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Introduction

The city status reports in the BUUF project address ten key areas of city
management, chosen at the outset of the project. These were later group in three areas of
management, while integration was kept as a separate topic.

Material flows:
1. Water,

2. Energy,

3. Waste

Urban space:

4. Traffic and transport,

5. Green structures,

6. Built structures, especially brown fields

Socio-economy:

7. Education and information,
8. Economic development,

9. Urban-rural cooperation

Integration:
10. Integration of management

The areas were all discussed by the BUUF Scientific Advisory Council, which
developed indicators for each of them. These indicators were later treated by the UBC
Commission for the environment into a table, a short hand, for reporting indicator
values. The indicator, the tables and the comments from the SAC are all found in the
BUUF indicator book.

The reports

The city Status reports were/will be collected in the BUUF project at three occasions,
2004, 2005 and 2006. The reports will for each of the ten key areas, contain the
following:

1. A description of the situation (collected 2004)
2. Basis indicator data (collected 2005)
3. Updating of indicator data. Comments on the choice of indicators. (2006)

The reports are edited for each area (water, energy etc) separately consisting of about
25 pages. The status descriptions consist of one page, with occasional additional pages
for data diagrams etc, per city. The basic indicator data is collected in a table (one page)
including all cities.

The Scientific Advisory Council members are asked to write benchmarking
statements on these reports from the cities. The collected reports and benchmarking
statements will be collected in a City status book from the BUUF project.
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The cities

The cities have been organised in five groups according to character to make
comparisons more meaningful. In each group there are representative from both “East”
and “West”. The list of cities then becomes as follows:

Group 1. Large port cities
1. Hamburg, Germany

2. Kaliningrad, Russia

3. Novgorod, Russia

4. Turku/Abo, Finland

Group 2. Fairly large inland cities, metropolis issues
5. Lodz, Poland

6. Nacka, Sweden (close to Stockholm)

7. Minsk, Belarus

8. Orebro Sweden

Group 3. Medium sized inland university cities
9. Uppsala, Sweden

10. Tartu, Estonia

11. Jelgava, Latvia

12. Kaunas, Lithuania

Group 4. Small inland/coastal cities under economic restructuring
13. Livani, Latvia

14 Hallefors, Sweden

15. Norrtélje, Sweden

16. Sopot, Poland

Group 5. Small municipalities, ecovillage character
17. Enkoping, Sweden

18. Tukums, Latvia

19. Kosakowo, Poland

20. Hagaby, Sweden

The data for the cites are thus listed in this order. There is also a table, which contain
basic data for each of the cities.
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5. Greenery and parks management indicators

Based on the audio conference on April 18, 2005.

Participants Bjorn Malbert, Professor, Architecture, Chalmers Univ of Technol,
Goteborg

Ulla Mortberg Holmstedt, Researcher, KTH, Royal Inst of Technol, Stockholm, and
Saulius Lukosius, head urban planner, Kaunas City, members of SAC

Anna Granberg, UBC office Turku, and Lars Rydén, BUP Secretariat, Uppsala
University (taking minutes).

The indicators reflect the extent and quality of the green structures of the municipality,
and how the built environment and greenery interact. Special emphasis is placed on the
functions of the green structures and how they are accessible. Both biological and social
aspects are stressed and should be reported. Some indicators are not normally part of
what cities monitor, and may require additional projects perhaps in cooperation with the
university. The access to a GIS map of the city is very useful for these indicator values
and some software are available through the SAC. For each indicator several values are
asked for and should be used to construct key indicators.

The indicator list is in harmony with both the UBC indicator project and the European
common indicators, both managed by the UBC Turku Office, but even more so to be
useful in the development of municipal management.

Core indicators to be reported by everyone are underlined. It should be noted that much
of the detail are needed to report core indicators, and they are thus close to an instruction
on how to collect data for a core indicator.

1. Extent — size of greenery in the municipality

Indicators:
- Surface of the city, defined as over a certain population density (indicate which)

- Length of interface urban-rural (large for finger city, short for stone city)

- Number of population within city borders as defined above.

- Surface area of the green structures of the city (sum of categories under 2. below)

Comments: It is important to define what constitute the city. In the east this is normally
not a problem as traditional city limits are in use, but in the west it may be problematic
as municipalities are large and include rural areas. These cities should define a baseline
of what is city and not city based on the density of population, and indicate which
density they use. The interface urban-rural is essential for sustainability.

