finland, where the case study areas are characterized, most of the 
time, by a large presence of nature (forest, rivers, lakes, etc.). The deeper knowledge of the 
place in which people live let better understand, in some case, the real presence of positive 
or negative elements, which can improve or deteriorate the quality of the surrounding 
environment. 
The “lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities” is not equally 
shared by experts and residents. It is interesting to underline that it is not detected as a 
problem by dwellers in the Belgian and French case study areas, while it is detected as an 
important lack in the Finnish and Swiss case study areas. The experts detect it always but 
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do not give it a high importance. This difference is probably related to the chosen case 
studies that, from this point of view, present different situations.  
Another set of problems, that were detected at the last positions in the problems list, is 
very interrelated. The “lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation” 
assumes a very high importance for the experts of all the partners countries but for the 
Swiss experts; it doesn’t seem on the contrary to have any importance, or a very low one 
for the residents of the analysed case-study areas, but for France where, both in Nantes and 
Amiens, it has the same importance that for the experts. Some interesting considerations 
could be made. In Switzerland, the experts, using a very pragmatic approach, give 
obviously a low importance to this aspect, and the residents seem to be used to such type 
of environment and to not feel such lack. 
In France, where since some time an approach very sensible to the design of the 
streetscape was pursued and applied, experts obviously weigh such aspect as fundamental 
and residents, having appreciated it too, share it. In the other cases, possibly there are still 
more important problems to be solved, that put these more perceptual ones in the 
background, as it is for sure in the case of Italy; but this doesn’t mean that they do not 
exist. 
Also “unfriendly and overwhelming built environment” is a problem shared in all the case 
areas by experts and residents, but in the Swiss ones, where it is mentioned only by the 
experts in some cases; the level of importance though is always much higher for the 
experts (100% in France and Belgium) than for the residents, who evaluate it under 
average, but in Italy where it has the same importance for both, but it is at the last place of 
the problem list. In some way this aspect, that is again related to the architecture of the 
street environment, strengthen what already said for “Lack of features increasing the 
feeling of identity and orientation”. 
The evaluation of “Monotony of details and finishing” as a problem confirms the previous 
considerations made on the other two architectural aspects of the environment. French and 
Belgian experts detect this problem in all the case study areas, and give it a very high 
importance for the attractiveness of the walking environment, also the Italian experts do, 
but with less emphasis; the Norwegian case study area, taken as test, confirms such 
evaluation. Such idea is also shared, in part, by Finnish experts. It is shared by the 
residents of such case study areas but giving it much less importance; the problem is not 
detected at all in the Swiss case study areas, while in the three analysed Norwegian case 
areas, it is considered as one of the most important problems. 
A special attention calls the last classified item, detected at the lasts positions in all the 
case study areas, more by the experts and not detected at all in the Swiss one, but 
considered an important problem in the Norwegian test case. Considering also the 
comprehensive opinions of the Norwegian dwellers (all the three analysed cases), its 
importance is confirmed. 
The analysed case study areas were most of the time placed in the central part of the city; 
this is a very interesting information which reminds us how the weight of the historical 
background, in the development of a settlement, is decisive for the quality of the 
architecture, and it has a special importance for the identity of a place; in an area 
characterized by an old settlement, the built environment is proportioned at the human 
scale, the buildings have their own peculiarities, their particular details and finishing, and 
therefore it should be easier to orientate, to have a feeling of identity or belonging. The 
peculiarity of the Norwegian ranking confirms this consideration; two of the three case 
study areas are indeed suburban. Not in all the case study areas there it seems to be this 
congruence; sometimes these characteristics are indeed not interrelated. 
In Italy, where two of the three case study areas are close or in the city centre, the situation 
is quite coherent; these problems rank all at the last places in the list while the related 
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characteristics, in their positive role, result to be at the first positions in the worth list; in 
Finland, where three out of five case areas are located in the city centre or just outside, the 
“Monotony of details and finishings” was detected only in the suburban and in the urban 
district areas, while the “Features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation” is 
placed at the first position not only in the problem list, but also and in the worth one, made 
by the experts. Confirming the presence and importance of the problem, but also its value 
for making a space attractive and thence the attention that has to be given to it. The Swiss 
case study areas situation strengthen the hypothesis made previously in the case of the 
“lack of features increasing the feeling of identity and orientation”. 
