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ABSTRACT

Background

There are several community assessment methods, all with advantages and disadvantages. For
example, while census-based indicators of socio-economic disadvantage (SED) offer nationwide
coverage across standard administrative areas, censuses are performed every 10 years and these
indicators are not truly “contextual”. GIS-based measures are often restricted to the assessment of
certain macro- and meso-scale features of the physical and built environment, while they are not
able to capture either the social or micro-scale features of the community. On the other hand,
perception surveys, other than often focusing on specific characteristics, such as the walkability
in a community, are subjective in nature and prone to social desirability or other biases. Systematic
Social Observations (SSO) is a methodology that enables the assessment of the micro-scale
environment objectively via field auditing. SSO can provide useful supplementary information
about the micro-scale neighbourhood environment, not captured by other assessment methods and,
hence, the identification of environmental inequities which might impact health. Therefore, there
is aneed for valid audit tools, independent of residents’ perceptions, for profiling the health-related
neighbourhood environment. This study explored the feasibility of neighbourhood audits for the
first-time in the city of Limassol, Cyprus (population size, 2021 census: 258.900) by developing
and field testing a Neighbourhood Observational Tool for the Cypriot urban community
environment (CyNOTes). While similar studies commonly explore aspects of reliability of
measurement, such as inter- and intra-rater agreement, this study assessed the performance of the
audit tool while also employing an iterative multi-validation process for assessing several metric

properties of the tool.

Methods
A two-phase mixed-methods iterative process was used to develop the Cyprus Neighborhood

Observational Tool for urban community environments (CyNOTes). Phase I, pertained to the

development of Tool and the first assessment of reliability and validity. The first draft of CyNOTes
v1.0 was compiled based on a literature review of similar tools and was culturally adapted and
content validated in focus groups with community professionals. In parallel, content validity was

assessed as part of a social media ethnographic study of citizens’ experience whereby descriptions



and comments regarding neighbourhood problems on the Municipality’s and Mayor’s Facebook
pages were analysed using deductive and inductive content analysis. In the first instance, the
feasibility study tested the CyNOTes across 15 randomly selected streets from three groups of
neighborhoods, stratified by the educational attainment of the residents. Two independent raters
audited the street for intra- and inter-rater agreement. The prevalence, variability and observed
differences of audited neighborhoods' features were investigated and organized along a pre-set
typology of 17-21 domains. Phase II pertained to Neighborhood Audits and further validation of
CyNOTes v2.0, after 25 new items were added as a result of Phase 1. The prevalence in micro-
scale neighbourhood features were assessed across 45 neighbourhoods along the social
disadvantage continuum to assess know-group validity (social gradient/ environmental inequity).
Associations were also assessed between neighbourood audit scores and a larger set of census-
based indicators of socio-demographic composition and built environment to further assess
criterion validity. A citizen’s perception survey was performed with the use of Place Standard Tool
(N=444) to assess the concurrent validity. Finally, predictive validity was assessed by exploring
associations with Physical and Mental health-related Quality of Life of residents using the SF-36
survey tool (N=450, second sample). The extent to which residents’ neighborhood assessment
(Place Standard) and self-rated quality of life (SF-36) differed across neighborhoods classified

according to CyNOTes domains were explored in mixed random effect models.

Results

Content validity was supported by residents’ and professionals’ descriptions of neighbourhood
problems, giving rise to a 151-item inventory, 126 from the literature and 25 arising via a
Nominal Group Technique consensus process and deductive content analysis of social media posts.
In Phase I: Neighborhoods with lower educational attainment scored statistically lower in over
half the domains of CyNOTes v1.0, mainly reflecting resident (e.g. condition of housing and
grounds) rather than infrastructure features (i.e. street quality, pedestrian environment).
Differences were apparent in domains with generally high (e.g. lack of physical disorder) or
generally low scores (e.g. existence of recreational and public spaces). The only exception was for
the domain of safety which, nevertheless, it was assessed through the presence of security-related
features which were more prevalent in higher education neighborhoods,. There were negative

correlations (spearman’s rho -0.3 to -0.5, p-value<0.05) between several domains and population

h



over 65 and non-Cypriot population, providing indications of environmental inequity. The
strongest correlations (-0.6 to -0.7, p-value<0.01) were observed with older built (pre-1980) and
vacant/for demolition houses. Cluster analysis revealed a profile of neighbourhoods with generally
more adverse conditions in several domains (quality of housing, pedestrian environment, physical
and social disorder); however, not in terms of public spaces and outdoor amenities. In contrast,
neighbourhoods with generally more favourable features tended to score lower in terms of safety-
related features. Residents in neighbourhoods with more adverse features reported lower physical
(48.0, SD 8.9 vs 50.7 SD 7.2; p = 0.05) and mental (48.3 SD 7.9 vs 50.9 SD7.2; p = 0.04) health-
related quality of life. In the inductive content analysis of Facebook posts, the central theme was
“Citizens’ voice” (“... Why does nobody cares? Is someone walking in our neighbourhoods?...”).
Six themes and several sub-themes emerged including “Comparisons” to contrast the differing
conditions between high-profile locations versus “left out” residential neighbourhoods ( “Yes, the
city centre, the waterfront is a jewel, what about the neighborhoods?”) or to compare their
experience to “another place-another time”. Citizens expressed “Mixed feelings”, referred to
“Consequences”, identified “Causes”, placed “Responsibility” and offered “Suggestions”. In
Phase I1: In CyNOTes v2.0, items were re-organized in 9 domains (internal consistency=0.5-0.9)
,revealing a 3-factor higher structure. In seven domains, a stepwise pattern of lower mean scores
was observed along the socio-economic continuum using educational attainment as a proxy as well
as a composite census-based Index of Socioeconomic Disadvantage, developed for the purposes
of the wider study. This was true both for domains rated generally high across neighborhoods (e.g.
lack of physical disorder) as well as low (e.g. outdoor spaces). Even though the audit revealed a
systematic pattern of less favourable conditions along the socio-economic continuum, the
residents’ assessment was not always in the expected direction. The Place Standard perception
survey revealed a U-pattern with residents in the middle category often likely to give less
favourable ratings. While on a 1-10 subjective perception of neighbourhood position, residents in
lower education neighbourhoods gave a rating of 6.6 on average compared to 8.1 in the higher
group, they tended to rate aspects of their neighbourhood more favourably. With the exception of
““identity and sense of belonging’’ (M = 5.8, SD = 2.0) and *‘opportunities for social interaction’’
(M =5.3, SD = 2.1), physical and built aspects of the environment were rated close to the middle

point on the Place Standard scale 1: large to 7: little room for improvement. The lowest score was



recorded for ‘‘influence and sense of control’”” (M = 3.4, SD = 2.4) across all groups on
neighbourhoods, also reflecting the central theme of the content analysis. Even though not always
statistically significant, a systematic pattern of higher self-rated health was observed in better-off
neighborhoods across most CyNOTes domains. “Pedestrian environment” captured the largest
difference for both physical (1.34 95% CI 0.42,2.26), p = 0.005 per tertile increase) and mental
health (1.46 95% CI 0.54,2.40); p = 0.003. “Social contact” and “Safety: lack of security-related
features” were more likely to be rated favorably in disadvantaged neighborhoods, however no

associations with quality of life were observed.

Conclusions

CyNOQOTes offers a reliable and valid tool that can offer supplementary information of the micro-
environment not captured by other community assessment methods. The study revealed the
variability and environmental inequity in the neighborhood environment in the city of Limassol.
Social gradient and clustering of adverse features were observed across Limassol neighborhoods.
In neighbourhoods with adverse features residents reported lower physical and mental health-
related quality of life. The social gradient in neighbourhood conditions was not always reflected
in the perception survey. With the exception of social aspects, residents did not rate the built and
physical environment favorably. “Influence and sense of control” was rated lowest, while
“Citizens’ voice” emerged in the inductive content analysis of residents’ lived experience. Overall,
CyNOTes showed good metric properties in terms of known-group validity (social gradient),
criterion validity (census indicators), concurrent (resident’s perception) and predictive (quality of
life) validity. CyNOTes offers the potential for scaling-up in the context of public health research,
policy and advocacy as a culturally relevant audit tool of the health-related neighborhood micro-
scale environment of a Cypriot city. Neighbourhoods audits can trigger and widen the conversation
among the local research community and policy-makers alike about the relationship between

health and place.

Keywords: systematic social observation, neighborhood environment, micro-scale features,

community assessment, social gradient, audit, perception survey, environmental inequity.



HEPIAHYH

Ewaymyn

Yrdpyet tAn0mpo pebodoroyik®mv Tpoceyyicewv yio Tnv a&loldynon Tov tepBAAAoVTOg
™G KowoTNTaG Kol 1 KAOE TPOCEYYIoN OCULYKEVIPAOVEL TAEOVEKTNUATO OAAGL KOl
pelovektuata. Mo mopddoelypo, ot amoypa@ikol O&iKTeEG KOWMVIKO-0TKOVOUTKOD
UEIOVEKTNUOTOG £YOVV HEV TO TAEOVEKTNUO TG €O0vikng KaAvyng o€ emimedo
TUTOTOMNUEVOV OLOIKNTIK®V HOVAS®V, EVTOVTOLS, TO, OEOOUEVA OO TIG AMOYPUPES Elval
dwbéoa povo kabe 10 ypovia, evd TETOW0L JEIKTEG OEV OVOPEPOVTOL OTTOPOLITNTO GE
TEPPOALOVTIKG YOPOKTNPIOTIKA TNG 010G NG KOWwOTNTOC OAAL oLyvOTEPA OTN
KOW®VIKO-OMUOYpapikny ocvvleon tg. AmO v GAAN, To YEQYPAPIKE GLOTHUOTO
nAnpoeopidv (GIS) mepropifoviar cuvnbéotepa ot a&loAdynoN YOPAKTNPIGTIKOV TOV
QLOIKOV Kol SOUNUEVOL TTEPIBAALOVTOG, KOl LAAIOTO G LAKPO- | LEGO-ETITEDO, EVAD dEV
TPOGPEPOVTOL  Yio. TNV aSl0AOYNON TOV KOWVMVIKOU TEPPAALOVTOC TG KOWATNTOS N
YOPOKINPIOTIKOV  TOL  TePPAAAovTog oe  pukpo-eminedo ¢ yerrovidg. Ot
OElYHOTOMTITIKEG  €pEVVEG  AMOYEWV TV TOMTMV, TEPAV TOL OTL  GLVNO®G
EMIKEVIPMVOVTOL CE GULYKEKPIUEVEG TTVYEG, OMMG Yo, TOPAdElyrd, KoTd TOGO Lo
KowoTNTO Elval OUMKN TPOG TO TEPTATNLL, TO OEOOUEVO TTOV TPOKVTTOLY OO OVTEG
€YouV €K PUGEMG VTOKEEVIKO YOPUKTIPO KO EIVOL EMPPENTN GE GOAAUATO LETPTOTG,
OM®G NG KOWMOVIKE OTOJEKTNG OMAVINGNG Kol SPOPIKOV TPOCOOKIDV  TMV
ooppeteyoviov. H XZvomuotwkn Kowoviky Tlapatipnon (XKII/SSO) eivor o
pebodoroyior OV EMTPEMEL TNV OVTIKEWEVIKT OEIOAOYNOT TOV XOPOKTNPIOTIKOV TOV
pikpo-teptPdAlovtog g kowvotrag pécwm embempnong mediov. H ZKIT pmopel va
TPOCPEPEL CUUTANPOUOTIKEG YPNOUYES TANPOQOPIES Yo TO KPO-TEPPAAAOV TG
YETOVIAG 7OV OEV OMOTLTMVOVTOL €VUKOAO HEC® EVOALOKTIKOV UEOOOOAOYIKDV
TPOGEYYIGE®V, KOl ETOUEVMG, EMTPEMEL TV TEPAITEP® TOVTOTOINGCT TUYOV KOIWVMOVIKO-
TEPPOALOVIIKAOV  OVICOTNTMV. XUVERMDS, CUUTANPOUOTIKG om0 TS OmOYES Kot
AVTIAMYELS TOV 1010V TOV KATOTK®V, DITAPYEL OVAYKN avATTUENG £YKVP®V £pYOAEi®mV
embedpnong ™S YEITOVIAS amd aveapTnTOLS TOPATNPNTEG LE GTOYO TNV ATOTVTWOGT TOL
oyetilopevov pe v vyeio mepiarlovioc ¢ yewrovids. H mapodoa perétn (o)
depevvnoe Yo TP eopd ot Kvmpo v epappooipdtnta g HeBdd0v g EMTOTLOG
emBedpnong yerrovidv otn oA ¢ Agpecol (mAnbvouodg omd v amoypaery 2021:
258.000) ka1 (B) ovémtvée kou a&loAdynoce TIc peTpikéc 1010tTeg tov Epyadeiov
Emtomog Embempnong pe to akpwvopo CyNOTes (Neighbourhood Observational Tool



for the Cypriot urban community environments) cto actik6 mepifdrrov g Kvmprokng
woAng. Ilapoupoleg peréteg ot debvn Piprloypagpia cvvnbwg mepropilovtor otnv
aSloAoynon g aflomotiog TG UETPNONG TOv gpyoreiov embedpnone, OTMS Yo
TOPAdELY O | 0ELOTIOTIO LETOED TTAPATNPNTOV 1) 1 XPOVIKN oTafePITNTO TS UETPNONG
€vtog tov dtov mapatnpnt), H mapovca pelétn Katéypaye v €QOpPUOCIUOTITO Kot
YPNOWOTNTA TOL gpyaieiov, vioBetmvrag pia dwdoyikn dwdikacio a&loAdynong
TOALOTADV LETPIKOV YOUPUKTNPICTIKAOV TOV EPYUAEIOD TOV OVOPEPOVTOL TOGO GE TTUYEC

a&lomotiog 000 KOl G TTTLYEG EYKVPOTNTAG TNG LETPNOTC.

Yhk6-Mé£0odog

To gpyareio CyNOTes avantdymmke oe 600 @AcELS, ol omoieg e€ehiybniav dradoyikd,
cuvovalovtog pewktn pebodoroyia. H ®@don I apopodoe oty avamntuén Kot mTAOTIKN
a&lohdynom g EPUPLOGILOTNTOG TNG LeBBd0L OGO Kat TG a&lomoTiog Kot EYKupOTNTOS
g TP®TNG £kdoonc Tov gpyareiov. H mpwtn ékdoomn (CyNOTes v1.0) cvvtdybnke ot
Baon mopdpoiwv epyoreimv emBedpnong ¢ YETOVIOg HETO OO OVOGKOTNGN TG
Broypapiog kot ToMTIGUIKY Tpocapoyn oto meptBdirov g Kumprakrg yertoviag. H
gyKupoOTNTOL TTEPIEXOUEVOL aE10AOYNONKE GE cuvepyasio LE JETAYYEAUATIKY] OUdOa
€PYOCiOg PE EMAYYEAUATIEC TV OTOI®V TO TAOIGLO EPYOCINg TOVG €lval 6T KOWVOTNTA.
[MopdAinAia, M eykvopoOTNTA TEPLEYOUEVOL OEOAOYNONKE GTO TAGICIO SLOOIKTLOKNG
ebvoypapikng perémg g eumepiog tov moatmv, H pedét apopovce ce avdivon
TEPIEYOUEVOL, LE EMOYWYIKN KO TOPAYOYIKN HEB0O0, TV YoMV Kol ToTodeTnoE®V
TOV ONUOTOV OVOPOPTKE LLE TO TPOPANLLOTO TOV YEITOVIOV OTMS OVTEG OTTOTLITMVOVTOV
oe oyeTIkég avaptnoelg oto Mésa Kowmvikng Awktowong (Facebook) tov Anpov kot
Anpédpyov Agpecol. Xe mpd GAoT, 1| TAOTIKN aloAdYNoN TS EQAPUOCIUOTNTOG KOl
ypnowomrag tov CyNOTes agopovse oe tuyoio deiypa 15 yerrovidv, ov omoieg
EMAEYNKOV HEGH GTOUATOTONUEVNG TUYAL0G OEyHaTOAMYinG oe Tpelg opdoeg e Pfaon
TO EKTOOEVTIKO VITOPABPO TV KOTOIKWV 0d dedOpEVA TNG ATOYPaPNS TANOLGHOV. Avo
aveCapmntol mopatnpntég embedpnoav TG emAeyuéveg yerrovieg. E&etdotnke m
aflomotio péTpnomng t66o petalld mapaTPNTOV 0G0 Kol HETAED TOV {5100 TapaTnpNT
o€ YPoviko ddotnpa dvo gfdopddwv. YToAOYIoTNKE 0 EMMOAAGUAOS (CLYVOTNTA) Kot 1)
HETOPANTOTNTO GTOL YOPOKTNPIOTIKAOV TOL HIKPO-TEPIPAALOVTOC TOV YEITOVIDV, OTMG
EMIONG Ol MOPATNPOVUEVEG OOPOPEG UETAED YEITOVIOV OTO (AGUO TOV KOIWVMOVIKO-

OLKOVOUIKOV cuveyovg, otn PBdorn tvmomomuévng ta&vounong 17-21 dactdoemv tov



neplpdAroviog g yewrovidg. H ®@don II, agopovce ot kOpla peAérn, Omov
TpaypoTonTomOnke enttdmia eMOEDPNON € PLEYOADTEPO JEIY LA YEITOVIDV KOl TEPETAIP®
gykvpomoinon g oevtepng ékdoone tov epyoieiov  CyNOTes v.2.0, to omoio
nepAdpPave 25 véa otoryeio/ YopaKTNPIoTIKA TG YETOVIA TOL OTTOi0 TPOCTEOMKAY LETA
™ @don L. Zuykekpyiéva, aEl0A0yNONKe 0 EMTOAAGUOC TOV SLOPOPOV YOPAKTNPIOTIKOV
TOV HKPO-TEPPAAAOVTOG TNG YEITOVIAG GE dglypa 45 YEITOVIDOV 0€ OAO TO GULVEXES TOL
KOWVOVIKO-OTKOVOLIKOD LEOVEKTILATOG Kol a&loAoyNONKE 1 €yKLPOTNTA OVTITAPAPOANG
YVOOTOV OUAO®V HECH OMOTOTMCN TNG TOPOTNPOVUEVNG KOWMVIKNG otafdduiong
(«mepifallovtikng aodikiagy). Emiong, diepeuvnnkoy cuoyetioslg HETOED TOV GKOP TOV
YEITOVIOV KOl EVOG GET KOWOTIKDV OTOYPOUPIKAOV SEIKTOV TNG KOWMVIKO-ONUOYPUPIKNG
ocuvbeong 060 kol Tov dounpévov mepPdrioviog wote va alohoyndel n eykvpdTTA
kpunpiov. I[paypatomom|nke eniong derypatoAnTTikny €épevva LECH EPOTNULATOAOYIOV
OTIG EMAEYUEVEG YEITOVIEG MOTE VAL OEPELVNOOVY Ol AVTIAMYELS TOV 1010V TOV TOAMT®OV
Yo TNV TTotdTNTo TOL TEPPAALOVTOG NG YEITOVIAG oTn Bdon Tov epyareiov «IIpdTumn
[ertovian (N=444), kdtt mov enétpeye TV a&OAOYNON TG GLVIPEXOVLGUS EYKVPOTNTOG
tov gpyoieiov embBewdpnong. Télog, M mpoPAEnTIKY] €YKLPOTNTA TOL EgPYOAEioV
a&loroynOnke ot faon ™S TapaTNPOOUEVNS GLOYETIONG LE TN ZxeTlopevn pe v Yyeia
[Towvta Zong pe Pdon to gpyoreio SF-36 kot toug dvo abfpoilotikovg dogikteg yio ™)
Zopatikn Kot Poykn didotaon (devtepo detypa moitov N=450). Xpnoipomotdnkay
PIKTd  povtéda  moAvopounong tuoyoiov  emdpdcemv Yo va  ekTiumfovv ot
TOPOATNPOVUEVES SLOPOPES HETAED YEITOVIOV LE OLOPOPETIKO TPOPIA GTIC O1ACTAGELS TOV
embBewpel 10 CyNOTes 1660 avagopwkd pe (o) v avtoagloAdynon TV Katoikov
GYETIKA LLE TNV TOLOTNTA TOV TEPPAALOVTOC TG Yertovidg («IIpdtumn Nertovidy) kot (B)
™ Zyetlopevn pe v Yyeia [Howwmta Zon (SF-36).

Amoteléopata

H eyxvpomta mepreyopévov tov CyNOTes emPBefaidbnie péco amd v mopoywyikn
avAALOT TEPLEYOUEVOD TOV TEPTYPAPOV TMOV TOMTIMOV GTO HESO KOWVOVIKNG SIKTOMONG
Yl TV KOTAGTOON Kol TO TPOPANLOTO TOV YELTOVIOV 0G0 Kol HEGH amd TV AoKnon
K0BOPIGLOD TPOTEPAIOTHTMVY LE TNV TEYVIKY| TNG OVOUAOTIKNG OLOdOTOINoNG KAt TNV
opdoo eotioong pe emayyeAlotieg TV omoimv 10 TANiclo gpyaciag Tovg givon oTtnv
kowdtrto. H telkn ékdoon tov epyadreiov meptlapupdavel 9 daotdoeig ot Paon 151
otoyeiov, 126 and v avackomnon g Piproypaeiog kot 25 Tov Tpodkvyay amd T

dtdkacio NG TMOMTIGHKNG TPooapproyns. Xtn ®@daon I: dwedvnke 0TL 1 opddo TV



YEITOVIOV UE TO YOUNAOTEPO EKTOOEVLTIKO LIOPUOPO €iyav GTATIGTIKG ONUOVTIKA
YOUNAOTEPO. OKOP GE TEPLOCOTEPOLS OO TOVg Hoovg ocikteg tov CyNOTes v1.0, pe
UEYOAVTEPES SLOUPOPESC OGOV 0POPE GE GYETILOUEVES LLE TO OIKIGTIKO TEPPAAALOV GLUVONKEG
(m.y. modTNTAL OTEYAONC KOl GUVTIAPNOT OIKIOTIKOV HOVAO®V) Topd oTIC ONUOCIEG
V0doUES (.. oot T SpOU®Y Kot Telodpopdv, TEPPAALOV PIMKO GTO TEPTATNUA
KTA.), Yo T omoiec kataypaenke uikpdtepn petaPfintomto petald yertovidmv. Ot
TOPOATNPOVUEVEG OLUPOPES MG TPOG TO EKTALOELTIKO LIOPaOPO TS KOWHTNTOS NTOV
EUQOVEIG TOCO avaPOpPIKA LE OEIKTEC 01 0moiol elyav YEVIKOTEPU VYNAOTEPO, CKOP GTO
oOVOLO TOV YeETOVIOV (Y. amovcio evoeiEemv dtatapayfs 6T0 PLOIKO YMHPO) OGO Kot
o€ delkTeC e YevIKOTEPQ YOUNAG oKOp (TT.). SNUOGIOL YDPOL AVONYLYNG KOL YOYAYMYIOG).
H povn e€aipeon g mpog v mopatnpovpevn Kowvoviky dofddpicn aeopovce o
dudotaon g acedielas. Evrovtolg, mpénet va avapepBet 0Tt to epyaieio agloroyel tnv
Topovcio. oToyElmV oYeTICOUEVOV e TNV TPOCTOGio (TT.). GLGTNUATO OCPUAEiog LE
kdpepeg CCTV), mov gpeavilovtay cuyvotEPA G YEITOVIES LE VYNAOTEPO EKTOOEVLTIKO
voPadpo. Tapatnpnnkav apvntikég cvoyetiosg (Spearman’s rho -0.3 to -0.5, p-
value<0.05) peta&d g moOTTOG TOL  WIKPOTEPPAALOVTOE TNG YETOVIAG KOl
ATOYPAPIKOV TANOVOUIOKOV OEIKTMV, T.Y. TO0c0GTO TANOLGHOD Ave TV 65 1| T0G0CTO
UN-KOTPLOV KATOTK®OV, 0VOOEIKVOOVTOS TV TEPPAALOVTIKY avicOTnTa/adikio £1¢ Bapog
KOW®VIKO-OIKOVOUIKA  UEOVEKTIKOV — TAnfucpokdv  opddov. Ot 1oyvpdtepeg
ovoyetioelg (-0.6 éwg -0.7, p-value<0.01) avoeopikd pe TOVG OTMOYPAPIKOVG OEIKTES
TopaTNPHONKOV LE TO TOGOGTO TOV KATOKIOV PE NUepounvia avéyepone tpwv 1o 1980
KOl TO TOCOGTO EYKOTAAEAEUUEVOV OTKIOV 1)/Kal OIKIOV TPog kateddpion. H avaivon
GLOTAOWV AVEDEIEE £va TPOPIA YEITOVIOV LLE YEVIKOTEPX LEIOVEKTIKOTEPES GLVONKEG GE
TOMOTAEG S106TAGELS (OTWS TOLOTNTA OTEYUONG, TEPPAAAOV PIAKO TPOG TO TEPTATILLO,
(QLOIKY] KOl KOWVOVIKN dtatapoyn), Oyt OLmS TapdAANAa 6€ S10UGTAGELS TOV APOPOVYV TOVG
OMUOGLOVG YDPOVG, OGTIKO EE0TMGO Kot GALEG O1EVKOADVGELS. Xe avTifeon, YEITOVIEG Le
€LVVOIKOTEPO TPOPIA TEIVOLV VaL £XOVV YOUNAOTEPO GKOP GE GYECT LLE YOPOUKTNPIOTIKA TOV
agopov to aicOnua acedieloc. Ot KATOKOL GE YEITOVIEG LE OVGUEVEGTEPO TPOPIA
avEPEPAV YEPOTEPT OYETILOUEVT e TNV LYEia TOLOTNTO (TG TOGO MG TPOS TI GMUATIKT
(48.0, SD 8.9 vs 50.7 SD 7.2; p = 0.05) 600 ko T yoywkn (48.3 SD 7.9 vs 50.9 SD7.2; p
= 0.04) d1dot0om. XNV EXAY®YIKT AVAADCT TEPLEYOUEVOL TMV AVOPTHCEMY TOV TOALTMOV
oto Facebook, to mupnvikd Bépa ntav «@wvy otovg morites» (« ...Ma yiati va unv

voidetan kavévag; llepmatdel kKavelg ot YeItoviEgs uag;...»). Avadeiydnkav €&l kopla
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Bépata Kot ToAAG empuépoug BEpata, GLUTEPIAAUPOVOUEVOY TV «ZVYKPICEOVY LETAED
KEVIPIKAOV TEPLOYDV TNG TOANG EVOVTIL TOV KTOPOUEANUEVOV» OIKIGTIKOV YEITOVIDV
(«Nai, 70 KEVIPO THG TOANG, 0 HOAOG, EIVAL EVa KOGUNUA, TI VIVETOL OUMS UE TIC VEITOVIEG
LOG,»), 1| OKOLLOL LLE OVOPOPEG O EUTELPIEG OO KKATO10 GAAO TOTO» IOV EYOVV EMCKEPTEL
010 e€MTEPIKO N «KATOL10. GAAN ypovikh otryun» Tov TapeABovTog. Ot moAiteg eE€ppalav
CUEKTO GUVALGONLLATOY, OVOQEPOVTAY OTIG KGUVETEIEG) TNG LITORAOUONG TV YEITOVIDV,
avéAloay TG mOAVEG «aTieg» Tov TPOPANUATOG, ATESONV KEVOVVESH KOl TPOCPEPAV TIG
Owég toug «eonynoeigy. 2t ®aon II: 1o otoyyeio tov CyNOTes v2.0, emava-
ta&ovounnkav oe 9 dactdoelg (deikte ecmtepikng ovvoyng Cronbach o =0.5-0.9),
OTTOKOAVTTTOVTOG L0 LEPOPYLKE OVATEPT) EVVOLOAOYIKT doun 3 mapayoviwv. Xe 7 omd Tig
9 dwotdoelc Tov TEPPAAAOVTOG NG YETOVIAG VINPYAV GOQElS EVOEIEEIS KOVMVIKNG
dwoBdaopiong pe TPoodeVTIKE YOUNAOTEPU GKOP GTO GUVEYES TOV KOV®VIKO-0UKOVOUKOD
UELOVEKTNLOTOG TOGO 6T PACT TOV EKTOOELTIKOV VTTOPAOPOL TV KATOIK®V, OTWS 6TV
eaon I, 660 kot ot Pdaon evog cvuVOETOL JEIKTN TOAAATAOD KOWV®OVIKO-OUKOVOULIKOD
LEOVEKTNLOTOS. AVTO TO pOTifo MTay KOO TOGO Y10 JCTACELS OV KOTEYPULYOLV
YEVIKOTEPO. DYNAL GKOP GTO GUVOAO TMV YETOVIOV, KOOMOG Kol GE OGTACES WE
YEVIKOTEPO YOUNAG oKop. Av Kot 1 emtdmio embedpnon avédelEe £va GLGTNUATIKO
potifo yepdtepmv TEPPAAALOVIIKOV GUVONKOV GE YEITOVIEG LE UEYAAVTEPO KOVMVIKO-
OWKOVOUKO UELOVEKTNLLA, 1 0LTOAEOAOYN OGN OO TOVG {10V TOVS KATOUKOVS dEV MTAV
wévtote TPog TV avopevopevn Katevbuvor. H agloddynon tov moAltdv ot Bdon tov
epyareiov «IIpdtomn Tertoviay avédeiEe éva potifo oynuotog U, dmov cuyvdtepa ot
KéTowkol otn pecaio Katnyopio £dwvav Tig yaunAotepeg Pabuoloyieg, cvykpiTikd pe
OC0VG OEUEVOY GE YEITOVIEG PE LEYOADTEPO KOWWMOVIKO-OWKOVOUKO petovékTnpa. Ot
KATOWKOL GE YEITOVIEG e LEYOADTEPO EKTALOEVTIKO / KOVOVIKO-OIKOVOUKO LELOVEKTNLLOL
dgv  a&oloyovcav 1o TEPPAAAOV NG YelToviag omapoitnTa OpVNTIKA, oV Kot
TomoHETOVCAV TN YEITOVIA TOVG GYETIKA YAUNAOTEPO GTNV KOWVMOVIKT GKAAN ILE LEGO OPO
6.6 (oe 10-Babpo okdAa kowvwviknig 0éong) cvykprtikd pe t Podporoyia 8.1. mov
£0mo0V Kotd HECO OPO Ol KATOWKOL OTIG AYOTEPO UEWOVEKTIKEG Yertoviee. Ot dvo
dwotdoelg mov EAafov cuykpitikd vynAotepeg Pabuoroyiec and tov moliteg (oe 7-
Baduo khipoko) Nrav: «ravtotnta kor oaioOnuo tov oviker» (M = 5.8, SD = 2.0) kot
«evKaIpieg yio. kovawviky olinlemiopaon» (M = 5.3, SD = 2.1). AvtiBétwc, ot mieioteg
TTVYXEG TOL  OPOPOVGOAV TO (QULOIKO Kot OSounuévo mePBdAloV NG  YEITOVIAG

BabuoroynOnkav mo kovtd oto péco onueio oe kApoko 1: peydio péxpt 7: pkpod
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nepmpro Pertioonc. H youniotepn Pabuoroyio kataypdenke ovo@oOpiKa LE TO
«fabuo emippons kar arctnuozog eAéyyov» (M = 3.4, SD = 2.4), ebpnuo to 0moio cuVAdEL
pe o Topnviko BEpa g avaivong mepteyopévov. TELOG, TOPOLO TOV O TAPATPOVUEVES
OLOLPOPEC OEV NTAV TAVTOTE GTOTIOTIKA CNUOVTIKES, avadelyOnke £va cuoTnratikd potifo
pe vynAotepa okop otn Zxetilopevn pe v Yyeio [Howdtra Zong oTig YEITOVIEG UE TIC
O EVVOTKEC TEPIPAALOVTIKEG GUVONKES OVOPOPIKA e OAEG TIC S10GTAGELS TOV a&toloyel
to CyNOTes. H owdotoaon «mepiffoilov giiiko mpog T0 TEPTOATHUOY KOATEYPAYE TIC
UEYOAVTEPES TOPOTNPOVUEVEG OLOPOPEG TOCO MG TPOG TN ZOUOTIKN OlUCTACT) TNG
nototntag (ong (awvénon 1.34 povadwv katd pEco 6po ot TPITNUOPLN TOV KOIWVMVIKO-
owkovopkov petovektuoatog, 95% CI (0.42,2.26); p = 0.005) 6c0 kot mg wpog t Poyikn
dtdotaon (1.46, 95% CI 0.54,2.40); p = 0.003). H «koivwvikh eragi» Kow 1) €ao@aleio»
NTaV 01 LOVEG O106TACELS TOL EAAPOY LYNAOTEPO GKOP EMOEDPTONG GTIC TTLO KOVOVIKO-
OlKOVOLIKE VTOPaBUIoUEVES YEITOVIES, MOTOGO dEV TOPATNPNONKAY CLUGYETIGEIS e TN
oyeTilopevn pe v vyeia mototnta {oNg.

Yopnepdopora

To epyodeio emBedpnong CyNOTes mpocpépet £va a&lomioto Kot £yKupo epyareio To
0oTto{0 EMTPEMEL T1) GLALOYN CLUTANPOUATIKNG TANPOPOPING Yot TO UIKPO-TTEPBAAAOV
™G OOTIKNG YeEoviag mov dgv pmopel va aflodoynfel edxkoro pe GAAov €idovg
pebodoroyikég mpooeyyicels. H mapovoa pedétn avédeiée 1o fabud g petoffAntotnTog
Kot ™G mEPPAALOVIIKNG avicOTNTOS oT0 MEPPAAAOV NG Yertovidg ot wOAN TNg
Agpecov. Ympyav cageig evoeiEelg kotvovikng stafddong oty motdtnta Tov UiKpo-
ePPAAALOVTOC NG YEITOVIOG, EVA avadElONKe Vo CLGTNUOTIKO TPOPIA GLYKEVTPOONC
OUCLEVEGTEPOV YOPOUKTNPIOTIKAOV GTIG {O1EC YEITOVIEG. X& YEITOVIEG LE OVGUEVEGTEPO
TPOPIA, 01 TOAITES AVTOAEIOAIYNGOV YOUNAOTEPA TN COOTIKY KO WYUYIKY] O140TAoN TG
mowdtntag (one. Xe avtiBeon pe too gupnuato TG EMBE®PNONG, TO QOIVOUEVO TNG
KOWOVIKNG Sofddon dev aviikotontptléTaoV TAVTOTE GTIC OVTIMYELS TOV TOMT®V,
OTMOG KATAYPAPNKAY GTNV OEIYUATOANTTIKY UeAETN mediov. Me e€aipeon TV KOv@VIKN
dlgoTaon, ot KaTotkol dogv Paduordyncav to dounuévo kol UoIKO mepBaAlov TV
YETOVIDOV €uVOoiKkd. XopaKTnpioTikod NTov To upnua 0Tt 1 youniotepn Paduoroyia ot
OEYHOTOANTITIKY] HEAETN KOTAYPAPNKE OTN dldotaon «falduog emippons ko aioOnuo.
eAEyyoL», 0E GLUVETELN UE TO TVPMVIKO BEpA TNG TOLOTIKNG OVAALGNG dEGOUEVAOV 1 OOl
elxe mponynbei («Dwvy orovg molites»). KataAnktikd, Stopdvnke OTL TO gpyaAEio

CyNOTes ¢eiye KoAéc HeTpKEG WO0TNTEG, CLUTEPIAOUPOVOUEVOV TNG EYKVPOTNTOG
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avTITOPAPOANG YVOGSTOV OUAd®V (avAdEEN TOV YVMOGTOD QAIVOUEVOD TNG KOWMVIKNG
dwpdaduiong), eykopoOTNTOC KPuMpiov (CLGYETICES HE  AMOYPOPIKOVG  OEIKTECG),
GLVTPEXOVOO EYKVPOTNTA (GVYKPION LE OVTOAEIOAOYNOT] TMV TOAMTMV) KOt TPOPAETTIKN
YKVPOTNTA (TOPATNPOVUEVEG GUGYETICELS UE TN OYeTWOUEV UE TNV LYElo moldtnTa
Cong). To CyNOTes mpoospépetl tn duvoTdTTA TEPAUTEP® OVATTLENG KOl XPNONG OE
UEALOVTIKEG EPEVLVNTIKEG HEAETEC LEYOADTEPNC KMUOKOG MG VO TOMTIGUKE KOTAAANAO
epyoreio embedpnong tov oyxetilduevov pe TV vyeion UKpO-mEPPAAAOVTOC TG
yerrovidc. [Iépav amd tn xpnon tov v epguvntikog okomovg, to CyNOTes amotelet
YPNOWO CLUTANPOUATIKO gpyoreio a&loAdynNong TG KowdtToS OTO TAQICLO TNG
TPOKTIKNG Kol SLOpOpe®one ToAMTiknG Anuociag Yyelag, Onmg emiong Kot epyoaieio
cuvnyopiog Tov moAt®mv. H emtoma embedpnon tov neptBAALovVTog TG YEITOVIAS, MG
pébodoc, umopel va evBappiHvel aALd Kot va d1eVPHVEL TO SAAOYO OVOPOPIKA LLE TOVG

KOWOVIKO-TEPPAAAOVTIKOVS TPOGOOPLOTEG TNG LYEIOC.
A£EEEIG KAEWOLA: GLUGTNULOTIKT KOWVOVIKT TOpaT|pnot, TePPEALov TG YeITOVIAS, piKpd-

nepPdArov, a&ordynon kowvdttog, Kowwviky owpdduion, emrtomo embedprnon,

épeuva avTIMYE®V, TEPIBAALOVTIKT] ad1Kia, KOWV®OVIKO-TEPIBAALOVTIKY] avicHTNTA.
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1 INTRODUCTION

“Place” can directly or indirectly influence health-related quality of life for
individuals (Cummins et al., 2007). It is argued that place and health reinforce each other
and that there is an equal relationship between people and place. Indeed, it has been well-
documented that the conditions in which people grow, live, work, and age have a major
impact on health (Marmot & Bell, 2012). According to Marmot et al., (2012), the general
characteristics of someone’s environment such as socioeconomic status, living and
working conditions, along with other individual lifestyle factors have a major impact on
an individual’s health trajectory and also on society (Marmot & Bell, 2016). In fact, health
in terms of being socially determined is referred to by Geoffrey Rose as the “cause of all

causes” (Geoffrey Rose as cited in (Marmot, 2017).

Many epidemiologists have recognized the impact of the environment and other
societal factors on health. The impact of socioenvironmental exposures on health has been
investigated for many years. The identification of various socioenvironmental exposures
may be linked to a broad range of physical and mental health outcomes (Berkman L. and
Kawachi 1., 2000). It is well recognized that the social, physical, and mental well-being
of individuals as well as societies as a whole, are affected by their physical and/or built

environment and vice versa (Berkman L. and Kawachi 1., 2000).

In the nineties, social epidemiology focused on ecological-level exposures that are
not captured by investigating features at only an individual level (Macintyre et al. 1993;
Kaplan 1996; Kawachi and Kennedy 1997; Kawachi et al. 1997 as cited in Berkman L.
and Kawachi 1., 2000). Such exposures are features of the local environment, for example,
grocery stores, parks, housing conditions, voting participation, pedestrian and cycling
environment, neighborhood safety, etc. These exposures have a direct or indirect impact
on health either by their availability or accessibility (Jones and Moon 1993; DiezRoux et
al. 1997 as cited in Berkman L. and Kawachi 1., 2000).

Over the years, many models have been devolved to illustrate determinants of health
and the ecological features that might affect health. One of the most important and well-
known models of health determinants is the 1991 Dahlgren and Whitehead model
(Dahlgren and Whitehead, 1991). This model suggests that human health is influenced by

various socio-environmental determinants. These determinants are well described in the



Dahlgren and Whitehead 1991 model which shows the influences on health of individual
lifestyle factors in the middle level of the model, and living and working conditions as
well as the general socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions in the outer
layer (Whitehead & Dahlgren, 2006).

According to the World Health Organization (WHQO) and other health and economic
organisations many diseases are diseases of poverty. Moreover, many other problems are
not just the product of poverty, but contribute to the perpetration of poverty by slowing
economic growth. Behavioural risk factors include nutrition, physical activity, smoking,
and alcohol intake that lead to noncommunicable diseases (NCDs). Aspects of the current
economic shift, growing urbanisation, and 21st-century lifestyles all contribute to this
risk. There may be a feedback loop at work among these communities, wherein being
poor makes people more vulnerable to the risky behaviours that can lead to NCDs, and
NCDs themselves may contribute significantly to the cycle of poverty. Individuals with a
lower socioeconomic status are disproportionately affected by the rising rates of NCDs.

Inspired by a model from Dahlgren and Whitehead (1991), the Barton and Grant
model published in 2006 highlights the increasing importance of the impact on health
from the natural and built environments. The purpose of the model is to examine whether
the modern way of planning and building cities, which were originally designed to
eliminate basic health problems, is currently affecting health. In contemporary terms,

these are urban determinants of health.

One of the most common and current examples is the obesogenic environment. Since
many modern cities do not encourage physical activity due to the lack of pedestrian or
walking features (Gasevic et al., 2011), the built environment contributes to health
problems such as obesity and cardiovascular disease (Gullon et al., 2015). Another
important factor is exposure to pollutants in the environment (Middleton et al., 2010).
Additionally, the proximity of houses (Serag El Din et al., 2013) to major traffic roads

might contribute to air pollution that increases lung cancer and other respiratory diseases.

According to Barton and Grant (2006), their model was inspired by Dahlgren and
Whitehead’s model, but their model had a stronger focus on sustainable development and
ecosystem theories that would be able to improve the health-related quality of life of

citizens.



Such concepts, as mentioned by the Dahlgren and Whitehead model and Barton and
Grant make public health a transdisciplinary field. Consequently, methodologies that are
used to measure such exposures are more likely to be complex. Social determinants of
health should be recognized and measured not as a result of individual choices, but

measured using various ecological indicators (Berkman L. and Kawachi 1., 2000).

There is currently considerable debate about the most appropriate way to measure
environmental features that might have an impact on health, such as a neighborhood
environment or at a city, state, or country level (Brulle & Pellow, 2006). Various
community assessment methods can be used to profile communities, all with strengths as
well as shortcomings. Traditionally, area-level indices of socio-economic deprivation or
disadvantage are used to profile communities, inform policy, and guide resource

allocation.

Even though such indices have a long history in various areas of Europe, there are
no generally accepted measures of socioeconomic disadvantage in Cyprus and, as a result,
such statistics have not been in use in either public health research or policy. There are
also additional concerns about the use of census indices as a means of profiling
communities. Such profiles are data-driven (i.e., dependent on the availability of routine
data), time-bound (i.e., often based on decennial census data), and calculated for
administrative areas that are often large and heterogeneous. More importantly, they are
not truly “ecological” as they commonly reflect the socio-demographic composition of a
community’s residents (i.e., who lives there), rather than actual features of the
neighborhood environment itself. Furthermore, census-based area-level single indicators
or composite indices describe area sociodemographic characteristics, but do not capture

important health-related features of the microscale environment of a place.

Other approaches commonly used in community assessments include the use of GIS
measures, which are often restricted to capturing specific features of the built
environment, such as land use and green space, and aggregated measures of local
residents’ perceptions regarding features of the built environment, such as walkability, or
psycho-social environment, such as trust and reciprocity (Mujahid et al., 2007) (Augusta
et al., 2012). Observer-based audit ratings have been proposed as an alternative as there
is need for integration of methodological approaches to profile the micro-scale
neighborhood environment to better understand health inequalities which they might be

3



attributable to environmental inequities that exist within the cities .The micro-scale
environment is defined as features at the street rather than neighbourhood level, such as
presence and width of sidewalks, obstructions and barriers for walkability, street lighting,
trees, gardens, graffiti and other physical evidence of physical disorder, etc.) (Kim et al.,
2014).

Systematic Social Observation (SSO) is a new method used in the context of
observational studies in the field of social and environmental epidemiology. SSO is a
currently-evolving method and widely used as a systematic method to assess the
neighborhood environment (Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010). Various studies (Schaefer-
McDaniel et al., 2010); (Nickelson et al., 2013) have developed audit tools to obtain
objective information on how specific community and neighborhood characteristics
might influence peoples’ social and health behaviors. Such neighborhood audit tools can
be generic (assessing various features of the neighborhood environment) or domain
specific, for instance to assess/quantify walkability (Sallis et al., 2015), or the cycling
environment (Pikora et al., 2002). Other methods are age specific such as tools focusing
on the needs of younger (Leung et al., 2010) or older population groups (Chaudhury et
al., 2011). Such micro-environmental audits provide relevant information about physical-
built environmental characteristics as well as various social and health behaviors that
might influence health-related quality of life (Diez Roux, 2001).

The SSO method was first mentioned in public health academic literature from
the landmark study Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999). Several generic or feature-specific neighborhood audit
tools were developed (Nickelson et al., 2013). Systematic social observation can provide
supplementary information about contextual features of the health-related neighborhood

environment that is not captured by other methods.
1.1 Contribution and originality of the study

In the international literature, many studies have developed such neighbourhood
audit tools; however most of them seem to focus on assessing the intra- and inter-
reliability agreement of audits. It wasn’t until recently that more studies in this rapidly-

growing field are focusing on the use of multi-validation mixed-method procedures.



The present study was designed as an observational methodological study with
the aim to develop a reliable and valid neighbourhood audit tool for the Cypriot urban
neighborhoods and thus assess the physical, built, and social health-related neighborhood
environment in the city of Limassol for the first time using SSO. The main goal of the
study was to test the feasibility of neighborhood audits in the city of Limassol, Cyprus.
The set objectives were:

(@) to develop a culturally-relevant neighbourhood audit tool and evaluate its
metric properties using an iterative process of multi-validation mixed-method procedures,

and

(b) to profile a purposefully-selected sample of Limassol’s neighborhoods along
the socio-economic disadvantage continuum and explore the degree and extent of social
gradient in health-related features of the urban neighborhood environment, as an indicator

of environmental inequity in citizens’ experiences of “place”.