Green structures are defined as everything that is not hard-made and built-up,
including blue surfaces (water). The total extent of the greenery in a municipality is
often close to 50 % of the total surface area.

2. Categories of green structures
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Indicators:

- Extent (in ha) and number of forests (minimal maintenance)

- Extent (in ha) and number of forest parks (more grasslands)

- Extent (in ha) and number of parks (dominated by grassland)

- Extent (in ha) and number of squares (plantations)

- Extent (in ha) and number of water areas (ha of lakes/rives: length of shorelines),

- Extent (in ha) and number of green edges (along streets)
- Extent (in ha) of private gardens

- Extent (in ha) of plots (municipally organised plots for cultivation of e.g. vegetables)

Comments: Knowing the categories of green structure is essential. The categories are
those required by law in the Baltic States. They also reflect fairly well the biologically
interesting categories.

3. Qualitative properties of green structures (ecological)
Indicators:

- Biodiversity - occurrence of red-listed species in green structures (number of species)

- Protection - number of and surface are (ha) of Protected areas

- Continuity — number and surface area (ha) of areas with considerable continuity,
(especially with old trees)

- Connectivity - calculated from a simple GIS software and (barrier values has to be
defined parameter values) (indicate how it was calculated)

Comments: The quality of a green structure is judged mainly on an ecological basis
(biodiversity). The mentioned parameters are sometimes difficult to calculate; refer to
the BUUF secretariat for assistance.

4. Functionality (social)
Indicators:

- Make a list of the social functions that the green structures provide: Use the list below

- Number of places with rest and relaxation opportunities;
- Number of places with walking and biking opportunities;
- Number of places with playground for children;

- Number of places with sport grounds;

- Number of places with cultural events;

- Number of places with gardening for household plots: opportunities for social
meetings;
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Comment: Environmental functionality (e.g. adsorption of emissions (e.g. storm
water) and microclimate) follows from structure and need not be reported by cities.
Social functionality is important to report. Here it is simply as a list of functions. There
may be several more important social functions in some cities. Then please make
additional comments as needed.

5. Accessibility
Indicators:

- Number and percentage of inhabitants living no less than 300 meters (walking
distance) from a green structure above a certain size (indicate which).

- Number and percentage of inhabitants with a green structure in sight.

Comment: It is essential that the greenery is accessible. Number of people of 300
meters to green area, considered to be a normal walking distance, may be most easily
calculated form a GIS map of the city. It would also be essential to know the percentage
of people who can - visually - see a green structure from their home/work: this has been
shown to be important for health. However this values is not requested. This aspect
may be even more studied using a questionnaire among the inhabitants. Such a project
could be taken up in cooperation with the university.

6. Maintenance
Indicators:

- Budget per inhabitant

- Percentage of extensively managed areas
- Percentage on intensively managed areas

- Percentage of areas with noise below a set level (indicate which)

Comment: There are several aspects on maintenance of greeneries. Biologically we may differ
between extensively managed parks have (only cutting grass seldom, branches etc not removed)
important for biodiversity (e.g. forest parks as mentioned above), and intensively managed
parks, with short grass, which may be important for social reasons. Also noise level is
important and should be low both for biological and social reason.
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GREENERY AND PARKS MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

13. Number and surface area of the green structures of the city

Number

Surface area

ha

16. Surface area and number of different types of green structures (see annex for

definitions)
Forests Forest- Parks Squares Water areas | Plots
parks (surface+tle
nght of
shoreline)
Exact No No . | No No ha . ha
ha ha . ha ha km . | km
OR
Estimate No No . | No No ha . ha
ha ha . ha ha km . | km

17. Percentage of inhabitants with access to public green areas in the whole city.

<20 20- 40- 60- 80<
40 60 80
Exact %: OR Your estimate, %: ] ] ] L] L]
18. Number and surface area of protected areas
Number of green areas in the | Surface of area of green structures ha
municipality
Percentage of total city area %
19. Continuity of green areas in the municipality. Measured as the ratio of
circumference and surface area.
20. Types of recreational facilities offered by the green areas
Please, list types of faciliies | How many percentages of green areas provide
available: recreational facilities?

21. Percentage of intensively and extensively managed green areas

Exact [_] OR Estimate []

Intensively managed

%

Extensively managed

%
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