In general the typology of the analysed city, the location of the area in the city, the date of 
settlement and its main general characteristics reflect, but in some exceptions, the quality 
of the pedestrian areas. The attractiveness of a space is strictly related, as emerged from 
the worths’ analysis, to the presence of a right place where pedestrians can feel to be part 
of and not excluded and bad threatened, to the possibility of recognizing a place as 
“home”, to the feeling of identity and of belonging, which grow with the quantity of time 
spent in a place but especially with the sense of property. 
The “Lack and unaptness of lighting” is detected by experts in most of the case study 
areas, but in the Swiss case study areas and in the Norwegian one, but the problem ranks in 
the less important group. In this case, the case study areas situation reflects the 
architectonic expertise and culture. In Belgium and France, where the lighting design is at 
very high levels, and nowadays a habit, it could be said that, in the case study areas, this is 
not felt as a problem by residents, who do not consider it at all; while in the Italian and 
Swiss case study areas, it is felt as a problem, even if with different appreciations, being in 
the former more important for the dwellers, but detected in all the case studies both by 
experts and residents, and in the latter of no importance for the experts and of quite a high 
importance for the residents. It could be then stated, from the case studies experience that, 
for attractiveness, lighting is considered an important problem by the residents of these 
case study areas, and of the Finnish and Norwegian ones, even if in a much minor 
measure. 
These considerations are strengthened by the evaluation made by residents for the detected 
positive aspects of the areas. In the Finnish case study areas, only the experts mention 
“Characteristic lighting”, attributing it a mean value; in the Italian, Belgian and Swiss ones 
the residents cite it as a valid feature, but with a low percentage, while in the French case 
study areas, no mention is made of lighting. This is very interesting; are the residents, so 
used to have a good lighting, not to “see” it anymore? 
If we put the problems in two groups, we form one group more “material”, from the first to 
the sixth classified, and one group more “immaterial”, from the seventh to the last. 
It is interesting to underline how the French case studies differ from the others; in them, 
much more importance is given to the aspects related to the perception of the formal 
characters of the space dedicated to pedestrians, “Features increasing the feeling of identity 
and orientation” first of all, but also the “Monotony of details and finishings”. Could this 
demonstrate that more “physical” aspects as the impact of vehicular mobility, the 
appropriateness of urban furniture, the location of services and the maintenance, have been 
already faced? 
Also in the Finnish and Norwegian case study areas importance is given to one or the other 
of these more immaterial two problems, but singularly since the others of the same group 
are not given importance. In Belgium an average importance, higher anyway than in the 
other case study areas, is given to the problems related to the architectonic features of the 
environment, both as three-dimensional aspects or as details ones.  
In the Italian case study areas, an average importance is given to the lack of lighting, but it 
is felt above all as a problem of lack of personal security, and thence of serenity in using 
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the space and not as a formal lack of the environment. Therefore it could be considered 
more in the first group of problems. 
It is evident that there is more agreement on the importance of the problems clustered in 
the first group, that are related to features that are more easily spotted, but if they are 
confronted to the worths that have been noted, it is possible to understand that for making 
an environment attractive for pedestrians, they are all important. 
In the worth list indeed, for example, “Variety of details and finishings” and “Mixture of 
features increasing identification and orientation” occupy the third and fourth positions, 
confirming the importance of not undervaluing such issues when designing a pedestrian 
environment. 
It is difficult to make any conclusion, but one: the pedestrian areas have to be, on the one 
hand, structured and well organized (suitableness of the space, features increasing 
identification, with a good variety of details and finishings, and a good balanced scale), but 
then they have to be “filled” with something that can switch on the “vitality”, and thence 
the possibility for pedestrians to use the space, to perform more activities than the simple 
walking and thence a variety of natural features, of equipment and urban furniture; on the 
other hand, they must present a mixture of services, commercial activities and facilities 
that can support such different uses and ensure liveliness day and night. Obviously, the 
whole of it is useless, if the visual and physical continuity of the paths and spaces is not 
guaranteed and the interference with the vehicular traffic reduced. 
It is then necessary to advise the local Administration to give more importance to the good 
maintenance and management of the open spaces, since it has resulted a major problem to 
be solved. It is useless to design a wonderful pedestrian world if it is not well kept; it can 
indeed change quickly in a ugly pedestrian world. 
The worths underlined by the experts and dwellers have two roles; on one hand they depict 
the actual situation of the analysed case study areas, on the other hand they show which are 
the features that are considered valid for constituting an attractive environment. 
They will be dealt with in the following pages with two different approaches. 
 