At the local/national level, the use of SSO as a method is in itself a major

contribution of the study, since it is the first implementation and evaluation of the
feasibility of the method in question in the urban environment of a Cypriot city. The use
of multi-validation mixed-method procedures in the context of developing a
neighbourhood audit tool is one of the core elements of originality of the study at an

international level. As mentioned above, many similar studies in the international

literature commonly focus on the reliability of measurement through assessing inter/intra-
observed agreement. In contrast, this study was strategically designed as a methodological
study of assessing various metric properties of the proposed neighbourhood audit tool
(CyNOTes) in an iterative series of sub-studies, each with distinct objectives in order to
address both reliability (inter/intra observer agreement) but also validity, namely face,

content, construct, known-group, criterion, concurrent and predictive validity.

The combination of SSO with a variety of other community assessment methods
provide opportunities for method and data triangulation of the findings. Specifically, this

study also

(@) incorporated census-based indicators of the socio-demographic, socio-

economic and built environment in the community assessment as well as a composite



index of socio-economic disadvantage (SED), developed in the context of the wider
‘Cyprus Neighbourhood and Health’ community study

(b) provided an ‘ethnographic’ portrait of the citizens’ lived experience in the
residential environment of Limassol as depicted in their social media interactions with

the local authorities,

(c) performed a citizen’s self-rated survey of the satisfaction with the quality of

the neighbourhood environment with the use of the ‘Place Standard’ questionnaire, and

(d) assessed the self-reported health-related quality of life among residents of

neighbourhoods with different SED and micro-scale neighbourhood environment.

Through the combination of quantitative and qualitative methodologies, the study
revealed a social gradient in the urban neighborhood environment, documenting both the
environmental inequity in the citizens’ experience and its correlation with the health-
related quality of life of citizens. The most important contribution of the study is
showcasing the applicability and feasibility of the method of Systematic Social
Observation in the urban environment of a Cypriot city and its usefulness as a
complementary method of community assessment both in the context of research as well

as in the context of Community and Public Health practice and policy.

Furthermore, it should be noted that CyNOTes also offers an advocacy tool, by
and on behalf of citizens, to highlight neighborhood problems, the need for improvement,
the necessity of democratic consultation and more substantial citizen participation in
decision-making for urban planning, something which emerged through the quantitative
and qualitative findings of the study itself. It is indicative to mention that this study was
placed under the auspices of the office of the Healthy Cities Network of the Cyprus
Ministry of Health. In fact, to some extent, the impact of the study in the context of
advocacy is best highlighted by the fact that it contributed to the decision of the
Municipality of Limassol to proceed with the submission of their application to join the
WHO Healthy Cities Network, for which an essential requirement in the initial stages is

preparation of a City Health Profile, with an emphasis on socio-geographical inequalities.



2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study is theoretically guided by the theoretical model of Diez-Roux and Mair,
which shows us that purely individual-based explanations for inequalities are insufficient.
This theoretical model indicates that our health not only depends on our behaviours, but
may also involve direct as well as indirect pathways. These pathways include both socio-
behavioural pathways (e.g., an adverse environment promotes, hinders or sustains adverse
health-related behaviours) and psycho-social pathways (e.g., differential exposure,
vulnerability, or outcomes as result of social inequity and sustained exposure to stressful

environments) (Diez-Roux and Mair, 2010).

The theoretical model also indicates that the individual characteristics are linked with
residential segregation and spatial inequalities that are influenced by a neighborhood’s
physical and social environment which act as behavioral mediators and stressors that
eventually affect health (Diez Roux and Mair Christina, 2010). For example, built-
environment characteristics such as the quality of public and/or natural spaces can affect
social cohesion and interaction and/or can contribute to the safety and norms that are
dynamically formed in a community/neighborhood. In addition, the neighborhood
environment can influence behavioral characteristics like people’s choices towards
healthy eating or physical activity as a coping mechanism to deal with stress. Noteworthy,
individual characteristics can make one more susceptible to or conversely more apt at
overcoming specific adverse neighborhood deficiencies or hazards. It is important to
recognize that being able to identify specific neighborhood features that have a direct or
indirect impact towards health is essential in order to justify the synergistic neighborhood

health effect.

Environmental justice has a long history (Brulle & Pellow, 2006). Importantly, the
phenomenon of social gradient might be attributable to environmental inequity that could
exist in the neighbourhood environment (Northridge et al., 2003). Environmental
deprivation is observed in different socio-spatial distributions within a country as
environmental quality progressively becomes worse and moves downward on the social
ladder (Pearce et al., 2010). This is also apparent by the phenomenon of a social gradient
that recognises that there is a social structure, commonly unequal in terms of resources

and opportunities, and as you go down that structure from more privileged (no matter how



you measure it at the level of the individual or the level of the community) to more
disadvantaged, there are progressively worse health outcomes. It is evident that within
countries and cities, socioeconomic position plays an important role in health (WHO,
2020). The lower an individual’s socioeconomic position the worse their health (WHO,
2020). This observation has been studied and recognized for centuries (Antonovsky,1967
as cited in Berkman L. and Kawachi 1., 2000). Even in 1567, Paracelsus observed that
people working in mines seemed to have higher rates of disease. Similarly, in the 19th
century, systematic studies by Villerme in Paris investigated the relationship between rent
levels of various areas in Paris and mortality rates (Berkman L. and Kawachi I., 2000). In
Upper Silesia, even specific diseases, such as typhus, have been associated with poor
living conditions (Berkman L. and Kawachi I., 2000). In the early twentieth century, as
epidemiology and research on public health evolved in the United States and Great
Britain, attention was drawn to the increased risk of disease by disadvantaged
socioeconomic status (Goldstein & Duffy, 1994).

Efforts have been made to improve physical environments such as housing, noxious work
environments, water supply, sanitation, nutrition, and access to immunization (Berkman
& Kawachi, 2000). Paying attention to these factors has improved life expectancy, and
therefore, social disparities have been improved (Link, 2016). Health can be affected by
the micro-features and/or different amenities available in the neighborhood environment
directly or indirectly. The mechanisms by which aspects of the neighbourhood
environment are linked to health are complex and not always easy to unpack as they are
commonly synergistic and involve direct pathways as well as indirect pathways. These
pathways include both socio-behavioural pathways (e.g., an adverse environment
promotes, hinders or sustains adverse health-related behaviours) and psycho-social
pathways (e.g., differential exposure, vulnerability, or outcomes as result of social
inequity and sustain exposure to stressful environments) (Diez-Roux and Mair, 2010).
For example, built environmental characteristics such as the quality of public and/or
natural spaces can affect social cohesion and interaction and/or can contribute to the
safety and norms that are dynamically formed in a community/neighborhood. Behavioral
characteristics can influence people’s choices such as unhealthy eating or physical
activity as a coping mechanism to deal with stress (Diez Roux and Mair Christina, 2010).

Noteworthy, those individual characteristics can help to overcome or make one more



susceptible to specific neighborhood deficiencies or hazards (Diez Roux and Mair
Christina, 2010). Social inequalities and residential segregation synergistically result in
spatial inequalities, therefore, environmental inequities. The impact that the
neighbourhood environment has on health might be also triggered by different personal
characteristics such as how vulnerable a person is or whether a person has the financial
resources to help mitigate adverse effects of the neighborhood environment. Figure 1
shows a schematic representation of the synergistic effect that residential segregation,
neighborhood physical and social characteristics as mediators to behavioral

vulnerabilities, stress and consequently individual health.
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the contributions of neighbourhood

environments to health inequalities (Ana V Diez Roux et al., 2010).



It is challenging and methodologically unsophisticated to try and draw inferences
from studies using neighborhood census proxies and their causal effect on human health
only by identification of the socioeconomic position of residents in specific
neighborhoods. Therefore, there is a need to investigate neighborhood health effects by
observing the neighborhood constructs that might have a true impact on human health
(Diez Roux and Mair, Christina, 2010). Researchers are interested in going beyond
neighborhood census characteristics and are utilizing third-generation observational
studies that have greater methodological sophistication. Such studies are a combination
of both quantitative and qualitative methods as well as the observation of various
neighborhood features which might be able to capture a holistic picture of the
environmental inequities that exist and which are not assessed by other community
assessment methods. Systematic Social Observation (SSO) studies are not studies on
neighborhood composite socioeconomic scores/indices, but studies that can capture the
true ecological measures of specific features of the micro-environment that might have a

direct or indirect impact on different health outcomes (Nickelson et al., 2013).

The search of microenvironment features as well as the interest in observing
spatial differences and associations in different socioeconomic status areas have raised
the question of environmental equity (Northridge et al., 2003) and justice (Brulle &
Pellow, 2006). This indicates the unequal distribution of environmental risk as well as the
quality of facilities and amenities, and also that the maintenance provided lower

socioeconomic status might be attributable to the phenomenon of a social gradient.

There has been thru the years an interest in investigating neighborhood features
that can improve health-related factors of quality of life. Such features include economic,
physical, built, and social features. Economic features may include satisfaction with home
value in the neighborhood, cost of living in the community, socio-economic status of
neighborhood and neighborhood improvement (Sirgy Joseph and Cornwell Terri, 2002).
The physical and built environment would include satisfaction with the upkeep of homes
and yards, landscape in the neighborhood, street lighting, crowding and noise level,
proximity of the neighborhood to facilities and quality of the pedestrian environment.
Social features involve social interactions with neighbors, satisfaction with outdoor play
spaces and people living in the neighborhood, ties with people in the community, crime

in the community, race relations in the community and thus, the sense of privacy at home



(Sirgy Joseph and Cornwell Terri, 2002). The recognition of such neighborhood
characteristics and also the ability to measure such characteristics can assist local
authorities and individuals to advocate for the improvement of features in the built,
physical and social neighborhood. Therefore, there is a need to assess the prevalence and
variability of such neighborhood features objectively as well as systematically. Being able
to quantify such features might also assist researchers to develop ecological indicators
that would be able to supplement the census data. Such metrics are needed to identify the
environmental inequities that might exist within cities. This study is based on a theoretical
framework of a synergistic effect from the physical, social, and built-neighborhood
environment, and associated reinforcing mechanisms that can be utilized to depict the

social gradient phenomenon within the city of Limassol (Diez Roux and Mair C, 2010).



3 PLACE AND HEALTH RELATED QUALITY OF LIFE

Scholars in a wide range of disciplines are increasingly exploring the relationship
between place and health, and recently, the field of public health has been encouraged to
recognize the concept of place as a potential contributing factor to well-being (de
Azevedo et al., 2013) ;(Cummins et al., 2007). It is evident that over the last few decades,
the concept of place has developed into a versatile construct (Eyles John & Williams
Allison, 2012). Since the early 1990s, there is a renewed interest in social epidemiology
of the area analysis and the effect that different types of places such as neighbourhoods,
localities and regions might have on health-related quality of life (Macintyre & Ellaway,
2000). It has been discussed that different health behaviours such as smoking, diet, and
physical activity cannot be understood only by individual choices but is needed to take
into account the broader environment. Such an environment can be behavioural attitudes
as well as the influence of family or even the community. Health-related quality of life
might be influenced also by other wider social factors such as economic or urban policies
or even specific cultural structures (Macintyre & Ellaway, 2000). Therefore, there is an
emphasis on ‘place’ and how people’s experiences in different localities can influence

their health status and health behaviour (Jones & Moon, 1993).

More recent studies explore the socio-geographical inequalities that might exist by
measuring perceived happiness and exploring the relationship between quality of life and
place attachments (de Azevedo et al., 2013) ;(Bolam et al., 2006). Place may affect health
in many ways (Muhajarine et al., 2008). Different place features may affect different
health outcomes(Gattino et al., 2013); (Wright et al., 2010);(Sirgy Joseph and Cornwell
Terri, 2002). Place features within different areas around the globe but also the same
countries and cities differ. Such features can be physical (B. T. Taylor et al., 2011a), built
(Feuillet et al., 2016) and social (Berkman & Kawachi, 2000) characteristics that can be
found within the micro-environment of the city such as the neighbourhood environment.
The existence as well as the quality of such features might lead to environmental
inequities (Northridge et al., 2003) which synergistically might impact the health-related
quality of life and social inequities.

Having people at the heart of planning and shaping the physical, built and social
neighbourhood environment based on their needs is at the heart of urban planning.



Engaging future generations in the development and creation of their living places creates
an environment that would work towards their health and well-being and makes an
aspiration to everyone (Barton et al., 2021). This is also interlinked with the Ottawa
Charter for Health Promotion which states: “Health is created and lived by people within
the settings of their everyday life; where they learn, work, play and love. Health is created
..by ensuring that the society one lives in, creates conditions that allow the attainment of
health by all its members” (WHQO,1986,p7 as cited in Barton et al, 2021).

The WHO promotes a healthy neighbourhood environment across the individual
lifespan. For example, in early life, the physical environment plays an important role in
healthy independent life but towards the end of life some old people are dependent on
social support. Therefore, the neighbourhood environment should enable fewer
individuals that fall below the dependence with the need for social support threshold
(Barton et al., 2021). This would be achievable by creating intergenerational
neighbourhoods that have both child-friendly places and is also promoting healthy ageing
through surroundings, facilities and amenities that would make both generations feel
comfortable in their localities. Social cohesion is affected also by social inequalities
(Ellina, Middleton, Lambrinou, & Kouta, 2021). Ellina et al., 2021 explored the extent
of social inequalities in health-related quality of life among urban middle-aged residents
in Limassol, Cyprus. This study showed that social gradient appears in all social
indicators. Specifically, being male and highly educate and having a high-income full-
time job while also engaging in mild physical activity has a significantly higher impact
on health—related quality of life compared to other middle age adult groups in Limassol

(Ellina et al., 2021). Consequently, well-being might be socially determined.

The social determinants of health are defined as the conditions in which people are
born, work, live and age and the conditions that are shaping their daily life. Such
conditions usually are formed by economic policies, socio-cultural norms, social policies
and political decisions (M. Marmot & Bell, 2012). There is a growing acceptance of the
‘population health or health determinants approach in which health is defined as a
complete state of physical, mental and social wellbeing and not merely the absence of
disease’. A variety of forces and factors in people’s lives and environments may have a

greater impact on their health than access to, or the provision of, medical services.



Socioeconomic status, education level, geography, cultural identity, social inclusion and

integration, community, and infrastructure are some of the determinants.

The economic hardship and the impact that has on health has been also apparent in a
Swedish study of a random representative sample of 23,153 men and 28,261 women aged
16-84 years. This study showed that the lack of economic capital and social capital which
involved the economic hardships defined as low household income, inability to meet
expenses and lacking cash reserves; as well as the level of social capital defined as social
participation, interpersonal and political/institutional trust observed a synergistic effect
on health outcomes and the potential risk of poor health (Ahnquist, Wamala, &
Lindstrom, 2012). It is also indicated in this study that social structures and socio-
economic patterns might play a significant role or be the cause of all major health
causalities (Michael Marmot, 2017).

In 2007 the social determinants of health have been referred by Sir Michael Marmot
as the “cause of the causes” (Michael Marmot, 2007). Ten years later and despite having
socioeconomic status being recognized as having an impact on health, in 2017 Sir
Michael Marmot answers the question that social stratification should be embedded into
the field of epidemiology and that ignoring it because it is a vague topic, would be
ignoring a major source of alternating health in a society (Michael Marmot, 2017a). In
addition, he is outpointing that nowadays not only the social gradient in health is a
component that epidemiologists need to study but there is also progress in understanding
its causes as well as addressing them. Addressing the social gradient will improve the
health of worst-off in the society and narrow the gap in health inequities. Health inequity
which comes from the existence of health inequalities has been recognized for the past 30
years as a reason to demand Health for all policy in the World Health Organisation
(Valentine, Koller, & Hosseinpoor, 2016); (Greer et al., 2022).

As cities and places play a vital role in the reduction of health inequalities various
scholars tried to show the impact that place might be affecting health. Inspired by
Whitehead and Dahlgren’s model(Whitehead & Dahlgren, 2006) which mostly shows the
relationship between physical, social and economic development, the model by Barton et
al., 2006 tried to capture how health determinants are influenced by the environment that
people live (Barton & Grant, 2006). Basic health problems in the 19th century had their

solutions found due to the development of town planning, however, as years passed city
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planning has been separated from health. Cities’ infrastructure no longer considers the
fact that they are humans’ habitats. Also, decisions about cities are not taken based on the
needs of humans across their lifespans. In recent years (Glanz et al., 2016); (Feuillet et
al., 2016) scientists tried to explore the impact that the built and physical environment has
on the adaptation of various health behaviour such as physical inactivity (Sallis et al.,
2015) triggering obesity and cardiovascular disease (Bethlehem, Mackenbach, Ben-rebar,
et al., 2014), increasing pollution triggering asthma resulting to what has been called as
environmental inequality (Brulle & Pellow, 2006);(Middleton et al., 2010). However,
despite the extensive literature about the impact that cities have on human health taking
action towards that is a complex procedure. In this effort, the Barton et al., 2006 model
tried to include eco-system theories as well as sustainable development principles. Being
able to quantify or develop ecological indicators that can measure or define environmental
inequity within cities plays a crucial role towards achieving some of the sustainable
development goals.

3.1 Socio-geographical inequalities and place effects on Health

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in socio-geographical
inequalities. In the field of social epidemiology there is a need to understand geographical
health determinants and the distribution of disease and identification of such
environmental inequities has led to the development of technical methodological
advances, such as multilevel modelling, spatial analysis methods and the use of both
quantitative and qualitative approaches. These technical advances have been developed
to help researchers find ways to measure risk, understand culture and difference, and
identify inequalities. This led to the creation of a holistic and ecological approach to
understanding the socio-geographical inequalities, population health and environmental
deprivation (Eyles John & Williams Allison, 2012). As part of the country’s development
plan and the need to understand what represents a “good” place but also what constituted
a good “quality of life” surveys and the development of various indicators have been well
documented (Mohan & Twigg, 2007). Other studies have focused on the measurement of
social cohesion and material deprivation in the neighbourhoods, in this effort of
contextualizing determinants of health and the impact that neighbourhood aggregation
has on health (Stafford et al., 2003);(Ana V Diez Roux et al., 2010). It has been



documented that social cohesion tended to be lower in more materially deprived areas
and that this might contribute to spatial socio-geographical inequalities and hence health
inequalities (Stafford et al., 2003). In 2002, Kawachi stated that the relation between
income inequality and spatial concentration of poverty was apparent. There was an
increasing trend from 1970 to 1990 from 38% to 41% of people living in poor
neighbourhoods and a typical affluent American family lived in neighbourhoods where
about 39% were also affluent and this was increased by 52% by 1990. This has a causal
effect on society as a whole since the local housing is increased and consequently, lower-
income families are displaced. This resulted in other social issues. For example, many
workers had to commute to work which increased the number of hours being away from
their families (Kawachi, 2002). This also triggered various lifestyle changes such as
burnout, stress, alcohol and drug misuse, sleeping problems, car accidents as well as
increasing pollution. It is well noted that these socio-geographical inequalities and the
concentration of poverty have been associated with an increased risk of mortality for
seniors as well as younger residents of the urban neighbourhood in the United States.
However, the mortality risk among the youngest residents in the more affluent
communities of the United States has been rare and for the senior residents was lower the
mortality risk compared with the less affluent communities. Income inequality and
residential segregation were each independently associated with mortality and there was
a need for a multilevel analysis to emphasize the contextual effects from the
compositional effects of poverty in the micro-environment and smaller areas (Kawachi,
2002). The investigation of the micro-environment of a community which is usually the
smaller unit of the community i.e. the neighbourhood environment draws interest to
various researchers to explore the various features and mechanisms of the neighbourhood
environment that might have an impact on health (Meijer et al., 2012); (A. V. Diez Roux,
2001)(Ana V. Diez Roux & Mair, 2010)(Nickelson et al., 2013).

Research on geographical inequalities in health is increasing showing different
areas to experience different levels of health. Place equity, as well as environmental
inequities, are spatially organized since it has been observed that people leaving in
neighbourhoods with lower average income have shorter lives, highest unemployment
and more environmental adverse conditions (i.e. air quality, high noise, traffic danger,

poor housing, little greenspace, more crime and high drug dependence) (Barton et al.,



2021). Therefore, neighbourhood planning to reduce such spatial and environmental
inequities plays a vital role in the general reduction of health inequities. Consequently,
being able to identify the features that might consist in a neighbourhood environment that
directly or indirectly might be affecting health-related quality of life might assist in more

targeted community development as well as public health interventions.
3.2 Socio-geographical inequalities in Cyprus

In Cyprus, the research on socio-geographical inequalities is still in its infancy. In
a study comparing urban versus rural areas and premature mortality, a significant

association was observed between the two (Zannoupas et al., 2015).

The geodemographic area classification and association with mortality were also
investigated in an ecological study of small areas of Cyprus (Lamnisos, Middleton, et al.,
2019). This study also indicated that there are geographical inequalities in mortality since
there was a clear distinction between ageing, socially isolated and resource-scarce rural
communities versus metropolitan areas with a younger population, higher educational
attainment and professional occupations (Lamnisos et al., 2019 p. 6). Furthermore, a
different study by Lamnisos et al., 2019 developed small-area socioeconomic deprivation
indices based on census data and explore the association with premature mortality. The
study indicated that different aspects of socioeconomic deprivation may be important in
rural and urban areas in Cyprus (Lamnisos, Lambrianidou, et al., 2019). In another recent
study by Lamnisos et al., 2019 exploring all-cause mortality in 401 small communities in
Cyprus in different geodemographic area classification tried to investigate the magnitude
of inequality in all-cause mortality across the different area classes (Lamnisos, Middleton,
et al., 2019). The study indicated that there is a clear classification of communities with
profiles based on different socio-economic indicators and that there are health inequalities
in all cause-mortality between urban-rural areas with urban areas at a disadvantage.
However, it was unclear if the higher mortality rates in urban areas were due to material
deprivation and/or any other differences in lifestyle and behaviour determinants since
they have not been captured in this study (Lamnisos, Middleton, et al., 2019). Social
inequalities were also apparent in the study by Ellina et al., 2021 which was previously
mentioned. Specifically, in this study, the social gradient appears in all social indicators
(Ellina et al., 2021).



3.3 The synergistic effect of place and health

It is now accepted that there is cross-level interaction between people- places and
the synergistic effects of “place” attributes. The debate about what aspect of “place”
matters to health as well as the investigation of various neighbourhood features and the
effect that have on health has been explored by various scholars in the past (Roux,
2001);(Galster, 2010);(Hasanzadeh et al., 2018). Such mechanisms are referred to as
social-interactive mechanisms, environmental mechanisms, geographical mechanisms,
and institutional mechanisms (Galster, 2010); In 2003 a study by Badlan et al.,(2003)
questioning who does well where, and exploring if neighbourhood disadvantage increases
the impact of socioeconomic position (SEP) on self-rated health (SRH); showed that those
lived in worse-off neighbourhoods were more likely to report poor SRH than those living
in the better-off neighbourhoods, however, the citizen with low SEP but living in better-
off neighbourhoods had a similar probability of reporting excellent SRH as those with the
highest SEP living in the worst-off neighbourhoods.

Another study, exploring the sense of place (defined as the perceptions that
residents have of their environments, encompassing social and structural features
(Williams & Kitchen, 2012) and health in Canada recognized how the built environment
and socio-economic status (SES) might affect health. This study explored the Quality of
Life of citizens in different SES neighbourhoods and found that the sense of place was
highest among people in higher SES neighbourhoods but also in people that owned a
house, residents of single-detached houses, retired residents and those living in the
neighbourhood more than 10 years (Williams & Kitchen, 2012). Interestingly, the focus
of the results was the strong association observed between the sense of place and self-
perceived mental health across the three different levels of SES neighbourhoods
(Williams & Kitchen, 2012).

Perceived neighborhood features as well as sociodemographic factors were
significantly correlated to self-rated health and quality of life and there is a difference
between high versus low socioeconomic status neighborhoods. Therefore, in recent years
there is a great interest in studying the synergistic effect that the physical, social and built

neighbourhood environment has on human health (Ana V. Diez Roux & Mair, 2010).



Understanding place and the role that humans play in place and vice versa, is a complex

topic.

There is a need to understand the compositional and contextual explanations for
differences identified in “place” and the impact that has on outcomes such as mortality,
health, health risk and health behaviours. Compositional for place differences translates
that different types of individuals leave in different places and that the differences
between these individuals account for the observed difference between places (Macintyre
& Ellaway, 2000). However, a contextual explanation would be that different types of
place characteristics such as the social, physical or built environment can directly or
indirectly influence the health of individuals leaving in an area. For example, in non-
polluted areas, people of whatever socioeconomic status might live longer, or higher
socioeconomic status individuals might live longer wherever they live because they have

the resources to cope with different types of environments.

Manski developed a typology of “group” effects which can be adapted to the study
of neighbourhoods. In his typology Manski distinguishes three types of group effects (1)
effects of aggregate outcomes at the group level on individual-level outcomes (which he
terms “endogenous” effects); (2) contextual effects of group composition; and (3)
environmental effects (Manski, 1993)(Manski, 1993). Association with area-level
(census-based) indicators of socioeconomic disadvantage/ deprivation: they mainly exist
on existing health indicators such as mortality rates but also on other socioeconomic
characteristics of the communities such as the census (every 10 years and large scale
instead of the neighbourhood environment) data that may not capture important features
of the built & social environment. Therefore, as it is clearly explained by the composition
versus the context debate establishing that place does matter and in fact, it might have a

synergistic effect.

The synergistic effect of the place is well described in the article Neighborhood
and Health by Diez Roux and Mair in 2010. In their analysis, the authors explained how
various chronic disease outcomes (such as obesity and its risk factors) and mental health
(such as depression and its symptoms). These chronic outcomes suggest that they might
be a cross-level interaction of place and individuals through tapping onto the
neighbourhood features of the Physical environment such as the quality of air and water,

latitude, climate etc or availability of healthy environment at home, work and play, or
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even in services provided publicly or privately to support people in their daily lives such
as education, transport, street cleaning, lighting, policing etc. or even the sociocultural
features of a neighbourhood such as ethnic and religious history of a community, norms,
values, levels of crime, community engagement and networks of community support, or
even the housing and street condition, the density, and the reputation of an area
(Macintyre & Ellaway, 2000);(Ana V. Diez Roux & Mair, 2010). In Cyprus, not many
studies tried to explore the synergistic effect of Multiple Built-environment
Characteristics on health. For example, a study tried to explore the obesogenic
environment of the city. An obesogenic environment is an environment that promotes
unhealthy behaviours such as less walking or cycling due to the lack of sufficient urban
infrastructure for such lifestyle behaviours but also it promotes the consumption of
unhealthy diets such as fast food and sweet food outlets available, especially near a school
environment. For example. A study by Chrystalleni et al., (2014) tapped onto several built
environment features and showed that the development of childhood obesity was
correlated with the built environment features due to the lack of physical activity but due
to the dietary food choices of the children around that built environment (Chrystalleni et
al., 2014). Therefore, what are those micro-environment features in the Cypriot
neighbourhoods that might be contributing to the appearance of environmental inequities
between different areas and hence might depict the phenomenon of social gradient? The
micro-scale environment is defined as features at the street rather than neighbourhood
levels, such as the presence and width of sidewalks, obstructions and barriers for
walkability, street lighting, trees, gardens, graffiti and other physical evidence of physical
disorder etc) (Kim et al., 2014). In this study, the researchers will explore the physical,

built and social environment features of the neighbourhood environment.
3.3.1 Physical Environment Features

They are various physical features that have been documented and reported in
previous studies that might be contributing towards the satisfaction that a citizen might
have about their neighbourhood environment. For instance, under the physical
environment —researchers explored the link between green space and health (B. T. Taylor
et al.,, 2011b). Furthermore, upkeep of homes and yards, the landscape in the
neighbourhood, noise level, air pollution, traffic measures, the nearness of the
neighbourhood to facilities and amenities needed; and overall satisfaction with the quality

9



of the environment in the community (Sirgy Joseph and Cornwell Terri, 2002);(Schaefer-
McDaniel et al., 2010);(Nickelson et al., 2013);(Quinn et al., 2016).

3.3.2 Social Environment Features

On the social environment features are expected to observe features of social
interaction with neighbours, outdoor play space; the ties that people develop in the
community, the level of crime, racial relations in the community, the sense of privacy at
home, the notion of social capital and social cohesion for example how social support and
participation may act as a buffer against the negative health effects of socioeconomic
disadvantage, as well as how mental health is affected by social cohesion etc. (Berkman
& Kawachi, 2000);(Congdon, 1996); (Uphoff et al., 2013).

3.3.3 Built Environment Features

Furthermore, under-built environment features. Researchers explore the link between
the pedestrian environment, the cycling environment, the quality of the streets, the public
transport available, the safety of walking or cycling, parking spaces, destinations,
distance, density, barriers for walking and other street characteristics. Such
neighbourhood features might influence positively or negatively the level of physical
activity that citizens have in their daily mobility from and towards their residential places.
Specifically, various scholars tried to investigate the link between built environment and
chronic diseases, such as obesity, diabetes and cardiovascular disease, usually what is
referred to in the literature as the obesogenic environment (Sallis et al., 2015); (Leung et
al., 2010); (S. Lee & Talen, 2014); (Cerinet al., 2011); (Gasevic et al., 2011); (Bethlehem,
Mackenbach, Ben-rebah, et al., 2014); (Feuillet et al., 2016); (Chrystalleni et al., 2014);
(Adkins et al., 2012).
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4 COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT METHODS

Although there is a vast literature between place and health, most of these studies
have focused on identifying the socioeconomic and cultural characteristics of a region
through the use of proxy measures such indices of deprivation, often based on census
data. Various community assessment methods can be used to profile communities, all
with strengths as well as shortcomings. There is a wide variety of metrics used to assess
a community's profile (A. V. Diez Roux, 2007). Most approaches have restrictions on the
environmental factors they may tap on. Traditionally, area-level indicators or composite
indices of socio-economic deprivation or disadvantage are used to profile communities,
advocate for better community conditions and guide resource allocation. Even though
such indices have a long history elsewhere in Europe (Lamnisos, Lambrianidou, et al.,
2019a), there are no generally accepted measures of the area measures of socioeconomic
disadvantage in Cyprus. More importantly, such area-level single indicators or composite
indices, often originating from census or other routine data sources, are not truly
ecological. With some exceptions that may represent the macro-scale residential
environment (e.g. population density, median household income, crime rates, etc), these
indicators commonly reflect the socio-demographic composition of a community’s
residents rather than actual features of the neighbourhood environment itself. Census or
other routine/administrative data-based indicators commonly describe socioeconomic
disadvantage/deprivation as well as other constructs e.g. income inequality, social
fragmentation etc. The advantage of census data are their availability and repeatability.
The disadvantage of such method is that they do not provide the socio-demographic
composition (who lives there), they are consider poor proxies of the true constructs of
interest and are not most relevant in terms of causal processes and their boundaries are

arbitrary, also they take place only every 10 years.

Similarly, other approaches, such as GIS measures, are restricted to capturing
specific features pertaining to the built, rather than social environment, often at the meso-
scale (defined as environmental features at the neighbourhood-level), such as traffic
density, land use diversity, destinations, street connectivity etc. (Kim et al.,2014). In
contrast to their utility in measuring aspects of the natural and built environments (such
as air pollution and land use, respectively). As such, they do not capture important

features of the microscale environment. The advantage of such methodology is that they
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are ecological, they are objective and you can measure multiple features of the
environment. The disadvantages are that the data are not always available, they are
restricted to the physical and built environment domains and they are not easily extended
to features of socio-cultural environment. Also, they do not reflect actual utilization of

differential quality of available resources.

Another community assessment method is the aggregated indicators from survey
data (at area level) such as person-based surveys which most commonly assess features
of psychosocial environment using single (e.g. levels of trust, reciprocity) or composite
indices (e.g. social cohesion, social control, collective efficacy). While these are versatile
and can refer to features of the built environment, such as walkability, or the psycho-
social environment, such as trust and reciprocity, they are subjective (Mujahid et al.,
2007) (Augusta et al., 2012). Also, another disadvantage is that they are costly, commonly
opportunistic, not nationwide, they are aggregated to administrative areas, there is a social
desirability bias, and variation bias when associating with self-rated health measures with

perceptions.

Furthermore, another method is the qualitative or mixed methods studies which they
involve interviews and focus groups with residents on health-related aspects of physical,
built or social environment of purposefully selected from areas of interests (e.g. deprived
communities). Participatory methods such as the use of photo voice or studies that engage
citizens to sketch their neighbourhood environment (Palencia et al., 2020); (Chow et al.,
2014);(Topmiller et al., 2015) also fall within the qualitative research category. However,
the advantage of this method is that a researcher can capture lived experiences, the

disadvantage is that the results are not easily generalizable.

The Systematic Social Observations/ Audits method (SSO) offers a good alternative
of assessing the micro scale environment of the neighborhood (Sampson & Raudenbush,
1999b). This method it is an observer-based rating method by field auditors base on
checklists (e.g. quality of housing, rubbish, gardens, fences, parks) and/or people activity
and public behaviours (e.g. social exchange). The advantage of this method it is that is
assessing the microscale environment, it is a truly contextual method and objective. The
disadvantage is that is difficult to cover large areas and it is costly to scale up (however,
other studies managed to use it virtually using geospatial tools(Curtis et al., 2013). In

addition, there is a chance of observe bias if the auditors are not well trained to tap on to
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the same scale when measuring features especially about the quality and/or appearance
which it is something subjective in nature. Each tool needs to be tailor-made to the chosen
community that would be assessed and appropriate inter-intra reliability and validation
procedures need to be performed in order to have a standard tool for a specific area or
region. The micro-scale environment is defined as features at the street rather than
neighbourhood level, such as presence and width of sidewalks, obstructions and barriers
for walkability, street lighting, trees, gardens, graffiti and other physical evidence of
physical disorder etc) (Kim et al.,2014). A detailed description of such methodology/
audit tools will unfold in the next chapter.

Table 1, below, summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of several community

assessment methods.



Table 1: Summary of the advantages and disadvantages of several community assessment methods

Method

Measure

IAdvantages

Disadvantages

Census- or other
administrative-based
indices

Socioeconomic deprivation or income inequality
or other aspects of an area’s social and economic
environment, expressed as the sociodemographic
composition of an area (i.e. characteristics of
people that live there). They may include some
ecological-level variables, such as proportion of
vacant houses, or crime statistics, or election
turnout.

e Data availability
e National coverage
e  Standardization

e Repeatability

e  Not meaningful geographical scale (large
areas, arbitrary boundaries etc.)

e Time bound (e.g. decennial census)

e Not truly contextual measures of community
environment

e  Often poor proxies of true construct of
interest or not most relevant in terms of
causal processes

Aggregate indicators
from specially-
designed surveys or
opportunistic use of
survey data

Based on person-based perceptions of the feature
under study aggregated to the community level.
Most commonly features of psychosocial
environment using single indicators (e.g. levels
of trust, reciprocity) or composite indices (e.g.
social cohesion, social control, and collective
efficacy). Also, more general features, such as
residents’ assessment of physical disorder, sense
safety, quality of services, etc.

e  Perception of residents themselves about
needs and problems of neighborhood

e Characteristics of the psychosocial
environment or other characteristics not
easily captured by other methods

e Opportunistic use of community surveys
performed for other purposes at
aggregate geographical level

Not national coverage, aggregation to
administrative areas with arbitrary relevance
Resource expensive to scale-up

Possible social desirability bias due to
subjective nature

Possible differential expectations across
socioeconomic disadvantage continuum

e  Common method variance when associating
residents’ perceptions with self-rated health
outcomes

Truly “ecological”
measures

Either based on routine sources e.g. % deserted
houses, number of local organizations in an area,
crime statistics, etc. or based on GIS and/or
remote sensing for features of the built
environment (e.g. land use), physical
environment (e.g. air pollution) or service
environment (e.g. availability of facilities).

e  Truly contextual measures of community
environment

e  Commonly nationwide or at least
regional coverage

e  Obijectivity, standardization,
repeatability in measurement

e  Often, combining multiple features

Dependent on data availability

e  Often restricted to physical and built
environment domains

e Do not capture microscale features or socio-
relational aspects of the community,

e Reflecting availability or accessibility, not
necessarily actual utilization or differential

quality of available resources




Quialitative and
participatory
methods

Interviews, focus groups and participatory
methods (e.g. photo mapping and photovoice)
with residents purposefully selected from areas
of interest (e.g. deprived communities).

Resident-centred: lived experience of
residents with regards to health-related
aspects of their physical, built or social
environment

Residents’ definition of
“neighbourhood”

Participatory learning opportunities and
community empowerment

Commonly limited geographical coverage
Avreas of special interest e.g. most deprived
communities

Generalizability of findings

No quantitative indicators to explore
associations with community health
outcomes

Field audit measures

Observer-based ratings based on inventories
and/or checklists either on foot or car
(“windshield” surveys) and/or use of geospatial
tools to record aspects and features of the
microscale community environment (e.g.
rubbish, gardens, fences) and/or public
behaviours (e.g. social exchange).

Free of residents’ perceptions and
potential differential expectations across
socioeconomic disadvantage continuum
Standardization and “objectivity” in
measurement

Wide range of features and aspects of the
microscale neighborhood environment
Contextual quantitative indicators to
explore associations with community
health outcomes

Limited geographical coverage

Observer bias and reliability of
measurement

Resource intensive if “field audits” and/or
technology dependent if virtual audits
Researcher-centred: Lack of generally
accepted items capturing characteristics,
aspects of features of the physical, built or
social environment most relevant to
residents

Ref: (Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010)




5 SYSTEMATIC SOCIAL OBSERVATION

Systematic Social Observations (SSO) is a way of assessing neighborhoods and
communities as a key measurement strategy for a wide variety of social phenomena using
observational methods. In neighborhoods studies, they commonly take the form of field
audits, whereby researchers walk or drive (termed, windshield surveys) through an area
of interest and record their observations on a standard form or inventory). The SSO
terminology was first described by Alber J. Reiss, Jr. (1971) as a measure independent of
the perceptions of survey respondents and can tap into aspects of the social and physical
environment that survey respondents have difficulty describing accurately (Reiss (1971)
as cited in Sampson and Raudenbush (1999)) (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999)

One of the first studies that used SSO for community assessment was the

Landmark study on the: Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods

Chicago neighborhood study (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999a). In this study, more than
23,000 street segments in Chicago were assessed. They had used also police records, and
an independent survey of more than 3,500 residents that tapped onto the collective
efficacy of residents in achieving informal social control. In this study they also tried to
reshape the observation of the urban communities by assessing the broader implication of
it based on the systematic observation and video-based approaches (Sampson &
Raudenbush, 1999b). This study was based on the “broken window” theory developed by
Wilson and Kelling in 1982 who argued that even minor public disorder as the case of
broken windows, or drinking in the street, or graffiti attracts crime because it shows that
no one really cares in that specific neighborhood (Wilson et al., as cited in Sampson &
Raudenbush, 1999b). The theory of broken windows has gain great interest in
criminology and it has led public policy and police actions in various cities on the
elimination of both physical and social disorder. This theory also led to the ideas that
visual incivilities of the physical and built environment matter and it can be systematically
observed with the method of SSO. In their analysis the authors define social disorder as
a behavior involving strangers and considered threatening, such as verbal harassment on
the street, open solicitation for prostitution, public intoxication, and rowdy groups of
young males in public; the term physical disorder was defined as the deterioration of
urban landscape, such as graffiti on building, abandoned cans, broken windows, and



garbage in the streets. All these together they are referred as “incivilities” by Albert
Hunter in 1985 which he mentions that they are central to neighborhoods public
presentation. Jane Jacob’s classic observation of urban life in the 1950’s evoked a concern
with the threats of disorder to neighborhood civility (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999b). It
Is described that the streets, parks, and sidewalks still belong to non-one and therefore to
everyone. However, the concept of disorder it is a theoretical concept to such spaces, but
it is something that cannot be ignored since it influences the minds of insiders and
outsiders alike such as potential home buyers, real estate agents, insurance agents, and

investors or it might influence people’s choice of moving.

The systematic social observation of disorder was a way for the researchers to
observe public places but also to observe the sights, sound and how the neighborhood
feels. Albert J.Reiss in 1971 referred to this methodology of observations as measurement
strategy for natural social phenomena (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999b). The term
“systematic” is referred to the process by which observations and recording are done
according to explicit rules that permit replication; the term “observation” refers to the
fieldwork /researcher who needs to be independent to what he/she observes and the term
“social” refers to “events and their consequences, including properties of organization,
can be observed more or less as they occur” (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999b). The
methodological challenges and complexity of methods used for understanding place,
community and neighborhood impact on humans’ health and behavior have been
recognized and previously described. Despite neighborhood being an ecological
construct, many studies tried to draw inferences from individual based indicators,
therefore, integrated methodologies offer a holistic approach for exploring various
features that they might impacting health with a direct or indirect way. In the study of
Sampson and Raudenbush in 1999, the authors tried to redefine the term disorder, clearly
specifying that it is not a matter of etiology but as some of the physical incivilities might
not considered crimes but maybe soft crimes such as graffiti, smashed windows, drug
vials in the streets etc. could be classified and quantified (Sampson & Raudenbush,
1999b).

Beyond or even as a construct of crime is also the social control that can be
observed in a neighborhood. While studying crime and disorder there is a focus on

poverty and lack of social resources, it is worth mentioning that neighborhoods from



lower socioeconomic status they also tend to show other economic deprivation features
such as repairing of buildings, cleanliness and renovation of commercial areas since many
of the apartments and commercial enterprises tend to be vacant therefore, there is no
incentive for any improvement in the area. Residential stability as well as strong social
network it is also important for the well-being of residents. The social stability and
cohesion are not just important because humans are by nature social beings but stability
in the neighborhood is linked to better maintenance and agency for improvement. This
also goes in hand with the concept of “collective efficacy” that benefits the residents as
well as the neighborhoods as a mediate mechanism of social control and structure that
prevents public incivilities and disorder (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999b).

Numerous SSO audit tools have been developed and assessed since the Chicago
study (Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010). (Nickelson et al., 2013). Many auditing methods
are broad in scope, evaluating all facets of a neighborhood's physical, constructed, and
social environments, while others zero in on one particular component of interest, such
the pedestrian setting (Clifton et al., 2007). Having a single, all-encompassing instrument
is problematic, if not pointless, according to reviews by Schaefer-McDaniel et al.
(Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010) and Nickelson et al. (Nickelson et al., 2013). Because
of this, it would be challenging to compare study results appropriately both because
different factors important to public health may be country-specific and certainly urban
environments vary widely across regions in the world. While it may be impossible to
standardise on a single neighbourhood audit tool, researchers can use the wide variety of
existing tools to their advantage by determining which aspects and features are most
important in various cultural contexts. This will allow for the development of "tailor
made" audit tools that more accurately reflect the physical, built, and social environment
in each country. Together with more conventional methods, such as census-based data,
quantitative surveys, and qualitative studies, these tools may prove useful in providing a
more complete and holistic profile of a neighbourhood, allowing for a more precise
evaluation of the characteristics of that area and their possible impact on community
health.

Specifically, the literature review by Shaefer-MacDaniel et al., in 2010 aimed to
examine the methodological details of neighborhood observations focusing on the lack of

a review of all the tools that have been developed so far using systematic social



observations. The review examined 51 English language studies published from 1990
onward focusing on their 1) methodological rigor (how data were collected and how they
were analysed, 2) geographical boundaries (i.e. how neighborhoods were spatially
defined) 3) the relationship between neighborhood observations and residents’ health (i.e.
how studies examined and analyzed any possible link between health and observed
neighborhood characteristics). This review concluded that there was a wide heterogeneity
of the studies in how observations and contacted and analysed and therefore it was
impossible to compare studies. The implications and suggestions of the researchers on
this review were that researchers should aim to develop their own tools and modifying
the method and building upon the literature in order to meet their own needs since the
methodologies were difficult to be standardized. The authors also suggested to future
researchers to provide more details about the methodological and analytical details used
of their observations and explain how any why they decided to do what they did. Lastly,
they explained how difficult it is to provide one definition for the term “neighborhood”
since each country, city and/or community has its own definition and usually it depends
from the availability of contextual data rather than study purpose. Therefore, the author
suggested that interdisciplinary dialogue about the concepts and methods used examining
“neighborhoods” (Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010).

Later on, the systematic literature review by Nickelson et al., in 2013 aimed to
create an inventory about the neighborhood environment audit tools of the domains and
subdomains assessed. A total of 31 article have been included in this review and they
have identified 20 domains and 291 subdomains. Audit instruments most commonly
assessed Streets/Traffic, Safety, Land Uses, and Physical Disorder domains. Least
commonly assessed domains were Barriers, Neighborhood Identification/Legibility,
Steepness, Views/Enclosure, and Ethnic Identification (Nickelson et al., 2013). The
domains identified varied from 1 to 36 subdomains and the authors suggested that this
review would help future researcher to customize their neighborhood assessment audit
tools by choosing the characteristics/items that might be most relevant with their

neighborhood environment (Nickelson et al., 2013).

In the effort of developing an urban neighborhood observational tool for the
Cypriot neighborhoods the researchers of this study have search the international

literature (the search strategy is described in the chapter 6 of this thesis) to identify



additional tools (post-dated the two systematic reviews identified ) that exist and explore
if specific items or neighborhood characteristics assessed elsewhere, might be relevant
for the Cypriot neighborhood environment and therefore they had to be included in the
Cyprus Neighborhood Observational Tool for community (CyNOTes). The scoping

review of all the studies found is described below.
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6

SCOPING REVIEW

6.1 Methodology of Scoping Review

The aim of this scoping review was to map audit tools used in research in the period 2010-

2021 that are featuring evaluation of neighborhood environment in terms of their built,

physical and/or social characteristics. The research reporting on such tools can be (a) part

of a pilot, feasibility and/or validation study with the aim to assess the metric properties

of the audit tool and/or (b) part of a wider community-based study to investigate

associations with perceptions of residents about the neighborhood environment and/or

specific health outcomes, health behaviours or other health-related outcomes.

6.2 Objectives

1)

2)

3)

To identify studies, published post-2010, which developed and empirically tested an
observation audit tool for aspects and features of neighborhood environment,
irrespective of the main focus of the study and/or audit tool (e.g. in terms of the
features and/or domains of the neighborhood built, physical or social environment
evaluated).
To identify neighborhood audit tools developed post-2010 until 2021 and compile a
supplementary inventory of these tools, which will be used to develop new or
modified/adapted versions applicable for neighborhood environment screening in
various settings, either be newly developed for the purposes of the study or modified
versions (e.g. new setting) or adapted versions (e.g. virtual assessments using
geospatial tools such as Google Street view) of previously developed tools.
To describe the methodology used in the development of these tools and the range of
methods with respect to
a) the selection of domains, set of items, response scale (e.g. theory-based,
based on previous tools, focus groups with expert panels or residents),
b) the process of data collection (e.g. definition of neighborhood, number of
auditors, audit time),
C) the validation process and the assessment of their metric properties (e.g.

face and content validity, inter and intra-rated agreement, high-order
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dimensions and construct validity, concurrent and predictive criterion

validity etc)
6.3 Search strategy

The literature search strategy was developed and applied in the electronic database
Scopus; there were searched publications published from 2010 until 2021. The search was
performed with customized search algorithms consisting of specific key words related to

either in the title or abstract, a) the method, b) the geography, c) output.
Specifically, a three-level strategy was used with the following keywords
Keyword used:

(audit* OR scan OR "direct observation*" OR "social observation*" OR

"systematic observation*" OR "systematic social observation*" OR ss0 )
AND

( neighborhood OR neighborhood OR environment* OR "built environment” OR
"neighb* environment” OR "community environment” OR "urban environment" OR

"community" ) )

AND

(tool OR instrument OR checklist OR scale OR inventory ) )
Applying the following restrictions (limits):

(LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2017) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2016) OR
LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2015) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2014) OR LIMIT-
TO (PUBYEAR, 2013) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2012) OR LIMIT-TO (
PUBYEAR, 2011) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2010))

AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, "ar") OR LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, "re") OR
LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE , "ip"))

The SCOPUS search returned 3394 hits. After reviewing titles and abstracts, 166

relevant potential titles and abstracts were selected for further review.
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6.4

Study selection and Eligibility Criteria

Two independent reviewers applied selection criteria by consensus for selecting the

studies that would be included for full text evaluation by setting specific inclusion and

exclusion criteria. The inclusion and exclusion criteria of the studies are described

below.

6.4.1 Inclusion Criteria

>

Studies whose main aim was to either develop, or modify, or culturally adapt an
audit tool for the physical, built and/or social community/neighborhood
environment.

Studies included irrespective of whether the audit tool which is generic (several
domains) or domain-specific (e.g. pedestrian environment), population-group
specific (e.g. elderly) and/or health outcome specific (e.g. physical activity) and
referring to the community environment i.e. the unit of assessment is the
neighborhood, community and/or streetscape environment (no other specific
setting such as audit of parks, schools, food stores, walking trails, etc).

Studies which describe the development process will be included.

Studies, where the main aim was to explore the association between an aspect of
the neighborhood environment and a health outcome will be, are included only if

the development phase/validation of the tool is explicitly described in the article.

6.4.2 Exclusion criteria

>

Studies which audited specific settings other than community/ neighbourhood
environment (such as audit of parks, schools, food stores, walking trails, etc).
Studies used an established tool, in the context of a wider community-based study
to collect data for the ° exposure” of interest” but the development
phase/validation of the tool is not explicitly described in the article.

If any of these studies developed a new tool or significantly modified/adapted an
existing tool (in a new setting) but the development/validation is described
elsewhere, then, these were including the article that describes the development,
if fulfills the other criteria including the year of publication (post 2010). However,

if any of these studies developed a new tool or adapted a tool, AND the
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development is described in this article BUT adequate detail about the
development process is not provided, then did not include.

6.5 General findings from scoping review

As previously mentioned and as it was suggested by the authors of the reviews
described above, the researchers tried to develop a “tailor made” audit tool for the Cypriot
environment and they searched the academic literature for all the existing tools that have
been developed using the SSO method. Some of those tools were generic for example,
they were aiming to assess the physical, social and build environment features therefore,
the items included were tapping onto observable characteristics related to the physical,
social and built environment. Others were more feature specific either they tried to assess
specific characteristics that would be related to a specific health outcome or behavior such
as the pedestrian environment to assess walkability and hence physical activity levels or
they were referred to a specific age group such as youth, girls, seniors etc. Other studies
tried to digitalize the tool using the assessment through a virtual technology or using other
technological tools such as using the tool but instead of being in the field, the audit was
performed through the use of Google Street View and GIS technology. Some other studies
tried to find association with specific outcome or health behavior, and some other studies
performed reliability and validity testing. Lastly, few tools have been developed for the

rural environment.

The main scope of the systematic review it was 1) to identify various domains and
items/features that might be suitable for the development of the Cypriot tool 2) to identify
and understand various methodological aspects (such as data analysis, scoring, reliability
and validity procedures) of the studies that could help to identify gaps in the literature and
see the possibility of feeling some of those gaps with the current study. All the 46
studies/tools identified are described below in more detail according to a) Name of the
observational (audit) tools (section 6.4.1 ) b) Country of origin (section 6.4.2) c) Generic
audit tools (section 6.4.3) d) Research context (section 6.4.4) e) Domain and/or
population-group specific (section 6.4.5) f) Specific neighborhood environment (section
6.4.6) and other methodological details (section 6.5) such as a) Sample size (section 6.5.1)
and selection of streets, blocks and neighborhoods, b) Number of observers/raters rating

time and data collection (section 6.5.2) c) type of data and details on method of scoring
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(section 6.5.3) d) Reliability testing (section 6.6) , e) Validity testing (section 6.7). A

tabular presentation of the identified studies appear in the Appendices, Specifically
APPENDIX I summarises the research context of studies, APPENDIX IV summarises

the data collection methods , APPENDIX V summarises the Reliability and Validity

details.

6.5.1 Name of the observational (audit) tools

Many studies where named after the name of the tool developed or tested in that

particular study. They had interesting names usually, including the particular

geographical region evaluated or the purpose that the tool has been developed, followed

by a specific acronym that could help summarise the full name of the tool. For example:

>

The African American Neighborhood Assessment Scale (AAH) and Krause five-
time scale (Andresen et al., 2013);

Wisconsin Assessment of the Social and Built Environment (WASABE) (Malecki
etal., 2014) ;(Bailey et al., 2014);

Computer Assisted Neighborhood Visual Assessment System (CANVAS) (Bader
etal., 2015);

Active Neighborhood Checklist (Wilson et al., 2012);

Tally of Observations in Urban Regions (Kepper et al., 2017);

Community Audit of Social, Civil, and Activity Domains in Diverse
Environments (CASCADDE) (Knapp et al., 2016);

Neighborhood Observation Checklist (NOC) ;

Montréal Neighbourhood Assessment Tool (MoNAT) (Paquet el al., in 2010);
(Parson et al., 2011);

Residential Environment Assessment Tool (REAT 2.0) (Poortinga et al., 2017)
and the Neighborhood Inventory for Environmental Typology (NIfETy) (Milam
et al., 2016).

Environmental Profile of a Community’s health (EPOCH) (Chow et al., 2010);
The Collaborative Research on Ageing in Europe Built Environment Outdoor
Checklist (COURAGE) (Quintas et al., 2014);

Sustainable Prevention of Obesity Through Integrated Strategies (SPOTLIGHT)
(Bethlehem et al., 2014);
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» China Urban Built Environment Scan Too (CUBEST) (Su et al., 2014a).

6.5.2 Country of origin of the SSO tools identified

SSO neighbourhood tools originated from all over the world. Nevertheless, the
majority of the tools identified were from various regions of the United States America
(USA). Specifically about 24 studies have been developed for specific regions of the
USA (Andresen et al., 2013); (Boarnet et al., 2011); (Sallis et al., 2015) ;(Odgers et al.,
2012); (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012); (Topmiller et al., 2015); (Kemner et al., 2015);
Madison (Malecki et al., 2014), Portland Oregon —Lents (Adkins et al., 2012),
Washington D.C (Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017), US metropolitan and city centre areas
(Bader et al., 2015), Wisconsin (Bailey et al., 2014) Boston - Massachusetts (Ben-Joseph
et al., 2013), Baltimore (Milam et al., 2016), Portland Oregon (Wilkerson et al., 2012),
St.Louis Indianapolis (Wilson et al., 2012), New York City (Rundle et al., 2011); (Fisher
et al., 2010) , Southeast Louisiana (Kepper et al., 2017), Pennsylvania (Knapp et al.,
2016), Arizona (Lee & Talen, 2014),Dallas-Texas (Leonard et al., 2011), Northern
California (Leung et al., 2010), Deep South (Robinson et al., 2014).

A number of other studies were from Canada. Specifically, these were 5 (Chaudhury
et al., 2011); (Gasevic et al., 2011), Montreal (Paquet el al., in 2010); (Shareck et al.,
2012) and Toronto (Parson et al., 2011) Ottawa (Lafontaine et al., 2017).

Few studies were from China (Su et al., 2014) and specifically Shanghai (Alfonzo
et al., 2014) . One study was from ASIA-Hong Kong (Cerin et al., 2011) and another
study from New Zealand (Badland et al., 2010).

Moreover, some other studies identified in Europe. Specifically, about 8 studies
were from European regions. For example, from the UK there were 3 studies, Wigan
(Griew et al., 2013), Cambridgeshire (Wu et al., 2014) Carmarthenshire ,Wales, Cardiff
(Poortinga et al., 2017). One study was identified to be for neighborhoods in the
Netherlands (Bethlenem et al., 2014). Two other studies were from Spain- Valencia
(Marco et al., 2017); Madrid (Gullon et al., 2015).

Another study referred to a tool developed for three European countries Finland,
Poland and Spain (Quintas et al., 2014).
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Similarly, two studies described an SSO relevant for 5 different countries such as
Canada Colombia Brazil China India (Chow et al., 2010); (Chow et al., 2014) and
Belgium, France, Hungary, the Netherlands and the UK (Feuillet et al., 2016).

6.5.3 Generic multi-dimensional tools of the neighbourhood environment

Several studies identified were referred to generic tools, i.e. tools that are multi-
dimensional, covering more than one dimension of the neighborhood environment.
Specifically, about thirteen studies were describing the development or the use of a SSO
aimed to assess general characteristics of the neighborhood environment such as the
physical, social and built environment (Andresen et al., 2013); (Malecki et al., 2014),
(Bader et al., 2015); (Bailey et al., 2014); (Wilson et al., 2012); (Rundle et al.,
2011);(Kepper et al., 2017); (Knapp et al., 2016); (Leonard et al., 2011); (Paquet el al.,
in 2010); (Parson et al., 2011); (Lafontaine et al., 2017); (Poortinga et al., 2017). Another
tool identified could be characterized as generic however, it was focused on assessing
circumstances in a neighborhood at Nighttime (Milam et al., 2016). These are along with

the domain based on Nickelson’s taxonomy they tap on.

6.5.3.1 Research Context and main focus of the studies

Generic tools are usually tapping on features of the general neighborhood
environment. The main focus of the studies identified was mainly the description of the
development of the tool, the inter and intra-rated reliability agreement and the validity
procedures followed if any. For example, they study by Malecki et al. (2014) created the
Wisconsin Assessment of the Social and Built Environment (WASABE), an objective
audit tool meant to supplement a statewide household-based health examination survey
and provide participants with objective measurements of their communities. This study
contains reliability and validity procedures used to develop the WASABE, and it provides
details the about the tool's creation and implementation. Core concepts were drawn from
previous active living surveys, such as the Systematic Pedestrian and Cycling
Environmental Scan, the Walking Suitability Assessment Form, the Analytic Audit Tool,
the St. Louis Active Neighborhood Checklist, Irvine-Minnesota Inventory, and the

Pedestrian Environment Scan (Malecki et al., 2014).

Similarly, the study by Bailey et al., 2014 used the WASABE tool to observe
association between perceived and objective measures of citizens perceptions about their
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neighborhood environment using a self-administered questionnaire to assess the construct
and concurrent validity of the tool (Bailey et al., 2014); Several, other studies tried to
audit the neighbourhood environment remotely by using google street view or virtually.
For example, the study by Bader et al., 2015 describes the development and features of
the CANVAS software and reports the results of a virtual field test that measured
walkability and physical disorder on a nationwide sample of street segments. It is a web-
based software application, using a combination of Google Forms, a simple computer
gateway interface (CGl), and the Google Maps application programming interface.
(Bader et al., 2015); Similarly, the study of Wilson et al., 2012 assessed reliability with
three types of methods (field, imagery and virtual) to evaluate the degree of agreement
between field audits and audits derived from interpretation of three types of
omnidirectional imagery, also to observe the temporal-seasonal effects or changes in built

environment between audit dates (Wilson et al., 2012).

Another study compared neighborhood measurements coded in 2008 using Street
View with neighborhood audit data collected in 2007. The purpose was to measure
concordance between field audit and Street View data. The tool was adopted from
previous audit tools (Rundle et al., 2011); Similarly, the study by Kepper et al., 2017
presents the face validity of a parcel-level audit tool (expert panel) and is assessing the
inter/intra-rater agreement of two sources (field vs virtual) and two levels of spatial
resolution (street vs parcel). This is study is drawing attention on the importance of
geographical resolution and related implications as well as the ‘definition’ of
neighborhood (Kepper et al., 2017); A similar study was the study by Leonard et al.,
2011 that developed a systematic neighborhood observation instrument for collecting data
at very high spatial resolution. They collected data on the health status of individuals
residing in this neighborhood and compared the costs and benefits of using data at this

high spatial resolution (Leonard et al., 2011);

Furthermore, some other studies tried to find correlations with other contextual
environmental characteristics. For example, the study by Paquet et al., in 2010 assessed
the metric properties of an instrument to observe the structural and contextual
environmental characteristics of urban neighborhoods with respect to urban form,
negative attributes and positive attributes. The tool name was the Montréal

Neighbourhood Assessment Tool (MoONAT) and it was based on the results of an
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extensive literature review about neighbourhoods and health, and it was developed
formulated through an iterative process with urban experts, research team members, and
field testers. (Paquet el al., in 2010); Another study tried to validate the REAT 2.0 audit
instrument, particularly in relation to the aspects of neighborhood conditions, natural
surveillance, and natural elements, as well as to explore the associations of overall
neighborhood quality with residents’ attachment to their neighborhood (Poortinga et al.,
2017). Lastly, another study tried to investigate and establish the metric properties of a
Neighborhood Inventory for Environmental Typology (NIfETy) instrument for nighttime
ratings by using reliability and test re-test correlation to measure internal consistency and
validity with daytime measures. This was part of a larger study assessing neighborhood
physical and social disorder (Milam et al., 2016).

Therefore, the research context and main focus of the studies as well as the
theoretical and conceptual basis of such tools varies and each one of this is developed for
a different scope and measuring different outcome. This is the challenge that researchers
have to face as there is a need to develop and/or adopt an SSO tool to their needs since
there is not a standardized tool but at the same time the specificity of such tools gives the
opportunity to each country/city to explore different methodological approaches for
reliability and validation procedures. This can lead to exploration of innovative
methodologies either for adopting the tools with a specific technology that would assist
the audits and assessment therefore, improve the logistics. Or even innovative
methodologies that would enhance citizen’s participation on the assessment of their
neighborhood environment reflecting on their needs and enhance citizen’s collective

efficacy towards improving and maintaining their neighbourhood environment.

6.5.3.2 Domain and/or population-group specific, with sub-sections on each domain

Each tool also assessed several different domains and items based on the purpose of
the study or even the cultural specificity of the region was assessing. Domains were
varying from 5-10 and, under each domain, there were several items in subdomains i.e.
features that the auditors could tap onto in order to capture the specific characteristics of
interest in the neighborhood environment. Items in the tools could be up to 150. The
domains for each study generally fall into 8 categories. Such categories are a) general
land use, b) characteristics of general environment, streets & sidewalks ¢) commercial
establishments, services, and institutions d) residential land use €) non-residential land
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use f) parks, playgrounds, outdoor public spaces g) people (residents’ activity and
behaviours) h) incivilities (physical disorder). These categories are classified in more
detailed by Nickelson et al.,2013 typology APPENDIX II. Each study might name items/
neighbourhood features in a different way. Some studies name them “factors”, or “items”,
or other “dimensions” etc. Therefore, for the purpose of this study we adopted the word
‘items’ and the researchers scanned through the studies to identify the different items
assessed. Items, in general, refer to the smaller dimension of the neighborhood micro-
environment and they belong to broader category referred to as ‘domains. For example,
as it can be seen on the table which breaks down domains derived from generic studies
compared to the studies tapping onto the specific ones shows the variability that exists.
Generic studies tend to tap onto a larger number of domains compared to the specific
ones. The generic items can be seen on table 2 and table 3 shows studies with specific

items.

6.5.4 Specific Neighborhood Environment i.e. specific-dimension, covering
one dimension of the neighbourhood environment

The main theoretical as well as conceptual framework of those studies is that an
SSO tool was developed in order to assess a specific health outcome of the neighborhood
environment or attributed due to the specific lack or presence of specific characteristics.
Such studies as previously mentioned were studies assessing the obesogenicity, or food
environment, or safety. Some may even be population-group specific e.g. elderly, youth
and child friendly neighborhoods. For example, walking and obesogenic environment
(Boarnet et al., 2011) tapping onto features related to walking and cycling paths or food
environment; similarly other studies were assessing features/items related to physical
activity (Sallisetal., 2015) ; (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012); (Topmiller et al., 2015); (Su et
al., 2014) ;(Griew et al., 2013); (Adkins et al., 2012); (Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017), (Ben-
Joseph et al., 2013); (Lee & Talen, 2014), or the walkability and Obesogenic environment
(Gasevic et al., 2011); (Alfonzo et al., 2014); (Cerin et al., 2011) specific Pedestrian and
cycling environment (Badland et al., 2010). Another study referred to items about
walkability features for older adults (Chaudhury et al., 2011); or specific environmental
determinants for cardiovascular health (Chow et al., 2010); or another study referred to
items related to Children -Healthy Eating and Physical Activity (Kemner et al., 2015); or
children’s friendly neighborhoods (Odgers et al., 2012); or energy intake of young girls
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(Leung et al., 2010). Other tools seem to be health outcome specific such as studies
focusing on mental health (Wu et al., 2014) or neighborliness (Wilkerson et al., 2012) or
aimed to assess inequalities in smoking (Shareck et al., 2012) or disabilities (Quintas et
al., 2014). Table 2 shows the various domains that each study taps onto. Even though
some studies are domain specific they might contain times that tap on several domains

based on Nickelson’s taxonomy.
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Table 2 Studies with Generic (non-domain specific) audit tools
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Table 3 Studies with domain-specific audit tools.
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X
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11
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Suetal., 2014

Griew etal., 2013

Chow et al., 2010

Chow et al., 2014

Kemner et al., 2015

Odgers et al., 2012

Fisher et al., 2010

Leung et al., 2010

Gasevic et al., 2011

Alfonzo et al., 2014

Cerinetal., 2011

Badland et al., 2010

Wu et al., 2014
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24

25

26

27

28

29

Bethlehem et al., 2014

Marco et al., 2017

Gullon et al., 2015

Feuillet et al., 2016

Quintas et al., 2014

Wilkerson et al., 2012

Shareck et al., 2012
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6.6 Methodological Details
6.6.1 Sample size and selection of streets, blocks, neighborhoods

The definition of a neighborhood is also something that varies between studies and between
different geographical settings. For example, some studies were referred to blocks but others to
segments etc. Indeed, the definition of a neighborhood is not an easy answer as also stated by
Barton et al., 2021 in their recent book of “Shaping Neighborhoods for local health and global
sustainability” (Barton et al., 2021). Each study had a different purpose therefore, the choice of
neighborhood varied. It could be defined either administratively, aesthetically, socially, or in terms
of functionality (Barton et al., 2021).

The sample size and the selection of streets, blocks, and neighborhoods varies for each
study identified as well. The important thing to note while selecting the studies is that an
explanation was provided by each study, depending on the conceptual framework of each study or
even if this was able to represent a statistically appropriate sample. Most of the studies tried to
audit a sample of neighborhoods along the continuum of socioeconomic status, to be able to
observe any differences and inequities in the urban city environment that might exists. For
example, some studies selected a random sample of neighborhoods (Andresen et al., 2013);(Bader
et al., 2015) ;(Cerin et al., 2011b) ;(Griew et al., 2013);(Milam et al., 2016a);(Wilkerson et al.,
2012a);(Paquet et al., 2010). Such as 446 randomly selected neighborhood blocks across 242
residential Neighborhood Statistical Areas (Milam et al., 2016), or 8 neighborhoods in Portland,
Oregon randomly sampled street segments within each neighborhood (Wilkerson et al., 2012). In
another study by Andresen et al., 2013 483 blocks were rated, with 120 randomly-selected blocks
(Andresen et al., 2013). Furthermore, some other studies tried to capture a representative sample
of different socioeconomic status neighborhoods (Kepper et al., 2017); (Marco et al., 2017);
(Feuillet et al., 2016); (Leonard et al., 2011); (Shareck et al., 2012). For example, the study by
Kepper et al., 2017 selected a street segment sample (n=42) that reflected mixed poverty level and
land use and allowed the reliability procedures of the tool to be determined across different
socioeconomic status neighborhoods, such us, six street segments per poverty threshold (high,
middle, low poverty). Another study, by Marco et al., 2017 chose all census block groups (n=92)
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or the study by Leonard et al., 2011, were 32 block groups were selected which they were falling
into seven census tracts and 1778 face block observations were completed. In addition, the study
by Sharek et al., 2012, choose 4 Montreal neighborhoods operationalized as census tracts,
administrative units often used as surrogates for neighborhoods in health research. Lastly, a study
chooses neighborhoods based on convenience sampling. This study was the study by Chow et al.,
2010 were a convenience sample of 86 urban and rural communities from 5 countries were chosen
(Chow et al., 2010). Therefore, each study chooses neighborhoods based on their methodological
needs as well as outcomes that they were researching for.

Other studies, gave a description and justification of their neighborhood selection based on
the outcomes they wanted to observe, such as the cycling paths and pedestrian environment that
might have a specific destination. For example, a 147 street segments (block faces) 891 street
segments observers examined a total of 891 street segments. Eligible segments included street
segments that were accessible to pedestrians and that fell within the study area of 1.0x1.0 miles
(1,609x1,609 m) (Boarnet et al., 2011); or a Subsample of 120 neighborhoods (Odgers et al.,
2012); or 30 block groups (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012); or five neighborhoods that adjoin an urban
trail system (Topmiller et al., 2015); Another study audited 31 communities, 41 environmental
audits, 17 direct observations (Kemner et al., 2015); In addition, another study described their
sample as a 400 meter non-Euclidean street network buffer around each selected household.
Equivalent to 5-10 minutes’ walk. The resulting street network polygon includes a representation
of the routes pedestrians and cyclists normally rely on for travel around each house-hold. Within
polygons, units of analyses were defined as street segments and intersections. The distance
between two intersections, or from one intersection to the edge of the polygon boundary, was
termed a segment. Therefore, researchers tried to capture what one might say a radius of specific
communities (Malecki et al., 2014). Another study took a sample of neighborhoods from 4 sub-
areas ,2 of which included concentrations of green features and two adjacent control areas matched
for socio-demographic and physical characteristics 321 scored segments to analyze (Adkins et al.,
2012).
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6.6.2 Number of observers/ raters, rating time and data collection

The number of observers varied from one or two observers most commonly up to 5 observers
depending on number of neighborhoods the study had to audit (Andresen et al., 2013); (Bailey et
al., 2014);(Bethlehem et al., 2014);(Ben-Joseph et al., 2013); (Chaudhury et al., 2011b); (Poortinga
etal., 2017); (Su et al., 2014b); (B. T. Taylor et al., 2011). For example, the study by Andresen et
al., was performed by two auditors, the study by Bethlehem et al., by two blinded researchers, the
Ben-Joseph study used 4 auditors. Most often, the auditors were either researchers of an academic
institution or fieldworkers trained to do the audit. For example, the study by Chaudhury et al.,
2011 used four research assistants-two per region, for 4 audits in Portland which they were
observed in 8-hour shifts over a 7-week period and then audits in another city in VVancouver were
observed in 2-6 hours shifts (average shift length was 4 hours) over a 10-week period. Each
segment needed 7.4 minutes to be audited. Another study by Su et la., 2014 2 auditors
independently assessed all of the 205 street segments at the same time. Lastly, the study by Taylor
etal., 2011, was performed by pairs of auditors for safety reasons. The rating time varied also from
5 to 45 minutes per segment again, depending of the length of their segments, neighborhood radius
as well as number of variables their audit tool included.

In addition, some studies were auditing the neighborhoods by walking each neighborhood
(Kemner et al., 2015); (Wilkerson et al., 2012); (Paquet el al., in 2010); (Chow et al., 2010); and
some other studies were using google street view for a virtual audit of the neighborhood (Wilson
et al., 2012) ;(Odgers et al., 2012); (Marco et al., 2017); (Griew et al., 2013);(Ben-Joseph et al.,
2013); (Bader et al., 2015). Few studies, performed the audits while driving (Milam et al., 2016);
(Fisher et al., 2010); (Leonard et al., 2011). An interesting approach was also the case of a study
that used mixed methods by doing environmental audits and digital photography group level
assessments (GLA), in this study they produced 15 paper maps (from sketch mapping exercise)

and then integrated those data into GIS maps (Topmiller et al., 2015).
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6.6.3 Type of data and details on method of scoring (overall score, score per domain)

As with all the other methodological procedures the method of scoring (overall score, score
per domain) and data analysis varies between studies. In general, the majority of studies look at
each distinct item of their tools while some create composite scored by domain. The composite
scoring was created by combining different categories of items and creating an average score
across each neighborhood. For example, the study by Malecki et al., 2014, described that the
majority of items on the tool used were dichotomous indicating yes/no or presence/absence of
features. The tool used counts items, measures frequencies or quantities and is also capturing
features related to destinations and quality (Malecki et al., 2014). The composite scores
specifically they were created defining a high scoring community the ones with a score in the top
tertile of scores and low scoring community if they were in the bottom tertile of scores created a
means of summarizing items into simple scores of 5 domains. For each domain, points were
allocated to the main characteristics contributing to components of the domain and the total points
summed within domains described the community as high scoring if they had a score in the top
tertile of scores and a low scoring community if they were in the bottom tertile of scores. The
scores were calculated by summing items in each domain, giving roughly equal weighting to each
feature. Another example, was by the study of Wilkerson et a., 2012 in which the final score was
create by summing the unweighted scores from the six questions, yielding a total of six possible
points with more points indicating a greater degree of neighborliness. For analysis those with a
neighborliness score less than 3 were grouped into one category because of the low frequency of
responses in these categories, resulting in a five-category outcome with a higher score indicating
more neighborliness. In addition, the study by Quintas et al., 2014, scale ranged from 1 (indicating
a negative aspect) to 5 (corresponding to a positive feature). Hence, higher scores represented
positive environments and lower scores negative environments. Global scores were computed both
section by section and in the overall checklist, rescaling the resulting scores from 0 to 100, where
0 -indicates a worse environment, whereas 100 is the best one. In general, most of the studies were

creating scores per domain and/or per neighborhood.

Another study described in detailed the scoring system used. Similarly, they were assigning

0 point to neighborhood feature (s) with little to no positive effect on Physical activity engagement

30



which this is what this kind of tool was aiming to measure. Then 1 or 2 points conferred positive
effect and presence on either one side (1 point) or both sides (2 points) of the street segment. Then
for each street segment they scored the five sections/domains assessed from the tool and
consolidated the scores to compute the total street segment score. The audit total (overall
neighborhood) score is the sum of scores from the 12 street segments audited per address (Adu-

Brimpong et al., 2017).
6.7 Reliability testing

Most of the studies identified applied reliability procedures to test their tools. Specifically,
inter-rater reliability (between two different observers) (Cerin et al., 2011) ;(Chaudhury et al.,
2011); (Chow et al., 2010); (Chow et al., 2014) ; (Sallis et al., 2015) ;(Shareck et al., 2012);
(Kemner et al., 2015); (Milam et al., 2016); (Wu et al., 2014); (Poortinga et al., 2017); (Parson et
al., 2011) (Odgers et al., 2012); (Su et al., 2014) rather than intra rating reliability procedures
(between the same observer) (Griew et al., 2013), (Bethlehem et al., 2014) ;(Paquet el al., in 2010);
(Gullon et al., 2015) was more frequently applied, and some studies used multi reliability
procedures. For example, the study by Poortinga et al., 2017 used a pair of independent assessment
of the unit postcodes of the revised audit instrument used. Furthermore, in the study by Chaudhury
et al., 2011 the inter-rater reliability was assessed by comparing the audits of paired observers for
one-quarter of the total number of segments observed in the two cities they audited the
neighborhoods. In one city the results indicate that at least two-thirds of items within each domain
were highly reliable across the two observers with the lowest percentage agreement found for
aesthetic items (Chaudhury et al., 2011b).

An example of a study that used both intra and inter-rater agreement was the study by Kepper
etal., 2017 were the study assessed the inter/intra-rater agreement of two sources (field vs virtual)
and two levels of spatial resolution (street vs parcel). This study can be also referred as a multi-
reliability procedure as was compared with four SSO methods: 1) street-level in person; 2) street-
level virtual; 4) parcel-level in person; and 4) parcel-level virtual. So, the intra-level reliability
(observed agreement and kappa coefficient) was calculated to identify if parcel-level methods
produce results comparable to traditional street-level observation (Kepper et al., 2017). Similarly,

another study by Griew et al., 2013 tested the inter-rater and intra-rater reliability of a newly
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developed street audit tool designed specifically for use with Google Street View and tested also
the reliability of this desk-based measure when compared with on-foot street audits across a range
of land-use types within the UK (Griew et al., 2013). On a different note, the study by Paquet et
al., 2010 assessed inter and intra rater reliability. Specifically, for each street section, one dwelling
unit was randomly selected by evaluators who then separated and independently completed the
rating tool, walking the length of both sides of the street section, starting on opposite sides and
from opposite ends. The results of this study showed an excellent inter-rater reliability for urban
form items, with the majority of items having kappa scores above 0.80, similarly, the intra-rater

reliability was excellent overall for items pertaining to urban form (Paquet et al., 2010).
6.8 Validity testing

Although, inter and intra rater agreement procedures were widely used throughout the studies
identified, validity procedures were also applied, even if not described as such. However, it appears
that there was a major heterogeneity between the studies in terms of defining the validity
procedure. Therefore, the researchers had to explore the studies and create a standardised
procedure for defining the type of validity each study followed. As it was concluded from the
review of the studies, many studies adopted some kind of validity procedures however, there was
a scarcity of studies which adopted multi-validity procedures. Some examples, as well as the
definition of the standardised procedure for identifying the type of validity adopted are described

below.
6.8.1 Face validity

The definition adopted for face validity procedures was the extent to which a measuring
instrument looks as though it is measuring what it purports to measure”. In operational terms, this
might take the form of an assessment of similarity between the tool and other similar tools as part
of a literature review. Commonly, it may also take the form of a consultation with an expert panel
who reviews the tool and assesses based on judgement the relevance, reasonableness,
appropriateness and/or representativeness of its content and/or identifies by consensus any

ambiguous items and proposes changes and modifications.
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Few studies performed face validity procedures (Cerin et al., 2011) (Chow et al., 2010)
(Parsons et al., 2010); (Paquet et al., 2010); (Kepper et al., 2017); (Knapp et al., 2016); (Malecki
et al., 2014); (Lafontaine et al., 2017). For example, the study by Cerin et al., 2011 used an expert
panel to evaluate the tool, the study by Chow et al., 2010 performed face validity to review the
tools by collecting citizens perceptions of their community, the study by Parsons et al., 2010 also
used face validity procedures through review of the tool and the use of use of qualitative
methodology an expert panel reveled the tool’s shortcomings in capturing important features of
the neighbourhoods under study. Furthermore, the study by Paquet et al., 2010 used face validity
using a theory-driven review and expert panel opinion. In addition, the study by Knapp et al., 2016
performed face validity of parcel-level audit tool (expert panel) was performed to determine
whether parcel level methods produce results comparable to traditional street-level observations.
The study by Malecki et al.,2014, performed face validity by reviewing the instrument’s ability to

capture a range of social and built environment features in urban and rural communities.

Therefore, some studies even if performed face validity procedures in their description was
not necessarily stated as such, but using the standardised definitions the researchers of this study
identified that expert panel or systematic reviews were among the most frequently used procedures

performed to assess the face validity of the tools.
6.8.2 Content validity

The definition adopted for content validity is “The degree to which the items in an instrument
adequately represent the universe of content for the concept being measured”. In operational
terms, the process might involve a thorough conceptualization of the construct which might come
from several sources both bibliographic such as underpinning theoretical frameworks, conceptual
models, concept analyses, scoping reviews etc as well as empirical such as consultations with
experts and/or findings from a qualitative inquiry. Consultation with expert panels may also be
part of face validity rather than content validity assessment. A major difference is that in the
context of content validity assessment, the process is commonly more structured and often follows
a quantitative approach to identify (e.g. by employing consensus methods such as Nominal Group
Technique, Delphi study, etc), rate the relevance, suitability or other quality of items, assess

agreement across expert ratings with by item and the tool as a whole and summarize the process
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in terms of degree of agreement. In the context of a face validity assessment, the process may take
a more qualitative approach with the aim of describing agreement as well as suggested changes,

modifications and/or additions.

Several studies performed content validity procedures (Chaudhury et al., 2011); (Shareck et
al., 2012) ; (Parsons et al., 2010a); (Paquet et al., 2010); (Gullon et al., 2015). For example, the
study by Chaudhury et al., 2011 performed additional qualitative observations what they called
secondary observation form. This was accompanying the audit tool and it was a form that captures
global aspects of the neighbourhood and provides a qualitative assessment of the setting from the
perspective of the observers. The observers provided a form based on feedback from qualitative
experts and research assistants who had used the original form. This form asks the observers to
comment on primary and secondary land use, quality of public gathering places, and pedestrian
safety and convenience at the neighbourhood level (Chaudhury et al., 2011). Another study by
Shareck et al., 2012 in terms of content validity, they used an expert panel and focus groups to
deduct ‘reflective indicators’ of latent constructs which are postulated to relate to smoking
(Shareck et al., 2012). Another study by Parson et al., 2010a used a mixed methods approach, the
content analysis consisted of an independent coding of qualitative data by researchers to find
common themes and categories, from discussions they concluded that there was a need for a
separate “comments” section within the SSO tool. The comments were documented and
independently coded by the research team using content analysis approach and emerge themes and
sub-categories were created. A focus group was also conducted after the data collection was
completed to elaborate on the field working experience , the focus groups was audio-taped recorder
and transcribed-verbatim and provided additional information for positive features of the
instrument, perceived shortcomings, suggestions for improving the instrument, reflections on
fieldwork experiences (including surprises, expectations, the role of social interactions with
residents), and perceptions regarding what constitutes an 'appealing' neighbourhood environment.
These data served to clarify and expand on some of the themes that emerged during analysis of the
written comments (Parsons et al., 2010a); Similarly, another study by Paquet et al., 2010 assessed
content validity using a theory driven review and expert panel opinion. Lastly another study, by

Gullon et la., 2015 performed content validity procedures for the original tool developed in New
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Zealand using stakeholder interviewer and Delphi study, which was then modified for Madrid

(Gullén et al., 2015).

Therefore, here also one might conclude that content validity procedures vary between
studies, and for different purpose based on each study aims, summarizing qualitative procedures

to be taking place and offering the mix-methods approach for the development of SSO tools.
6.8.3 Convergent validity

Moving forward to the convergent validity procedure, the definition used was that is “An
approach to construct validation that involves assessing the degree to which two methods of
measuring a construct yield similar information (e.g. converge)”. Convergent validity is the
attempt to produce evidence that a tool being assessed shows a correlation with another tool which
measures a similar or related construct that we would theoretically expect to correlate. If
measurements are correlated, then the validation of both tools is enhanced. In operational terms,
this may take the form of assessing the extent to which an audit tool measurement correlates with
a different method of measuring the same, similar or related construct. For instance, in the context
of an audit tool, this may take the form of assessing the association of audit scores (e.g. pedestrian
environment) with digital map analysis of related features (e.g. connectivity, parks and green
spaces etc). It should be noted that, in the context of audit tools, an assessment of the convergence
between objective (audit) and subjective (residents’ perceptions) assessment of the neighbourhood
environment is often performed. While this approach may also be thought of as a form of
convergence validity (i.e. two different methods to assess a similar or related construct), we opted
for the term concurrent validity appreciating the fact that residents’ perceptions can be considered
an ‘experience’ which is influenced by the neighbourhood conditions rather that an assessment of

the same or similar construct.

One study identified used convergent validity procedures (Poortinga et al., 2017) as they
used against digital map analysis of related features, measured with another audit instruments .
The neighborhood conditions and condition of residential units and grounds scales were assessed
for their correlations with elements from another instrument (Poortinga et al., 2017). This research
of the REAT 2.0 instrument showed that most underlying constructs can be validated against
residents’ own neighborhood perceptions and that the convergent validity of the instrument, which
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was tested against digital map data, can be improved for a number of miscellaneous urban form

items (Poortinga et al., 2017).
6.8.4 Discriminant validity

The discriminant validity definition adopted was “the ability to differentiate the construct
from other similar constructs”. Discriminant validity is the attempt to produce evidence that a tool
being assessed can distinguish the construct of interest from other constructs that we would
theoretically expect to be distinct. In operational terms, this may take the form of assessing the
extent to which measurements between this tool and another tool which taps on a related but
distinct construct are not highly correlated, in which case the validation of both tools is enhanced.
Alternatively, if the tool itself is able to show that measurements in sub-domains are able to
identify differences between related constructs which nevertheless are hypothesized to be
different, then the validity is enhanced. The process of assessing the correlation between more
(convergence) and less theoretically related (discriminant) domain-specific scores may be
considered to pertain to this type of construct validity. This type of validity seems to be rarely
assessed in the context of audit tools. The study of Paquet et al (2010) could be considered an
exception whereby the authors explored the hypothesized direction of correlation between domain-
specific scores i.e. an inverse correlation between ‘positive’ (e.g. maintenance) and ‘negative’
attributes (e.g. rubbish, graffiti). In addition, the study by Knapp et al (2017) assessed also the
discriminant validity (based on correlations between domain scores), among the key variables as
well as a standard Walk Score, population density, and a previously validated measure of
community socioeconomic deprivation. In addition, correlations were examined between

summary metrics and three measures of community obesity (Knapp et al., 2016).
6.8.5 Factorial Construct validity

The factorial Construct validity definition used is that is “A method of identifying
dimensions underlying a broader construct”, commonly by employing statistical procedures such
as factor analysis and principle component analysis to identify a structure among the tool’s items
and/or domains. This may take the form of assessing the hypothesised latent structure of the scale
using confirmatory factor analysis (as in Marco el al 2017) or identifying a higher-order
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dimensionality using exploratory factor analysis (as in Feuillet et al 2016 who also performed a
hierarchical cluster analysis to identify a typology of neighbourhoods based on the identified
factors). Several other studies also used this type of validity procedure (Andresen et al., 2013);
(Bailey et al., 2014); (Chaudhury et al., 2011a); (Parsons et al., 2010); (Odgers et al., 2012a); (B.
T. Taylor et al., 2011); ((Knapp et al., 2016); (Leonard et al., 2011); (Leung et al., 2010). For
example, the study by Andresen et al., (2013) used factor analysis for higher-degree dimensions
and similarly the study by Parson et al., (2010a) used construct (factorial) validity to identify a
higher-order dimensionality of domains and meta-categories.

6.8.6 Known-group construct (or contrast) validity

Definition: “A technique for estimating the construct validity of an instrument through an
analysis of the degree to which the instrument separates groups predicted to differ based on a
known characteristic or theory”. Thus, operationally, this type of validity is determined by the
degree to which an instrument can demonstrate different scores for groups know to vary on the
variables being measured. The most common application in the case of audit tools would be an
investigation into the association of audit scores with census-based socioecomomic disadvantage
indicators or indices or other objective indicators in order to assess the extent to which the
instrument captures the expected social gradient in environmental inequity. Such cases identified
through the systematic review are the studies by (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012); (Knapp et al., 2016);
(Malecki et al., 2014); (Gullén et al., 2015); (Lafontaine et al., 2017); (Leung et al., 2010). For
example, the study by Taylor et al., (2012) explored the relationship among income status, health
and the environment such as friendliness towards physical activity. The results indicated that the
low-income neighbourhoods had significantly greater density and land use diversity than the high-
income neighbourhoods. High- and middle-income neighbourhoods had significantly fewer
manifestations of physical disorder and incivility than low-income neighbourhoods. Features of
physical activity-promoting environments were found in each income level neighbourhood (W. C.
Taylor et al., 2012). Furthermore, the study by Knapp et al. (2016) audited communities that were
from previously established in a different study about their socio- economic deprivation and
obesity trajectories in children using electronic health records (Knapp et al., 2016).
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In addition, the study by Malecki et al., 2014 investigated the prevalence and density of
features which were estimated for strata formed according to several sociodemographic and
urbanicity factors. (Malecki et al., 2014); Similarly, the study by Lafontaine et al., 2017 performed
field audits within 15 neighbourhoods. The selections were based on neighbourhood SES quintiles,
5 high, medium and low neighbourhoods. Each of these neighbourhoods were located were located
based on residential zones defined by City of Ottawa by-laws: R1—Residential First Density
(detached dwellings), R2—Residential Second Density (two unit dwellings), R3—Residential
Third Density (multiple attached dwellings), R4—Residential Fourth Density (low rise
apartments), R5—Residential Fifth Density (mid/high-rise apartments) and the RM-Mobile Home
(Retrieved from http://www.ottawa.ca/residents/bylaw/a_z/zoning/parts/ pt_06/index_en.html)
Within Ottawa, high density zoning (tower blocks and multiunit apartments, R4 and R5 in Fig. 3)
can be indicative of lower income areas when compared to low density residential zoning (single

family homes to town homes, R1-R3) (Lafontaine et al., 2017 p 3).
6.8.7 Criterion validity

Definition: “The extent to which scores of an instrument are correlated with some external
criterion”. The external criterion might be a well-accepted instrument that measures the same
construct of interest (‘gold standard’). Operationally, the validity is supported if the tool’s score is
a predictor of the selected criterion. For the purpose of this classification, the term criterion validity
was reserved for the case of assessing the correlation of the instrument of interest with a generally-
accepted measure of the same construct for example, assessing a walkability audit tool against an
objective ‘walk score’ (a gold standard) calculated using GIS data. For example, the study by Adu-
Brimpong et al., 2017 used the Walk Score and explored positive correlations between overall
neighbourhood quality scores. In addition, the study by Knapp et al., 2016 also used WalkScore
as part of Criterion Validity. Concurrent and Predictive Validity are also criterion-related validity
assessments (see below) since the selected criterion is a condition, behaviour, experience or other
characteristic or phenomenon either measured at the present (concurrent) or for a related construct
or in the future (predictive) or for a specific outcome which can be theorized to relate to the
construct of interest. Thus, they were identified as a district category.
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6.8.8 Concurrent validity

Definition: “It reflects an instrument’s ability to distinguish individuals or areas who differ
on a present criterion”. Operationally, this commonly takes the form of assessing the correlation
between a score and a condition, behaviour, experience or other characteristic or phenomenon
measured at the present (concurrently) which is hypothesized to related to the construct of interest.
In the case of audit tools, this type of validity assessment commonly takes the form of assessing
the correlation between the objective (audit) and subjective (residents’ perceptions) assessment of
the neighbourhood environment. While this approach may also be thought of as a form of
convergence validity (i.e. two different methods to assess a similar or related construct), we opted
for the term concurrent validity appreciating the fact that residents’ perceptions can be considered
an ‘experience’ which is influenced by the neighbourhood conditions rather that an assessment of
the same or similar construct. For example, the study by Adkins et al., 2012 is referred as
concurrent as it is having theoretically relevant construct based on residents’ perceptions.
Specifically, the researchers performed a survey-based respondent mapping exercise in which
study area residents were given a map of their respective sub-area and asked to indicate with a
small circle the street segments where they liked walking and an ‘X’ where they did not like
walking (Adkins et al., 2012);

Furthermore, the study by Bailey et al., 2014 used also concurrent validity against resident’s
perceptions using the Survey of the Health of Wisconsin a self-administered questionnaire against
the Wisconsin Assessment of the Social and Built Environment, an audit-based instrument
assessing built environment features around each participant’s residence (Bailey et al., 2014). In
addition, the study by Chow et al., 2010 looked into resident’s perceptions using an interviewer-
administered questionnaire to collect residents’ perceptions of their community, however there
was no association with audits (Chow et al., 2010); Similarly, the study by Poortinga et al., 2017
also assessed concurrent validity against resident’s perception of several aspects of neighbourhood
and they found that neighbourhood attachment was significantly associated with the overall audit
score (Poortinga et al., 2017); The study also of Odgers et al., 2012 also assessed the concurrent
validity against local resident’s survey on neighbourhood problems local resident surveys of

disorder and safety using the families participated in the Environmental Risk (E-Risk) longitudinal
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twin study against a virtual SSO study which was conducted to test whether Google Street View
could be used to reliably capture their neighbourhood conditions of those families (Odgers et al.,
2012a.