4.1.2 A visual comparison of the problems 
 
Since Attractiveness is bound to the perceptive fruition, the best way to understand the 
various declinations, that the detected problems assume in the various case study areas, can 
be by looking at images. 
Some interesting and original aspects can be pointed out comparing the same features 
present in different areas through pictures. 
The comparison has been made using the pictures inserted by the partners in their 
Attractiveness National Reports, therefore in some cases the pictures at disposal were not 
the most appropriate to the goal, since they had not been always shot on purpose. To this 
aim, the problems, shared in the case study areas by dwellers and experts, as listed in the 
table inserted at point 3.4.3, have been considered. 
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1 Intensive physical and visual impact of vehicular mobility 

 
• Discontinuity of pedestrian network 
• Huge parking lot dominates visually the area around the pedestrian path 
• Too much traffic 
• Interference with vehicular mobility 
• Interference with bicycle traffic 

 
 

 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

 

Geneva, La Cluse (CH) 
 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Ans-Rocourt (B) 

 

 
Modena, Saliceto Panaro (I) 
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Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Zurich, Langstrasse (CH) 

 

 
L’Aquila, La Villa  (I) 

 

 Frascati, San Rocco (I) 
 

 
L’Aquila, La Villa  (I) 

 

Ans-Rocourt (B) 
 

 

 

Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 
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2 Shortage of appropriate pedestrian spaces 
 
• Lack of paths and areas for pedestrians 
• Too narrow walkways 
• Too narrow space for different users 
• Lack of links and shortcuts for pedestrians 
• Buildings apart from the walkways and lack of access on the street 
• Presence of obstacles on the path 
• Separation of walkways by wall, green and parking 
• Lack of places inviting to stop and stay 
• Too wide and empty spaces 
• Lack of liveliness (activities, feasts and happenings) 
• Presence of “unpleasant” people 
 

 

 

 

 
 
Modena, Saliceto Panaro (I) 

 

Eupen (B) 

 

 
Liege (B) 

 

 
 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

 

 
 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

Frascati,San 
Rocco (I) 
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Zurich, Schwamendingen Mitte (CH)) 

 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

 

 
Frascati, San Rocco (I) 

 

 
 
Sursee- Mitte (CH) 

 

 
 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

L’Aquila, 
La Villa 
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Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Liege (B) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ans-Rocourt (B)
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3 Lack and inappropriateness of urban furniture and equipment 
 

• Lack of urban furniture 
• Urban furniture not well located 
• Low quality urban furniture 
• Bus stop not integrated in the itinerary 
• Bus stop of poor design 
• Lack of public convenience 

 
 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Sursee- Mitte,(CH) 

 

 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

 

 
L'Aquila , La Villa (I) 

 

 
Zurich, Schwamendingen Mitte (CH) 

 

 
Geneva, La Cluse (CH) 
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Liege (B) 

 

 
Liege (B) 
 

 
Modena, Saliceto Panaro (I) 

 

       
L'Aquila, La Villa (I) 

 

              
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Amiens, Saint Leu (F) 

 

 
Modena, Saliceto Panaro (I) 

 

Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 
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4 Low maintenance and management of open spaces 
 

• Bad maintenance of pavements and green areas 
• Poor quality of materials for the pavements (slippery tiling) 
• Presence of rubbish 
• Graffiti 
• Bad management of public facilities 
• Bad maintenance of building facades 

 
 

L'Aquila, La Villa (I) 

 

 

 

  

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
L'Aquila, La Villa (I) 

 
 
 
 
 

Trondheim, 
Tillerbyen (I) 

Eupen (B) 
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L'Aquila, La Villa (I) 

 

 
Liege (B) 

 

Ans-Rocourt (B) 

 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen, (N) 
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5 Lack or insufficiency of natural features 
 

• Lack of green (parks, green areas and trees) 
• Lack of water sources 
• Lack of animal life 
• Negative impact of pets 
 

 

 

Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Kuopio, city centre (FIN) 

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Zurich, Langstrasse (CH) 

 

 
Helsinki, Toolo (FIN) 

 

 
Amiens, Saint Leu (F) 

 

Frascati, San Rocco (I) 
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6 Lack or deficiency of services, facilities and commercial activities 
 

• Lack of commercial activities in the district displaced by big stores 
• Too distant shopping 
• Facilities closed on Sundays and in Summer 
• Lack of liveliness at night 
• Lack of "activity pockets" 

 
 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Trondheim, Tillerbyen (N) 

 

 
Nantes, Bellevue (F) 

 

 
Zurich, Schwamendingen Mitte (CH) 

 

 
L’Aquila, La Villa (I) 

 

 
Zurich, Langstrasse (CH) 

 

 

Modena,  Saliceto Panaro (I) 