Concurrent validity was also assessed in the Su et al., 2014b study with exploring residents’
perceptions of built environment using NEWS-A against objective measures such as SSO audit
instrument and exploring also the association with Physical Activity measures as an outcome after
adjusting for other individual-level characteristics including SES and BMI (confounders) with the
use of multimodels. The results of the study indicated that the negative neighbourhood features,
including SSO-rated disorder and decay and dangerousness corresponded with local resident
reports, demonstrated a graded relationship with census-defined indices of socioeconomic status,
and predicted higher levels of antisocial behaviour among local children and the positive
neighbourhood features, including SSO-rated street safety and the percentage of green space, were
associated with higher prosocial behaviour and healthy weight status among children. (Su et al.,
2014b). The study also by Malecki et al., 2014 assessed concurrent validity against residents’
perceptions of neighbourhood using three questions from a state-wide household health
examination survey (the Survey of the Health of Wisconsin (SHOW) included personal interview,
a self-administered questionnaire and a physical exam which was based on the social determinants
of health model and included information on a wide variety of health measures and health
determinants against the WASABE objective SSO audit tool. The tool was able to capture variance
in neighbourhood features in for a diverse sample of SHOW participants (Malecki et al., 2014);
Lastly, the study by Quintas et al., 2014 also used concurrent validity within the audit tool which
includes a version that captures resident’s perceptions however, the results are not presented in
this article and the authors are referred to future intention to assess the association between

objective and subjective measures (Quintas et al., 2014).
6.8.9 Predictive validity

Definition: “It refers to the adequacy of an instrument in differentiating between people’s
performance on a future criterion”. Operationally, this type of criterion-based validity is commonly
assessed in terms of the degree to which the test measure can predict a future condition, behaviour,

experience or other characteristic or phenomenon measured at the present (concurrently) which is
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hypothesized to be related or postulated to be an outcome to the construct of interest. In the case
of audit tools, the dimension of time (current conditions and future events) were less often the
focus of attention. However, a characteristic that often distinguished studies in terms of their
approach was whether they assessed the extent to which the neighborhood audit score correlated
with residents’ subjective perceptions about the construct of interest (e.g. walkability) or some
objective health-promoting behaviour (e.g. physical activity) as intended outcome or ‘result’.
Thus, in order to distinguish Predictive validity from Concurrent validity, Predictive validity, as a
term, was reserved for the cases were the study assessed whether the audit score was associated
with an ‘outcome’ that relates to the construct under investigation. This may take the form of
assessing a domain-specific outcome (e.g. more physical activity in neighbourhoods with higher
pedestrian-environment scores) or a more general outcome (e.g. better quality of life in

neighbourhoods with less adverse environment).

For example, the study by Poortinga et al (2017) use the term ‘predictive validity’ to refer
to the association between audit observations and neighborhood attachment, while they use the
term ‘concurrent’ to refer to the association with resident’s perceptions of several aspects of
neighbourhood. While it is understandable to separate between ‘perceptions of neighborhood
quality’ (concurrent) and ‘attachment’ (predictive), it might also be problematic as attachment to
neighborhood might not necessarily be an outcome (and hence a good criterion to assess predictive
validity) but can be thought of as a ‘cause’ i.e. people who are more attached to their neighborhood
for one reason or another may perceive the conditions of their neighborhood better or even invest
more and be more actively involved in upholding the conditions. Authors recognize this (...
based on the premise that good quality environments afford the development of stronger emotional

bonds (although bonds may also contribute to good quality environments™) (Poortinga et al., 2017).

Other studies assessed the predictive validity usually exploring the association with
physical activity and obesity data (Alfonzo et al., 2014) or walking (Boarnet et al., 2011) or
against series of ‘physical activity’ variables from residents’ surveys and accelerometers across
different age-groups in order to develop a short (mini) version of MAPS audit tool (Sallis et al.,
2015), or the use of specific physical activity tools such as the IPAQ (Su et al., 2014b) or using
community-level summary measures of obesity ( Knapp et al., 2016) or even exploring health

promoting behaviours that could influence physical activity and diet (Malecki et al., 2014),
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similarly measuring physical activity and BMI levels (Lafontaine et al., 2017) or against self-
reported health status (Leonard et al., 2011) or against total energy intake and physical activity
levels (Leung et al., 2010).

A study assessed predictive validity again lung function of citizens (Andresen et al.,
2013). The study by Milam et al., 2006 assessed predictive validity of the tool against local
crime data since this tool was developed for nighttime use. Another study assessed predictive
validity of the tool against survey data on ‘neighborliness’ operationalized as a 6-item scale
tapping on reciprocity and trust, and adjusting for census or other aggregate level variables of
socio-demographic environment (Wilkerson et al., 2012b) Lastly, predictive validity was also
assessed against outcomes of interest from resident and teacher surveys, such as prosocial and

antisocial behavior as well as healthy weight among local children. (Odgers et al., 2012b).

All definitions used were based on the definitions as described in the book by Polit & Beck.
Nursing Research: Generating and assessing evidence for Nursing Practice. 9th Ed (Polit and
Beck, 2008).

6.9 Summary of Findings

Overall, as previously mentioned for other methodological aspects of the tools developed,
each study adopted measures and combined different types of methodologies and tools as well as

indicators that could assess different types of validity based on the needs of each study.

Only few studies used multi-validation procedures were several types of validity have been
assessed. Such studies were the study by Parsons et al., (2010) ,Paquet et al., (2010) and Knapp et
al., (2016). For example, the study by Parsons et al., 2010 used mixed-methods to evaluate 176
block faces in 6 Toronto neighbourhoods from different level of income by trained raters. They
performed face validity (review and expert panel), content validity (against qualitative
observations of raters based on written comment analysis and focus group discussions), construct
(factorial) validity (to identify a higher-order dimensionality of domains / “meta categories”) and
lastly known-group (construct) validity (against neighborhoods of different income status). Multi-
validation procedures were also used in the study of Paquet et al.,2010 which is a theory-driven
review and used face validity (expert panel opinion) and discriminant validity (based on
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hypothesized direction of correlation between domain-specific scores e.g. inverse correlation
between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ characteristics) , in this study also the internal consistency was
assessed within domains similarly with our study which the items of the tool will be classified
using a pre-determined taxonomy, however, in this study this is what it is called face validity.
Paquet et al., assessed 250 street blocks within 30 socio-economically diverse census tracts of the
Montreal Metropolitan Census Area which one might say that this was a criterion validity

assessment.

Lastly, a more recent study that used multi-validation procedures is the study of Knapp et
al., (2016) which the authors developed a new reliable instrument for rural, suburban and urban
settings with multiple dimensions. Using the CASCADDE (The Community Audit of Social, Civil,
and Activity Domains in Diverse Environments) which is an iPad-based instrument incorporating
GPS coordinates and photography and is assessing 214 items in seven summary indices, focusing
on identified the obesogenic environment and other health outcomes, they assessed face validity
since is based on adopting previous tools and assessed criterion validity since they assessed
walkability against an accepted Walkscore. Also, Known-group construct validity was determined
against measures of socioeconomic disadvantage and population density, discriminant validity
which was based on correlations between domain scores and lastly, predictive validity as it used

community-level summary measures of obesity.

Therefore, as it is indicated by an overview of some studies currently available, rarely a
study used multi-validation procedures. CyNOTes study would attempt to use an iterative process
to assess both reliability and validity. For instance, the feasibility study will evaluate the metric
properties of the tool using inter and intra-observer agreement. It will also be culturally adopted to
the Cypriot urban environment using face and content validation procedures using focus groups
(expert panel) as well as the use of an innovative content validity procedure such as the use of a
virtual ethnographic study. In addition, CyNOTes will assess the concurrent validity to find out
any possible association with citizen’s perceptions with a door-to-door survey in the audited
neighborhoods . Furthermore, CyNOTes will try to assess the criterion validity as it will try to
capture the gradient (environmental inequity) across of a different socioeconomic status based on
neighborhoods a) educational attainment (which was the basic sampling strategy for selecting

neighborhoods), b) a series of census-based indicators of socio-demographic and built
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environment and ¢) a composite SED index. Lastly, the predictive validity will be assessed using
the social gradient identified in Health-Related quality of life and the link that might have with the
neighbourhood environment. As indicated by the overview of studies above and the research
undertaken by the research team, health inequities might be attributable to environmental
inequities. Quantification and the synthesis of complex ecological indicators as well the integration
of also other methods such as the use of qualitative methods might assist to observe the micro-
environment characteristics of neighbourhoods that have not being able to be identified objectively
using other methods. The iterative and multivalidation procedure used to develop the CyNOTes
offers an innovative methodology for capturing the environmental inequities and hence depict the

social gradient that might exists in Limassol-Cyprus for the first

The aims, objectives as well as the methodology of this research unfold in the following
chapters.
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Table 4: Validity types used in each study
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No. Reference Face Content | Convergent | Discriminan | Factorial Known- Criterion validity Concurren | Predictiv
validity! | validity? | validity® t validity* Construct | group (gold standard)’ t validity e validity®
validity® construct 8
validity®

1 (Adkins et al., 2012) +

2 (Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017) +

3 (Alfonzo et al., 2014)

4 (Andresen et al., 2013) +

5 (Bader et al., 2015) +

6 (Bailey et al., 2014) + +

7 (Bethlehem et al., 2014)

8 (Ben-Joseph et al., 2013)

9 (Badland et al., 2010)

10 (Boarnet et al., 2011) +
11 (Cerin et al., 2011) +

12 (Chaudhury et al., 2011) + +

13 (Chow et al., 2010) + +

14 (Chow et al., 2014)

15 (Dills et al., 2012) +

16 (Griew et al., 2013)

17 (Gasevic et al., 2011)

18 (Sallis et al., 2015) +
19 (Shareck et al., 2012) +

20 (Kemner et al., 2015)

21 (Milam et al., 2016)

22 (Wilkerson et al., 2012) +
23 (Wilson et al., 2012)

! Face validity: Using an expert panel to review the tool
2 Content validity: Theoretical model, scoping review, expert panel and focus groups
3 Convergent validity: Multimethod validation procedures
4 Discriminant validity: Based on hypothesized direction of correlation between domain-specific scores e.g. inverse correlation between “positive’ and ‘negative’ characteristics
® Factorial Construct validity: Studies attempted to identify a higher-order dimensionality

¢ Known-group construct validity: Against Neighborhood Deprivation Index

" Criterion validity (gold standard): Studies that investigated the association with census or other objective indicator

8 Concurrent validity: Studies engaged Perceptions of neighbors

® Predictive validity: Often functions as criterion validity for a virtual tool but for the purposes of this table the term parallel form reliability was preferred
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24

(Wu et al., 2014)

25 (Poortinga et al., 2017)
26 (Parsons et al., 2010a)
27 (Paquet et al., 2010)
28 (Odgers et al., 2012)
29 (Su et al., 2014)

30 Taylor et al., 2011

31 (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012)
32 (Topmiller et al., 2015)
33 (Rundle et al., 2011)
34 (Kepper et al., 2017)
35 (Knapp et al., 2016)

36 Macro et al., 2017

37 (Malecki et al., 2014)
38 (Quintas et al., 2014)
39 (Feuillet et al., 2016)
40 (Fisher et al., 2010)

41 (Gullén et al., 2015)
42 (Lafontaine et al., 2017)
43 (S. Lee & Talen, 2014)
44 (Leonard et al., 2011)
45 (Leung et al., 2010)

46 (Robinson et al., 2014)
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7 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

The main aim of this study is to develop, evaluate, and pilot-test a reliable and valid audit
tool for Cypriot urban neighborhoods. It is part of a wider community-based survey “Quality of

Life and urban neighborhood environment.”

The objectives will be distributed in two phases of the study: the pilot Phase | followed by
the full implementation of CyNOTes in Phase 1. These two phases contributed to developing a
pilot tool CyNOTes 1.0 and a final tool CyNOTes 2.0. Each Phase consists of four consecutive

stages with different data samples, collection, and analysis.
7.1  Aims
1) To develop a structured audit tool for the physical, built, and social health-related micro-

scale features of the urban Cypriot neighbourhood environment.

2) To assess the intra- and inter-rater agreement of the tool and explore the face, content,
factorial construct, known-group construct validity, criterion, concurrent and predictive validity of
the CyNOTes tool.

3) To depict a snapshot of the prevalence and variability in micro-scale neighbourhood
features across a sample of neighbourhoods in the city of Limassol and assess the degree and extent
of environmental inequity in terms of socioeconomic disadvantage and its correlation with the

health-related quality of life of residents.
7.2 Objectives

The objectives of each phase are described below along with each stage. Each phase is also

presented diagrammatically on figure 2 and 3 below.
7.2.1 Phase I. Feasibility Study

At Phase I the first version of the tool was developed and pilot tested to perform the

following:
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At STAGE A the development and cultural adaptation of an urban neighborhood

observational tool based on similar tools from the international literature was performed.

At STAGE B a feasibility/Pilot study of the first version of the tool in a small neighborhood
sample of Limassol city aiming to assess the metric properties, and specifically intra- and inter-
rater reliability, as well as identification of problematic features (e.g. floor or ceiling
effects) and/or possible ambiguities about the functional definitions (cultural and semantic
understandings) to the wording of the questions and/or on evaluation scales to guide any necessary
changes for the final version of the tool (intra- and inter-observer reliability).

At STAGE C an evaluation of the face and content validity of the observational tool based
on the opinion of community professionals by organized focus group and identification of

additional items for the final version of the tool was performed (face and content validity).

At STAGE D an assessment of the content validity of the tool according
to citizens’ perceptions of the urban community environment using document content analysis of
various public comments on the social media pages of Limassol Municipality was performed

(content validity).

Phase |
Development of Tool (reliability and validity)

StageB

StageD
First Pilot Study: Social media document
feasibilityand analysis: content
reliability validity
Sample-sampling: oD
Previously developed subsample of 15 Sample-Sampling:
neighborhoods (1 randomly Comments posted by residents on FB as a
$50/neighborhood audit Sa ling:
G T e selected street +1 mple-sampling: response to posts/ announcements by
7 neighboring street] p““":"l"‘ sample of community nurses, Limassol municipality related to
social workers, d [progr urban
Data collection: Two workers and other professional working in lanni ighborhood services, public
Data collection: Independent fleld auditors the community R et il
e CYNQOTes = =
ystematic literature on foot/ paper and pencil,
review with specific FIRST one of them twice, a week Data collection: Data collection:
search terms/ eligibility e focus groups meetings: (a) structured Hand search municipality FB page and screen
crteria DRAFT interview guide on perceptions of health- T e L v ariay
= neighborhood and related aspects of in the ious 12 month period, by two
Data analysis: Prevalence neighborhood environment and rating of zmmmmg rg*:r::eys.by
Data analysis: pool of of each audited feature each CyNOTes item in terms of
Ilte;;sl, scr:ened "Ted and variability across and (4-point Likert scale)
suitability and organiz neighborhoods, 9
i g Data analysis: Data analysis:
t:n premw;lvdzu::sn:e:v 'wﬂﬂw:ie"l‘ns effects, . Content analysls, participatory sketch Content analysis: inductive and deductive
expert panel CYNOTes A mapping (boundary, positive and negative based on codebook (domain andor specific
features portrayed), Content Validity Index feature referred to in the comments)
FINAL IMPROVEMENT for CyNOTes items (CVI-Item, CVI-Scale -
DRAFT overall and by domain) |

Figure 2 Phase | Feasibility Study-Development of CyNOTes V 1.0 (reliability and validity).
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7.2.2 Phase Il. Implementation of CyNOTes

At Phase |1 the final version of the tool adopted from the pilot study will be rolled out in a
larger sample of Limassol neighbourhoods to perform the following: At STAGE A the prevalence
and creating a cross-sectional ‘snapshot’ of CyNOTes built, social and physical micro-scale
features of neighbourhood environment in Limassol was explored (prevalence and variability of

features).

At STAGE A the construct validity of the tool was assessed using exploratory factor and
cluster analysis and the internal consistency of various summary domains of the physical, built,

and social environment was also explored (factorial construct validity).

At STAGE B citizens’ perception of the quality of their neighborhood environment, examine
the social pattering by individual and area characteristics and explore associations between

subjective ratings and audit data was investigated (concurrent validity).

At STAGE C the variability in the neighborhood environment and the social gradient based
on the observed relationship with objective census-based single and composite indicators of

socioeconomic disadvantage was investigated (know-group validity and criterion validity).

At STAGE D the differences in Health-related Quality of Life, as reported in a sample of
residents across the audited neighbourhoods in a previous survey, across neighbourhoods
classified according to the observed features in the residential environment was investigated

(predictive validity).
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StageA
SSO audit of
neighborhood
environment:
profiling and

StageB
Perception of neighborhood
environment: concurrent

Phase II
Neighborhood Audit: further validation and profiling

StageC
Observed associations between
neighborhood profile and census-
based indicators: known-group
valid|

factor validity

stratified random sample of Limassol S residents) in sub-sample of 15
of
Data collection:
Self-reported anonymous Neighborhood
Data collection: . Questionnaire by
1 One field auditors on foot/ paper and
pencil. Second auditor for sub-sample,
twice a week apart Data analysis:
Correlation between audit
Data analysis: neighborhood scores and mean
scores, overall scales and by
Y hing domains
Intra/inter-rater agreement, profile of Tevel (i i lation >0.7)
known taxonomy, exploratory factor =
analysis for higher-order structure

Figure 3 Phase Il Neighbourhood audit-

profiling).

(eg.
unemployment, % owner occupied households)
and built environment (e.g. % vacant/for
demolition b\dldﬁlcsz:'d!vw (enoria)

Data collection:
Publically available data from 2011 census,
Statistical Services.

StageD

Differences in Health-related QOL
across neighborhood profiles:

predictive validity

}

Sample-sampling:
450 participants across 45 randomly selected
o S e

p "
committee reference: EEBK EMN 2016.01.49).

Data collection:
Door-to-door survey, interview using the SF-36
tool for health-related quality of life (physical and
mental health component scores) - already

Data analysis:

Correl RS

between
(overall and by domain) and census-based
di (city quarter each dis

located). Magnitude and gradient of differences
in neighborhood profiles by socic-

(factor

Data analysis:
which fic neighborhood
features are associated with Qo in regression
analysis, before and afte for indis 1
characteristics and neighborhood census-based
socio-economic indicators

Development of CyNOTes V 2.0 (further validation and
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8 METHODOLOGY

8.1 Study Design

This is a Systematic Social Observations audit study of the neighbourhood environment
using mixed methods to validate the audit tool employing both quantitative and qualitative
methods as appropriate for each aspect of the multi-validation process. Specifically, the face and
content validity of the tool was confirmed by focus groups and a virtual ethnographic study with
the use of qualitative methodologies and the prevalence, variability, factorial construct validity,
concurrent validity, known-group validity and predictive validity was confirmed using quantitative

methodologies.
8.2 Study site

The metropolitan area of Limassol consists of 7 municipalities with a population size of
235.300 as per 2011 census and 258.900 as per 2021 census (official statistics,

https://www.cystat.gov.cy/en).

The municipalities are: 1) Limassol, 2) Pano Polemidia, 3) Kato Polemidia, 4) Mesa
Geitonia, 5) Agios Athanasios, 6) Germasogia and 7)Ypsonas. Municipalities in the city Limassol
are further divided for administrative and census purposes into 38 city quarters (median population
3894, IQR: 434-6169) and 124 postcodes (median population 1320, IQR: 798-2014), with
significant variability in terms of both population size as well as their socio-demographic profile.

In the absence of a composite index or a generally accepted indicator of socio-economic
deprivation or disadvantage, the percentage of the adult population with tertiary education (2011
census) was used to place neighbourhoods along the continuum of socioeconomic disadvantage.
The 2021 census was not available at the time the study was performed. This ranges substantially
across city quarters from a low of 2.9% in the parish of Jedi Mosque, Municipality of Limassol
(also the smallest quarter in population size) to 38.9% in Agios Georgios Frangoudis, Municipality
of Agios Athanasios. At the postcode level, this ranges from 2.9% to 52.2% (Median: 21.1%, IQR:
15.0%-29.4%).
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8.3 Ethical Issues:

The study protocol was approved by the Departmental Postgraduate Studies Committee and
the Cyprus National Bioethics Committee (EEBK EIT 2018.01.131). There was no participation
of individuals at any stage of the present study while the SF-36 data reported here originated from
a previously completed Quality of Life survey approved by the Cyprus National Bioethics
Committee (EEBK EII 2016.01.49).

Even though photographic material is a common feature in similar field audits, the approved
protocol for the present study ensured that no photographic material would be taken in order to
avoid the likelihood of people featuring unintentionally without their consent and/or putting the
field researcher is placed the vulnerable position to justify the activity during potential interactions
with residents and/or identification or labelling of specific neighbourhoods. While not keeping a
photo archive deprives the opportunity of creating a photo-indexed Guide to standardize the
training and evaluation process in the future, any ethical considerations were considered more
important at this stage. Furthermore, this decision was guided by the importance of avoiding
labelling certain neighbourhouds as “problematic”. In addition, the census-data used are open
access by the statistical services of Cyprus, for the use of Place Standard questionnaire an approval
was taken by the developers of the tool and participation was anonymous and voluntary.
Furthermore, the focus groups participants also signed a consent form and the content used from
Facebook pages since it was a public domain there was no need for asking permission to analyse
its content.

8.4 PHASE I Development of the Tool (reliability and validity)

Phase | is developed into four consecutive stages aiming at the development of the final
version of the tool before its use in the main research (PHASE I1). The four stages of PHASE |
and the methodology that is used at each stage are described below in more detail. In Phase I, the
researchers have conducted a literature review to develop and culturally adapt an urban
neighborhood observational tool based on similar tools from the international literature (Stage A)
and the feasibility study where the reliability and validity of the tool have been tested, and
identification of problematic features or semantic understandings (Stage B). Furthermore, the face
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and content validity of the observational tool based on the opinion of community professionals in
focus groups (Stage C) as well as social media content analysis (Stage D) to improve the face and
content validity of tool have been performed more items were added to the final version of the
tool.

8.4.1 STAGE A Development of the tool

The bulk of items for the first draft of CyNOTes (Cyprus Neighbourhood Observation Tool
for auditing urban community environments) were sourced from two generic audit tools, namely
the 140-item Healthy Environments Partnership’s Neighbourhood Observational Checklist — HEP
NOC (Zenk et al., 2007) and the 98-item St Michael's Neighbourhood Observation Data Collection
Tool (Parsons et al., 2010b), after permission was granted by the authors. Repetitive items were
identified and the face validity of each item in terms of relevance to the urban environment of a
Cypriot city was discussed and debated among the research team. It was deemed necessary to adapt
or slightly modify a number of items, mainly in terms of wording either in the stem and/or the
response set, while items not considered relevant by consensus were not included. A number of
other commonly used feature-specific audit tools were consulted in the process of making
modifications, such as the Irvine-Minnesota Inventory (Boarnet, et al, 2006) on the built
environment as related to physical activity, PEDs scan (Clifton, et al, 2007) for the pedestrian

environment and NIfETy (Furr-Holden, et al, 2008) for physical and social disorder.

8.4.1.1 Description of the CyNOTes tool

The first draft of CyNOTes consisted of 123 items, purposefully organized into 8 sections
to facilitate the audit starting from more general aspects to more specific features, namely: A.
General land use, B. General environment, streets and sidewalks, C. Services and Amenities, D.
Residential land use, E. Non-residential land use, F. Parks, playgrounds, and other public spaces,
G. People and H. Incivilities. Items in CyNOTes require the auditor either (1) to note the presence
or absence of certain features (Yes/No) and/or (2) give a rating on a 4- or 5-point response scale
in terms of the condition (e.g. maintenance of residential buildings, parks, and public spaces),
quality (e.g. pavements and paved roads) or frequency of certain features (e.g. window security
bars, traffic flow, rubbish, etc). A number of items are in the form of checklists (e.g. marking all
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features that are present in the neighbourhood or people’s activity and behaviour), commonly
serving the purpose of more detailed profiling if relevant without necessarily forming part of an
aggregate score. In the first instance, a pre-set typology based on Nickelson et al (2013) was used
to capture an overall neighbourhood profile and CyNOTes items were matched to this typology by
consensus, as shown in the relevant table (APPENDIX II). The first draft of CyNOTes v 1.0
appears in full in APPENDIX VI. The typology consists of 21 thematic domains, after the

inclusion of Social Disorder which was not explicitly considered by Nickelson et al (2013).
However, for score calculation purposes, some domains were subsequently merged with
conceptually similar domains or not considered due to small number of items, resulting in a total
of 17 domains.

The 8 sections of the tool with few examples for each section are described below:
Sections A (General land use):

e How is the land used on this block face?

e How would you characterize the predominant land use on this block face?
Section B (Characteristics of general environment, streets & sidewalks):

e Type of street?
e What is the traffic flow?

Section C (Commercial Establishments, Services, and Institutions):

e Please look at the list below and indicate the presence of institutions that you
observed on this block face.

Section D (Residential Land Use):

e What are the types of housing on this block face

¢ Roughly how many residences are there in this block face

e In general, how would you rate the condition of the most of the houses/ residential
building on the block face

55



e What is the average height of residence borders?
e What proportion of residence buildings have window security bars or gratings on

doors or windows?
Section E (Non-Residential Land Use):

e How many vacant/undeveloped lots are there in this block face?

e What is the overall condition of the vacant/undeveloped property?
Section F (Parks, Playgrounds, Outdoor public spaces):

e s there a park or playground?

e What is the overall condition of playgrounds/ parks?
Section G (People): Are there any people visible outdoors?

e What is the reaction of neighbours towards raters?

e Did you see any children the block face?

Section H (Incivilities): Indication of physical and social disorder, such as

garbage, graffiti, vandalism, abandoned houses.

e s there garbage, junk or litter (incl. broken glass, clothes, paper)

e Are there empty beer containers or liquor bottles on the street or
sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots?

e Are there any piles (significant accumulations) of garbage or dumped

materials on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters?

8.4.1.2 Metric properties of CyNOTes

All metrics are either objective or subjective observations. Those features which are more
generic observations, such as characteristics of the city neighborhood planning (i.e.

presence/absence of specific feature), will be objectively measured. These will be captured using
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a series of binary indicators to describe the presence or absence (Yes or No) of a specific feature

of the neighborhood.

In contrast, those metrics which require judgments of the auditor, such as the quality of the
roads, pavements, level of maintenance of residential and non-residential units, or level of
maintenance of other public spaces such as parks and green spaces, will be subjective. These

features are measured using a 4- or 5-degree Likert scale.

8.4.1.3 Scoring

For the scoring of each Neighborhood and each domain, the researchers classified the items
of the tool in domains based on the taxonomy suggested by Nickelson (Nickelson et al., 2013)

adding social behaviors/social disorders as a new domain, thus resulting in 21 domains.

A composite score was calculated per domain as the sum of the items with theoretical
range to the total number of items in that domain. For consistency, all 21 domain scores were also
transformed to a common 0 (worst) -100 (best) based on the number of items/questions summed
and divided by the maximum score each domain can take (based on its humber of items) and
multiplied by 100 (value-min)/ (max-min) X 100. Note that some variables (items) are binary and
some are ordinal (commonly with 4- or 5-point rating scales). Some items allow multiple
responses (for example, people’s activity) and/or result in nominal variables. These items were
considered to be profile questions as there is no clear ordinal classification across the possible
responses (e.g. exercising, doing chores, walking, socializing, etc). Therefore, these were excluded
from the domain responses in all ordinal items and were expressed using a common rating scale
of 0 to 1 expressing worst-off and better-off environments, using reverse coding is necessary. Thus,
while binary items were coded 0-1 for the presence/absence of the audited feature, a 5-point ordinal
item commonly assessing the quality or condition of the feature (e.g. poor to excellent) was
expressed as 0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, and 1. However, due to the new additional features that needed to
be added for the new version of CyNOTes 2.0 after the focus group, the typology used in the pilot
study might need to be changed and group some domains together for better internal consistency
within the final version of APPENDIX X Cy-NOTes 2.0.
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Table 5:Taxonomy of domain as defined by Nickelson et al.,2013

1 Amenities for outdoor
public spaces

2
Architecture/building
characteristics

3 Barriers

4 Cycling
environment

5 Ethnic
identification

6 Land use

7 Landscape/
Nature features

Conveniences and

Building attributes,

Obstacles, difficult

Features that

Displays, signage,

Functional purpose

Characteristics of

comfort features in permanent, not easily | to overcome or off- | hinder or murals tailored to | of land segments surrounding scenery
outdoor public spaces | changed putting to promote an a specific ethic
pedestrians/ environment group
cyclists conducive to
cycling
8 Maintenance/ 9 Neighborhood 10 Parking & 11 Pedestrian 12 Physical 13 Recreational 14 Safety
appearance identification driveways environment disorder uses/ public spaces

Current condition of
buildings, grounds,
public spaces, that are
not permanent, can
change

Unique features that
give definition/
unique character to
particular
neighborhood

Parking vehicles

Features that
hinder or
promote an
environment
conducive to
pedestrian
activity

Characteristics

than render
environment
unsightly and

potentially unsafe

Destinations and
facilities open to the
public

Physical indicators
of level of protection
from harm one
might expect

15 Sidewalks

16 Signs/messages

17 Smell, pollution

18 Steepness

19 Streets/ traffic

20 Views/Enclosure

21 People/ Social

and noise behaviours/
disorder
Characteristics of Visible signs and Experienced levels | Street incline Features of paved | Existence, extent People’s observed
paved walking paths advertisements of noise, pollution vehicular paths | and appeal of views |activity and
and smell and traffic (features not in the | behaviours
intensity immediate area)
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8.4.2 STAGE B Focus Groups with Professionals Content validity

8.4.2.1 Composition of Focus Group

A focus group was performed to examine the face and content validity of the tool but also
to improve the cultural specificity of the tool. Therefore, an invitation via email was sent to the six
Limassol municipalities as well as the Cyprus WHO Healthy City Coordinator, and the Chief
Hygiene Inspector of the Cyprus Ministry of Health. In addition, invitations were sent to a Non-
Governmental Organisation (NGO) as well as the Community Nursing division of the CNMA
(Cyprus Nursing and Midwife Association). Lastly, invitations were sent to active citizens that
have been frequently engaged with various local stakeholders for the urban neighborhood
environment of the Limassol/City such as the members from the Cyprus Scientific and Technical
Chamber (CSTC-ETEK) and Cyprus Community Welfare Service. In total 14 invitations have
been sent. The composition of the group anticipated having an interest in the neighborhood
environment and the impact that has on the health-related quality of life of the city due to their
occupation, educational background, and experiences in the field. Eleven participants responded

and gathered in a in two hours focus group workshop.
The participants were from:

e Cyprus Ministry of Health (1 Cyprus WHO Healthy Cities Coordinator);

e Limassol Municipality (1 Hygiene inspector);

e Ypsonas Municipality (1 Hygiene inspector);

e Germasogeia Municipality (1 Hygiene inspector);

e Mesa Geitonia Municipality (1 Hygiene inspector);

e Cyprus Community Welfare Services (2 Social workers);

e Community Nursing Association (2 Community Nurses’);

e Cyprus Scientific and Technical Chamber (1 active member Mechanical Engineer);

e Cyprus University of Technology (1 Research Assistant);
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The facilitator (1 Ph.D. supervisor) made a presentation to help participants understand the
purpose of the focus group and a researcher (1 Ph.D. student) was taking notes during the focus

group. The focus group took place in Limassol at the Cyprus University of Technology premises.

8.4.2.2 Data Collection

The participants were welcomed and they were asked to introduce themselves to the group.
A 20 minutes presentation was given to get them thinking about the importance of the
neighborhood environment and health-related quality of life. Then, a round table discussion took
place using open-ended questions (APPENDIX IX) for the participants to express their thoughts

about various features that need to be able to be captured/identified in the neighborhood
environment, as well as their general perception of the Limassol’s built, physical and social
environment. The questions were tailored to match the characteristics that the CyNOTes are
auditing as well as questions that could help enhance the CyNOTes in terms of its ability to be able
capturing specific socio-cultural characteristics that the first version was lacking. A two hours
discussion among the 11 participants and 2 facilitators/researcher was recorded and a transcribed
verbatim, however, it was used to set the scene but not directly used to develop the audit tool. It
would be analysed at a later stage to gain an in-depth understanding of the perceptions around

“healthy places”.

In addition, using a Nominal Group Technique (NGT) the participants were asked to

complete a participatory research and exercise (APPENDIX IX) to express their opinion in terms

of setting priorities for the Cypriot urban neighborhood environment. The NGT method occurred
in four consecutive stages (Vella et al., 2000). The first stage was the silent generation of ideas,
the second stage was the round-robin, the third stage was the grouping of suggestions and the
fourth stage was the voting. During the silent generation of ideas stage, participants were asked
for fifteen minutes to independently nominate on the given structured document ten priorities of
the built, physical and social neighborhood urban environment that they believe indirectly or
directly influence the citizens’ health-related quality of life and if they believe they had to be
included in the CyNOTes tool which was under development. Due to shortage of time, stage two,

three, and four had to be performed via email.
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8.4.2.3 Data Analysis:

For the round-robin stage, the researchers grouped the suggested themes in terms of their
relevance and checked for repetition. The themes were organized into major themes and sub-
themes and they were enumerated with a Greek letter in alphabetical order and consecutive
numbers if they were subthemes (A, B, I" and/or A1, A2, etc). For the voting stage a structured
document with instructions was sent to the focus group participants and asked to vote on a Likert
scale of 1 to 5 (1=not important, 2=not so important, 3=important, 4=very important, 5=extremely
important. Replies from all 11 participants were collected, and the suggestions were matched to
the CyNOTes items for areas or topics not represented or deemed important to reinforce, new items

were developed by consensus of the research team.

The answers to the structured exercise about priorities were analysed using Microsoft
Excel. The average score across themes and sub-themes was a percentage rating of at least very
important and extremely important (4 or 5). This criterion was set to a priori as >80% rating at
least very important >50% rating extremely important. Furthermore, items were ranked by using

the Index of Qualitative Variation equation
IQV = K(1002 — XPct2) / 1002(K — 1)

In addition, by cross-tabulating and checking, researchers checked if any suggestions
emerging from the focus group/ rankings did not already appear in some manner and form in
CyNOTes.

8.4.3 STAGE C Feasibility Study.

8.4.3.1 Study Site:

The study took place across the 7 Municipalities of Limassol (36 enories): Limassol, Kato
Polemidia and Pano Polemidia, Mesa Geitonia, Agiou Athanasiou, Germasogia and Ypsonas
Municipalities. It was a stratified sample of neighborhoods from 3 different groups of
neighbourhoods by educational attainment (High, Medium, Low), which were previously used in
another study that assessed the Quality of Life (QoL) of Limassol citizens. In each neighbourhood,

two streets were audited resulting in 30 streets in the total sample.
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The selected streets were purposefully selected to form three groups of 10 streets each in
terms of the level of educational attainment of the residents based on 2011 population census data.
The three groups of neighborhoods correspond to ~10%, ~20%,, and ~30% in terms of the
proportion of residents with University level education at the level of city quarters
(“enoria/Parish”). Census data are divided for administrative purposes into 38 city quarters
(median population 3894, IQR: 434-6169) and 124 postcodes (median population 1320, IQR: 798-

2014), with significant variability in terms of their socio-demographic profile.

In the absence of a composite index or a generally accepted indicator of socio-economic
deprivation or disadvantage, the percentage of the adult population with tertiary education (2011
census) was used to place neighborhoods along the continuum of socioeconomic disadvantage.
This ranges substantially across the city quarter from a low of 2.9% in the parish of Jedi Mosque
in the Municipality of Limassol (which is also the smallest quarter in population size) to 38.9% in
Agios Georgios Frangoudis in the Municipality of Agios Athanasios. At the postcode level, this
ranges from 2.9% to 52.2% (Median: 21.1%, IQR: 15.0%-29.4%)

The fifteen street addresses were randomly selected from 15 different city quarters as
starting points. The street addresses were selected from three groups of neighbourhoods stratified
according to the proportion of adult residents with tertiary education as per the census to represent
the continuum of sociodemographic disadvantage (<15%, lowest quartile), ~20% and >30%,
highest quartile). In addition to the selected street address (N=15), an additional street segment
(N=15) was audited in each case. The boundaries of the neighborhood to be audited were set a
priori as (a) the full length of the selected street segment from start to finish, past any intersections,
considering both block faces, and (b) any street segments that cross or are perpendicular to the
selected street from the point where they meet the selected street to the next intersection (average
250m, 1QR: 150-300) considering both block faces.

The 15 selected neighborhoods (2 streets per neighborhood) form part of a larger sample
of 45 neighborhoods randomly selected from a postal directory of all streets (N=4218 across the
38 different city quarters “enories”), stratified by level of educational attainment and population

size.

62



8.4.3.2 Data collection procedure

To evaluate inter- and intra-observer agreement, two trained auditors rated the selected
neighborhoods, independently of each other and blinded as per the socio-economic status of that
postcode. One of the auditors returned to the neighborhood two weeks later for the second
assessment. For the neighborhood profiling, the ratings of the second assessment were used, since
some modifications were made between the two assessments. The audit was performed on foot
using paper and pencil. Auditors were asked to walk the full length of the selected street segment
to observe the general area before filling the first section of the tool and then walk back and forth
as many times as necessary to observe more closely the detailed features to fill the next sections
of the tool. Finally, the auditors were asked to fill in the last sections about People and Incivilities
based on their overall experience and observations while in the area. Auditors were also asked to
document in a section at the end of the form their overall experience, any interaction or reaction
of residents and more importantly to note which items and why were difficult to assess to inform
necessary changes (misleading or ambiguous wording, inappropriate response scale, additional
features or aspects that seemed important or relevant but not covered by any of the items on the
tool etc). Auditors recorded the start and finish time, as well as the starting and finishing point of
the specific street audited to calculate the approximate length in Google maps. All observations
were collected between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM during daylight hours in the same month (March).
Audits needed 30-40 min and no photographs were taken during the visit.

8.4.3.3 Data Analysis:

The prevalence of each audited feature and variability across neighborhoods was calculated
as the frequency/proportion of occurrence of each response in the response set of each item on the
tool for the first audits and similar for the second rater’s audit. The suitability of included items in
the tools was firstly assessed in terms of the observed lack of variability. To assess the observed
variability in each item, the IQV (Index of Qualitative Variation) was estimated using a formula

in Excel.
IQV = K (1001-XPct2)/1002 (K-1).

This is a measure of dispersion used for categorical variables. It is based on the ratio of the
total number of differences in the distribution to the maximum number of possible differences
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within the same distribution. It varies from 0 to 1 (or 0% to 100%) with higher numbers indicating
maximal variation (equal spread over all possible categories in the response set i.e. evenly
distributed). Items with 1QV>80% were considered to show high variation, 50-80% moderate, and
20-50% low. Items with IQV less than 20% were considered to exhibit very low variation across

audited neighborhoods. Items with floor or ceiling effects were also identified.

To assess the reliability of each item in terms of the level of stability over time the intra-
rater/observer agreement (i.e. test-re-test a week apart). Also, the inter-rater/observer (i.e. between
two different auditors) agreement was calculated in terms of percent agreement as well as Cohen’s
kappa scores of agreement. Differences in the frequency of each audited item across
neighbourhood groups were assessed in a series of chi-square tests. Internal consistency was

calculated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, testing 0.70-0.90=good consistency.

Summary statistics (mean, median, SD, IQR) and spearman’s correlation coefficient

between domains were also calculated.

For ordinal variables, a weighted kappa score of agreement (and equivalently % weighted
agreement) was used giving more weight to adjacent responses and progressively less weight/zero
to those further away/opposite ends of the scale. Kappa score adjusts the observed agreement for
agreement occurring by chance (Landis & Koch, 2008). Score >0.60 and >0.80 is commonly
considered to indicate substantial to high agreement respectively, with 0.4-0.59 moderate, 0.2-0.4
low, and <0.2 very little agreement. However, often low kappa scores can be seen, even though
the agreement is quite high; for example, in items with low variability or floor/ceiling effect. Thus,
kappa scores are not always appropriate, and % agreement (uncorrected for chance agreement)

was also used in parallel to assess the reliability (Boarnet et al., 2006).

For criterion validity, the socio-economic status of the neighbourhood was defined using
educational attainment as a proxy. The sample of neighborhoods was stratified according to the
proportion of adult residents with tertiary education (~10%, ~20%, and ~30%) as per the most
recent census data to capture the full range of socio-economic disadvantage continuum each
neighborhood was profiled in terms of a summative score for each of the 17 domains, expressed

on a 0-100 scale, with higher scores suggesting more favorable features. One-way ANOVA as
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well as the Kruskal-Wallis test were used to calculate differences in domain scores across the three

types of neighborhoods defined by educational attainment.

The association between summary domain scores and other census-based area-indicators
of the built environment or socio-demographic composition was also assessed by calculating
Pearson and Spearman correlation coefficients. Namely, the indicators used were: % population
over 65+, % houses built prior 1980, % non-Cypriot population, % single-parent households, %
apartment blocks/mixed use, % vacant /for demolition units. The data were publicly available at
city quarter (enoria) and postcode level from the 2011 census, Cyprus Statistical Services. The
2021 census data were not available at the time of the study, and due to Covid-19-related delays
they have still not been released to this date. Based on the initial observations for items with low

inter and intra-reliability, modifications were made (clarification language and response sets).

8.4.4 STAGE D -Virtual Ethnographic Study using Social Media document analysis

A virtual ethnographic study using social media document analysis was performed. This
enhanced the content validity of the audit tool and identification of areas of concern not reflected
in CyNOTes 1.0 (deductive analysis), as well as captured an in-depth understanding of citizens’

perceptions of their neighborhood environment (inductive analysis).

8.4.4.1 Data Sample:

The researchers identified and analyzed Facebook comments from the social media pages
of the Mayor and Limassol Municipality, focusing on posts related to neighborhood regeneration
plans. The use of virtual ethnography from Facebook and other social media platforms has been
well documented (Baker, 2013). The content and themes identified were analyzed using a

deductive and inductive approach (Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017);(Elo & Kyngés, 2008).

The use of qualitative descriptive approaches such as deductive and inductive analysis
(Vaismoradi et al., 2013) has been used to identify specific themes and subthemes. Using content
analysis researchers tried to identify trends and patterns of words, the frequency they are used, and

their relationships by using a systematic coding and categorization approach to explore large
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amounts of textual information (Vaismoradi et al., 2013). The thematic analysis identified and
reported patterns (themes) within the comments [which were hand-searched under the municipality

and mayor’s Facebook comments] (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

The aim was to build a conceptual model that described an ethnographic phenomenon as
to be captured naturalistically from the comments that citizens were posting under the
municipality’s and mayor’s announcements. Firstly, the deductive content analysis has been used
to structure an analysis based on previously described taxonomy of domains, and secondly, the
inductive analysis was used to go from specific to more general concepts and the
comments/concepts have been combined to create a larger picture or general statement (Elo &
Kyngas, 2008).

8.4.4.2 Data Collection:

The content of the municipality and mayor’s Facebook page was hand-searched for
posts/comments by residents as a response to posts/announcements by Limassol municipality
related to neighborhood regeneration programs, urban planning, neighborhood services, public

consultations, etc. over 12 months by two independent researchers.

To identify the comments for analysis the researches had to set eligibility criteria. The
eligibility criteria for choosing the posts were: 1) if the original Facebook post was related to the
neighborhood and/or community environment, 2) if the comment was related to the Municipal
Public Consultation/debate, 3) if comments tapped in Neighborhood specific problems and quality
of life. In addition, the frequency a specific theme appeared was also noted.

Then, the data have been prepared, organized, and reported for data analysis and able to
identify patterns as well as gain an in-depth understanding of citizens’ perceptions of the
neighbourhood environment. For the deductive approach, the Nickelson et al., 2013 taxonomy to
sort and categorise under the specific domains. For the inductive approach, the various themes and
subthemes identified have been organized to present a narrative that categorises subthemes to a

generic nuclear topic.
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8.4.4.3 Data Preparation and Organization

The comments were organized, structured and analysed using deductive and inductive
analysis. In a word and excel document, the researchers reported the number of posts, the number
of comments, the Facebook post (related to the neighborhood and/or community environment),
provided a code (close to the data), organized into a category (group of codes that related to each
other it was the domain (from published typology) or it is a narrower aspect of that domain. The
process was undertaken independently by two members of the research team, who discussed their
original coding, and agreed upon deliberation by consensus, involving a third member of the team

where necessary.

Then comments were organized into the domains of the 20 plus one taxonomy. Each
domain could be matched to several comments plus some comments were matching with several
other domains. In addition, next to the alternative chosen domain the closest relevant CyNOTes
item referring to this issue were reported. Furthermore, some topics identified in Facebook posts
not explicitly covered, or not covered fully in CyNOTes were also reported. Then, the comments
were organized in themes and translated into English. The frequency of specific issues mentioned
was also calculated and noted.

Both the deductive and inductive content analysis, each comment was transcript verbatim,
read in its entirety as well as in the context of the original post and other comments to get an overall
impression. Meaningful units (MU) were identified, often representing a full sentence or only a
short phrase. For the deductive analysis having the typology as a framework, the researchers
selected coded comments and then matched them under the suitable CyNOTes domain linking to
a specific item. For the inductive analysis, comments were coded, then through abstraction were
grouped into a condensed meaningful unit of sub-categories with a similar description and
progressively grouped in categories and themes, reaching the nuclear topic/theme upon reviewing
by consensus the narrative. A manifest analysis was preferred for this stage, staying close to the
actual content, while progressively the categorization of related categories moved into more latent

constructive avoiding nevertheless a high degree of abstraction.
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8.4.4.4 Data Reporting

The deductive analysis and the Facebook comments that have been identified were reported
under the CyNOTes taxonomy. The specific item from CyNOTes that could be matched with a
specific Facebook comment/word was highlighted. This assisted to emphasise the similarity that
the Facebook comments had along with the items that CyNOTes is auditing the neighborhood
environment. The inductive analysis of the data has been reported in a schematic circle of various

comments that were creating themes, sub-themes, and a major nuclear topic.

The Virtual Ethnographic Study (Stage D) contributed to developing the final CyNOTes
v2.0 tool (APPENDIX X Cy-NOTes 2.0) by adding more items to the tool. Specifically, through

this process along with the focus groups (Stage C) 25 new items were added. The 25 new items

are presented in the results section.

8.5 PHASE Il Implementation of CyNOTes -Neighborhood Audit: further validation and
profiling

As previously mentioned PHASE Il consisted of another four consecutive stages and they
are described below in detail. At stage A, a new sample of neighborhoods has been audited using
the new version of CyNOTes v2.0 in three different educational attainment neighborhoods (~10%
low,~20% medium, ~30% high). At stage B, a citizen’s perceptions door to door survey as was
performed using the Place standard tool after validating it in a nationwide cross-sectional internet-
based survey. At stage C the association between neighborhood profiles and census-based
indicators was calculated and lastly, at stage D the differences in Health-related Quality of Life
across neighborhood profiles have been also calculated. All four stages of Phase Il have
contributed to further validation and profiling of the neighborhood built, and physical and social

environment using the new version of CyNOTes v2.0.
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8.5.1 STAGE A: profiling and factor validity

8.5.1.1 Sample-Sampling

The new version of CyNOTes was used to audit forty-five (n=45) across a randomly selected
stratified sample of Limassol neighbourhoods across city quarters (enoria/Parish) according to
educational attainment. The specific neighbourhoods were selected as they were used in a previous
study by Ellina et al., 2021 were the health-related quality of life of Limassol citizens was assessed.
Data for Health-related Quality of Life of residents originated from the original community survey
(Ellina et al., 2021).

This was a door-to-door survey which included a sample of residents aged 45-64 from 45
neighbourhoods, fifteen of which are the neighbourhoods audited here (N = 150, 15 per street,
with 50:50 gender quota). Health-related Quality of Life in the original study was measured using
the widely used SF-36 questionnaire, which provides a summative score for physical and mental
components of quality of life. More specifically, parishes and communities were ranked in terms
of the percentage of the population with university education, an indicator which is one of the most
commonly accepted socio-economic indicators and was the only one available at the stage of
sampling from the open access files of the Cyprus Statistical Service (Ellina et al., 2021).

8.5.1.2 Data Collection and Coding

One field auditor on foot with paper and pencil has audited the CyNOTes v2.0. Each audit
took about 30-40 minutes. The auditor had to walk twice the neighborhood up and down to verify
the items identified, as well as, to observe any social behaviors.

8.5.1.3 Data Analysis

All data were entered into Microsoft Excel in a coded form. A composite score was
calculated per domain as the sum of the items with a theoretical range to the total number of items
in that domain as described in Phase I. For consistency, all domain scores were also transformed
to a common 0-100 scale using (value-min)/ (max-min) X 100. Note that some variables (items)
are binary and some are ordinal (commonly with 4- or 5-point rating scales). Some items allow

multiple responses (for example, people’s activity) and/or result in nominal variables. These items
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were considered to be profile questions as there is no clear ordinal classification across the possible
responses (e.g. exercising, doing chores, walking, socializing, etc). Therefore, these have been
excluded from the domain scores. Items were originally into domains based on the typology
suggested by Nickelson et al 2013 (Nickelson et al., 2013) with the addition of social
behaviors/social disorders. Responses in all ordinal items were expressed using a common rating
scale of 0 to 1 expressing worst-off and better-off environments, using reverse coding was
necessary. Thus, while binary items were coded 0-1 for the presence/absence of the audited feature,
a 5-point ordinal item commonly assessing the quality or condition of a feature (e.g. poor to
excellent) was expressed as 0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, and 1. However, due to the new additional features
that have been in the CyNOTes after the virtual ethnographic study and further cultural adaptation,
the typology used in the pilot study has been subsequently changed and from the 21 domains where
iteratively reduced to 9 domains through a process of assessing the internal consistency of domains

by merging similar or related domains.

8.5.1.4 Prevalence

The prevalence of each audited feature across neighbourhoods was calculated as the
frequency (proportion) of occurrence across the response set of each item.

8.5.1.5 Testing Internal Consistency within Domains

Internal consistency of items within new domains was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient. Summary statistics (mean, median, SD, IQR) were calculated for each domain using
SPSS statistical software.

8.5.1.6 Testing association between Domains

Spearman’s and Kendall’s correlation coefficient between domains were calculated for
highest correlation between domains. Item-item and item-total correlations as well as the alpha
coefficient if each item is deleted in turn were also calculated to assess whether and which item
shows the least consistency with the rest in the same domain starting with the standard typology
used in the pilot study. Through an iterative process of identifying items that showed a problematic
internal consistency with the other items in that domain (i.e. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was

substantially improved if specific item/s were removed), a new typology was formed by either (a)
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including the identified item in a conceptually related domain after assessing the internal
consistency of the new set of items or (b) removing it all together if no appropriate alternative
domain was identified and/or showed no or very little variability. Furthermore, several domains
with a small number of items were merged with conceptually related domains given that the
estimated internal consistency coefficient of the new combined set was at least adequate and not
lower than either of the domains alone. The strongest positive correlations as well as the negative

correlations were identified. Correlations above 0.30 were considered important.

8.5.1.7 Testing for Higher order dimensionality

Exploratory factor analysis at the level of items was not performed due to the large number
of items involved by comparison to the small sample of neighbourhoods. However, a higher-order
dimensionality was explored at the level of domains using exploratory factor analyses of the 9
domains. The dimensionality of the new CyNOTes v 2.0 typology was assessed in principal
components analysis using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin coefficient and the Barlett’s test of sphericity. This
is also supported as the domains conceptually are loading to the same factor. The factor analysis
promoted a further understanding of neighbourhood profiles, since the set of domains that appear

to be more highly inter-correlated seem to portray certain types of neighbourhoods.

8.5.1.8 Comparing Domain Scores Across Neighborhoods by educational attainment.

Differences in mean and median domain scores across groups of neighborhoods defined
by the level of educational attainment were assessed using parametric and non-parametric
statistics. The use of Parametric and non-parametric statistical tests in parallel is used in the context
of sensitivity analysis. Both were used to observe if distributions are highly skewed or there are
outliers. However, non-parametric were not used exclusively, as there is a need to use regression

models which are parametric. The p-value was observed from the non-parametric.

Therefore, One-way ANOVA, Kruskal-Wallis test (due to small sample size and
asymmetrical distributions), and p-value for trend were used to assess differences in domain scores
across groups of neighborhoods defined by educational attainment. Associations were explored

across tertiles quartiles or quintiles of educational level at both parish and postcode level.
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Comparing Domain Scores Across Neighborhoods by socioeconomic-disadvantage index.
Differences in mean and median domain scores across groups of neighborhoods defined by
socioeconomic-disadvantage index a composite indicator derived from a different study were also
calculated. The socioeconomic-disadvantage index (low educational attainment, unemployment,
not owner-occupied household, single-person household, divorced or widowed and single-parent
households) which is a composite indicator derived from a different study (Lamnisos,
Lambrianidou, et al., 2019b) .

Due to the small sample size (15 streets per category of education), statistical significance
was not set to 0.05, but differences larger than 20% across groups of neighborhoods were
considered important. Power analysis suggests that with a sample of 30, there is 80% power to
detect a statistically significant difference at 5% only if observed differences in the proportion of
a feature are of the magnitude of 10% Vs 60% at opposite ends of the education continuum (low

Vs high educational attainment).
8.5.2 STAGE B Perception of neighborhood environment: Concurrent Validity

The neighborhood environmental perception as part of concurrent validity was assessed by
using the “Place Standard tool” (PST) which is a questionnaire developed by NHS Scotland in
partnership with the Scottish Government, Architecture and Design Scotland, and Glasgow City
Council. The PST covers 14 aspects of the physical, built, and social neighborhood environment
but it also promotes and encourages an inclusive dialogue among stakeholders to identify assets
and resources as well as challenges, pinpoint areas for improvement, and assist in setting priorities
by consensus. Launched in 2015, it has since been used extensively in Scotland to engage with
communities, develop a shared understanding of priorities and actions and shape collaborative
decisions. The tool can be used to assess different types and sizes of Places by individuals or
groups. Available in multiple forms, including booklet, interactive, and web versions

(www.placestandard.scot/), the tool allows flexibility. It can be used in print or digital form, in the

context of surveys or focus groups, in formal settings, or walkabouts.

The PST contains a series of 14 items, each addressing a different dimension of Place,
covering both physical as well as social aspects that can impact health and well-being. Namely,
these are: Moving Around, Public Transport, Traffic & Parking, Streets & Spaces, Natural space,
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Play & Recreation, Facilities & Amenities, Work & Local economy, Housing & Community,
Social contact, Identity & Belonging Feeling safe, Care & Maintenance, Influence & Sense of
Control. The Place Standard is designed to allow responders to provide a quantitative assessment
of each dimension on a scale from 1 =large room for improvement to 7= little room for
improvement as well as qualitative assessment in the form of free text to identify what shaped the
particular rating. For each of the 14 items, prompts in the form of supplementary questions describe
various aspects related to the domain for the responder’s consideration. A nice feature of the tool
is that the quantitative scores are displayed on a compass graph (radial plot) to provide an overall
profile of Place and thus illustrate visual strengths (approaching the outward circle with the highest

possible score of 7) and weaknesses (closer to inner circle with the lowest score of 1).

8.5.2.1 Translation to Greek

Permission to use the Place Standard was obtained by the developers. Copywrites for the
usage of “Place Standard” was taken. The tool was translated and adapted into Greek from the
original English using a forward and backward translation process. The full booklet version, which
includes the introductory information and instructions for completion, was translated into Greek
by two of the authors independently of each other. After discussion and consolidating any
discrepancies, a single Greek version will be back-translated into English independently by the
other two authors. Any issues were resolved by consensus with a focus on semantic equivalence.
Place Standard translated booklet APPENDIX XV Place Standard Booklet

8.5.2.2 Short version format for door-to-door survey and internet survey

The Place Standard tool was adapted to a shorter version. The first page provided
information about the aims of the study, a description of the questionnaire structure (main and
prompt questions), and instructions for completion. For this study, all prompt questions were
included in a short version, however, the option for open-ended responses was not provided under
each question but in the 14 questions where the participants were asked to refer to three priorities
that need immediate action and what kind of actions they are suggestions about their neighborhood

environment.
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In terms of structure, each domain of the Place Standard was presented on the same page.
Each question was followed by a response scale from 1-7 with characterizations at either end
whereby 1= large room for improvement and 7= little room for improvement. In each case, the
responder was asked to consider a range of aspects related to these dimensions before providing a
rating, again as per the original Place Standard, by providing all prompt questions. Place Standard
short version format APPENDIX XVII Place Standard Short version

Finally, a variation of the MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status (Singh-Manoux et
al., 2005) was used to assess the individual’s perception of the relative standing of their
neighborhood in the social hierarchy. Commonly, such measures represent the social structure as
a “ladder”, often with 10 steps, and responders were asked to locate themselves, or in this case,
their neighborhood, on the ladder, considering that the top represents those neighborhoods who
are best off (most privileged) and the bottom the neighborhoods who are worst off (most
disadvantages). Such measures are considered particularly relevant as they represent an
internalized perception of position in the social hierarchy through a cognitive “synthesis” of
several factors not always easy to capture by other indicators and through a process of social
comparison, in this case, with other neighbourhoods (Noble & Heale, 2019).

8.5.2.3 Adaptation to an online format

The Place Standard tool was adapted to an online format using Google Forms. The first
page provided information about the aims of the study, a description of the questionnaire structure
(main and prompt questions), and instructions for completion. For this study, all prompt questions
were included in the online version, however, the option for open-ended responses was not
provided. Similarly, while the booklet version of the Greek translation of the Place Standard
contains all features, including the identification of priorities and actions, these were not included
in the online version. In terms of structure, each domain of the Place Standard was presented on a
separate page. At the top of each page, there was a short introduction, as per the original Place
Standard, on why this dimension of Place is important, followed by the main question featuring a
response scale from 1-7 with characterizations at either end whereby 1=large room for
improvement and 7=little room for improvement. In each case, the responder was asked to consider

a range of aspects related to this dimension before providing a rating, again as per the original
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Place Standard, by providing prompt questions. Each question featured a characteristic Cyprus-
specific picture of the dimension in question to increase familiarization. Both public-domain
pictures (e.g. a picture of the identifiable Municipality of Limassol building for “Influence and
sense of Control”), as well as original photographs, were used as fit for purpose. For instance,
“social contact” was portrayed by a photo of two elderly men playing backgammon on a front
house veranda; which is a more common form of social activity in Cyprus in certain age groups

than meeting people in formal or informal community settings.

8.5.2.4 Pilot testing of the Place Standard tool

Under the auspices of the Healthy Cities Office of the Cyprus Ministry of Health, an
internet-based survey was performed in April-May 2019. It involved an open call to citizens to
rate their neighborhood environment along the 14 dimensions of the Place Standard tool.
Alongside the motto “if we don’t measure it, we won’t improve it”, the study material featured for
promotional purposes an original street art image found on a wall in old Nicosia’s historic centre,
depicting a café-like scene in a town square where people of all ages and backgrounds appear to

have come together in a common task.

The purpose of the internet-based Place Standard survey reported here was to pilot use the
tool for the first time in a Cypriot setting, assess its metric properties but also to provide a reference
against which the profile of CyNOTes neighborhoods can be compared to. Other than widening
participation beyond the sample of audited neighbourhoods, the collaboration with the Healthy
Cities Office provided an opportunity to encourage a public dialogue about the importance of Place
for health and well-being. The findings from the nationwide piloting of the Place Standard tool
have been published (Kleopa et al., 2022).

8.5.2.4.1 Socio-demographic information and subjective neighborhood social position

Participants were also requested to provide basic socio-demographic information,
including gender, age, nationality, educational attainment, marital and employment status, and
whether they had any financial difficulties e.g. paying bills in the past 12 months. Participants also
needed to provide information regarding the size of the household, house tenure status, house type,
length of residence in the current address.
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8.5.2.4.2 Data collection process

The online questionnaire was posted on a Facebook page created specifically for this purpose
(Cyprus Neighbourhoods and Health study, @CyNeighborhoodsHealth). To maximise reach, the
study was promoted in three ways: (a) through a press release to the mainstream media reporting
the signing of Memorandum of Understanding between the University and the WHO Health Cities
coordinating office of the Cyprus Ministry of Health, (b) with the use of paid Facebook ads and
(c) forwarding to municipalities with the request to promote on their official websites and social
media channels. Paid Facebook ads targeted both a wide audience (i.e. location “Cyprus” and age
“over 18 years of age”) as well as a more targeted audience using a range of pre-selected options
under ‘Hobbies and Activities”, such as Charity and causes, Community issues,

Environmentalism, Politics, Sustainability, VVolunteering, etc.

8.5.2.4.3 Data Analysis

The sociodemographic profile of participants was compared to the expected distribution of
these characteristics in the Cypriot population according to the 2011 census. Postcodes, as
provided by participants, were checked for inconsistencies based on municipality/ community and
district of residence and were classified as urban or rural based on administrative criteria and linked
to a series of census-based indicators that were publicly available at postcode level at the Statistical
Services of Cyprus. Specifically, these include indicators of the built environment (% of houses
built before 1980, % of apartment blocks and mixed-used buildings) and socio-demographic
composition with a focus on specific population groups often associated with socioeconomic
disadvantage (% of single-parent households and % non-Cypriot population and % of population

aged 65 years and over).

Place Standard ratings were analysed both by calculating summary statistics (mean, SD,
median, IQR, min, max) as well as frequencies of responses across the 7-point scale for each of
the 14 items. A total score was also calculated as the sum of all 14 ratings (theoretical range: 14-
98). Item-item and item-total correlations were examined by calculating Spearman’s correlation
coefficient. Ratings of 1-2 (i.e. least satisfied), 3-5 (around midpoint), and 6-7 (most satisfied)
were grouped for further analysis. The extent to which the frequency of low ratings (1 or 2) is

inversely associated with the neighbourhood’s social position (as assessed by participants) was
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explored and the likelihood of responders to express dissatisfaction along the social disadvantage

continuum was estimated in logistics regression models.

After assessing sampling adequacy with the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin coefficient and the
Barlett’s test of sphericity, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with principle component
extraction and orthogonal rotation was performed to assess the dimensionality of the Place
Standard. The criteria for the number of factors to be retained were: eigenvalues greater than 1,
examination of the scree plot, and factor loadings of 0.4 or higher. The factors were interpreted in
terms of capturing distinct aspects of the neighborhood environment and factor scores were
calculated as the unweighted sum of items with high loadings on each factor. The internal
consistency of the overall scale and identified subscales were assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient. K-means cluster analysis was also performed to classify responders’ neighbourhoods
in relatively homogeneous groups based on all 14 Place Standard ratings. A different number of
clusters were specified to identify clusters that are as distinct from each other as possible.
Differences in overall and sub-scale mean scores by (a) socio-demographic characteristics of the
participants, (b) participants’ subjective assessment of neighbourhood social position and (c)
across quartiles of neighbourhoods objectively classified according to census indicators were

explored using one-way ANOVA.

Linear regression was used to explore the association between mean scores and area-level
characteristics before and after adjusting for individual socio-demographic characteristics to
control for the confounding effect of the potentially differing profile of responders across these

groups of neighbourhoods.

The validation of the PST has been published (Kleopa et al., 2022). The full version of the
published paper appears in APPENDIX XVIII .

8.5.2.5 Door-to-door survey

8.5.2.5.1 Sample-Sampling

A systematic random sample of >450 residents (N=444) across the same stratified sample
of forty-five neighbourhoods audited using CyNOTes v 2.0 responded to the “Place Standard”
tool.
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8.5.2.5.2 Data Collection

Independent field interviewers performed a door-to-door survey about perceptions of
neighborhood environment. The short version was used consisting of 14 short questions with a
Likert scale from 1 to 7 (1 large space of improvement and 7 little spaces of improvement). In
addition, citizens were asked open-ended questions to mention the top three priorities that they

need to be improved as well as to describe the actions that are needed to improve those priorities.
8.5.2.5.3 Data analysis

8.5.2.5.3.1 Assessment of the 14 domains of the neighborhood environment of the Place Standard

tool

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the sociodemographic characteristics of the
participants using frequency on SPSS software. Place Standard ratings were analysed both by
calculating summary statistics (mean, SD, median, IQR, min, max) as well as frequencies of
responses across the 7-point scale for each of the 14 items. A total score was calculated as the sum

of all 14 ratings (theoretical range: 14-98).

8.5.2.5.3.2 Associations between the assessment of the 14 Place Standard Domains and socio-

demographic characteristics

Associations between the assessment of the 14 Place Standard Domains and different socio-

demographic characteristics was explored using stepwise regression models.

8.5.2.5.3.3 Observed differences Place Standard across neighborhoods by educational attainment

and socio-economic disadvantage index.

To observe mean differences (SD) score and percentage of participants reporting that large
improvements are needed across the 14 domains of the Place Standard across tertiles of
neighborhoods (lower, middle, higher) by census-based postcode-level educational attainment was

explored using logistic regression models.

The extent to which the frequency of low ratings (1 or 2) is inversely associated with the
neighborhood’s social position (as assessed by participants) was explored and the likelihood of

responders expressing dissatisfaction along the educational attainment and social disadvantage
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continuum was estimated in logistic regression models. The difference in overall and subscale
mean scores by (a) socio-demographic characteristics of participants, b) participants’ subjective
assessment of neighborhood social position, and c) across quartiles of neighborhoods objectively
classified according to census indicators was explored using one-way ANOVA.

Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire across
tertiles of neighborhood according to the composite socioeconomic disadvantage index was also
explored after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders (N=444). Linear
regression was used to explore the association between mean scores and area-level characteristics
before and after adjusting for individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics to control for the
confounding effect of the potentially differing profile of responders across these groups of

neighborhoods.

Stepwise linear regression analysis was used to explore whether the perceptions of place
vary by sociodemographic characteristics. It is important to identify which variables may have a
confounding effect across neighborhoods on the observed association between neighborhood
characteristics (e.g. SED) and outcome of interest (e.g. Place Standard) due to the different
composition of the sample. In addition, observed differences in mean (SD) score and percentage
of participants reporting that large improvements are needed across the 14 domains of the Place
Standard across tertiles of neighborhoods of increasing census-based postcode-level educational
attainment and census-based postcode-level composite socioeconomic disadvantage were
explored using one-way ANOVA for continues variables calculating differences in mean scores
across tertiles of education and disadvantage. Chi-square X? for percentage was used to explore
the association between the percentage of participants who reported that there was a need for large
improvements across the 14 domains of the Place Standard across tertiles of neighborhoods by the
census-based postcode-level composite socio-economic disadvantage index and after adjusting for
sociodemographic characteristics of the responders. This was also calculated for each of CyNOTes

domains' scores factor after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of responders.

The differences in the mean perception scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across tertiles of neighborhood according to the composite socio-economic

disadvantage index after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders were
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explored in multivariable mixed model regression analysis. Mixed regression models were used
because of the lack of independence due to the clustering at the neighborhood level (10 people per
neighborhood). In the first instance, differences were explored across tertiles as a categorical
variable using the worst-off tertile as a reference group (B coefficient). If the observed pattern is
suggestive of a stepwise pattern across tertiles with decreasing levels of SE disadvantage then the

analysis was repeated to express the observed relationship in linear terms (per tertile increase).

A mixed regression model was also be used to identify differences in mean scores of the
14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire across tertiles of neighborhood according to each
of CyNOTes domains' score after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics responders. It
was expected that the CyNOTes domains would be a better match with similar constructs of Place
Standard tool.

8.6 STAGE C Associations between CyNOTes and indicators of neighborhood
socioeconomic deprivation

A number of census-based indicators of socioeconomic disadvantage were also collected in
order to assess association with CyNOTes scores. The data were publicly available from the 2011

census, Cyprus Statistical Services, namely:

e % population over 65+,

e % retired population,

e % population with chronic health problems,
e % unmarried adults,

e 9% divorced, correlations with % up to secondary education,
e 0 tertiary education,

e % illiterate population,

e 9% non-Cypriot population,

e 9% non-Cypriot-non-EU population,

¢ % migrants from abroad,

e % population mobility (the year before),

¢ % unemployment,
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e 9% non-professional occupations,

e 9% elementary occupations,

e 9% multi-dwelling/-use houses,

¢ % non-permanent residences,

e 9% houses built prior 1980,

e 9% houses build prior 2001,

e 9% non-owner occupied, households with no PC,
e % households with no PC/internet,

¢ 9% households no central heating,

e % single-person households,

e 9% single-parent households. at the city quarter (enoria) level.
8.6.1 Data analysis:

The association between summary domain scores and census-based area-indicators of the
built environment or socio-demographic composition was also assessed by calculating Pearson
correlation coefficients was used. Z-scores expressed the level of the indicator compared to all the

other neighborhoods in Limassol as a standardized form.

8.7 STAGE D Differences in Health related QOL across neighborhood Profiles:
predictive validity.

8.7.1 Sample-Sampling

Differences in Health-related Quality of Life across neighborhood profiles have been
observed from a sample of 450 participants across 45 randomly selected neighborhoods from
previously approved and completed community survey (National bioethics committee reference:
EEBK EIT 2016.01.49). This is the same set of 45 randomly selected neighborhoods used to test
the CyNOTes.
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8.7.2 Data Collection

The data have been collected through a door-to-door survey, using the SF-36 validated tool
for health-related quality of life. More information about the data collection process in the original
study can be found in Ellina et a., 2021 (Ellina et al., 2021).

8.7.3 Data Analysis

The data collected have been analysed to investigate the extent to which specific
neighborhood features are associated with health-related quality of life after adjusting for a)
individual characteristics such as gender and age and b) social position (education and income)

and random effect (for postcode).

The physical and mental health component scores have been created for the SF-36 Health-
related Quality of Life questionnaire in residents aged 45-64 (N=450) across tertiles of
neighborhood according to census-based area-level socio-economic disadvantage indicators and
CyNOTes Domain scores. For the analysis, a mixed model linear regression with a fixed effect for
the parameters of interest and random effects for neighbourhoods to adjust for possible clustering
was used. Estimates were first calculated across tertiles as a categorical variable (with better off
as reference) and subsequently, analysis was repeated to express the observed association in linear
terms (change per tertile increase). Models adjusted for gender and age (model 1) and further
adjusted for (income and education) to control for the potential confounding effect of individual-
level characteristics associated with QoL which are also expected to vary across types of
neighbourhoods (demographic composition).
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9 RESULTS PHASE I: Development of Tool (reliability and validity)
9.1 Results Stage A: CyNOTes first draft

The description of the first draft of the tool is described in the Methodology section. The
first CyNOTes v 1.0 draft consisted of 123 items tapping on features of the physical, built and
social environment. (APPENDIX IV Cy-NOTes 1.0).

9.2 Results Stage B: First Pilot Study: feasibility and reliability
9.2.1 Prevalence of each audited feature and variability across neighborhoods

The prevalence of each audited feature was calculated for all three audits (main and repeat).
The first CyNOTes draft consisted of 123 items tapping on features of the physical, built and social
environment. The prevalence of each audited feature was calculated for all three audits (main and
repeat). Most of the CyNOTes items (78%) exhibited high (IQV >80%) or at least moderate
(IQV=50-80%) variability across the audited streets according to the Index of Qualitative Variation

(IQV).

Table 6 presents a summary of the observed variability across audited items (first audit),
organized according to the different sections of the tool. An example of an item with high
variability (IQV=96.9%) was the “frequency of litter” which was recorded as: none in 36.7%, a
little/light in 26.7%, some in 20% and a lot/heavy in 16.7% of the audited streets. As example of
moderate variability (IQV=73.2%) was “street traffic” which varied as follows across audited
streets: No traffic or very light in 63.3%, Light or Occasional in 16.7%, Moderate in 13.3%, Heavy
in 6.7% and Very heavy in 0.0% of cases.

Twenty-four items showed low (IQV=20-50%) or very low (IQV <20%) variability;
nevertheless, these items were not excluded from further analysis due to their conceptual
importance. Very low variability across audited neighborhoods were due to either floor (i.e.
featuring in none or nearly none of the audited streets) or ceiling effects (i.e. featuring in all or
nearly all). Very low 1QV items due to floor effects were: speed reducing measures (IQV=0.0),
pedestrian crossings (IQV=0), advertisements of unhealthy products (IQV=0), vandalism
(IQV=0.0), misbehaving teenagers (IQV= 0), misbehaving children (1QV= 0), misbehaving adults
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(1QV=12.9), greenbelts trails or paths (IQV=12.9), bicycle facilities (IQV=8.6), bikeability rating
(1QV=12.9), drinking alcohol (IQV= 12.9) and loud music (IQV=12.9). Very low IQV items due
to ceiling effects were: sidewalks on both sides of the street (IQV=12.9) and sidewalk continuity
(IQv=12.9).
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Table 6 Audited features with low variability according to the Index of Qualitative Variability
across the sample of street segments (N=30).

CyNOTes section Number of items with low 1QV
due to floor or ceiling effects
20-50% | <20%
A. Land use
Number of items 1 0 0 0
Floor or celling Ceiling effect
Name of items e  Predominant
land use
B. Characteristics of the general environment, streets and sidewalks
Number of items 1 4 2 6
Floor or ceiling Ceiling effect Floor effect Ceiling effect Floor effect
Name of items e Outdoor e Street buffer | e  Sidewalks e  Street crossings
lighting e Public (number) e  Speed reducing
transport e Sidewalks measures
e  Uniformity complete/ e Greenbelts, trails or
e FEthnic continuous paths
orientation e Bicycle facilities
o Bikability rating
e Unhealthy ads

D. Residential Land use
Number of items | 0 I& I& 0
E. Non-Residential Land use
Number of items [0 IR
F. Parks, Playground, Outdoor public space
Number of items 1 0 0 0
Floor or ceiling Ceiling effect Floor effect Ceiling effect Floor effect
Name of items e  Other play

spaces

occupants
G. People
Number of items 0 1 0 4
Floor or ceiling Ceiling effect Floor effect Ceiling effect Floor effect

Name of items

e Teenagersin e  Drinking Alcohol
groups e  Misbehaving adults
e  Misbehaving teenagers
e Misbehaving children
H. Incivilities
Number of items 0 2 0 1
Floor or ceiling Ceiling effect Floor effect Ceiling effect Floor effect

Name of items

e Unpleasant
smells

e Dirtordust
in the air

e Vandalism
e Loud music
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9.2.2 Intra-rater and Inter-rater agreement across items

With a few exceptions, most items showed at least moderate intra- (in a 2 week-period) and
inter-rater (between the two auditors) agreement. Table 7 presents a summary of the intra- and
inter-rater agreement, with a focus on items with poor (20%-40%) or very poor (<20%) agreement.
In terms of the intra-rater agreement, the large majority of items showed high agreement, especially
when weighted rather than exact agreement was considered. Only a small number of items (N=5)
showed poor intra-rater agreement. In one case, namely Parking arrangements, this could be
justified due to possible temporal variability between audits, while for the other four items
(namely, Neighborhood Markers, Security bars — residential, Security bars — commercial and
Vacant/ Undeveloped lots), it was apparent that unclear definitions were responsible, and thus

further clarifications were provided for these items according to the auditor’s relevant comments.

In terms of inter-rater agreement, the exact agreement was generally higher for items
recording presence vs absence of features, rather than items with a more subjective response scale
(e.g. condition of houses, residential grounds, street surfaces, sidewalks, public spaces, vacant
lots). Nevertheless, intra-rater agreement appeared much improved when weighted agreement was
considered. Inter-rater agreement was poor for fifteen items. For five (N=5), this could be
attributed to possible temporal variability between audits; namely, parking arrangements, parking
violations, piles of garbage, barking dogs and renovations. For the other ten items (N=10), low
agreement was attributed to problematic definitions and/or unclear instructions. No items were

removed and the necessary clarifications were provided to improve the reliability of measurement.
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Table 7 CyNOTes items with low or very low intra- and/or inter-rater agreement

Intra-rater agreement >80% 80%-60% 60%-40% 40%-20% <20%

Very high High Moderate Poor Very poor
% exact agreement 52 items 50 items 20 items 4 items 0 items
Name of items e Neighborhood markers

e  Security bars - residential
e  Condition of public spaces
o Recreational facilities- types

% weighted agreement 97 items 28 items 0 items 1item 0 items
Name of items e Neighborhood markers
PABA Kappa 52 items 45 items 24 items 5 items 0 items
Name of items e Neighborhood markers

e Security bars - residential
e  Security bars - commercial
e Vacant/ undeveloped lots
e  Parking arrangements

Inter-rater agreement >80% 80%-60% 60%-40% 40%-20% <20%
Very high High Moderate Poor Very poor

% exact agreement 55 items 38 items 22 items 10 items 0 items
Name of items e Condition

o  Street surfaces

o Public spaces

o Most houses

o Most residential grounds

o Vacant lots

e  Sidewalks
o width
o condition

o obstructions
e  Other play spaces

o types

o count

% weighted agreement 95 items 24 items 6 items 0 items 0 items




PABA Kappa 45 items 49 items 15 items 9 items 6 items
o Neighborhood uniformity e Vacant lots
e  Parks/Playgrounds e Sidewalk
e  Other play spaces o width
e Condition o shade
o Public spaces e Open view
o Sidewalks e Housing type
e Parking violations (predominant)
e Piles of garbage e Parking
e Renovations arrangements
e Barking dogs

Note: For checklist items, intra- and inter-agreement calculations were performed only for the most prevalent type of features recorded,

otherwise items used only for profiling were not considered.
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APPENDIX 11 shows the arrangement of the 123-CyNOTes items in the domain typology as
classified by consensus for the purposes of the calculation of composite scores, along with a
definition of each domain. Eighteen items referred to general auditing questions (i.e. mode of
transportation, weather conditions, similarity of streets in wider neighborhood) or non-ordinal
checklist items for the purposes of further profiling (e.g. park and playground occupants, people’s
activity, etc), and hence were not considered in the calculation of composite scores. For three of
the typology domains, a composite score was not computed since they consisted of only one or
two items (namely, Neighborhood Identification, Views/Enclosure and Steepness). Barriers (2
items) and Sidewalks (4 items) were combined into a single domain. Furthermore, a separate
domain for Social Disorder (6 items), not included in the published typology was added. Finally,
at the analysis stage, six items were excluded due to problematic coding and/or low internal
consistency with the rest of the items in their domain.

Overall, 94 of the CyNOTes items were included in the calculation of 17 domain composite
scores, ranging from 3 to 10 items. Only five items were considered in more than one domain,
namely (1) “predominant type of residential housing” in both Architecture & Building
Characteristics and Land Use, (2) “Decoration and external beautification features” in both
Architecture & Building Characteristics and Maintenance & Appearance, (3) “General area
attractiveness” in both Architecture & Building Characteristics and Landscape & Nature features,
(4) “Obstructions for walkability” in both Sidewalks & Barriers and Pedestrian Environment, (5)

“Obstructions for bikeability” in both Sidewalks & Barriers and Cycling Environment.
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Table 8 presents bivariate Spearman correlation coefficients between domain scores. The
strongest correlations were observed between Maintenance & Appearance and Architecture &
Building characteristics (p =0.82), Parking & Driveways and Maintenance & Appearance (p
=0.71), Parking & Driveways and Architecture & Building characteristics (p= 0.64), while the
Safety domain (referring to lack of security-related features) was negatively correlated with

Architecture & Building characteristics (p =-0.71) and Maintenance and Appearance (p =-0.70).

Table 9 presents Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for internal consistency of the items by
domain as well as summary statistics of the 17 composite scores. With the exception of four
domains, namely amenities for outdoor public spaces («=0.50), ethnic identification (0=0.42),
signs/messages (a=0.44) and smell, pollution, noise (a=0.29), the other domains showed

acceptable internal consistency across the items that comprise them.

The highest alpha coefficients between items where observed for: Architecture & Building
characteristics (0=0.87, 10 items), Landscape & Nature features (¢=0.91, 4 items), Maintenance
& Appearance (a=0.83, 10 items), Physical Disorder (a=0.79), Public Spaces & Recreational use
(0=0.78) and Social Disorder (a=0.75).

The remaining domains showed moderate internal consistency (0.50-0.70); however, all
items were retained since removing any items did not result in a meaningful improvement of the

internal consistency.
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Table 8 Spearman correlations between domains

o [ (o] (49] < n ((-] ~N N -l

-l (o] < n (-] ~N (o] (| i i i -l -l i i (| (o]
[ = [ = [ = c c [ c [ c [ [ c [ [ (= (= [
£ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ < £ £ < £ £ < < £
€ € € € € € € € € € € € € € € € €
o o o o o o o o <) o o o o o o o o
(=} (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=) (=)

Domain 1 1.00

Domain 2 -0.33 | 1.00

Domain 4 0.39 | 1.00

Domain 5 1.00

Domain 6 0.41 | 0.49 1.00

Domain 7 0.77 1.00

Domain 8 0.82 | 0.30 0.61 | 1.00

Domainl10 0.64 | 0.43 0.40 | 0.48 | 0.71 | 1.00

Domain 11 0.61 -0.34 0.59 | 0.57 | 0.46 | 1.00

Domain 12 0.62 0.65 | 0.60 0.29 | 1.00

Domain 13 | 0.60 0.34 1.00

Domain 14 -0.71 | -0.27 -0.28 | -0.53 | -0.70 | -0.62 | -0.37 | -0.34 1.00

Domain 15 0.39 | 0.58 0.51 (0.28 | 0.44 | 035 |0.34 0.34 | -0.36 | 1.00

Domain 16 -0.38 0.33 1.00

Domain 17 0.61 -0.31 | 0.28 | 0.47 | 0.63 | 0.58 | 0.55 | 0.49 -0.42 1.00

Domain 19 0.36 -0.40 | 0.36 0.32 | 0.36 0.30 | 1.00

Domain 21 | -0.33 0.37 | 0.31 1.00

Note: only correlations higher than p=0.30 are displayed in the table. In bold, those statistically significant at 5% level
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Table 9 Summary statistics (original and transformed 0-100 range, with lower scores reflecting adverse features) and alpha

coefficient for internal consistency by domain.

Domain No of Range Min Max Mean | StDev Median | IQR Alpha Alpha, if item Highest
Items (0-100 scale) deleted inter-item
correlation
D1: Amenities for outdoor public 4 0-4 (0-100) 0.00 2.67 1.15 1.03 0.67 0.33-2.33 0.50 0.62 0.55
spaces (0) (67) (29) (26) (17) (8-59) (bus stop)
D2: Architecture & Building 9 0-9 (0-100) 0.83 9.00 5.05 2.43 5.34 1.83-7.5 0.87 0.89 0.87
characteristics (9) (100) | (56) (27) (59) (33-78) (storeys of
buildings)
D4: Cycling environment 3 0-3 (0-100) 0.00 1.42 0.38 0.45 0.33 0.00-1.00 0.69 N/A 1.00
(0) (47) |1 (13) | (15) (11) (0-33)
D5: Ethnic identification 3 0-3 (0-100) 0.00 2.00 0.47 0.73 0.00 0.00-2.00 0.42 N/A 0.23
(0) (67) | (16) | (24) (0) (0-67)
D6: Land use 6 0-6 (0-100) 1.83 5.00 3.18 0.64 3.17 2.5-3.83 0.64 0.67 -0.64
(31) (83) (53) (11) (53) (42-64) (vacant lots)
D7: Landscape & Nature features 4 0-4 (0-100) 1.00 3.67 2.17 0.91 2.51 1.33-2.84 0.91 0.93 0.83
(25) (92) (54) (23) (63) (33-71) (attractiveness)
D8: Maintenance & Appearance 10 0-10 (0-100) 2.00 8.5 5.25 1.91 4.75 3.50-7.25 0.83 0.86 0.80
(20) (85) (53) (19) (48) (35-73) (public spaces
condition)
D10: Parking & Driveways 3 0-3 (0-100) 0.50 3.00 1.45 0.92 1.00 1.00-2.00 0.61 N/A 0.78
(17) (100) | (48) (31) (33) (33-67)
D11: Pedestrian Environment 8 0-8 (0-100) 0.33 5.34 3.10 1.32 3.50 2.00-4.00 0.59 0.61 0.93
(4) (67) (38) (16) (44) (25-50) (street buffer)
D12: Physical Disorder (lack of) 10 0-10 (0-100) | 3.67 10.00 | 7.83 1.71 8.17 6.35-9.67 0.79 0.80 0.91
(37) (100) | (78) (17) (82) (64-97) (beer cans/
alcohol bottles)
D13: Public spaces & recreational uses | 6 0-6 (0-100) 0.00 5.25 1.94 1.47 1.67 0.66-2.75 0.78 0.78 (vacant lots) | 0.73
(0) (88) (32) (25) (28) (11-46)
D14: Safety 6 0-6 (0-100) 2.25 5.75 4.00 1.00 4.00 3.5-4.75 0.57 0.59 (protected 0.53
(38) (96) (67) (16) (67) (58-79) by dogs)
D15 & 3: Sidewalks (presence) & 6 0-6 (0-100) 1.75 6.00 3.34 1.09 3.21 2.50-3.83 0.56 0.62 (number of | 0.49
Barriers (lack of) (29) (100) | (56) (18) (53) (42-64) sidewalks)
D16: Signs & Messages (lack of) 5 0-5 (0-100) 2.16 4.50 3.83 0.65 4.00 3.50-4.25 0.44 0.63 (billboards) | 0.75
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(43) (90) (77) (13) (80) (70-85)
D17: Smell, Pollution, Noise (lack of) 0-6 (0-100) 2.50 6.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 4.00-6.00 0.29 0.38 (stray dogs) | 0.42
(42) (100) | (83) (17) (83) (67-100)
D19: Streets (quality) & 0-4 (0-100) 0.33 3.00 2.06 0.63 2.17 1.83-2.50 0.57 0.59 (speed 0.51
Traffic (lack of) (8) (75) (52) (16) (54) (46-63) reduction)
D21: Social Disorder (lack of) 0-6 (0-100) 2.00 6.00 5.15 0.76 5.50 4.50-5.50 0.75 0.86 1.00
(33) (100) | (86) (13) (92) (75-92) (unsupervised
children)
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Figure 4 presents the distribution of scores for all seventeen domains across the 30 audited
neighborhoods. Even though a direct comparison across domains should generally be avoided, it
should be noted that the three domains with generally higher scores were: absence of social
disorder (6 items), absence of smell, pollution & noise (6 items) and absence of physical disorder
(10 items), while generally lower scores were recorded for amenities for outdoor public spaces (4
items), public spaces and recreational uses (6 items), cycling environment (3 items), pedestrian
environment (8 items) and ethnic identification (3 items). More importantly, there was wide
variability between audited neighborhoods in nearly all domains. A notable exception was lack of
social disorder for which most neighborhoods scored relatively high, with not much variability.
The domains with the largest variability were: Architecture & Building Characteristics, Landscape

& Nature features and Maintenance & Appearance.

: ]

kD. —
q: -
(V. —
)
o
|:| Amenities for outdoor public spaces 0/ Architecture/Buildings
0 Cycling Environment || Ethnic identification
[ | Llanduse |:| Landscape & Nature
Maintenance & Appearance Parking & Driveways
[ ] Pedestrian Environment || Physical Disorder (lack of)
[ | Recreational use/Public spaces e Safety
Sidewalks and Barriers (lack of) Signs & Messages (lack of)
Smell, Pollution, Noise (lack of) |:| Streets & Traffic (lack of)
[ ] social Disorder (lack of)

Figure 4 Box plots the observed range/distribution of domain scores across the audited

neighborhoods.
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9.2.3 Differences in mean and median domain scores across three groups of
neighborhoods defined by level of educational attainment.

There was evidence of a social gradient in most domains. Table 10 presents differences in
median domain scores across the three groups of neighborhoods classified according to the
educational attainment of adult residents. More adverse conditions were generally recorded in
neighborhoods with lower education attainment across all domains with a few exceptions. As also
portrayed graphically in Figure 5, there was a stepwise pattern of higher scores in several domains
across increasing educational attainment even if observed differences were not always statistically
significant (p-value for trend<0.10 in at least half of the domains). Differences appeared larger in
resident-related features (e.g. maintenance of housing and private grounds) rather than built
features and public services infrastructure, with equally low scores across the socioeconomic
continuum. Safety features (in this case, tapping on security-related features such as CCTV
cameras, security bars etc) was the exception, as these features were more prevalent in higher
education neighborhoods. A reverse trend was observed in the case of safety domain where,
the higher educational neighborhoods showed lower scores (i.e. 58,3 vs 70.8, p value for trend
=0.09).

A social gradient was apparent in domains for which neighborhoods scored relatively high
(e.g. lack of physical disorder) as well as in domains for which neighborhoods generally scored
low (e.g. recreational/public spaces). Across the three groups of neighborhoods, differences
appeared larger in terms of resident-related features i.e. appearance and maintenance of residential
buildings, rather than public-related infrastructure, which tend to be equally low across the board.
Good quality sidewalks, condition of streets and other publicly-controlled features are not the most
defining features of lower Vs higher SES neighborhoods. On the other hand, better quality
housing; private gardens etc are more defining features in the higher SES neighborhoods. In
contrast, safety -related features, such as alarm systems, security bars and higher fences around
private residences are more likely to be found in higher SES neighborhoods. It is not clear whether
this reflects actual and/ or perceived concern of the residents. Social disorder was not frequent in
terms of direct behaviors (i.e. misbehaving) but in indirect physical evidence, e.g. more garbage,
more dog droppings, more abandoned vehicles, more parking violations in neighborhoods with

lower educational attainment.

95



Table 10 Differences in mean and median domain scores across three groups of neighborhoods defined by level of educational attainment

(APPENDIX VI detailed table)

Low educational Middle educational High educational = .
attainment group attainment group attainment group 3 g "g T
(N=10) (N=10) (N=10) S E 2 g
Median (IQR) Median (IQR) Median (IQR) o 3 a
~

D1: Amenities for outdoor public spaces 4.1 (0.0-25.0) 29.2 (16.8-66.8) 25.0(16.8-58.3) 0.27 0.21
D2: Architecture/Building characteristics 48.1(29.7-61.2) 39.8 (20.3-77.8) 83.3 (70.4-88.9) 0.04 0.03
D4: Cycling environment 0.0 (0.0-11.0) 5.5 (00-33.3) 11.0(11.0-33.3) 0.15 0.04
D5: Ethnic identification 0.0 (0.0-0.0) 16.7 (0.0-33.3) 0.0 (0.0-33.3) 0.33 0.23
D6: Land use 51.4 (47.2-58.3) 54.2 (44.5-58.3) 52.8 (47.2-58.3) 0.97 0.88
D7: Landscape/Nature features 43.8 (24.8-62.8) 48.0 (37.3-62.8) 62.8 (62.8-75.3) 0.32 0.15
D8: Maintenance/Appearance 38.8 (35.0-50.0) 41.3 (32.5-65.0) 72.5(57.5-75.0) 0.03 0.02
D10: Parking & Driveways 33.3(33.3-33.3) 33.3(16.7-100.0) 50.0 (33.3-100.0) 0.31 0.10
D11: Pedestrian environment 43.8 (41.6-50.0) 27.1(16.6-45.8) 47.9 (29.3-54.1) 0.10 0.63
D12: Physical disorder (lack of) 66.8 (63.3-96.7) 76.8 (66.8-83.4) 88.4 (83.4-96.7) 0.11 0.07
D13: Recreational uses/Public spaces 10.4 (5.5-15.3) 35.4 (25.0-54.2) 35.4 (16.7-59.8) 0.04 0.06
D14: Safety (lack of security-related features) 70.8 (66.7-79.2) 70.8 (41.7-95.8) 58.3 (58.3-66.7) 0.20 0.09
D15 & D3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) 43.0(37.5-54.2) 58.3 (45.8-75.0) 59.7 (41.7-70.8) 0.11 0.09
D16: Signs /Messages (lack of) 82.5(70.0-85.0) 80.0 (73.2-85.0) 80.0 (56.6-85.0) 0.93 0.69
D17: Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) 70.8 (66.7-100.0) 83.3 (66.7-100.0) 100.0 (83.3-100.0) 0.16 0.04
D19: Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) 50.0 (45.8-62.5) 58.3 (41.8-66.8) 54.1 (45.8-58.3) 0.84 0.99
D21: Social disorder (lack of) 87.5(75.0-91.7) 91.7 (83.3-91.7) 91.7 (91.7-91.7) 0.61 0.26
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9.2.4 Criterion Validity: correlations between CyNOTes domain scores and select
census-based community indicators across the audited neighborhoods.

The criterion validity of the tool was further assessed in terms of the correlation with other
census-based indicators. The strongest correlations were observed with indicators of the built
environment, such as the proportion of older built dwellings (pre-1980), the proportion of vacant

or for demolition houses and the proportion of blocks or mixed-use units.

Figure 7 graphs the Spearman’s correlations coefficients between each of the census-based
indicators (at postcode level) and each of the CyNOTes domains. Correlations higher than 0.3 or

-0.3 are depicted in the Figure in orange colour as they were statistically significant.

There were negative correlations between several domains and census indicators reflecting
the sociodemographic composition of an area, such as the proportion of population over 65 and
proportion of non-Cypriot population, suggesting more adverse experience for certain population
groups and further supporting the criterion validity of the tool. Interestingly, correlations with %

single-person households did not seem to follow the same pattern — see Figure 7.

It is interesting to note that, unlike most CyNOTes domains, Safety (which nevertheless
focuses on lack of security-related features) showed positive correlations with most census
indicators of socio-economic disadvantage. It is also indicative to note that Ethnic Identification
(measuring signs of ethnic diversity, either than Cypriot or Greek) showed positive correlations
with postcode-level proportion of non-Cypriot population, but also with the proportion of
apartment blocks and mixed used buildings as well as proportion of vacant/for demolition housing

units.

9.2.5 Predictive validity with health-related quality of life
In terms of the health-related quality of life (as measured by SF-36 among 10 residents per
audited neighborhood in a previous community-based study), there was clear evidence of a social
gradient across the three groups of neighbourhoods defined by differing educational attainment
levels. Specifically, there was a statistically significant increase of 2.41 (95% CI 0.81, 4.01; p-
valued for trend<0.001) and 1.70 (95% C1 0.25, 3.16; p-value for trend=0.22) points in the physical
and mental component score of the SF-36 respectively across the three groups of neighbourhoods
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-not shown in detail. There was also evidence of effect modification by gender (p= 0.04 and 0.03
for physical and mental quality of life), with larger differences observed among female residents
in the magnitude of 4.5 (95% CI 2.1, 6.8) and 3.0 (95% CI1 0.8, 5.2) for physical and mental quality
of life respectively, which is considered clinically significant on the SF-36 scale.

To facilitate a comparison of health-related quality of life between neighborhoods with
differing micro-environment profiles, cluster analysis was performed to classify the audited
neighborhoods based on all domain scores. The analysis revealed two profiles of neighbourhoods
— see Table 11. The first group consisted of neighbourhoods with generally more adverse
conditions in most domains (namely, quality of housing, pedestrian environment, physical and
social disorder; however, not in terms of the presence of public spaces and outdoor amenities which
did not appear to be a discriminatory feature between neighbourhoods with more or less favourable
conditions. In contrast, neighbourhoods with generally more favourable features tended to score

lower in terms of safety-related features.

The first cluster consisted of neighbourhoods with generally higher socio-economic
disadvantage as also attested by the observed statistically significant difference in terms of the
proportion of adult residents with university education.

A comparison of SF-36 quality of life scores of residents between neighbourhoods with more
adverse vs more favorable features revealed statistically significant differences in both physical
(48.0, SD 8.9 vs 50.7 SD 7.2 respectively; p = 0.05) as well as mental (48.3 SD 7.9 vs 50.9 SD7.2;
p = 0.04) health-related quality of life, with larger differences recorded among female residents —
see Table 10.
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NEIGHBOURHOOD PROFILES BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINEMENT

M High educational attainment group Middle educatioal attainment group B Low educational attainment group

Amenities for outdoor public spaces
: Social disorder (lack of) 100 Architecture/Building characteristics

Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) 80 Cycling environment

60

Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) Ethnic identification

Signs /Messages (lack of) Land use

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) Landscape/Nature features

Safety (lack of security-related features) Maintenance/Appearance

Recreational uses/Public spaces Parking & Driveways

Physical disorder (lack of) Pedestrian environment

Figure 5 Radial plot profiles of observed differences in domain scores across three groups of neighbourhoods stratified by the educational
attainment of the residents
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Correlations with % non-Cypriot population

-0.7

Amenities for outdoor public spaces
Architecture/Building characteristics
Cycling environment

Ethnic identification

Land use

Landscape/ Nature features
Maintenance/ Appearance

Parking & Driveways

Pedestrian environment

Physical disorder (lack of)
Recreational uses/ Public spaces
Safety

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of)

Signs /Messages (lack of)

Smell, pollution, noise (lack of)
Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of)
Social disorder (lack of)

Correlations with % apartment blocks/mixed use

-0.7

Amenities for outdoor public spaces
Architecture/Building characteristics
Cycling environment

Ethnic identification

Land use

Landscape/ Nature features
Maintenance/ Appearance

Parking & Driveways

Pedestrian environment

Physical disorder (lack of)
Recreational uses/ Public spaces
Safety

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of)

Signs /Messages (lack of)

Smell, pollution, noise (lack of)
Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of)
Social disorder (lack of)

05 -03 -01

05 -03 -01

Correlations with % single-parent households

Amenities for outdoor public spaces
Architecture/Building characteristics

Amenities for outdoor public spaces
Architecture/Building characteristics

Correlations with % population over 65

-0.7 -05 -03 -01 0.1 0.3 0.5 -0.7 -05 -03 -01 0.1 0.3 0.5
[ | Amenities for outdoor public spaces 1
Architecture/Building characteristics —
Cycling environment | Cycling environment I
Ethnic identification L Ethnic identification I
Land use 1 Land use —
Landscape/ Nature features Landscape/ Nature features —
Maintenance/ Appearance - Maintenance/ Appearance —
Parking & Driveways — Parking & Driveways —
Pedestrian environment L Pedestrian environment ——
Physical disorder (lack of) - Physical disorder (lack of) —
Recreational uses/ Public spaces I Recreational uses/ Public spaces —
Safety — Safety ]
Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) 1 Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) —
Signs /Messages (lack of) —_— Signs /Messages (lack of) [ |
Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) [ | Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) I
Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) [ Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) -
Social disorder (lack of) 1 Social disorder (lack of)
Correlations with % pre-1980 housing units Correlations with % vacant/ for demolition units
-07 -05 03 01 01 03 05 -07 -05 -03 -01 01 03 05
] Amenities for outdoor public spaces I
L | Architecture/Building characteristics I
Cycling environment I Cycling environment |
Ethnic identification | Ethnic identification I
Land use — Land use —
Landscape/ Nature features — Landscape/ Nature features —
Maintenance/ Appearance I Maintenance/ Appearance I
Parking & Driveways I Parking & Driveways L |
Pedestrian environment N Pedestrian environment —
Physical disorder (lack of) I Physical disarder (lack of) I
Recreational uses/ Public spaces [ Recreational uses/ Public spaces [ |
Safety I Safety ]

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) —— Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) [ |
Signs /Messages (lack of) [ | Signs /Messages (lack of) ——
Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) — Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) —
Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) | Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) —
Social disorder (lack of) [ | Social disorder (lack of) 1

Figure 6 Correlations between CyNOTes domain scores and select census-based community indicators across the audited neighborhoods.
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Table 11 Classification of audited neighbourhoods according to CYNOTes domain scores along
with observed differences in proportion of adult population with tertiary education and SF-36

health-related Quality of Life scores.

Cluster 1 as compared to Cluster 2: Clusterl — Cluster2 — P-value
M (SD) M (SD)
CyNOTes domains
Adverse conditions in terms of:
Architecture/Building characteristics (d2) 38.3(22.3) 80.3 (12.6) <0.001
Landscape/Nature features (d7) 38.7 (19.0) 68.2 (15.6) <0.001
Maintenance/Appearance (d8) 39.4 (8.7) 70.4 (6.1) <0.001
Parking & Driveways (d10) 27.8(7.9) 55.6 (31.7) <0.001
Pedestrian environment (d11) 31.9(15.9) 45.9 (13.5) <0.001
Physical disorder (lack of) (d12) 63.0(9.3) 91.7 (8.6) <0.001
Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (d15& d3) 52.3(17.1) 66.9 (21.4) <0.001
Smell, pollution, noise (lack of) (d17) 75.0(11.2) 95.8 (9.4) <0.001
Social disorder (lack of) (d21) 81.5(18.9) 90.3 (7.5) 0.001
Favourable conditions in terms of
Amenities for outdoor public spaces (d1) 37.1(27.7) 16.7 (20.0) <0.001
Recreational uses/Public spaces (d13) 38.3(25.8) 28.9 (18.9) 0.017
Safety (d14) 75.0 (13.0) 59.7 (11.5) <0.001
Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of) (d19) 54.2 (18.6) 47.9(12.3) 0.022
No difference in terms of:
Cycling environment (d4) 15.1(17.3) 18.5(12.4) 0.19
Ethnic identification (d5) 11.1(22.3) 11.1(15.8) 1.00
Land use (d6) 52.4(16.2) 54.2 (6.21) 0.43
Signs /Messages (lack of) (d16) 77.8 (10.1) 76.4 (15.1) 0.50
Educational attainment (%) 17.6 (8.2) 21.4(8.9) <0.001
Health-related QoL
Physical Health Component score - PCS 48.0(8.9) 50.7 (7.2) 0.052
Men 48.8 (8.0) 50.4 (6.7) 0.35
Women 47.3(9.7) 51.1(7.9) 0.085
Mental Health Component Score - MCS 48.3 (7.9) 50.9 (6.5) 0.038
Men 50.0 (6.8) 51.9 (6.0) 0.22
Women 46.5 (8.7) 49.9 (6.9) 0.086
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9.3 Results Stage C: Focus Groups with professionals: face and content validity

Twelve participants from municipalities, hygiene inspectors, community nurses and social
workers shared their thoughts. Using the focus group’s opinions and consensus among the research
team, 19 new items /questions were added to the CyNOTes v1.0. Table 12 presents the Nominal

Group Technique results and the new items included in revised draft of CyNOTes.
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Table 12 Nominal Group Technique and new items included in revised draft of CyNOTes

% at least Index of New items included in revised draft of CyNOTes
very % extremely | qualitative
Item | Title important | important variation
58 Sewage System and rain ... any stagnant waters or visibly blocked ...any mold or damp visible on houses
water drainage 100% 91% 21% | rain ducts? walls from the outside?
Late night noise (e.g. from
55 |
nightclubs) 100% 82% 37%
56 Livestock zones and stray ... hotice or hear any farm animals (e.g. anv strav cats?
animals 100% 82% 37% | chickens) in area? - any v )
Disability-friendly . . -
?
29 infrastructure 100% 73% 50% | infrastructure for disable citizens, ...?
Rubbish and “hot spots” for ... «hot spots» for germs, insects, or .
?
34 germs 100% 73% 50% | rodents? ... carcasses of dead animals?
. . ... untrimmed trees, unkempt plants or
44 | Sid Ik lit
idewalk quality 100% 73% 50% | weeds on pavements?
68 Indications of illicit ... any condoms or syringes in public
substance use 100% 64% 58% | places?
42 Pedestrian friendly ... any vehicles cars or motorbikes moving
environment 100% 55% 62% | down the street at high speed?
57 Strong odours (i.e.
restaurants) 100% 45% 62%
54 General noise and visual ... attractiveness of billboards and
pollution 91% 82% 39% | signage, include. uniformity?
53 | Air quality 91% 64% 64%
el f social
Relationships and contact ... any houses with their front doors open |nsta.nces ot socla .contact or
61 with neighbours (e.g. in case a neighbour drops by)? gatherings (e.g. playing backgammon,
& 91% 64% 64% & & Ps by} drinking coffee on veranda, chatting)?
... any people begging/asking for money
63 | Homelessness 91% 64% 64% | either from residents or passers byers?
66 Unaccompanied children in ... young children (under) moving around
public places 91% 64% 66% | ...unaccompanied by an adult?
48 | Access to public transport 91% 55% 70%
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Industrial or construction

>2 sites 91% 55% 70%
Respect for vulnerable
62
groups and needs of others 91% 55% 70%
67 Bottles of alcohol in public
spaces 91% 55% 72%
27 Garbage cans and recycling
bins 91% 45% 72%
36 General cleanliness and
level of care 91% 45% 72%
a3 Pedestrians and cyclists in
the neighborhood 91% 45% 72%
Illegal public behaviour
64 . C
(e.g. driving violations) 91% 45% 79%
8 | Road traffic 91% 36% 70%
37 Level of maintenance of the
area 91% 36% 70%
38 | Vandalism and graffiti 91% 36% 70%
a Cycling friendly
environment 91% 36% 70%
1 Indications of crime and
delinquent behaviour 82% 73% 54%
General feeling of
3 | insecurity and perceived
lack of safety 82% 64% 66%
30 Trees, plants, and other
green spaces 82% 64% 66%
65 Occupied parking spaces
for people with disabilities 82% 64% 66%
35 Droppings from dogs or
other pets/animals 82% 55% 74%

... any industrial tracks and/or big
commercial vehicles passing through?

... easy for citizens on wheels (e.g. stroller,
disable cart) to move ...?

... discarded trimmings of plants and trees
in public spaces or vacant lots?

... any driving violations, such as
overtaking, speeding, not stopping at
stopping signs, etc

... road works or other construction work
in progress e.g. street surfaces,
pavements, etc?

... bikability, even in the absence of a
shoulder/lane, i.e. considering the road?

...any security fences, bars or security
devices in institutions, if present (schools
etc)?

... purposively planted trees or other
vegetation on sidewalks or between
sidewalk and street?

... disable spaces/ access occupied by cars
or blocked by other obstructions?
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Specially designed green

31 areas 82% 45% 81%
39 | Abandoned cars 82% 45% 79%
45 | Walking paths 82% 45% 79%
59 Opportunities and places

for social contact

82% 45% 79%

50 Uninhabited/abandoned

houses and buildings 82% 36% 79%
46 | Cycling paths 82% 27% 74%

Barriers to pedestrians/
47 | cyclists e.g. trees on the

pavement, etc. 82% 27% 76%
20 | Open public spaces 73% 55% 79%

... establishments (commercial or
institutional) for people to meet/have
social contact (coffee shops, youth
centers etc)?

... frequented by people?
What age-groups would you say these
establishments mainly cater for?
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9.4 Results Stage D: Social Media Document analysis: content validity in Virtual
Ethnographic Study

9.4.1 Sample

Three hundred forty-eight (N=348) comments from twenty-seven (N=27) posts related to the
neighborhood environment were identified and considered in the analysis. Using deductive content
analysis, a total of 310 Condensed Meaningful Units (CMUs) were identified and coded
accordingly based on the neighborhood feature, aspect or characteristic they were referring to (e.g.
recycling bins, litter, etc). Frequencies of comments according to CyNOTes domains appear in
Table 14. These were tapping onto 19 out of the 21 typology domains as summarized in Table 14.

The domain that was not identified was the Views/Enclosure domain.

For the inductive analysis, a total of 289 CMUs was identified and coded. The codes were
organized under categories, with seven themes and several sub-themes emerging as schematically
represented in Figure 7. The vast majority of comments were in Greek and occasionally some were
in English. The comments that were in the Greek language were either written in the Greek or
Latin alphabet, and spelling mistakes were widespread. For the purposes of the presentation of the
findings, quotes were translated in English and back-translated in Greek to ensure semantic
equivalence. A list of items (elements, characteristics, topics) in FB posts not explicitly covered,

or not covered fully in CyNOTes is also presented at table 15.
9.4.2 Deductive Content Analysis

Some domains were reflected more strongly than others in citizen’s comments based on the
relative number of CMUs identified. Codes from the deductive analysis were compiled under the
relevant CyNOTes domain; this quantitative (count) content analysis allowed a sense of which
topics/ aspects were more prevalent among citizen’s concerns. Furthermore, the process (a)
assessed the extent to which there were matching CyNOTes items, while in parallel (b) identified
CyNOTes items that were reflected in the Facebook codes. The summary of this process appears

in Table 14, while a description of the findings follows.
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Most prevalent (N=62 of 310 CMU) were comments referring to Physical Disorder. Citizens
were commenting about widespread litter, accumulation of rubbish, or general level of cleanliness.
These comments were most often referring to the general neighborhood (e.g. streets, pavements)
while other times people were pointing to specific destinations or features of the neighborhood
(e.g. parks, vacant lots, school yard etc). Often, comments were in relation to a perceived inaction
from the authorities. For example, one citizen, characteristically commented: “It’s been two weeks
since | called [meaning to bring to the attention of the authorities] to clean the park which is full
of rubbish and piles of dumped material and appears deserted even by those who were supposed
to clean it at least once a month”. A number of comments stroke a humoristic, yet exaggerated,
tone to highlight the infrequency by which neighborhoods were cleaned, for example: “...no broom
has come past here in three months” or “Yeah, rubbish on the side | saw back in the 90's and still
the same, nothing will change”, to add a pessimistic tone to the message.

Many of people’s references related to physical disorder were specifically about animal
droppings, and, hence, highlighted the indifference of fellow citizens beyond the role of the
authorities. For instance, one person commented: “they [referring to people, presumably other
neighbours] take their dogs in the morning to do their p.. [sic] but do not pick up [after the dog] ",
or another person, wanting to emphasize the extent of the problem, commented: “your every step
will feel like you are in a minefield amongst all the animal droppings. What happened to
civilization? Cleanliness? Zero!!!!”. Other than animal droppings, there were no specific
references to other types of litter, for example cigarette butts or packets and beer or alcohol
containers, commonly singled out in neighborhood audit tools. There were, however, a few but
characteristic comments about dumped syringes and condoms e.g. “...our children find condoms
in the yards”.

There were also comments covering the full range of items related to physical disorder
commonly included in audit tools, including in the case of CyNOTes, such as dumped material,
abandoned or beaten-up vehicles (e.g. in vacant lots) and of course graffiti (“Can the graffiti misery
be stopped?”’) and vandalisms (“...having their own kind of fun by taking it out on the walls and
shop windows”). With regard to the last two categories, comments often stoke an angrier tone
accompanied by calls for stricter policing: “In terms of the graffiti, I'd rather not comment, we

simply ask you to find a way to catch those who do it and their punishment should be to clean-up
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at their own expense ”. Another person commented: “...something beautiful is done and there are
people who just ruin it ...such a pity. We need policing”.

Less prevalent comments referred to Parking & Driveways (N=31 of 310 CMU) were
citizen’s raised discussion about parking arrangements, availability or lack of car parks. These
comments were often referred to parking-related behaviours. For example, one citizen’s
characteristic comment: “All neighbourhood roads have turned into parking lots” [meaning the
public open space has been transformed into parking area illegally]. Other comments were referred
to parking on pavements and other violations, such comments “...also the audacious parking on
the street must finally be putto anend”, “Infinite examples” and “What bothers me is cars parked
on pavements”’. Few comments were referred to private driveways/garages “this thing with
parking has no end if you don’t park directly in front of your house, someone else will park
there...”’[ can’t park in front of your house because someone else has]- not clear if this refers to
the lack of private driveways (for instance in the city centre) or a habit of not using them either for
convenience or even in order block others parking outside their houses;

Other comments also less prevalent referred to Recreational uses/Public Spaces (N=30 of
310 CMUs) were citizen’s raised discussions about the lack of and/or condition of parks and
playgrounds. For example, one citizen’s comment: “The entire area [meaning neighborhood area]
without a single playground for our children” and another comment “I totally understand but it is
a pity for a park in a densely-populated areas such as ours, for a playground to have the bases
[meaning where the equipment would be installed] and all the special flooring but to have no
playground equipment”.. Some comments also were referred to the improper use of vacant lots,
as well as suggestions about reclaiming public spaces/vacant lots “...constructing ILLEGALLY
garages, warehouses etc. As a result of these illegal activities vehicles find it difficult to U-turn,
rubbish trucks find it difficult to drive into the road...[referring to a no through road]”. Another
comment referred to the suggestions that was send to the municipality regarding open empty
vacant lots “Please remember some older written suggestions [meaning that | have send you] with
regards to providing [referring to subsidizing] seeds and plants and giving advice so that every
empty unused lot in consultation with the owner...can host aromatic plants, flowers and local
herbs”. Limited references to other public recreational spaces (e.g. squares, as in CyNOTes which

nevertheless are very rare in residential neighborhoods) or destinations such as places in the city
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center that could be connected and become a walking path for the citizens “...[name of popular
square] and [name of another square] and [name of another square] should be an attractive are for
walking around...”, with the exception of requests for dog-friendly spaces/destinations “...we
would like to have parks where we can take our dogs...” (e.g. parks, paths)

Similarly,. less prevalent comments but related to the comments above were comments about
the Sidewalks and Barriers (N=17 of 310 CMU). Citizens were discussing obstructions to walking
and/or cycling either due to infrastructure problems (e.g. broken pavements) with a characteristic
comment “Bombed pavements [meaning looking as if a bomb has fallen on them] ~or lack of
maintenance (e.g. untrimmed trees and weeds) “Untrimmed trees and bushes converted small
walking paths into natural trails ’or other comments referred to people’s activity (e.g. parking on
pavements, rubbish) “Appropriation of public pavements, barbecues on pavements, planted trees
on small sidewalks, trees hanging [meaning untrimmed] on the street. Gas bottles of small
supermarkets on the sidewalk, much clutter on various streets”. No comments referred to
shade/shaded pavements (as in CyNOTes).

Comments related to the Pedestrian environment were rather common (N=20 of 310 CMU)
referring to the general walkability, obstructions but also pedestrian safety. A characteristic
comment: «To go from [naming specific landmark] toward [naming destination] (which is a
distance of about 300 metres?) you have to say your prayers three times and watch out in case a
car comes out from a side-street because the road turns into a single-lane due to all the parked
cars [meaning on both sides] ... Can something be done about this DOWNFALL? . There were also
some more general references to the lack of a walking-culture referring to the fact it is not in the
citizen’s culture to walk or using other means of transportation other than their private vehicle, a
characteristic comment: “The time has come for people to realise that they have to start using
other means [meaning of transport] than cars...their feet and bicycles...”. No explicit reference to
buffers between pavement and street, greenbelts, trails, which is not surprising as these features
are extremely rare beyond specific locations (for example, walking path in the dry river bed along
the city quarters). Nevertheless, the specific post by the Municipality mentioned these features as
part of the planned project “environmental neighborhoods” and even included pictures.

They were also comments discussing about the Amenities for outdoor public spaces (N=18

of 310 CMU) such as specific amenities and facilities in outdoor public spaces (e.g. trash,

109



recycling, bins, dog paths/bins BUT not phones, benches etc.) describing the nonexistence of
public Trash bins and also the lack of sufficient available bins for recycling a characteristic
comment: “...and there is not a single Trash bin for people to throw their litter they don’t exist.
Recycle bins, nowhere...”, also the presence of public spaces/ recreational facilities (but mainly
parks/playgrounds with useable playground equipment AND NOT squares or other public spaces
mentioned in CyNOTes) with a very characteristic comment showing the environmental inequity
that exists: “Why doesn’t our neighbourhood park have any playground equipment? . Also, some
references to public transportation both in the context of availability of services as well as
infrastructure (even if only with regards to central locations, and not citywide
coverage/neighbourhoods) such comment was: “Curious to know, how often will the bus run and till how
late? Anyone know?”

Furthermore, citizen’s comments also referred to Social disorder/Public Behaviours (N=20
of 310 CMU) describing disorderly social behaviours (mainly littering, vandalism but also
arguing). Characteristic comments were describing social behaviours that were not pleasant for the
neighbors due to ghettos that are created in parks or even due to the accumulation of animal
droppings that people do not look after them. Such characteristic comments “and now to the issue
of parks and green spaces. ...some spaces have turned into meeting places for a bunch of
disrespectful people, drug users, (animal lovers) who spoil with animal droppings (without fault

I NTY

of the animals), and the neighbours are going through torture” *“...spaces that will attract all the
loiterers is not what we need”. CyNOTes records disorderly behaviour (in general) and only
drinking alcohol on public is observed as a discrete item. Also, other comments referred to general
disregard for others and the law (referring to illegal activity) “If as a nation we cannot control
delinquent behaviours what can I say??” “a very nice city in which most do not follow the law”.
Also, some comments in terms of lack of “positive” public activity such as children playing in the
neighborhood (like in olden days) “..it used to be a residential neighborhood where our children
played in the streets”. CyNOTes included an item about children but the focus was on whether
they play outdoors unsupervised. Therefore, researchers needed to rethink this item and what it
actually means as playing outside might be suggestive of a sense of safety but it might also be

more characteristic of deprived areas and simply show lack of time or neglect on behalf of parents.

110



Comment about Smell, Pollution, Noise (N=17 of 310 CMU) were referring to the constant
noise from vehicles, motorcycles and entertainment centers with loud music, such characteristic

%3

comments were “...the gathering of young and old motorcycle riders with terrible noise!!!”,
“..bars, clubs and not only [referring to other sources] playing very loud music which is not
permitted... ”,0ther comments were referring to smells (mainly due to rubbish, stagnant waters and
blocked rainwater gutters); “...the rainwater drainage smells very very bad it needs disinfection
thanks” and to a lesser extent air pollution/ quality such characteristic comment “..zo have a place
to go for a walk without traffic pollution”, . Also, they were citizen’s discussions about insects
and possible infestations “It is very annoying with terrible smells attracting flies and much more”
(which CyNOTes does not explicitly record).

In addition, they were Citizen’s discussions about the Land Use (N=16 of 310 CMU) with
some references to mixed-land use (residential vs industrial). In fact, most comments were more
generic referring to urban planning and how specific vested interests have turned residential areas
into industrial areas, a characteristic comment “...as unfortunately vested interests have turned
our homes to industrial areas ...”. Other comments were given attention to vacant and
undeveloped plots, emphasising the lack of sufficient city planning and making suggestions how
the city space is being used, a characteristic comment was “This is when the lack of planning and
errors of the past will be revealed, when small dispersed spaces used to be left unused, instead of
[providing for] large spaces as parks to attract citizens to use them”. Some other comments
referred to the local economic/ small businesses. “.../name of main street] is a residential road.
Small businesses are struggling to survive and compete with the big sharks. Their customers are
community residents with children and the elderly”, In terms of institutions and commercial
establishments some mention of landmarks (e.g. fire stations, municipal market, library etc).
However, this was in the context of identifying/defining an area, and not so much in terms of
destinations (to walk to, spend time, etc). A single reference to population density (included in
CyNOTes) in the context of justifying further the need for an organised playground.

Furthermore, less frequently appeared comments were related to the description of
Landscaping/Nature Features (N=14 of 310 CMU) with the vast majority referring to the lack of
greenery/ green areas in public spaces and/or lack of maintenance of green areas, characteristic

comment was “..the walking path from [specific landmark] towards [specific location] appears to
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have been abandoned in terms of green [meaning vegetation] ”. Hence, the focus is on the

6

authorities’ responsibility for maintaining the greenery in the city such comment was “...plants
dry up n never get replaced...” other comments were referred to the fact that there is so much
cement instead of greenery “Let’s focus on the city’s environment, there is already enough
cement”. One single reference to the potential contribution of residents in making an area greener
with pots in balconies or trees/plants in residential gardens (as in CyNOTes) Here also the
comment that has been also previously mentioned about the potential that the neighbourhoods have
to create community vegetable gardens with the characteristic comment about the use of empty
plots “Please remember some older written suggestions [meaning that | have send you] with
regards to providing [referring to subsidizing] seeds and plants and giving advice so that every
empty unused lot in consultation with the owner...can host aromatic plants, flowers and local
herbs”.

They were some less prevalent comments about Streets/Traffic (N=13 of 310 CMU) mainly
describing conditions of street surfaces and lack of maintenance few characteristic comments were

“...the roads have germinated with grass after 30 whole years... they need to be layered with

tarmac [asphalt]... ”’; “Reeeeece [meaning ahoy]....there is no street markings they faded...”’; “the

and traffic congestion “...a solution needs to be found for the difficult matter of traffic congestion”
, but mainly with reference to main roads, rather than the residential neighborhoods. No direct
comments about speeding or speed reduction measures in residential neighborhoods (as in
CyNQTes). Also, some mention of the type of traffic that goes through neighborhoods (i.e. trucks)
“Trucks should be banned from the residential area..”;. Type of traffic is not recorded in
CyNOTes, only volume.

Moreover, some less prevalent comments were about the Maintenance/Appearance (N=13 of
310 CMUs) referred to the lack of maintenance of public spaces and public infrastructure and more
importantly to safeguard anything new that is developed and try to maintain it, a characteristic
comment “...there should be initiatives for environmental neighborhoods but there should also be
maintenance in order to avoid having them turn into jungles and rubbish dumps” and hence the

authorities’ responsibility. Limited references to housing and residential gardens/ yards, and hence,
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citizens’ responsibility; such comment was suggesting for an environmental policy “...it should
be a law about 1/3 of houses to be green as in other countries...”.

A number of comments were about the Neighborhood Identification (N=12 of 310 CMU);
however, citizens referred to iconic/ central locations and not so much in terms of monuments,
markers and other features that give definition to residential neighborhoods. However, there is a
wider theme running though - prioritizing “high-profile” location (giving them an identity, the
“showroom”) versus residential neighborhoods (with no identity, or even some negative labels,
“the ghetto™) a characteristic comment referring to specific neighborhoods that they are considered
to be the most deprived area and being a ghetto “when are you going to bother with [naming
specific city quarter] possibly the most deprived area the ghetto of Limassol”. “Limassol however
is not only select spots which act as showrooms. There are neighborhoods which also need
attention like ours”, “Yes the centre, the waterfront are jewels, the neighborhoods?”.

No direct reference to uniformity in an area (as item in CyNOTes). However, it has become
apparent that “uniformity” as currently in CyNOTes does not adequately distinguish between
“positive” forms of uniformity and “negative” forms of uniformity. For instance, the uniformity in
the housing/public environment in a deprived area (the ghetto) versus the uniformity one might
observe in a wealthier neighborhood (larger nicer houses with gardens etc.)

With regard to comments discussing the Architecture/Building Characteristics (N=9 of 310
CMU) of the neighbourhood, some characteristic comments were concerns about high-rises newly
developed buildings in the city that remind a different nation such as Dubai “Out of control and
unnecessary "development” in Limassol. What is needed is unfortunately not done. A recent trend
towards turning the city into a mini-Dubai [ref: to high-rise buildings], which has no sense”, not
so clear links to characteristics of the built and housing environment (e.g. types of housing,
architectural features such as verandas, forms of external beautification on residential
buildings/yards).—Also, no mention of vertical mixed use (as n CyNOTes). The majority of
comments are general references to the urban design, with a focus on urban decay a characteristic
comment “...with all due respect, our communities are abandoned.” , lack of neighbourhood
regeneration projects, and deprived/ disadvantaged neighbourhoods characteristic: “.../[specific
neighbourhood] when you will take action is the most deprived community and the Limassol

’

ghetto...’
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Very few comment referred to the Cycling Environment (N=4 of 310 CMUs) and more
superficially about the bikability of the city in general, as well as improper use of infrastructure, if
available (i.e. parked vehicles and other obstructions] and issues with connectivity of cycle paths.
Specific comments were raising the issue of safety while cycling in the city or from one destination
to another i.e. going to school “...at last, we will be able to uninterrupted and safely ....cycle to
school,”’; or other comment about obstructions in cycling paths such as cars and untrimmed trees
«...first all vehicles should be removed from the cycling path and especially Municipality ones and
those for trimming [meaning the trees] which are parked there ALL day and the motorbikes and
then you can make a new one [cycling path] elsewhere”.

Even fewer comments were referred to Ethnic Identification (N=2 of 310 CMU). There was
no direct reference to physical evidence/presence of ethnic/national signs, symbols or murals (as
in CyNOTes). However, there are a couple of references to immigrant groups, who are attributed
(using clearly racist language) the squalor in public spaces: “...an area of squalor as a result of
f...[sic. referring to foreigners].... This can change. No project can change the squalor caused by
the uncontrollable [racist word] immigr....[sic. referring to immigrants] . Another characteristic
comment was about the sea front transcultural market that happens every Sunday ... do something
about the molos seafront, every Sunday with their usual market it is an absolute gypsy...”. The
only item in CyNOTes that indirectly taps on this aspect is the extent to which the auditor heard
any language other than Greek during the visit. Of course, it should be noted that in the context of
CyNOQOTes this is perceived as a positive aspect of a neighbourhood as it potentially taps on
multiculturalism and acceptance of diversity. The aspect of non-acceptance of diversity is not
explicitly measured, and the extent to which this is observable in the context of an audit is not
clear;

With regard to Safety (N=4 of 310 CMU), comments, with the exception of a reference to
the possibility of car theft: “...and when you go back to get it [referring to a car] you can't find it
because it has been stolen overnight”, there were no references to security features in residential
or commercial buildings (as in CyNOTes). Comments regarding safety were more likely to refer
to safety features in a school to deter school ground vandalism. For instance, a characteristic
comment: “You are very well aware of the problem and this is exactly the reason why the School

Authority has installed these high fences around the perimeter of the school yard”.
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A number of comments about Signs and Messages (N=3 of 310 CMU), only referred to the
issue of the lack of uniformity/ aesthetics in signage and visual pollution. A characteristic
comment: “Something should be done with the signs. A plan is needed to minimize the visual
pollution.. , More discrete inscriptions starting from the city centre.” Also, there were some
references to the need of keeping citizens informed about municipality public consultations and
other events. However, no direct references to items in CyNOTes such as presence of
advertisements (especially, for unhealthy products), billboards or “for sale/rent signs” (proxies for
population mobility/ neighborhood stability);

One comment has raised the issue of Steepness (N=1 of 310 CMU) which was only in
reference to problems caused by flash floods due to the steepness of the road with the characteristic

’

comment “...our road is steep and when it rains we always have a problem’
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Table 13 Frequencies of codes from deductive content analysis matched by relevant items in CyNOTes.

Sample of codes from deductive content analysis

CyNOTes domains/items
matched to FB comments

CyNOTes domains/
items not matched to
FB comments

Codes from FB
comments not captured
in CyNOTes

Amenities for o

utdoor public spaces (N=18 of 310 CMU)

Public spaces and parks, Playground equipment, Amenities
and courtesies in public spaces (i.e. Trash/Dog bins,
Recycling, etc), Sports fields and other recreational
facilities, Public transportation

Type of public spaces
Courtesies and amenities
Recreational facilities
Public transportation

Architecture/Building Characteristics (N=9 of 310

CMU)

Abandonment & urban decay, Neighborhood regeneration,
Aesthetics, Deprived communities, High-rises, Residential
gardens, Verandas and balconies

Architecture/ urban design
Interesting and Attractive
Multi-storey buildings
Balconies & terraces Private

Types of housing
Vertical-mixed use
Residential borders

lanes, Connectivity

Lanes and Bicycle facilities

yards/gardens
Cycling Environment (N=4 of 310 CMU)
Bikability, Cycling lane, Improper use of walking/cycle Bikability Obstructions Connectivity

Ethnic

Identification (N=2 of 310 CMU)

Presence of “foreigners” (racist comments)

Other languages

Ethnic orientation
National symbols

Land Use (N=16 of 310 CMU)

Urban planning & development, Residential area &
density, Green Zones, Industrialization, Institutions
(Schools, Library, Police station, Fire brigade), Commercial
establishments, VVacant/undeveloped lots

Predominant land use
Industrial/Commercial
establishments, Institutions
Vacant/undeveloped lots
Residential density

Landscapin

/Nature Features (N=14 of 310 CMU)

Cement city, Landscaping, Tree planting, Nature features,
Untrimmed trees/ unkempt vegetation, Subsidies for
residential gardens

Trees/ Vegetation

Other nature features
General attractiveness
Private yards/gardens (trees
and plant pots)

Dry plant and trees in
public and residential
areas

Maintenance/Appearance (N=13 of 310 CMU)

Housing conditions (damp, peeling walls), Dangerous/

Housing and gardens
External decoration

dilapidated buildings, Restorations, Renovations &

Road works or other
construction work in
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Maintenance, Residential gardens, Decorated balconies,
Construction works & Unfinished projects, Improper use of
Vacant lots, General neighborhood problems

Building Renovations
Condition of public spaces,
Vacant lots, commercial/

progress (streets,
pavements, etc), Housing
conditions (damp,

industrial buildings peeling walls)
Neighborhood Identification (N=12 of 310 CMU)
Monuments/Markers of special area, High profile vs Monuments/ markers Ghettos

residential locations, Ghettoization

Neighborhood uniformity

Parking

& Driveways (N=31 of 310 CMU)

Parking arrangements, Parking lots,
Private Vs Public parking lots, Driveways & Garages, Cars
on pavements, Parking violations

Parking arrangements
Driveways/private garages Cars
on pavements

Parking violations

Pedestria

n environment (N=20 of 310 CMU)

Walkability, Street crossings, Connectivity, Walking paths,
Pedestrian safety & convenience, Outdoor lighting

Walkability

Street crossings

Safety and convenience
Trails & paths
Outdoor lighting

Buffers, greenbelts

Connectivity

Physical disorder (N=62 of 310 CMU)

Abandoned/ beat-up vehicles, Dangerous/ dilapidated
buildings, General cleanliness and physical disorder, Litter
& Garbage piles, Syringes/Condoms, Dumped materials,
Animal droppings, Graffiti, Vandalism, Blocked gutters

Abandoned vehicles
Dilapidated buildings
Garbage and general litter
Dumped materials
Animal droppings

Graffiti & Vandalism

Alcohol cans/bottles
Cigarettes butts/
packages

Condoms/Syringes
Trach accumulation in
gutters

Recreational

uses/Public Spaces (N=30 of 310 CMU)

Presence/Condition of park, playgrounds & other public
spaces, Presence /condition of playground equipment,
Recreational facilities & destinations, Conditions of vacant/
undeveloped lots and other spaces, Improper/lllegal use of
public spaces and vacant lots, Subsidies for gardens in
vacant lots

Park/playground

Vacant lots/undeveloped spaces
(use & condition)

Recreational facilities/
equipment and condition,
Condition of other spaces

Private toys/
equipment (condition)

Improper/ illegal use of
public spaces and vacant
lots, beneficial use (e.g.
subsidies for vegetable
plots and gardens)

Safety (N=4 of 310 CMU)

Security bars/fences or other features (mainly public
buildings, rather than residential/ commercial), Car theft

Security bars or other features
in residential and commercial

Residential fences
Dog signs

buildings

Security bars/fences in
public buildings (e.g.
schools)

Sidewalks and Barriers (N=17 of 310 CMU)
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Sidewalks presence, continuity, conditions & obstructions,
Untrimmed trees/ unkempt vegetation, Wet pavements,
Pavement bollards

Presence of Sidewalks,
Continuity, Condition, General
obstructions and safety (e.g.
bollards, wet)

Shade

Untrimmed trees/
unkempt vegetation (on
pavements)

Signs and Messages (N=3 of 310 CMU)

Events & Events’ announcements
Commercial signs (visual pollution)

Signs/ Events (type)
Billboards

Unhealthy ads
“For sale/rent” signs

General visual pollution,
lack of uniformity in
signage, quantity and
type

Smell, Pollution, Noise (N=17 of 310 CMU)

Unpleasant smells (incl. urine, sewage),, Stagnant
water/Blocked rainwater drainage, Mosquitoes, Air quality,
Dust/Industrial work, Noise pollution, Loud music, Stray
dogs

Unpleasant smells
Dirt/dust/pollution
Noise & Loud music
Stray dogs

Barking dogs

Stagnant water, Blocked
rainwater drainage,
Mosquitoes, Insects,
Rodents, Germ “hot

spots”
Steepness (N=1 of 310 CMU)
Steep road (in relation to flash floods) | Steep/hilly | Flash floods
Streets/Traffic (N=13 of 310 CMU)
Street type, Traffic volume/flow, Trucks in residential Street type Speed reducing Type of traffic (e.g.

areas, Street signage, Street surface conditions Traffic volume/flow measures trucks in residential
Street surfaces conditions areas), Lack of street
sighage
Views/Enclosure (N=0 of 310 CMU)
Open views

Attractive views

Social disorder/Public Behaviours (N=20 of 310 CMU)

Public activity (e.g. Walking, Cycling, etc), Unsupervised
children in public spaces, Occupants of parks/ public
spaces, Disorderly behaviour (Littering, Arguments,
Drinking, Drug use, Urinating etc)

People/children activity
Unsupervised children
Occupants of public spaces
Disorderly/misbehaving
Drinking alcohol

Reaction of
neighbours

Arguments
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Table 14 Virtual Ethnographic Study using deductive content analysis.

Amenities outdoor spaces

Architecture & Buildings |

Cycling Environment Ethnic identification

i Land use

Landscaping/Nature

“...not a single Trash bin ... they
don't exist. Recycle bins,
nowhere...”

‘development’. Recent trend

«_cement-filled, bone-dry park mini-Dubai [ref: to high-rise

{ “Out of control and unnecessary i

towards turning the city into a

“..an area of squalor as a
i result of f..No project can
change the squalor caused by
the uncontrollable [racist

“ .at last, we will be able to
uninterrupted and safely
«cycle..”

«... lack of planning and errors of the

past will be revealed, when small

dispersed spaces were left unused,
i instead of large spaces as parks...”

“walking path... has been
abandoned in terms of green”

“...plants dry up n never get

water and our houses have peeled
from damp” H

area the ghetto”

i “Uimassol is not only select spots
¢ . showrooms, Thereare |
i neighborhoods which also need :
: attention” :

“..pay attention to the
multistorey buildings ...a public
danger...”

“.initiatives ...but there should “Yes the centre, the waterfront

them tum into jungles & rubbish
dumps” i

also be maintenance toavoid | are jewels, the neighborhoods?” | ™

street. Infinite examples” especially at night. Dags reign

“.. cars parked on i the pavements
pavements” | «To go from ..to (whichis a

“residential roads have distance of about 300

turned into parking lots”

side-street”

 metres?) you have to say your :
i prayers [referring to safety] |
if youdon’t park in front of : three times and watch out in |
your house, someone else will : case a car comes out from a

w : :

i buildings]” «...vehicles should be d] immigr..” i i replaced...”
which for decades now fulfils no uraings. i removed from the cycling worej immigr.. ! “..aresidential road. Small business : “Let's focus on the city’s
purpose” i “.ourcommunitiesare i path..parked there ALLday i struggling to survive & compete with
H ” ; : ; ” i environment, there is already
, : abandoned : and the motorbikes and then : big sharks "
“Why doesn’t our neighborhood ! vou make o new one [eyclin i i i enough cement
park have any playground Y ath] e.'sewhere? 9. | “..vested interests have turned our
equipment?” p ) homes to industrial areas * :
Maintenance/Appearance Neighbor. Identification Parking & Driveways Pedestrian environment Physical disorder Recreational/Public spaces
“..drowning in underground i “.. possibly the most deprived : “...audacious parking on the “Walking is difficult, i “.sit on our verandas for some rest i “The entire area without a single

on pavements”

“.a park ...full of rubbish and piles of
' dumped material” i

“... every step like a minefield from
the animal droppings.”

“..graffiti I'd rather not comment”

“something about vandalism”

and see abandoned beaten-up cars

“..a pity ... playground to have [...]

“... providing seeds and plants and
i giving advice so that every unused

i owner...can host aromatic plants,

playground for our children”

special flooring but no playground
equipment”

lot in consultation with the

flowers & local herbs”

Safety Sidewalks & Barriers f

Signs & Messages Smell, Pollution, Noise

Social disorder

Streets & Traffic

“..you go back to get it [car] you | “Inexistent pavements”
can’t find it because it has been

stolen overnight”

“Bombed pavements”

) iati
“... this is exactly the reason why : avemiigp;r;2:¢?c£pub:fnted :
the School Authority has installed ' © ’ g

Ngh fences around the school | trees on small sidewalks, trees
yard” hanging [untrimmed] on the

: street... much clutter on various
i streets” i

i “Something should be done

with the signs. ... minimize
the visual pollution. More
discrete inscriptions ...”

flies”

traffic pollution”

“...suffering from noise
pollution but also dirt”

“..gathering of young n old

riders ...terrible noiselll”

i “.. terrible smells attracting

“..a place for a walk without

“...meeting places for bunch of
disrespectful peaple, drug users...
torture”

“a very nice city in which most do not
follow the law” H

“ .spaces that attract all the loiterers

“If ..we cannot control delinquent
behaviours ...??"

i “.roads, when are they going to

be fixed????P?"
“..no street markings ”

“...roads have germinated with
grass after 30 whole years...
layered with tarmac *

“Trucks ...banned from the
residential area...”

“.traffic congestion”
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9.4.3 Inductive Content Analysis

The researchers also analysed the Facebook comments using an inductive content analysis
to examine citizen’s feelings about their neighbourhood environment. For this analysis, 289 CMUs
were used. Six themes and several subthemes emerged along with a central/nuclear topic.

The nuclear/central topic emerging from the analysis was CITIZENS’ VOICE, referring to
the important role that citizens themselves can play into the regeneration of their neighbourhoods
and their expressed need to be represented in the decision-making process and have their voice
heard. Several comments were about active participation in decision making procedures and how
authorities coming closer to people can help improve things for the better. A characteristic quote
was “...Citizens’ opinions should be taken into consideration...” while other comments were
questioning about the fact that no one cares and that local authorities should walk and talk to
people. Such comments were:

“...Why does nobody care about this aspect? Is someone walking in our neighbourhoods? ”,

“...Walk in the communities and talk to the people...”,

“...[one] should walk the city neighbourhoods on a daily basis and always be thinking how
it can be made better, it can be done without necessarily spending much money...”.

The last comment is particularly interesting in that it is seemingly suggesting to actually
perform neighbourhood audits (as a cost-effective way to observe first-hand) to understand the
problems while walking the neighbourhoods.

The nuclear topic highlights the need that when authorities make plans for people’s places,
citizens should be informed and invited to open public debates or even asked way ahead about
what they believe should be done. Walk in the neighbourhoods, talk to people, inform them for
new plans of their neighbourhood ahead of a time.

In is also interesting that some of the comments were drawing attention to the differences
between “high-profile” [meaning affluent] neighborhoods vs “lower-profile” [meaning deprived]
neighborhoods and specifically how mostly all the attention has been given to the sea-front side of
the city but the neighborhoods have been left behind. Citizens also referred to consequences due
to adverse neighbourhood environment, they commented about what might be the causes of

adverse neighbourhood conditions, they were making comparisons with other places they visited
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abroad, they had mixed feelings and voiced opinions in terms of who actually has the ultimate
responsibility and made recommendations for improvement. These specific themes and subthemes
are described in more detail below.

One topic that emerged from the inductive content analysis was about the
CONSEQUENCES that adverse neighbourhood conditions might have. Such consequences
referred to both health risks and hazards but also the local economy and affordability of housing,
environmental and other public health issues as well as unsustainable practices. Specifically,
citizens referred to the possible effects an adverse neighbourhood environment may have on
“Health and Quality of Life”, including poor air quality due to traffic pollution (“...we do not have
an area to walk without pollution...” or “...the health of the citizens’ is at risk...”). Of course, a
number of comments were linking health with place while expressing a degree of optimism that
some regeneration plans will improve their quality of life  “...we hope that this planning will take
place soon and therefore, the Quality of Life of Citizens will be improved...”).

Beyond health, citizens also referred to the consequences of an adverse neighbourhood
environment may have on the “Local Economy and Housing”. For example, comments referred to
the devaluation of properties (“...our properties are constantly devalued...”) or to uncontrolled
gentrification, posting characteristic comments such as (“...the quality of life should not be
devaluated in order for some people to make more money...”). Citizens often referred to
environmental issues, such as sea pollution, flash floods especially after a strong rain, or the quality
of drinking water (... the public drinking water is undrinkable.... everyone says that it stinks...”).
The consequences mentioned were mostly related to the health-related quality of life but also the
local economy and housing.

People were identifying CAUSES: why and what processes cause these adverse conditions
in neighbourhoods. Some people commented about “Money and Power” often referring to vested
interests (a characteristic quote: “...who dare t0 put a fight with vested interests... ”. Others were
attributing the cause to a “Lack of vision and planning” with inaction from the authorities or even
setting wrong priorities. Comments mentioned politics and how pre-election campaigns are full of
promises but then there is inaction by the elected politicians (... What needs to be done, is
unfortunately not done... ” ).. People described how the pay taxes but see no results from the

authorities (““...we hope you do not forget [specific community] that only pays taxes ...").
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In addition, some of the comments were about setting wrong priorities from politicians,
meaning that people and the neighbourhood environment are commonly not in their top priorities,
unlike pre-election promises. A characteristic comment was “...we want to see actions and not
Jjust empty words...”. Citizens described how mayors and municipality officials make promises
during elections but promises seem to last only as long as the election campaigns: “...mobile
phones are full of pre-election messages from various municipality officials and when you need
someone they do not answer or they belong to a different municipal committee...”.

The third topic that emerged from the inductive analysis was about COMPARISONS. Some
citizens were making comparisons between the differing conditions in high-profile locations
versus low-profile locations, feeling “...Jeft out... ”. and how attention is given only to the seafront
promenade but everything else is left underdeveloped. (... Yes, the city centre, the waterfront is a
Jjewel, what about the neighborhoods...”). Citizens were also making comparisons with places
they visited abroad: “...we've all been in other places [abroad], and we ALL say, ohh it is so nice
here!”. or remembering the better days of the past: “...another place-another time...”. Almost, all
comments indicated, through comparisons with another place or another time, how things could
be different and that they could be improved if there was a will.

People expressed MIXED FEELINGS such as praise vs disappointment, disbelief on
proposed actions vs satisfaction, hopes and wishful thinking that could range from “hope” (“...we
can only hope for the best”) to “disappointment or disbelief” about proposed actions (“...voice
crying in the wilderness... ). Often comments were about how disappointed citizens are with the
existing situation but several others comments were more positive, as they were either praising the
initiative that the municipality was taking to improve the neighbourhood conditions, expressing
hope even if they were skeptical how things might change for the better or were not convinced that
things would be improved.

When it comes to RESPONSIBILITY, citizens often placed that to “Authorities; Inaction”
(“...Someone at the Municipality should take responsibility...”). They report making formal
complaints but commenting that authorities are inactive and should be more responsive.
Nevertheless, beyond the responsibility of the authorities, several of the comments were about
“Everyone’s role” tapping on social (ir)responsibility (“...Of course is our responsibility and our

cultural norms... .. Another characteristic comment was about collective responsibility: “...Let’s
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be more clean outside our house and you will see how nice our city would be...” while some
comments stroke a sarcastic tone criticizing the mentality of people referring to them as animals:
“...it’s not the four-legged animals who cause the problems, but the two-legged ones...”. This
topic highlighted the importance of collective responsibility and action towards the community,
directly linking the issue to citizens own behaviours, beyond the responsibility of the authorities.
People identified that the responsibility to maintain good neighbourhood conditions also rests with
residents themselves as an essential part of our culture. People were calling for more action by the
authorities but also more action from the citizens themselves.

The sixth topic was about SUGGESTIONS. Perhaps not surprisingly, suggestions ranged
from the need to strengthen “Law and Order” to the need for more “Citizens’ participation”
through a sense of social responsibility and volunteer actions. In the first case, comments were
tapping, for instance, on the need for more policing (“...more policing...”) and other means of
monitoring to avoid vandalism etc. The suggestions made by the citizens mostly referred to the
fact that law and order is not enforced and, that especially for the case of vandalism, a different
approach should be taken by the authorities including fines and punitive measures (“...you should
catch the ones doing graffiti’s and make them clean it with their own money”). Comments were
referring to other specific illegal activity and appropriation that goes unpunished, for instance,
pavements that have been illegally converted into preparing street food or planting trees etc (
“...Pavements that people took ownership in order to be able to cook or plant trees... ). However,
since citizens acknowledged that it is “everyone’s role”, a number of suggestions clearly referred
to the need for people to become more socially responsible. There were calls for volunteerism and
collective action: “ it is only with cooperation, collaboration, and collective action that we can

move forward”.
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9.4.4 Additional quotes beyond the typology and CyNOTes items

Through this process, a number of Condensed Meaningful Units were also identified that

were not explicitly or fully reflected in the original version of CyNOTes (Table 15). These items

were considered for the final CyNOTes.

Table 15 List of ITEMS (elements, characteristics, topics) in FB posts not explicitly or fully covered

in CyNOTes.

Potential Items

Quote

Notes

Road works/other work in
progress (streets,
pavements)

only building renovations
mentioned in CyNOTes

®peario (blocked, smelly)

“It is very annoying with terrible smells attracting flies
and much more”

Stagnant water and sewage

“...the rainwater drainage smells very very bad it needs
disinfection thanks”

Condoms, needles in public
spaces

“Toddlers find condoms in their yards”

Insects, rodents, and other
“hot spots” for germs

“It is very annoying with terrible smells attracting flies
and much more”

“in [specific area] we are drowning in underground

problem”

Damp water and our houses have peeled from the damp (sic. only general COI’!d_ItIOI’] o
) ! " houses, not explicitly
moisture) that rises to the surface . :
looking for signs of dump
Flash floods “...our road is steep and when it rains we always have a | BUT difficult to observe

unless it’s raining

Untrimmed trees on small
pavements & Unkempt
pavements

“Untrimmed trees and bushes converted small walking
paths into natural trails”

rather than shade as in
CyNOTes

only general condition in
CyNOTes, perhaps we
should add yépta

DRY plants and trees in
public and residential areas

“Untrimmed trees and bushes converted small walking
paths into natural trails”

only general maintenance
of residential gardens in
CyNOTes

Explicit use of vacant lots/
illegal activity

“...constructing ILLEGALLY garages, warehouses etc As
a result of these illegal activities vehicles find it difficult
to U-turn, rubbish trucks find it difficult to drive into the
road...[referring to a no throw road]”

consider specifying types
of use

Security features in public
buildings such as schools if
present

“You are very well aware of the problem and this is
exactly the reason why the School Authority has installed
these high fences around the perimeter of the school
yard”

only security features in
commercial buildings in
CyNOTes

Visual pollution/ ugly
signage/ lack of uniformity/
quantity and type

“Something should be done with the signs. A plan is
needed to minimize the visual pollution. More discrete
inscriptions starting from the city centre.”

only general and not so
useful questions about
signhage in CyNOTes

Type of passing through
traffic in residential areas

Trucks should be banned from the residential area.”

only volume in CyNOTes
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Figure 7 Virtual Ethnographic Study Inductive Analysis
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10 RESULTS PHASE 11 :CyNOTes V 2.0: Further validation and profiling

This next section presents the validation and profiling of the systematic social observation of
45 neighborhoods using CyNOTes v2.0. These neighborhoods were randomly selected across a
stratified sample of Limassol neighborhoods. These were classified into three categories i.e., low
N=15, medium N=15, high N=15 educational attainment based on the tertiles of 2011 census data.

To validate CyNOTes v2.0 , several dimensions of validity were assessed. Each is covered

in turn.

10.1 Results Stage A : Neighborhood profiles — prevalence of features-

developing new typology and factor validity

The prevalence of the items was classified and presented in a new domain typology for all
neighborhoods and by educational attainment. The frequency of each of the CyNOTes items across

the 45 neighborhoods audited by domain are represented in the APPENDIX XI: Prevalence of

CyNOTes features and characteristics across all 45 neighborhoods by domain.

As mentioned in the methods section a new typology of CyNOTes v2.0 has been formulated.
A new typology was needed due to the new items added in the tool but also because of the larger
and possibly more heterogenous sample of 45 neighborhoods rather than the 15 pilot
neighborhoods. Furthermore, it was deemed important to reduce the number of domains in further
analysis. This was a decision of the researcher team after reviewing the Cronbach alpha
coefficients across the original typology which were not as high as in those observed at the pilot
study (Table 16). The results of process included two steps (a) merging theoretically-relevant
Domains and/or (b) excluding items due to low internal consistency with other items in their

Domain or other theoretically relevant Domain and/or items with no or very low variability.
For example:

e New domain 1 (Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features) was merged with
Amenities for outdoor public spaces (old domain 1) and Recreational Uses/Public Spaces
(old domain 13) and some items for Landscaping/Nature features (old domain 7).

126



New domain 2 (Architecture & Building Characteristics) which remained the same as old
Domain 2 with some items from old Domain 6 (Land Use).

New Domain 3 (Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) was merged with barriers (old domain 3)
and Sidewalks (old domain 15).

New Domain 4 (Pedestrian & Cycling Environment) was created by merging the Cycling
environment (old domain 4) and Pedestrian Environment (old domain 11).

New Domain 5 (Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification) was developed by merging the
Neighborhood identification (old domain 9) and Ethnic Identification (old domain 5) and
Signs/Messages (old domain 16).

New Domain 6 (Maintenance and Appearance) remained the same as old Domain
Maintenance and Appearance with addition of some items from Landscaping/Nature
features.

New Domain 7 (Safety) has remained the same as the old Domain 14 with one additional
item.

New Domain 8 (Physical Disorder) remain the same as old Domain 12 with 4 additional
items: B39: carcasses of dead animals are included, B38: stagnant water or visible blocked
rain ducts, H11: noxious smells during your observation and H12: unpleasant levels of dirt
in the air.

New Domain 9 ((Social Contact and Social Disorder (lack of) ) are merged items remained

the same as old Domains 19,20,21.

A number of items (N=12) were not included in any domain:

B3: Conditions of street surfaces (normally, in Domain 18 Streets/Traffic)

B5: Roadworks in progress (normally, in Domain 18 Streets/Traffic)

B27: Steepness (normally, in Domain 11 Pedestrian environment)

B28: Public transport (normally, in Domain 1 Amenities for outdoor public spaces)
B40: Germ “hot spots” (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)

B49: Other languages (normally, in Domain 5 Ethnic Identification)

C1: Commercial (normally, in Domain 6 Land use)

C2: Institutions (normally, in Domain 6 Land use)
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D22: Stray cats (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
D27: Farm animals (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
H13: Loud music (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)

H14: General noise (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
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Table 16 Summary statistics (transformed 0-100 range, with lowest scores reflecting adverse environment) and alpha coefficient for
internal consistency by neigbbourhood environmental domain

Domain No of | Min Max Mean | StDev | Median IQOR Alpha Alpha, if deleted
Items (item)
Amenities for outdoor public spaces 5 0.00 75.0 3422 | 22.68 35.00 12.50-50.00 | 0.585 0.761(B28)
(domainl)
Architecture/Building characteristics 6 29.16 | 91.66 62.50 | 14.43 58.00 52.08-72.91 | 0.633 0.644(D4)
(domain 2)
Barriers (domain 3) 4 0.00 62.50 15.00 | 14.80 12.50 6.25-18.75 | 0.492 0.458 (B23,B24)
Cycling environment (domain 4) 4 0.00 50.00 17.10 | 12.47 18.75 6.25-25.00 | 0.732 0.788(B44)
Ethnic identification (domain 5) 3 0.00 50.00 20.74 |18.25 33.33 0.00-33.33 | 0.164 0.601(B49)
Land use (domain 6) 6 16.66 | 87.50 59.35 | 13.18 65.50 52.08-66.66 | 0.126 0.393 (D2)
Landscaping/nature features (domain 7) 4 13.25 | 76.25 44.70 15.53 44.50 31.75-57.37 | 0.174 0.233(B34)
Maintenance/ appearance (domain 8) 13 26.92 | 88.46 52.56 15.23 50.00 41.34-63.46 | 0.831 0.841(E8)
Neighborhood identification (incl. Views/ | 6 16.66 | 66.66 34.81 | 10.66 33.33 25.00-41.66 | 0.615 0.658 (B45)
Enclosure) (domain 9)
Parking & driveways (domain 10) 4 19.25 | 75.00 54.93 | 12.94 56.25 50.00-62.75 | 0.354 0.405(B12)
Pedestrian environment (incl. Steepness) | 10 2250 | 77.50 52.55 11.05 52.50 46.25-60.00 | 0.387 0.552(B27)
(domain 11)
Physical disorder (domain 12) 13 46.15 | 90.38 65.17 | 12.61 65.38 53.84-72.11 | 0.655 0.694(H9)
Recreational uses/ public spaces (domain | 9 5.66 75.55 39.74 14.68 44.55 30.61-47.61 | 0.582 0.649(E2)
13)
Safety (domain 14) 9 22.22 |86.11 60.92 | 14.65 61.11 51.38-72.22 | 0.492 0.578 (E7)
Sidewalks (domain 15) 5 25.00 | 75.00 62.33 | 14.75 65.00 50.00-75.00 | 0.250 0.517 (B32)
Signs/messages (domain 16) 3 25.00 | 83.33 64.81 | 12.29 66.66 66.66-70.83 | 0.471 0.640 (B55)
Smell/ pollution/ noise (domain 17) 10 57.50 | 92.50 74.88 | 9.39 75.00 67.50-82.50 | 0.040 0.240 (D21)
Streets/ traffic (domain 18) 6 25.00 | 75.00 4750 | 11.86 50.00 39.58-52.08 | -0.630 -.0904(B1crct)
Social disorder (domain 19) 6 50.00 | 100.00 | 83.53 | 9.64 83.33 83.33-91.66 | 0.256 0.375(G7)
Social Contact (domain 20) 10 5.00 52.60 24.04 |10.45 22.50 15.00-30.35 | 0.228 0.508 (G3)
Social Profile (domain 21) 9
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Table 17 Summary statistics of CyNOTes scores (transformed 0-100 range, with lowest scores reflecting adverse environment) and

Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency, by neighborhood-environmental domain.

New Domain No of | Min Max | Mean StDev | Median IQR | Cronbach’s | Alpha (after Highest correlation between
Items Alpha deleting least items (specific items)
correlated item)

Domain 1 14 3.57 | 82.14 | 4353 18.84 44.64 32.14- | 0.820 0.837(F6) Kendall’s 0.849 (F10-F11)

Outdoor public spaces, Recreation 58.92 Spearman’s 0.917 (F10-F11)

and Nature Features (N=14)

Domain 2 11 31.81 | 945 | 71.61 12.99 72.72 65.90- | 0.601 0.627 (D2) Kendall’s 0.747 (B56-B57)

Architecture & Building 80.68 Spearman’s 0.806 (B56-B57)

Characteristics (N=11, excl.

profile)

Domain 3 10 15.00 | 75.00 | 37.00 14.64 35.00 26.25- | 0.674 0.696 (B16) Kendall’s 0.665 (B19-B11)

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) 43.75 Spearman’s 0.743 (B19-B11)

(N=10)

Domain 4 18 23.61 | 68.05 | 46.38 11.30 47.22 36.11- | 0.640 0.673 (B6) Kendall’s 0.843(B42-B43)

Pedestrian & Cycling 54.86 Spearman’s 0.919 (B42-B43)

Environment (N=18)

Domain 5 10 22,50 | 80.00 | 44.94 15.92 37.50 32.50- | 0.747 0.764(B50,B51) | Kendall’s 0.989(B48-B47)

Neighborhood and Ethnic 55.00 Spearman’s 0.998 (B48-B47)

Identification (N=10, excl. profile)

Domain 6 17 32.35 | 79.41 | 51.40 11.49 50.00 41.17- | 0.715 0.777 (E2) Kendall’s 0.876(F12-F13)

Maintenance and Appearance 58.82 Spearman’s 0.953 (F12-F13)

(N=17)

Domain 7 Safety (N=10) 10 20.00 | 87.50 | 59.27 15.10 60.00 50.00- | 0.588 0.611(D16) Kendall’s 0.464 (D19-D20)
70.00 Spearman’s 0.519 (D19-D20)

Domain 8 17 52.94 | 92.64 | 71.20 10.48 70.58 63.23- | 0.650 0.679 (H3) Kendall’s 0.789(B14-B15)

Physical Disorder (lack of) (N=17 77.94 Spearman’s 0.832 (B14-B15)

excl. profile)

Domain 9 13 30.76 | 73.07 | 53.94 9.56 51.92 46.15- | 0.499 0.550 (G19) Kendall’s 0.807 (G19-G22)

Social Contact & 59.61 Spearman’s 0.807 (G19-G22)

Social Disorder (lack of) (N=13)
(excl. profile)
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Table 18 Spearman correlation between domains.
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New Domain 1 1.00 -0.025 0.254 0.401 0.035 0.362 -0.117 0.092 0.286
Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and
Nature Features (N=14)
New Domain 2 1.00 0.353 0.348 0.409 0.441 -0.332 0.429 -0.506
Architecture & Building Characteristics
(N=11, excl. profile)
New Domain 3 1.00 0.508 0.280 0.383 -0.274 0.593 -0.448
Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10)
New Domain 4 1.00 0.601 0.382 0.074 0.372 -0.109
Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18)
New Domain 5 1.00 0.328 0.017 0.387 -0.266
Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification
(N=10, excl. profile)
New Domain 6 1.00 -0.504 0.463 -0.104
Maintenance and Appearance (N=17)
New Domain 7 1.00 -0.327 0.285
Safety (lack of security-related features)
(N=10)
New Domain 8 1.00 -0.399
Physical Disorder (lack of)
(N=17 excl. profile)
New Domain 9 1.00

Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of)
(N=13) (excl. profile)
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10.1.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 17 shows summary statistics for the nine new neighbourhood environment domains.
Each domain score was scaled from 0 (worst) to 100 (best) for comparability. In all cases, lower
scores reflect a more adverse neighborhood environment. For example, the domain ‘Lack of
Physical Disorder” reflects that an environment does not show signs of physical disorder, and thus

a 100 would correspond to no indication of disorder in the neighborhood.

As shown in Table 17 the number of items across domains ranged from a low of 10
(“Sidewalks and lack of Barriers” and “Safety”) to a high of 18 (“Pedestrian and Cycling
Environment”). The highest average score across audited neighbourhoods was recorded for
“Architecture and Building Characteristics” (mean 71.6; SD=13.0) followed by lack of “Physical
Disorder” (mean 71.20, SD=10.48). The lowest average scores were recorded for “Sidewalks and
lack of Barriers” (mean 37.00 SD=14.64) and “Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification” (mean
44.94 SD=15.92). For the other four domains, average scores were around the midpoint of the 0-
100 scale, namely “Pedestrian and Cycling environment” (mean 46.38, SD 11.30), “Maintenance
and Appearance” (mean 51.40, SD 11.49), “Social Contact & lack of Social Disorder “(mean 51.9,
SD 53.9) and ““Safety” (mean 59.3, SD 15.1).

Table 17, further reports statistics on the distribution of the neighborhood domain scores.
With few exceptions, the distribution of scores was fairly symmetrical, as the median and means
were closely aligned. There was, however, substantial variability within each domain (as indicated
by the std. deviation). Since all domains are transformed to the same scale, high standard deviations
correspond to greater variability in the aggregate score. The domain with the highest variability
across neighborhoods was “Outdoor public spaces, recreation and nature features” (SD=18.84,
IQR: 32.14-58.72, Min=3.57, Max=82.14), whereas the least variable domain “Social contact and
lack of Social Disorder” (SD=9.56, IQR: 46.2-59.6, Min=30.8, Max=73.1).

10.1.2 Internal Consistency within Domains

All domains had acceptable item internal consistency as Cronbach’s alpha coefficients

were above 0.60 (ranging from 0.60 for “Architecture and Building Characteristics” to 0.82 for
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“Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features”). However, two exceptions were “Social
Contact & lack of Social Disorder” and “Safety”, with lower alpha coefficients of 0.499 and 0.588

respectively.

Table 17 also shows the calculation of Cronbach’s alpha if least correlated item was

deleted. Specifically, the largest improvement in internal consistency would be observed for
“Maintenance and Appearance” (by deleting the E2 item), increasing Cronbach’s alpha from 0.72
t0 0.78 and for “Social Contact and lack of Social Disorder” (by deleting the G19 item) Cronbach’s
alpha increased from 0.499 to 0.550. Since, the increase in alpha was not large and the items were
deemed theoretically, important to retain, no more changes were made.
The Table 17 identifies the CyNOTes items with the highest inter-item Spearman’s and Kendall’s
correlation within each domain. A higher correlation here indicates that the items are conceptually
more closely. As mentioned above, “Safety” was the domain with the lowest inter-item correlation
(Spearman’s r = 0.519), which was moderate. This lowest correlation within the domain was
observed between items D19: “What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they
are protected by private security services?” and D20: “What proportion of residence buildings have
signs indicating they are protected by dogs?” In contrast, ‘“Neighborhood and Ethnic
identification” was the domain with the highest inter-item correlations (Spearman’s 0.998). This
highest correlation within the domain was observed between items “B48: How attractive is the
open view?”” and “B47: Is this segment/area characterized by having a significant open view of an
object or spot of interest (e.g. square, green space etc) or a wider scene beyond the segment?”.
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10.1.3 Correlations Between Domains

Table 18 shows the Spearman correlation between domains (displaying those higher than
r=0.30 with bold font as they were statistically significant at 5% level) for all of the nine new
neighbourhood environment domains. Almost all domains are moderately correlated with each
other, which is unsurprising because they seek to capture broad aspects of the urban health related

neighborhood environment and suggest a clustering of adverse characteristics across domains.

Interestingly, several domains exhibit strong or negative correlations between them which
are worth highlighting. The strongest positive correlation was observed between the domains of
“Pedestrian & Cycling Environment” and “Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification” (Spearman’s
r=0.60). It is more likely that a more favourable “Pedestrian & Cycling Environment”, most likely
the result of improvement project, creates a more consistent “Neighborhood and Ethnic
Identification”.

Another strong, positive correlation was observed between “Sidewalks & Barriers” and
lack of “Physical Disorder” lack of (r = 0.59). This might be due to the fact that a more
favourable sidewalk environment, appeared in higher educational attainment neighbourhoods
where there was lack of “Physical Disorder”.

Also, strong positive correlation has been observed between of the domain of “Sidewalks
& Barriers” and “Pedestrian & Cycling Environment” (r=0.51) which was also expected, as both
domains capture the continuity of the walkability and cyclability of the neighborhood.

There were also a series of negative correlations. The strongest negative correlation was
between the domain “Architecture & Building Characteristics” and “Social Contact & Lack of
Social Disorder” (r = - 0.51). The “Social Contact and lack of social disorder” domain has been
negatively correlated with most other domains.

Another strong negative correlation was observed between domain “Maintenance and
Appearance” with “Safety and lack of security-related features” (r = -0.50). This indicates
differences in socioeconomic status neighbourhoods as also supported by safety.

Moderate positive correlated domains were “Architecture & Building Characteristics” and
“Maintenance and Appearance” (r = 0.44) as both domains try to audit and classify the level of

maintenance that private and public buildings and spaces might have, as well as how interesting
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or not their appearance was. Similarly, moderate positively correlation has been observed between
the domains of “Architecture & Building Characteristics and “Lack of Physical Disorder” (r=
0.43).

No correlation was observed between “Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature
Features” and “Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification” (r=0.04); “Pedestrian & Cycling
Environment” and “Safety-lack of security related features” (r=0.07); These insignificant
correlations might simply reflect that these domains conceptually do not fit with each other.
Surprisingly there was also no link between “Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature
Features” and “Lack of Physical Disorder” (r=0.09), since it was expected an increase with more
outdoor spaces (including parks) as it might be more physical disorder since these areas attract

more people.
10.1.4 Dimensionality of the new typology of CyNOTes v 2.0

The dimensionality of the new CyNOTes v 2.0 typology of nine factors was assessed in
principle components analysis as shown in Table 19. KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) Measure of
Sampling Adequacy was 0.694 and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity gave a p-value <0.001, supporting
that the data are appropriate for principle component analysis. Using set criteria for the number
of factors to be retained (given values greater than 1, examination of the scree plot and factor
loadings of 0.4 or higher), a clear structure was observed after orthogonal (\VVarimax) rotation, with
minimal cross-loading. The three factors explained 71.9% of the total variance, suggesting that the
reduction of 9 domains to 3 retains a high percentage of the original variability and, hence, the

reduced typology could be used in further analysis for simplicity.

In terms of the factor loadings, the observed dimensionality was readily interpretable since
conceptually-related CyNOTes domains generally loaded on the same factor, describing three
composite aspects of the neighbourhood environment. The only domain that showed cross-loading
was D3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of), which loaded both on the first factor (which generally
points to more socio-economically privileged neighborhoods) and the second factor (which taps
on walkability). While this is understandable, as more privileged neighbourhoods tend to be newer
developments (i.e. located away from the city-centre, featuring more spacious surroundings,
including wider pavements), this domain was included for the purposes of calculating composite
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(factor) domain scores, in the second factor which is conceptually more related (along with D4:

Pedestrian and Cycling Environment).

The factor analysis promoted a further understanding of neighbourhood profiles, since the
set of domains that appear to be more highly inter-correlated seem to portray certain types of
neighbourhoods. Table 19 presents the observed higher-order dimensionality of the CyNOTes
v2.0.

Specifically, four of the CyNOTes domains loaded on the first factor, explaining 27.8% of

the total variance; these corresponded to:

e D6: Maintenance & Appearance
e D8: Physical Disorder (lack of)
e Da3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of)

e D7: Safety (lack of security-related features), the latter with a negative factor loading.

This factor domain seems to tap on a “more aesthetically pleasing” neighbourhood
environment both in terms of housing appearance as well as upkeeping of outdoor public spaces,
with no visible indications of physical disorder. This may point to socio-economically privileged
neighbourhoods. The fact that the CyNOTes Safety domain, which taps on the lack of security-
related features (i.e. CCTV cameras, high fences etc), loads negatively on this factor reinforces the
interpretation that neighbouhoods which score high on this factor are more likely to be ‘rich’
neighbourhoods. However, to avoid labeling neighbourhoods with adjectives such as ‘rich’,
‘privileged’, or equivalently ‘poor’, ‘disadvantaged’, we opted for purely descriptive names for

the factor domains which remain close to the original CyNOTes domain names.

The second domain generally taps on Walkability (D4: Pedestrian & Cycling Environment
and D3: Sidewalks & lack of Barriers). It is interesting that D5: Neighbourhood and Ethnic
Identification also loads on this factor. This domain mainly taps on signs of neighbourhood identity
(e.g. indications of uniformity or character). A well-maintained pedestrian environment with
uniformity (e.g. pavements throughout the neighbourhood, cars parked in garages, or at least
alongside the road rather than on the pavement, lack of other walkability barriers. etc) can
contribute to a sense of place uniformity and identity. Furthermore, neighbourhood regeneration

projects commonly focus on improving the pedestrian and cycling environment (i.e. fixing
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pavements, providing signage, cycling routes, walking paths etc); thus, shaping community
identity through introducing uniformity in the built environment. It also interesting to note that a
distinct domain tapping on pedestrian environment emerged in the analysis. This may suggest that,
while a better pedestrian environment is generally associated with more socio-economically
privileged neighbourhoods (also indicated by the observed cross-loading of D3: Sidewalks & lack

of Barriers), it is not a unique feature of privileged neighbourhoods.

Lastly, the third factor had high loading from three CyNOTes domains, namely D1: Outdoor
Public Spaces, Recreation and Nature features, D9: Social Contact and lack of Social Disorder
and, interestingly, D2: Architecture and Building Characteristics. While, it might be expected for
public space (D1) to be correlated with social contact (D9), the negative factor loading of D2
neighbourhoods with organized public spaces (e.g. park, green area and/or other outdoor spaces)
tend to be located in more central parts of the city with higher housing density, older residential

buildings, lack of garages and/or front gardens and other features that D9 captures.
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Table 19 Dimensionality of the new CyNOTes v 2.0 typology.

71.9%

Domain Factor 1 | Domain Factor 2 Domain
Good Better walkability | F2¢tor 3
maintenance, less | and neighborhood Outdoor
physical disorder, | identity public spaces
more security- & social
related features contact

Domain 1: Outdoor public 0.766

spaces, Recreation & Nature

Features

Domain 2: Architecture & -0.490

Building Characteristics

Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers 0.526 0.559

(lack of)

Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling 0.895

Environment

Domain 5: Neighborhood & 0.824

Ethnic Identification

Domain 6: Maintenance & 0.776

Appearance

Domain 7: Safety (lack of -0.881

security-related features)

Domain 8: Physical Disorder 0.636

(lack of)

Domain 9: Social Contact & 0.786

Social Disorder (lack of)

Total variance explained= 27.8% 25.6% 18.5%

KMO Measure of Sampling
Adequacy= 0.694

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity, p-
value <0.001
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Table 20 Differences in mean and median domain scores across three groups of neighborhoods defined by tertiles level of educational

attainment at postcode level.

Low educational Medium High educational
attainment group educational attainment group - . §
attainment group £835 |88 S,
New Domain Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median g ¢ 2 S35 S§
(D) | (1GR) | (sD) (IQR) | (sD) (1GR) hex|av=|d5
1 Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and 39.76 39.28 42.02 44.64 48.80 53.57 0.401 0.341 0.192
Nature Features (N=14) (19.25) (28.57) (20.85) (33.92) (16.22) (25.00)
2 Architecture & Building Characteristics 70.75 72.72 66.06 68.18 78.03 79.54 0.036 0.047 0.127
(N=11, excl. profile) (10.72) (9.09) (16.46) (22.72) | (8.17) (11.36)
3 Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) 33.50 32.50 34.83 32.50 42.66 42.50 0.182 0.148 0.086
(16.11) (22.50) | (12.72) (17.50) | (14.12) (27.50)
4 Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) 43.33 41.66 43.51 36.11 52.31 52.77 0.042 0.039 0.028
(10.16) (15.27) | (13.58) (20.83) | (7.56) (13.88)
5 Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification 42.33 37.50 44.33 45.00 48.16 42.50 0.605 0.569 0.321
(N=10, excl. profile) (16.94) (22.50) | (12.83) (22.50) | (18.06) (27.50)
6 Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) 45.78 44,11 49.50 48.52 58.92 58.82 0.003 0.002 0.001
(11.86) (14.70) | (10.48) (13.23) | (8.13) (13.23)
7 Safety (lack of security-related features) 64.00 65.00 61.16 62.50 52.66 52.50 0.100 0.070 0.038
(N=10) (15.52) (22.50) | (16.55) (17.50) | (11.27) (12.50)
8 Physical Disorder (lack of) 66.56 64.70 70.29 67.64 76.76 77.94 0.023 0.026 0.006
(N=17 excl. profile) (8.25) (11.76) | (10.95) (17.64) | (10.02) (11.76)
9 Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) 55.12 53.84 55.15 55.76 51.53 50.00 0.503 0.432 0.310
(N=13, excl. profile) (8.83) (13.46) | (12.40) (21.15) | (6.82) (7.69)
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Table 21 Differences in mean and median domain scores across five groups of neighborhoods defined by quintiles of educational
attainment at postcode level.

New Domain

Low | Low-Medium | Medium | Medium-High | High o> O vl 0T
- . S 05y S5 68 = S5 C

educational attainment group T>u e T>u < © T>u o
Mn md Mn md Mn md Mn Md Mn Md BNz
(sb) (1QR) (sb) (1QR) (SD) (1QR) (sb) (1QR) (sb) (1QR) ° -

Domain 1 36.30 39.28 39.68 42.85 46.42 44.64 46.03 50.00 49.20 53.57 0.596 0.585 0.106

Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and (16.39) | (21.42) | (22.81) (42.85) (19.90) | (28.57) (18.68) (33.92) | (17.0) (25.89)

Nature Features (N=14)

Domain 2 67.67 70.45 71.71 72.72 71.96 77.27 66.41 72.72 80.30 81.81 0.176 0.115 0.147

Architecture & Building Characteristics (10.27) | (18.18) | (10.60) (11.36) (14.68) | (18.18) (16.73) (20.45) | (9.09) (13.63)

(N=11, excl. profile)

Domain 3 28.33 25.00 34.72 32.50 38.88 42.50 35.27 32.50 47.77 47.50 0.066 0.046 0.009

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) (14.19) | (21.25) | (16.74) | (13.75) | (13.64) | (18.75) | (9.55) (13.75) | (13.83) | (22.50)

Domain 4 41.97 41.66 42.90 40.27 46.75 47.22 44.29 44.44 56.01 56.94 0.050 0.059 0.012

Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (7.66) (14.58) | (11.79) (18.75) (12.99) | (23.61) (12.25) (18.05) | (6.40) (12.50)

(N=18)

Domain 5 43.88 37.50 41.66 37.50 45.83 45.00 39.16 35.00 54.16 55.00 0.333 0.616 0.287

Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification (15.36) | (22.50) | (17.27) (20.00) (14.41) | (26.25) (9.01) (15.00) | (20.57) (43.75)

(N=10, excl. profile)

Domain 6 42.97 41.17 49.01 47.05 51.79 48.52 52.77 52.94 60.45 61.76 0.020 0.020 0.001

Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) (8.78) (14.70) | (13.25) (14.70) (11.87) | (23.52) (8.71) (12.50) | (8.71) (13.97)

Domain 7 70.83 72.50 60.83 62.50 58.33 60.00 58.33 57.50 48.05 50.00 0.026 0.021 0.002

Safety (lack of security-related features) | (14.36) | (22.50) | (15.05) (23.75) (15.76) | (15.00) (12.112) (18.75) | (11.37) (18.75)

(N=10)

Domain 8 64.37 64.70 66.50 66.17 75.65 75.00 69.28 64.70 80.22 77.94 0.003 0.004 0.001

Physical Disorder (lack of) (6.52) (11.76) | (9.96) (15.44) (9.70) (16.17) (11.40) (14.70) | (6.58) (10.29)

(N=17 excl. profile)

Domain 9 58.11 53.84 53.63 53.84 54.10 48.07 53.41 50.00 50.42 50.00 0.581 0.497 0.123

Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) | (9.41) (15.38) | (7.0) (9.61) (11.78) | (22.11) (12.89) (16.34) | (5.15) (6.73)

(N=13, excl. profile)
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10.1.5 Comparing Domain Scores across groups of Neighborhoods defined by

educational attainment level.

Table 20 and 21 shows the differences in mean and median domain scores across groups of
neighborhoods, stratified by tertiles and quintiles of educational attainment respectively.
Educational attainment was calculated at postcode level. To assess now domain scores across
neighborhoods with increasing educational attainment, both parametric and non-parametric
statistical test were used. Furthermore, we assessed whether there was a stepwise increase by

calculating p-value for trend across groups of neighbourhoods.

As shown in the Table 20 the majority of domains exhibited a stepwise increase in domain
score in association with the level of educational attainment. Specifically, for 4 out of 9 domains,
statistically significant better score values were observed in the high educational attainment
neighborhoods and worst score values were seen in the lower educational attainment
neighborhoods. In 1 of the 9 domains, “safety” there was a significant inverse association while
“social contact and social disorder” there was insignificant association. Finally, in the remaining

4 domains no clear trend was observed.

Turning to the positive associations, “Lack of Physical disorder”, scored (66.6 S.D = 8.25)
in the low educational group, (70.3 S.D = 11.0) in the medium educational group and (76.8 S.D
=10.0) in the high educational group. This trend was significant (p = 0.006). Such a pattern was
expected since there were more frequent observations of abandoned cars, dumped materials,
graffiti and. in general, waste in parks and other public spaces in medium-high as well as in

medium-low educational attainment neighborhoods.

Similarly, a substantially higher domain score for “Maintenance and Appearance” was
found in neighborhoods with greater educational attainment (58.9 S.D = 8.13) compared with
medium (49.50 S.D = 10.48) and low educational attainment (45.8 S.D=11.86) neighborhoods.
This was also significant (p < 0.001). This can be justified since in many cases the lower
educational attainment group of neighborhoods appeared to have many streets and pavements in

disrepair as well as green spaces and parks with dilapidated benches and playgrounds.
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Lastly, a significantly higher domain score for ‘“Pedestrian & Cycling environment” was
found in neighborhoods with greater educational attainment (52.31 S.D=7.56) compared with
medium (43.51 S.D= 13.58) and low educational attainment (43.33 S.D = 10.16) neighborhoods.
This was also significant (p < 0.028). This can be justified since the greater educational attainment
neighborhoods have wider pavements and roads making it easier to cycle and with fewer barriers

as compared to the medium and low educational attainment neighborhoods.

One domain had a significant inverse pattern, which related to how the question was
negatively rather that positively framed. Specifically, “Safety-Lack of Security-related features”
with mean difference scored higher (64.00 S.D =15.52) in the low educational attainment group,
lower in the medium educational attainment group (61.16 S.D=16.55) and even lower in the higher
educational attainment group (52.66 S.D =11.27). This was also statistically significant with p-
value for trend p<0.04. This was expected since the physical representations of security-related
features did not reflect an unsafe neighbourhood (e.g. crime) and hence the need to own such
security devices; it reflected the residents’ perceptions of the level of safety in their area or even

simply their financial ability to own security devices for their properties.

Interestingly, “Lack of Social Contact and Social Cohesion” showed the same level for low
(55.1 S.D=8.83) and medium-educational attainment neighborhoods (55.15 S.D= 12.4), with an
unusual slight decrease in score for the high educational attainment neighborhoods (51.5 S.D =
6.82). However, given the small magnitude of this reduction, there was no statistical significance
in p-value for trend (p> 0.31).

There was no trend seen for the remaining domains. These were “Lack of Sidewalks and
Barriers”, “Neighbourhood and Ethnic Identification”, “Outdoor public spaces, recreation and
nature”, and “Architecture and Building Characteristics.” However, it is worth noting for
“Architecture and Building Characteristics” that a U-shaped curve appeared, where the medium
educational attainment group had a lower score than the low educational attainment group, and

this trend was significant according to the Kruskall-Wallis test (p < 0.05)

The stepwise association observed across tertiles was also observed at the level of quintiles

(Table 20), suggesting that the phenomenon observed holds even at more detailed level.
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Turning to the positive associations, ‘“Maintenance and Appearance” had a stepwise
increase in scores from low educational attainment (42.97 S.D=8.78), to the low-medium (49.01
S.D =13.25) to the medium (51.79, S.D =11.87), and medium-high group (52.77 S.D= 8.71)
respectively with the highest educational attainment group of neighbourhoods having the highest
scores (60.45 S.D= 8.71); p-value for trend <0.001. This stepwise increase in scores was

statistically significant.

Similarly, a positive trend was observed for “Lack of Physical Disorder.” Here the lowest
educational group receives the lowest score (64.37 S.D=6.52) and the low-medium group the
second-lowest score (66.50 S.D =9.96). The score continues to increase in the medium group
(75.65 S.D= 9.70) but decreased slightly in the medium-high group (69.28 S.D=11.40). The
highest score was seen in the highest educational attainment group (80.22 S.D = 6.58) and this

trend was statistically significant (p<0.001).

A slightly different pattern has been observed, with some middle educational attainment
neighborhoods scoring lower than the low educational groups. Specifically, the “Pedestrian &
Cycling Environment” score was higher 46.75 (S.D=12.99) in the Medium educational attainment
group (44.29, S.D= 12.25) compared to medium high group . More importantly, consistently
through with the general upward trend, the high educational attainment group (56.01 S.D=6.40)

had on average the highest scores compared to the low educational group.

Similarly, the “Sidewalk & Barriers (lack of)” scored lower in the low educational
attainment group (28.33 S.D =14.19), higher in the low-medium group (34.72 S.D=16.74), higher
in the Medium group (38.88 S.D 13.64) then lower in the medium-high group (35.27 S.D= 9.55).
The highest score was observed in the high educational attainment neighborhood (47.77 S.D
13.83). This trend was also statistically significant (p< 0.009).

One domain had a significant inverse pattern, which nevertheless is a fact of the operational
definition used. Specifically, “Safety (Lack of Security-related features)” had the highest score in
the low educational attainment group (70.83 S.D =14.36), followed by the low-medium group
(60.83 S.D=15.05) and decreased further in the medium (58.33 S.D=15.76) and medium-high

group (58.33 S.D=12.11). The lowest-scoring was observed in the highest educational attainment
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group (48.05 S.D=11.37). The trend was statistically significant (p<0.002). This is justified since
physical representation of security related features do not necessarily reflect an unsafe
neighborhood. Instead, they may reflect the residents’ perceptions of the level of safety in their

area or even simply their financial ability to own security devices for their properties.

Similarly, “Social contact and lack of Social disorder” also appeared to display a stepwise
decrease, showing the low educational attainment groups to score best (58.11 S.D = 9.41) and
higher than the low-medium group (53.63 S.D= 7.0) followed by the low-medium group (54.10
S.D =11.78) and the medium-high group (53.41 S.D =12.89) with the lowest scoring to be
observed in the high group (50.42 S.D=5.15). However, this was not statistically significant
(p>0.123) while the observed pattern is not clearly stepwise in the middle groups, there is an

obvious difference between.

There was also no significant trend seen for the remaining domains: “Neighborhood and
Ethnic Identification”, “Architecture and Building Characteristics”, and “Outdoor public spaces,
Recreation and Nature Features” the two ends of the continuum with the lowest education group
of neighborhoods scoring higher in terms of the social environment compared to the highest

education group.

Replication of such calculations were made also at tertile and quartile parish level census
data. The overall conclusion of such replication showed that even looking at the educational
attainment continuum using postcode or parish-level the results are the same. The results of these
calculations are presented in the APPENDIX XIV and APPENDIX XV.
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10.1.6 Differences in neighbourhood environment by Socio-Economic Disadvantage
(SED) Index

The tables above showed that unambiguous environmental inequities exist across

neighborhood with different levels of educational attainment.

As shown in the Table 22 the majority of domains exhibited a stepwise increase in domain
score in association with postcode-level of composite Index of Socio-economic Disadvantage
(SED). Specifically, for 7 out of 9 domains, show a stepwise increase whereby more affluent
neighbourhoods (i.e. lowest SED) score higher compared to the most disadvantaged
neighbourhoods which they gather the lowest scores. The middle group is commonly somewhere
in the middle, sometimes closer to the bottom tertiles “Architecture & Building Characteristics”
(68.94 S.D =12.65) and other times closer to the top tertile “Pedestrian & Cycling Environment”
(49.07 S.D =11.77). In general, they were higher score for “Architecture & Building
Characteristics”, “Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of)”, “Pedestrian & Cycling Environment”,
“Maintenance and Appearance” and ‘“Physical Disorder (lack of)” among the lowest

Socioeconomic disadvantage group.

Two domains appeared to be reverse. These were “Safety” (lack of security features)” and
“Social Contact & Disorder (lack of)”. Showing that the highest socioeconomic disadvantage
neighbourhoods meaning the less affluent were lacking of security related features compared to
the lowest socioeconomic disadvantage neighbourhoods similarly as in the case of educational
attainment. The Social contact and lack of Disorder also appeared to be scoring worse in the lowest
socioeconomic disadvantage neighbourhoods (more affluent) compared to the highest

socioeconomic disadvantage groups (worse off neighbourhoods).
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Table 22 Differences in mean and median domain scores across tertiles of neighborhoods according to postcode-level Composite Index of

Socio-economic Disadvantage (SED).

Lowest SED Second Tertile Highest SED . N -

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median | S § o S5

(SD) (IQR) (SD) (IQR) (SD) (IRR) | 22 | 5F | ¢ =

O< | X2 | a8

New Domain 1 48.92 50.00 46.42 48.21 35.24 35.71 0.104 |0.118 | 0.045
Outdoor public spaces, Recreation & Nature (15.94) (23.21) (21.48) (39.29) (16.93) (23.21)

Features (N=14)

New Domain 2 77.58 81.82 68.94 72.73 68.33 70.45 0.091 |0.016 | 0.050
Architecture & Building Character. (N=11) (15.53) (18.19) (12.65) (18.19) (8.52) (13.64)

New Domain 3 46.00 42.50 36.16 35.00 28.83 27.50 0.004 | 0.007 | 0.001
Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) (15.78) (32.50) (10.89) (17.50) (12.13) (20.00)

New Domain 4 49.91 51.39 49.07 50.00 40.18 37.50 0.029 |0.032 | 0.017
Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) (11.20) (20.83) (12.77) (15.27) (8.70) (13.89)

New Domain 5 50.33 40.00 44.50 45.00 40.00 35.00 0.207 |0.337 | 0.075
Neighborhood & Ethnic Identification (N=10) | (21.34) (45.00) (10.00) (20.00) (13.56) (20.00)

New Domain 6 59.71 61.76 50.98 50.00 43.53 4412 <0.001 [ 0.001 | 0.000
Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) (11.84) (17.65) (8.39) (10.29) (8.01) (16.18)

New Domain 7 48.33 50.00 63.00 62.50 66.50 65.00 0.001 | 0.005 | 0.001
Safety (lack of security features) (N=10) (14.47) (25.00) (10.74) (15.00) (13.88) (22.50)

New Domain 8 78.04 77.94 70.00 70.59 65.98 64.71 0.003 | 0.008 | 0.001
Physical Disorder (lack of) (N=17) (11.41) (14.70) (7.34) (10.29) 8.91 (11.77)

New Domain 9 49.50 48.08 54.74 51.92 57.60 53.85 0.059 |0.027 | 0.019
Social Contact & Disorder (lack of) (N=13) (5.32) (7.70) (12.82) (21.16) (7.69) (13.07)
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Figure 8 Neighbourhood Profiles by Socioeconomic Disadvantage
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10.2 Results Stage B Perception of neighborhood environment: Concurrent
Validity

The concurrent validity of the CYNOTes has been investigated by exploring the citizen’s
perception of their neighborhood environment. A door-to-door survey has been performed using
the Place Standard questionnaire in the 45 stratified samples of the neighborhoods that have been
audited with the CyNOTes.

The results of the door to door survey are presented below.
10.2.1 Sociodemographic characteristics of the participants

A targeted sample of 10 participants was set on each neighborhood. Table 23 presents the
socio-demographic characteristics of the participants (n=444).The majority of the sample was
females (61.9%), with an age range from <35 to 65+ years old of Cypriot nationality. 38.5% had
tertiary-university education and 48.2% had full-time employment. More than half of the
participants (75.2%) were residing in the neighborhood for more than 10 years and owned a house
(82.5%) instead of renting. Lastly, 30.6% have reported experiencing financial difficulties in the

past 12 months.

148



Table 23 Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants (N=444).

Variable Groups N %
Gender Male 169 38.1%
Female 275 61.9%
Age <35 95 21.4%
35-49 101 22.7%
50-64 124 27.9%
65+ 122 27.6%
Not reported 2 0.5%
Nationality Cypriot 402 90.5%
Not Cypriot 42 9.5%
Marital status Married/Cohabiting 303 68.2%
Single 82 18.5%
Divorced/ Separated/ Widowed 58 13.1%
Not reported 1 0.2%
Educational attainment Up to lower secondary 103 23.2%
Upper secondary 111 25.0%
Tertiary-University 171 38.5%
Postgraduate 57 12.8%
Not reported 2 0.5%
Employment status Full-time employment 214 48.2%
Part-time employment 40 9.0%
Unemployment 38 8.6%
Not economically active/ Retired 152 34.2%
Residency in current address | More than 10 years 334 75.2%
3-10 years 51 11.5%
Less than 3 years 59 13.3%
House tenure Owner-occupied 366 82.5%
Privately renting or other 78 17.5%
House type Detached 312 70.3%
Semi-detached 87 19.6%
Apartment in block of eight or less 20 4.5%
Apartment in block of eight or more 25 5.6%
Financial difficulties previous | No 305 68.7%
12 months Yes 136 30.6%
Not reported 3 0.7%
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10.2.2 Assessment of the 14 domains of the neighborhood environment using the Place
Standard tool

Table 24 presents summary statistics (mean, median, min, max) across the 14 domains of
Place Standard for the overall sample (i.e. across all neighborhoods). A higher score indicated
more satisfaction with this aspect since the place standard asks responders to rate on scale from 1,
indicating need for large improvement to 7, indicating need for little improvement. The table also
presents the percentage of participation who reported large (1-2) improvement vs little (6-7)

improvement is needed.

The vast majority of citizens places their neighbourhood in the middle, around midpoint
(6-8) of the ladder. As many as 27.9% of responders placed their neighbourhood on the top steps

of the social ladder, and only 17.8% of them placed their neighbourhood on the bottom steps.

As shown in Table 23 the domain with the largest percentage of residents that gave lower
scoring was the domain of “Influence & Sense of Control (48%)” ,then “Play and Recreation
(41.7%)”, then “Traffic and Parking(39.6%)” and then “Public transport (35.4%)”. In contrast,
identity and belonging received the highest score by comparison with only 10.1% reporting that

large improvements were needed.

The highest scores meaning less improvement is needed, were between ldentity and
Belonging (5.80), Feeling safe (4.78), Social Contact (4.78), Facilities & Amenities (4.67), Street
& Spaces (4.65). The lowest scores meaning large improvement is needed were between Traffic
and Parking (3.64), Play and Recreation (3.59).

Interestingly, for “Influence & Sense of Control”, citizens responded that needed large
improvement which matches with the nuclear topic described in the virtual ethnographic study,
where citizens wanted to have a voice and wanted to be able to have more control of their

neighborhood environment.
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Table 24 Assessment of the 14 domains of the neighborhood environment on a scale of 1 (large improvement) to 7 (little improvement) of
the Place Standard tool (N=444).

Summary statistics

Percentage reporting ...

Place Standard N Mean (SD) | Median Min-Max Large improvement Around midpoint Little improvement

(responses 1-2) (3-5) (responses 6-7)
Q1: Moving around 444 4.15 (2.11) 4 1-7 26.1% 44.8% 29.1%
Q2: Public transport 444 3.95 (2.35) 4 1-7 35.4% 31.8% 32.9%
Q3: Traffic & Parking 444 3.64 (2.25) 3 1-7 39.6% 33.6% 26.8%
Q4: Streets & Spaces 443 4.65 (2.08) 5 1-7 19.2% 40.2% 40.6%
Q5: Natural space 444 4.16 (2.25) 4 1-7 31.8% 34.7% 33.6%
Q6: Play & Recreation 444 3.59 (2.27) 3 1-7 41.7% 31.8% 26.6%
Q7: Facilities & Amenities 444 4.67 (2.15) 5 1-7 21.2% 35.1% 43.7%
Q8: Work & Local economy 444 4.05 (2.25) 4 1-7 30.9% 35.6% 33.6%
Q9: Housing & Community 442 3.64 (2.06) 4 1-7 34.5% 42.8% 22.3%
Q10: Social contact 443 4.78 (2.23) 5 1-7 22.3% 30.0% 47.6%
Q11: Identity & Belonging 442 5.80 (1.82) 7 1-7 10.1% 19.1% 70.6%
Q12: Feeling safe 444 4.78 (2.17) 5 1-7 20.3% 32.2% 47.5%
Q13: Care & Maintenance 444 3.97 (2.02) 4 1-7 27.5% 46.6% 25.9%
Q14: Influence & Sense of control 444 3.61 (2.32) 3 1-7 42.8% 29.8% 27.5%
Total score (theoretical range: 14-98) 439 59.26 61 20-94

(15.76)
N Mean (SD) | Median Min-Max Relatively Around midpoint Relatively privileged
disadvantaged (6-8) (9-10)
(1-5)

Subjective assessment on 1-10 ladder 444 7.14 (2.03) 7 1-10 17.8% 54.3% 27.9%
of neighborhood’s social position
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Figure 9 shows the citizens’ responses (grouped from free text) when asked about the three
priorities for action in their neighborhoods. The citizens mostly referred to “Play, playgrounds,
and other green spaces” and “Garbage, animal droppings, and other physical disorder” (more than
32%). This was followed by “Traffic and Parking arrangements”, “Pavement/ Pedestrian
environment (including speeding)” and “Street surface and maintenance” (about 25%). It is
interesting to note that while residents rated Public Transport low, only about 10% (i.e. one in 10)
included this in their top 3 priorities, possibly suggesting a car-cultural whereby, while dissatisfied
with the availability and/or quality of public transport, this aspect does not feature high in citizens’
priorities for action. Similarly, only less than 10% included the lack of “Facilities and Amenities,
including recycling” in their neighborhoods as a top priority. However, whether this indicates a
weak environmental/ green culture and/or whether even more basic needs, such as lack of good
quality pedestrian environment, outdoor spaces, and general physical order and cleanliness, take

priority is not clear.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
Parks, playgrounds & other green spaces [N
Garbage, animal droppings & other physical disorder
Traffic and Parking arrangements
Pavements/ Pedestrian environment (incl. speeding)
Street surfaces/ maintenance
Safety (incl. social disorder & public lighting)
Noise, rain water, pollution

Public transport

Facilities and amenities, incl recycling

Figure 9 Frequency of reported "*priorities for action™ (free -text-Place Standard door to door

survey).
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10.2.3 Associations of subjective ratings of neighborhoods according to the Place

Standard questionnaire with individual socio-demographic characteristics

As mentioned in the methodology section, a series of stepwise regression models were
used to identify which individual socio-demographic characteristics are associated with the
residents’ own ratings of the set of audited neighbourhoods; for example, whether people in older
age-groups tend to give higher ratings on average than people in younger age-groups. This was
important because of the convenience sampling in the door-to-door survey. While effort was taken
to apply quota sampling (at least by gender and age-group), this was not always achieved, thus,
the composition of sampled participants differs across audited neighbourhoods in terms of their
socio-demographic characteristics need to be included in the model later on in order to adjust them
as potential confounders. This was necessary the socio-demographic background of responders
differs in the models looking at differences at area level (i.e., Tables 28 and onwards). This was
essential as the CyNOTes domains were not a direct match with the Place Standard questionnaire
domains and therefore those socio-demographic variables were adjusted as confounders. In
addition, we had to consider that these socio-demographic variables may influence the results. As
a result, any observed differences in average ratings across neighbourhoods need to be adjusted
for the potentially confounding effect of the different socio-demographic composition of the
sample of residents who participated in the survey; for instance, continuing from the example
above, if the sample of residents in one of the audited neighbourhoods tends to be older in age,
and given than there is evidence to suggest in the overall sample that older people tend to rate more
favourably than younger age-groups, then a higher observed rating in that neighbourhood might

simply represent this differing age composition across the neighborhoods.

Table 25 shows the socio-demographic characteristics associated with each one of the 14
Place Standard Domain ratings, whereby b coefficients from the regression models are reported
along p-values. Only associations which were statistically significant at the 10% level were
included in the final models. It appears that for some domains (e.g. “Moving around”) there were
no statistically significant associations with any of the nine socio-demographic variables included
in the models (see first row of Table 24). However, for other domains, 1-2 socio-demographic

characteristics of residents appeared to the associated with the ratings, while for a number of
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domains (i.e. “Streets and Spaces” or “Feeling Safe”’), as many as four predictor variables were
associated with residents’ ratings. Taking the domain “Feeling safe”, as an example, it appears that
non-Cypriots (b coeff 1.21) and single people (b coeff 0.54) tend to give statistically significant
higher ratings on average compared to people of Cypriot nationality and married people. Ratings
of safety also show a tendency to be higher on average across increasing age (by 0.28 across
successive age-groups; p<0.001) but they were on average lower among people who reported
financial difficulties (-0.54; p=0.016), which was indeed one of the characteristics which showed

more consistent associations across multiple domains.

Focusing on the overall picture in order to identify certain socio-demographic characteristics
that are consistently associated with higher or lower Place Standard ratings across multiple
domains, a mixed picture emerges. A number of characteristics seem to be more consistently
associated with the ratings across multiple domains of Place Standard (e.g. financial difficulties or
non-Cypriot nationality), while other characteristics (e.g. gender) are associated with only one
domain or even none (e.g. house ownership). In terms of gender, the women who participated in
the door-to-door survey tended to give lower ratings on average (by -0.44 on a 1-7 scale) than men
with regard to the domain “Housing and Community”, which taps on the quality and variety of
housing options in an area. In contrast, there was no evidence that ratings differed between home
owners and non-owners neither with regard to the domain “housing and community” nor with any
other Place Standard domain. In fact, the latter observation may seem surprising given the fact that
the proportion of owner-occupied households in an area is often included in international area-
level composite indices of socio-economic environment as an indicator of residential stability in a
neighbourhood, a condition assumed to promote higher attachment and involvement in the care

and maintenance of the area among home owners.

Nevertheless, with the exception of home ownership, all other socio-demographic
characteristics were associated with at least one, if not more domain ratings. In fact, a number of
characteristics where consistently associated with multiple domains. Among these: older age, non-
Cypriot nationality and marital status (in particular, being single) were all associated with more
favorable ratings by 0.3-1.2 on average on several aspects of the neighborhood environment. In
contrast, people who reported financial difficulties in the last 12 months gave on average lower

ratings by 0.4-0.8 on a 1-7 scale across multiple domains, including both aspects of the built
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environment, such as “traffic and parking” and “streets and spaces”, as well as aspects of the social
environment, such as “social contact”, “identity and belonging”, and “feeling safe”. The strongest
association was observed with domain “influence and sense of control” compared to people who

did not report any financial difficulties (b coeff -0.81, p=0.001).

One of the more consistent findings was that people of non-Cypriot nationality tend to give
more favourable ratings on average compared to Cypriots across multiple domains, including th
quality of “Public transport” (by 0.75 on 1-7 scale; p=0.061); the quality of “Streets and Spaces”
(by 0.73; p=0.032); “Natural Space” (by 1.11; p=0.003); “Work and Local Economy” (by 0.76;
p=0.037); “Feeling Safe” (by 1.21; p=0.001); and perhaps surprisingly, even “Influence and Sense
of Control” (by 0.32; p=0.001).

A number of other findings are worth mentioning here:

e The only domain for which a statistically significant association was observed with
educational attainment was for “Social Contact”, whereby a tendency for slightly lower
ratings on average was observed across participants with higher educational attainment (-
0.28; p=0.011).

e People not in employment (not economically active, unemployed or retired) were more
likely to rate “Play and Recreation” in the neighbourhood lower (-0.54; p=0.040), even
though, interestingly, they tend to rate more favorably on average the domains: “Housing
and Community” (0.41; p=0.042) and “Care and Maintenance” (0.50; p=0.010).

The purpose of this analysis was to identify the socio-demographic characteristics that might
have a confounding effect in the comparison across groups neighbourhoods (next sections) due to
the differing composition of the sample of residents. Since, with some exceptions, nearly all
characteristics investigated here showed some association with one or more domains, it was
decided to include all these variables in the analysis even if this significantly reduces the statistical

power of the analysis to detect statistically significant differences.

The next two sections of the thesis present the observed differences in mean Place Standard
ratings across neighborhoods classified by (a) educational attainment and (b) the composite socio-
economic disadvantage index, while the following section repeats the analysis after controlling for

the socio-demographic characteristics of the responders.
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Table 25 Associations between the assessment of the 14 Place Standard Domains and Socio-demographic characteristics.

Place Standard Gender: Across Nationality: Marital: Marital” Across Un/Not Less than Not Financial
Females older Not Cypriot Single Divorced/ higher employed or | 10 years house difficulties
ages Widowed Education Retired residency | owners
Q1: Moving around
Q2: Public transport 0.75; 0.56; -1.21;
p=0.061 p=0.046 p<0.001
Q3: Traffic & Parking -0.50; -0.39;
p=0.044 p=0.091
Q4: Streets & Spaces 0.30; 0.73; 0.53; -0.41;
p=0.004 p=0.032 p=0.065 p=0.058
Q5: Natural space 0.35; 1.11; 0.63;
p=0.001 p=0.003 p=0.041
Q6: Play & Recreation 0.45; 0.68; -0.54;
p=0.001 p=0.032 p=0.040
Q7: Facilities & Amenities
Q8: Work & Local economy 0.76;
p=0.037
Q9: Housing & Community -0.44; -0.84; 0.41;
p=0.028 p=0.005 p=0.042
Q10: Social contact -0.28; -0.63;
p=0.011 p=0.008
Q11: Identity & Belonging 0.38; 0.43; -0.42;
p<0.001 p=0.081 p=0.022
Q12: Feeling safe 0.28; 1.21; 0.54, -0.54,
p=0.008 p=0.001 p=0.008 p=0.016
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.84; 0.50;
p=0.001 p=0.010
Q14: Influence & Sense of control 0.32; -0.81;
p=0.001 p=0.001




Table 26 Observed differences in mean (SD) score and percentage of participants reporting that large improvements are needed across

the 14 domains of the Place Standard across tertiles of neighborhoods by census-based postcode-level educational attainment.

Tertiles of neighborhoods according to
educational attainment (% tertiary education)

Tertiles of neighborhoods according to
educational attainment (% tertiary education)

Place Standard domains Lower Middle Higher p- Lower Middle Higher p-value
(N=146) (N=148) (N=150) value (N=146) (N=148) (N=150)
% reporting large improvements are needed Mean (SD)
Q1: Moving around 28.1% 31.1% 19.3% 0.020 4.12 (2.11) 3.66 (2.07) 4.65 (2.06) <0.001
Q2: Public transport 29.5% 38.5% 38.0% 0.057 4.36 (2.42) 3.73(2.32) 3.76 (2.27) 0.036
Q3: Traffic & Parking 32.9% 50.7% 35.3% 0.015 3.90 (2.21) 3.19(2.23) 3.85(2.25) 0.010
Q4: Streets & Spaces 21.9% 27.9% 8.0% <0.001 4.47 (2.10) 4.29 (2.26) 5.19(1.78) <0.001
Q5: Natural space 39.0% 31.8% 24.7% 0.020 3.79(2.33) 4.07 (2.20) 4.59 (2.16) 0.007
Q6: Play & Recreation 50.7% 41.2% 33.3% 0.045 3.25(2.37) 3.61(2.24) 3.91(2.16) 0.040
Q7: Facilities & Amenities 24.0% 26.4% 13.3% 0.023 4.73 (2.26) 4.35 (2.26) 4.91(1.88) 0.071
Q8: Work & Local economy 33.6% 32.4% 26.7% 0.004 3.48 (2.11) 4.22 (2.36) 4.28 (2.21) 0.024
Q9: Housing & Community 33.6% 37.7% 32.7% 0.904 3.64 (2.04) 3.54 (2.12) 3.73(2.02) 0.740
Q10: Social contact 23.3% 19.6% 24.2% 0.471 4.86 (2.31) 4.89 (2.22) 4.60 (2.17) 0.467
Q11: Identity & Belonging 12.3% 14.4% 4.0% 0.042 5.71 (2.00) 5.58 (1.96) 6.10 (1.43) 0.042
Q12: Feeling safe 26.0% 29.1% 6.0% <0.001 4.70 (2.33) 4.18 (2.28) 5.46 (1.67) <0.001
Q13: Care & Maintenance 31.5% 27.7% 23.3% 0.298 3.84 (2.09) 4.09 (2.09) 3.97 (1.87) 0.562
Q14: Influence/Sense of control 43.8% 48.0% 36.7% 0.183 3.47 (2.27) 3.50 (2.38) 3.85(2.31) 0.294
Total score (theoretical range: 14-98) 58.28 (16.72) | 57.02 (15.37) | 62.47 (14.71) 0.008
% placing neighborhood at 5 or lower Mean (SD)
Subjective assessment on 1-10 ladder of 226% | 216% |  9.3%
neighborhood’s social position % placing neighborhood at 9 or higher <0.001 6.67 (2.06) 6.80 (1.96) 7.95 (1.82) <0.001
18.5% 19.6% 45.3%
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10.2.4 Differences in Place Standard ratings across neighbourhoods classified

according to educational attainment

Table 26 shows observed differences in mean (SD) ratings across the 14 domains of the
Place Standard Tool (theoretical score 1=large improvement to 7= little improvement) across three
groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of educational attainment. Educational attainment
group (lower-middle-high) was operationalized according to the percentage of residents with
tertiary education as recorded in the 2011 census and distributed into tertiles. In parallel, the Table
also shows the percentage of survey responders who reported that large improvements are needed
(responses 1 or 2) and thus expressed a high level of dissatisfaction with a particular Place Standard
domain. One-way ANOVA and chi-square tests were used respectively to assess in the first
instance whether the Place Standard mean ratings (i.e. using the full scale as a continuous variable)
or the percentage of responders who reported that large improvements are needed in a particular
domain (i.e. focusing on the bottom-end of the scale) differ across neighborhoods with higher

greater educational attainment.

Furthermore, as also shown at the bottom of Table 26, it was also important to assess in
the first instance the extent to which the social classification of neighborhoods using educational
attainment, a census-based indicator of social position, is consistent with the residents’ own
subjective assessment of their neighborhood social position (as operationalized by a 10-step
ladder). As expected, a stepwise and statistically significant increase was observed across the three
groups of neighborhoods in terms of the residents’ own assessment of their neighbourhood social
position, even though the magnitude of the difference was not large in absolute terms, Specifically,
survey participants in the group of neighbourhoods with high educational attainment (i.e. higher
social position) placed their neighbourhoods around the 8" step of the ladder on average (M=7.95,
SD=1.82). Survey participants in neighborhoods with lower educational attainment group placed
their neighbouroods lower on the ladder compared to the higher educational attainment group, but
with no much difference between them — M=6.80 (SD 1.96) in the middle group and M= 6.67 (SD
2.06) in the lower educational attainment group. In fact, while more than 1 in 5 participants from
lower and middle educational attainment neighbourhoods placed their neighbourhoods at step 5 or

lower on the subjective social ladder, the equivalent percentage in the higher educational
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attainment group was 9.3% (one in ten), with nearly half of all people (45.3%) in this group placing
their neighbourhood at the top two steps of the ladder, further confirming the validity of using

educational attainment to place neighborhoods on the socio-economic continuum.

In terms of the residents’ assessment of the quality of the neighbourhood environment, for
the majority of domains (10-11 out 14 total), ratings appeared, as expected, generally higher on
average in the tertile of neighbourhoods with higher educational attainment, even if the differences
where not always statistically significant and/or the observed pattern was not always stepwise
across decreasing educational attainment. In fact, in many cases, the lowest ratings where observed
in the middle category, rather than the bottom tertile. The observed pattern can be also clearly
observed in the graphical representation in Figure 6, which shows the mean ratings across the three
different educational attainment groups. However, as it can be seen in Table 26, the observed
pattern across the three groups of neighborhoods is similar, irrespective of whether the analysis is

based on mean ratings or on the percentage of residents expressing the highest levels of satisfaction

The green line on Figure 10 (representing the top group of neighbourhoods) tends to be
further out than the other two lines on the radial plot suggesting higher satisfaction with the quality
of “place”. However, the red line (representing the bottom category in terms of educational
attainment) is not always the line which is further in (closer to the middle of the radial plot).
Instead, often it is the middle category (in orange) which represents the lowest mean scores in the
PST ratings. Of course, it should be reminded that the radial plot, which is the standard method of
presenting the Place Standard, points to a higher satisfaction with “place”, the fuller the
corresponding diagram is. In this case, ratings are generally low across the board as they rarely
exceed score 5 (on a 1-7 scale) even in the most advantageous group of neighbourhoods in terms

of their educational attainment.

It is not clear to what extent the non-stepwise pattern observed in several domains (with
the middle category recording less satisfaction with neighbourhood conditions) represents actual
more unfavourable conditions experienced by residents in these neighbourhoods or even whether
the same interpretation can be given across all domains. In fact, given the fact that a more
consistent stepwise pattern of neighbourhood quality was recorded in the audit survey across

increasing social position, it may be also likely that this U-shape pattern whereby, ratings in the
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middle educational attainment group are lower compared to both ends of the continuum may be a
product of differential social desirability bias or even differential expectations among people in
neighborhoods. The first term point to a phenomenon, whereby people in lower social status
neighbourhoods may be more reluctant to “complain” (and perhaps more so in a personal
interview) about their neighbourhoods even though they are aware of the more unfavorable
conditions compared to elsewhere. The second term would point to a phenomenon whereby there
is an actual different point of reference as to what constitutes “good” or “bad” neighbourhood
hence manifesting as different expectations. While it is likely that all three processes are at play,

no inference can be drawn from a survey study design.

Considering the overall picture with the purpose of grouping the observed patterns, the

following observations emerge:

e Inatotal of 11 (out of 14) Place Standard domains, a lower percentage of residents in the top
educational attainment group of neighborhoods expressed dissatisfaction (or equivalently,
gathered higher mean ratings on average) compared to residents in the bottom category, even
if

o the observed differences were not statistically significant (4 domains: “Influence and
sense of Control”, “Care and Maintenance”, “Housing and Community” and “Social
Contact”)

o the observed pattern was not necessarily stepwise, since the lowest ratings were not
observed in the bottom educational attainment group (in 7 domains)

e In 4 domains, a clear stepwise pattern was observed along the educational attainment
continuum, whereby a progressively increased statistically significant percentage of residents
expressing dissatisfaction was recorded in each successive group of neighborhoods. These
where

o “Natural space”, whereby 24.7% (1 in 4) responders reported strong dissatisfaction in
the top vs 31.8% in the middle vs 39.0% (nearly half) in the bottom group of
neighbourhoods in terms of educational attainment; p-value=0.020

o “Play and Recreation”, whereby as many as 33.3% (1 in 3) responders reported strong

dissatisfaction in the top but the equivalent figure was higher (41.2%) in the middle
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and even higher (50.7%) in the bottom group of neighbourhoods in terms of educational
attainment; p-value=0.045

“Work and Local Economy”, with equivalent figures ranging from 26.7% to 32.4% and
33.6% respectively; p-value=0.004

“Care and Maintenance”, where even though a clear stepwise pattern was observed
(23.3% vs 27.7% vs 31.5%), the observed differences were not as large to be

statistically significant at the 5% level (p-value=0.298)

In 2 domains, the observed pattern was actually reverse, whereby the percentage of responders

expressing dissatisfaction was actually lower in the tertile of neighbourhoods with the lowest

educational attainment. These were:

o

“Public transport”, which might indeed reflect the more central position of these
neighborhoods

“Traffic and Parking”, which, nevertheless, may be surprising given the fact that these
neighbourhoods tend to be closer to the city centre. The highest level of dissatisfaction
with this aspect was recorded in the middle group where at least half of the residents
(50.7%) reported that large improvements are needed compared to about one in three
in both the bottom and top quartile of educational attainment (with 32.9% and 35.3%

respectively).

Finally, as suggested above, while in the majority of domains, the highest ratings were recorded

in the top educational attainment group of neighbourhoods, the lowest ratings were not always

recorded in the bottom tertile of neighrborhoods, but often in the middle educational attainment

group.

Some of the largest differences across groups of neighbourhoods were observed in terms

of “Feeling Safe” (p<0.001) and “Streets & Spaces” (p<0.001). With regard to the former, it is

interesting to note that, while only 6% of responders (i.e. one in about 20) in neighbourhoods with

higher educational attainment expressed dissatisfaction in terms of safety, the equivalent figures

in the rest of the neighbourhoods were 26.0% and 29.1% i.e. one in four. In the CyNOTes audits

a reverse pattern was recorded in terms of safety. However, as already discussed, CyNOTes

operationalizes safety as the lack of security-related features (such as CCTV cameras, high fences,

window/ doors bars etc). As such it is more likely to reflect financially ability to install security-

161



features rather than a perception of safety in the absence of such features. The Place Standard
residents’ survey confirms this interpretation since lower educational attainment neighbourhoods
may score higher on safety on the CyNOTes but as many as one in four residents expressed concern
about safety.

Another interesting finding is the fact that “Influence and sense of control”, mainly tapping
on the extent to which residents feel that they participate and/or influence decision about their
neighbourhoods scored generally low across all neighbourhoods with no statistically significant
differences across groups of neighbourhoods. While the percentage of residents in higher
educational attainment neighbourhoods expressing dissatisfaction about this aspect was somewhat
lower at 36.7% by comparison to elsewhere (i.e. 43.8% in the bottom tertile and 48.0% in the
middle tertile), it is worth noting that 1 in 3-4 people in the survey felt that large improvements
are needed in terms of citizens’ participation in decision-making. This comes in agreement with
the nuclear theme of the social media ethnographic study (inductive content analysis). Other Place
Standard domains which scored low across all neighbourhoods include: “Public Transport” and

“Play and Recreation”

Lastly, in term of the total Place Standard score (theoretical range: 14-98), the highest
mean score (which indicates higher satisfaction with “place”) was recorded among residents in the
top tertile of neighborhoods according to educational attainment (M=62.47, S.D=14.71) compared
with 58.28 (S.D=16.72) in the lower and 57.02 (S.D=15.37) and middle tertile. The difference
among the three groups of neighborhood was statistically significant (p=0.008), however, there
was no much difference between the bottom and middle tertile. It is not clear whether this
represents actual ‘similarity’ in the quality of the neighbourhood environment between these
groups of neighbourhoods, or to some extent it might also be suggestive of expectation bias and/or
social desirability bias. For instance, an ‘inflation’ of subjective ratings among residents in lower
educational attainment neighbourhoods. and/or, reversely, ‘deflation’ in the middle group,

possibly a result of higher expectations.
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Figure 10 Differences in domain mean scores across groups of neighborhoods by educational attainment.
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Figure 11 Differences in Place Standard domain mean scores across groups of neighborhoods by SED index.
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10.2.5 Differences in Place Standard ratings across neighbourhoods classified

according to composite socio-economic disadvantage index

The analysis was repeated after reclassifying the audited neighbourhoods using the
composite index of socio-economic disadvantage (SED index), rather than just educational
attainment. Table 27 shows the observed differences in the mean (SD) score as well as percentage
of participants reporting that large improvements are needed across the 14 domains of the Place
Standard across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by tertile levels of the composite SED
index. The observed pattern can be also clearly observed in the graphical representation in Figure
11, which shows the mean ratings across the three different groups of neighbourhoods classified

by socio-economic disadvantage.

As shown in Table 27, residents in neighbourhoods with lower socio-economic
disadvantage rated their neighbourhoods generally higher across most domains, with only few
exceptions. This is also clearly indicated in Figure 11 where the green line (representing the bottom
tertile of SED. i.e. more privileged neighbourhoods) can be seen to be fuller compared to the other
two lines on the radial plot. The only exceptions are: “Work & Local Economy”, and “Care &
Maintenance”. In the case of the former, the observed differences were statistically significant with
the bottom and top tertile scoring lower on average compared to the middle group. In the case of
the latter, while the middle group had higher mean scores, the observed differences by SED were

not large and not statistically significant.

In general, larger differences were observed when neighborhoods were classified according
to the composite index rather than educational attainment alone. Specifically, in 7 out of 14
domains, the observed differences were statistically significant, while in a further 3 domains
marginal statistical significance was observed (p-values of 0.06-0.07). In 4 domains, there was no

statistically significant differences, namely:

e “Housing & Community” and “Care & Maintenance”; however, these aspects of the built-
environment were rated generally low across all neighbourhoods irrespectively of socio-

economic disadvantage, and
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e “ldentity and Belonging” and “Feeling Safe”, whereby these aspects of the social environment

were rated generally higher across all neighbourhoods.

However, even though differences were not statistically significant, there was still an
indication of a stepwise increase in residents’ perceptions with regard to aspects of the social
environment according to SED. For instance, the percentage of responders who reported that large
improvements are needed with regard to Safety, increased progressively from 15.3 to 19.6% and
26.0% across increasing socio-economic disadvantage. Similarly, while feelings of “identity and
belonging”, tapping on neighbourhood attachment, were generally high across all neighbourhoods,
the proportion of residents who expressed dissatisfaction in neighbourhoods with higher SED

(12.3%) compare to residents in neighbourhoods with lower SED (6.0%).

In general, the patterns observed when the neighbourhoods were classified according to a
composite SED were similar to those observed when neighbourhoods were classified only based
on the educational attainment of the residents. As previously, residents in low SED
neighbourhoods rated their neighbourhoods more favourably by comparison across nearly all
domains with only a few exceptions. However, the lowest scores were not always recorded in the
higher SED neighbourhoods. Thus, while more privileged neighbourhoods present a generally
more favourable profile compared to both other groups and for most Place Standard domains, the
observed pattern was not always clearly stepwise across increasing level of SED.

A clear stepwise pattern of less favourable ratings was observed for the following
neighbourhood aspects, whereby a progressively higher proportion of residents expressing

dissatisfaction was recorded across the SED continuum

e “Streets &Spaces”: with 11.4% (one in ten) of residents expressing dissatisfaction in more
privileged neighbourhoods compared to 19.6% (one in five) and 26.7% (one in four) across
increasing levels of SED. This represents more than a 2-fold difference across the two ends of
the continuum and it is strongly significant (p<0.006).

e “Natural Space”: where the equivalent figures are 22.0% (lower SED) to 32.3% to 42.5%
(higher SED); This difference also represents more than a 2-fold difference across the two ends

of the continuum and it is strongly significant (p<0.006).
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e “Facilities & Amenities”: 19.3% (low SED) to 21.7% to 22.6% (high SED); p=0.038
e “Play & Recreation”: 32.7% (low SED) to 44.6% to 47.9% (high SED); p=0.056

The above domains represent both features of the built, natural/ physical and service
environment (rather than the social environment). Furthermore, it should be noted that differences
between low vs high SED where recorded both for features that were generally rated more
favourable across all neighbourhoods (such as “Facilities and Amenities”) as well as features rated
less favourably across neighbourhood (such as “Play & Recreation” or “Natural Space”). The
latter is not surprising since parks and green spaces are not a common feature across Limassol

neighbourhoods, or when such public green spaces exist they are not necessarily well-maintained.

In one domain (“Public Transport”), the observed trend was reverse. While as many as 41.2%
and 42.0% or residents in the bottom and middle SED tertile expressed dissatisfaction with this
aspect, the equivalent proportion among residents in the tertile with the highest levels of socio-

economic disadvantage was 22.6% (p-value<0.001).

Looking at the overall Place Standard score, the mean score in the low SED (better-off)
neighbourhoods was 62.57 (SD=15.33). With a theoretical range of 14-98, this represents only a
moderate rating even in the better-off neighbourhoods (about 60% of the highest possible score).
The mean score was 57.81 (SD=17.01) in the higher SED (worse-off) neighbourhoods and 57.35
(SD=14.39) in the middle tertile, with statistically significant difference (p=0.007).

Lastly, it should be mentioned that as many as half of the residents (46.0%) in the low SED
(i.e. better-off) group of neighbouhoods citizens placed their neighbourhood at the top two steps
of the 10-step social ladder was lower in the low SED (the better-off neighborhoods) with only
14.7% of them placing it at the middle of the social ladder or lower. In contrast, the percentage of
residents in the high SED (i.e. worse-off) group who placed their neighbourhood at the top of the
social ladder was only 13.0%, while as many as one if four (25.3%) placed it at or below the middle
of the social ladder. The concurrence between residents’ subjective assessment about their
neighbourhood’s position on the social ladder (as compared to all others) and the SED index (based

on a series of census variables) reinforces the predictive validity of the SED index itself.
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It should be noted that such subjective measures are considered particularly relevant as they

represent an internalized perception of position in the social hierarchy through a cognitive “

synthesis” of several factors not always easy to capture by other indicators and through a process

of social comparison, in this case, with other neighbourhoods. Thus, it is not surprising that when
repeating the analysis by classifying neighbourhoods based on the residents’ own subjective
assessment of social position, a striking stepwise pattern of progressively worse scores were
observed across all Place Standard domains, with the exception of “Public Transport” and “Work
and local Economy” which was rated quite low by everyone and/or for which no significant

differences were observed.

The findings of this analysis are presented in the radial plot in Figure 11. It is interesting to
note that the largest differential was observed for “Identify and Belonging”. People who identified
their neighbourhood at the top two steps of the social ladder, assigned a score of 6.67 on average
(i.e. near perfect on the scale of 1-7), whereas, people who placed their neighbourhood at the
middle of the social ladder or lower assigned, on average, a score of 4.27 with regard to this aspect.
While this may represent same-source bias (i.e. an expected correlation between the subjective
assessment of neighborhood social position and neighborhood quality/problems measured at the
level of the same person (same-source), it is also likely to represent neighbourhood attachment to
some degree. For instance, people with a high level of attachment to their neighbourhood may be
both less likely to be critical while at the same position their neighbourhood higher up on the social
ladder. The cognitive process by which people perceive neighbourhood social position is not well
understood. However, the much stronger associations observed with the subjective measure of
social position (social ladder) rather that objective measures (educational attainment, composite
SED index) might suggest that perceptions of quality of the neighbourhood environment may also
play a role in people’s cognitive ‘synthesis’ of factors that affect their internalized sense of where

their neighbourhood lies on the social position scale.
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Table 27 Observed differences in mean (SD) score and percentage of participants reporting that large improvements are needed across
the 14 domains of Place Standard by SEDindex.

Tertiles of neighborhoods according to the
Composite Socio-economic Disadvantage Index

Tertiles of neighborhoods according to the
Composite Socio-economic Disadvantage Index

Place Standard domains Lower Middle Higher p-value Lower Middle Higher p-value
(N=150) (N=148) (N=146) (N=150) (N=148) (N=146)
% reporting large improvements are needed Mean (SD)
Q1: Moving around 16.7% 32.4% 29.5% <0.001 4.92 (2.02) 3.60 (2.03) 3.90 (2.08) <0.001
Q2: Public transport 42.0% 41.2% 22.6% <0.001 3.69 (2.36) 3.47 (2.21) 4.70(2.31) | <0.001
Q3: Traffic & Parking 28.0% 48.0% 43.2% <0.001 4.35 (2.26) 3.11(2.12) 3.46 (2.19) | <0.001
Q4: Streets & Spaces 11.4% 19.6% 26.7% 0.006 5.13 (1.88) 4.64 (2.12) 4.18 (2.15) <0.001
Q5: Natural space 22.0% 31.1% 42.5% 0.004 4.71 (2.07) 4.10 (2.18) 3.64 (2.38) <0.001
Q6: Play & Recreation 32.7% 44.6% 47.9% 0.056 4.02 (2.19) 3.41(2.16) 3.35(2.39) 0.018
Q7: Facilities & Amenities 19.3% 21.7% 22.6% 0.038 4.57 (2.05) 4.55 (2.13) 4.88 (2.27) 0.331
Q8: Work & Local economy 34.0% 22.3% 36.3% 0.074 3.95 (2.29) 4.49 (2.13) 3.71 (2.25) 0.008
Q9: Housing & Community 30.7% 37.0% 36.3% 0.116 3.97 (2.14) 3.41(1.94) 3.52 (2.06) 0.044
Q10: Social contact 26.2% 19.6% 21.2% 0.066 4.44 (2.20) 4.91 (2.20) 5.00 (2.23) 0.071
Q11: Identity & Belonging 6.0% 12.2% 12.3% 0.250 6.01 (1.54) 5.72 (1.88) 5.66 (2.01) 0.205
Q12: Feeling safe 15.3% 19.6% 26.0% 0.148 5.05 (2.10) 4.76 (2.11) 4.53 (2.28) 0.125
Q13: Care & Maintenance 26.7% 24.3% 31.5% 0.499 3.88 (1.94) 4.14 (2.00) 3.88 (2.10) 0.459
Q14: Influence/Sense of control 34.7% 50.0% 43.8% 0.021 4.03 (2.39) 3.38 (2.26) 3.40 (2.27) 0.021
Total score (theoretical range: 14-98) 62.57 57.35 57.81 0.007
(15.33) (14.39) (17.01)
% placing their neighborhood at 5 or lower Mean (SD)
Subjective assessment on 1-10 ladder of 14.7% | 13.5% | 25.3%
neighborhood’s social pOSitiOﬂ % placing their neighborhood at9or hlgher <0.001 7.90 (192) 7.06 (193) 6.45 (197) <0.001
46.0% 24.3% 13.0%
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10.2.6 Residents’ subjective assessment of neighborhood (Place Standard) according to
the composite socio-economic disadvantage index after adjusting for
sociodemographic characteristics of the responders

Table 28 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire between tertiles of neighbourhoods according to the composite socio-economic
disadvantage index after controlling for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders. As
explained earlier, this was important in order to adjust for the differing socio-demographic
composition of each neighbourhood sample of residents, given that there was evidence to suggest
that certain individual characteristics are associated with the tendency of giving generally higher
or lower ratings (see section 10.3.3). Only when there was evidence of a stepwise pattern
between successive tertiles of SED (i.e. either progressively higher or lower scores), the model
was repeated to estimate the average increase or decrease as a linear term across the SED
continuum, along with the p-value for trend. Table 28 shows the negative associations with SED
in red (i.e. lower scores the higher the socio-economic disadvantage) and the positive
associations in blue (i.e. higher scores the lower the socio-economic disadvantage). Statistically

significant linear trends are highlighted in bold.

In general, adjusting for socio-demographic characteristics of the survey participants did
not change the original inference. There was evidence to suggest that average ratings were
generally higher in neighbourhoods with lower socioeconomic disadvantage (better-off)
compared to worse-off neighbourhoods in at least nine of the 14 Place Standard domains,. In
fact, in seven of these domains, there appeared to be a clear stepwise decrease in citizens’
average scores according to increasing socio-economic disadvantage even after adjusting for

individual characteristics of the survey responders.

While the observed trend was statistically significant only in three of these domains, this
was possibly due to the small sample size in conjunction to the large number of variables
included in the models. Nevertheless, a largely consistent pattern emerged of progressively
higher scores across decreasing levels of SED. More importantly, the analysis confirmed that the
observed associations remain even after considering the socio-demographic differences

introduced by sampling.
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The largest statistically significant difference was observed with regard to “Natural Space”.
Compared to neighborhoods with high SED (reference group), the ratings were higher on
average by 0.48 (95% ClI -0.45,1.40) and by 1.21 (95% CI 0.28,2.13) in the middle and in the
better-off neighborhoods respectively, representing an average decrease in the magnitude of -
0.60 (95% CI -1.06, -0.15; p=0.011) in residents ‘ratings (theoretical scale 1-7) across tertiles of

neighbourhoods with increasing levels of socio-economic disadvantage.

The second largest difference was observed across increasing SED for “Streets and
Spaces”. This was an average decrease in the magnitude of -0.53 (95% CI -0.90, -0.16; p=0.006).
This was followed by “Influence and sense of Control” with an average decrease of -0.37 (95%
CI1-0.72, -0.01; p=0.016) across increasing levels of socio-economic disadvantage. However, it
appears that this was largely driven by the higher average score in the better-off neighbourhoods
since there was not much difference in average scores between the middle and worse-off tertile
of SED.

A linear trend of smaller stepwise decreases across tertiles of increasing SED , albeit not
statistically significant, was also observed in four additional domains of the Place Standard:

b9

“Play & Recreation”, “Housing & Community”, “Identity & Belonging” and “Feeling Safe”.

In three Place Standard domains, a reverse pattern was observed whereby residents in
better-off neighborhoods gave on average lower scores compared to residents in neighborhoods
with higher SE disadvantage; namely, “Public Transport”, “Facilities and Amenities” and
“Social Contact”. For the latter in particular, even though observed differences were small and
not statistically significant, there appeared to be a stepwise increase in the magnitude of 0.25
(95% CI -0.25, 0.75) in average scores across decreasing SE disadvantage. This represents a
difference of about 0.5 on the 1-7 response scale on opposite ends of the socio-economic

continuum.

There were no statistically significant differences in residents’ assessments of “Work and
Local Economy”, “Care and Maintenance”, “Facilities & Amenities” according to SE

disadvantage.
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Table 28 Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire across tertiles of neighborhood
according to the composite SED index after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders (N=444).

Tertiles of neighborhoods according to Composite Socio-economic Disadvantage Index

Better off Middle Worse off Across tertiles with
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value increasing SED p-value
(95% ClI) (95% CI) (95% CI)

Q1: Moving around 0.99 (0.26, 1.71) 0.009 -0.38 (-1.10, 0.34) 0.289 Ref
Q2: Public transport -0.87 (-1.81, 0.08) 0.073 -1.23 (-2.18, -0.28) 0.011 Ref
Q3: Traffic & Parking 0.91 (0.02, 1.81) 0.045 -0.35 (-1.24, 0.54) 0.434 Ref
Q4: Streets & Spaces 1.06 (0.31, 1.81) 0.007 0.50 (-0.24, 1.25) 0.181 Ref -0.53 (-0.90, -0.16) 0.006
Q5: Natural space 1.21(0.28, 2.13) 0.012 0.48 (-0.45, 1.40) 0.302 Ref -0.60 (-1.06, -0.15) 0.011
Q6: Play & Recreation 0.74 (-0.27, 1.75) 0.148 0.01 (-1.00, 1.02) 0.988 Ref -0.37 (-0.87, 0.13) 0.144
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.26 (-1.02, 0.50) 0.492 -0.41 (-1.17,0.34) 0.278 Ref
Q8: Work & Local economy 0.18 (-0.86, 1.22) 0.726 0.68 (-0.36, 1.71) 0.194 Ref
Q9: Housing & Community 0.54 (-0.25, 1.33) 0.176 0.03 (-0.76, 0.82) 0.934 Ref -0.27 (-0.66, 0.12) 0.172
Q10: Social contact -0.49 (-1.51, 0.52) 0.331 -0.13 (-1.15, 0.88) 0.793 Ref 0.25 (-0.25, 0.75) 0.326
Q11: Identity & Belonging 0.47 (-0.04, 0.98) 0.071 0.04 (-0.47,0.55) 0.865 Ref -0.24 (-0.49, 0.02) 0.069
Q12: Feeling safe 0.54 (-0.18, 1.26) 0.139 0.17 (-0.56, 0.89) 0.644 Ref -0.27 (-0.63, 0.09) 0.134
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.14 (-0.45, 0.74) 0.627 0.35 (-0.25, 0.94) 0.245 Ref
Q14: Influence/Sense of control 0.73(0.03, 1.44) 0.042 -0.01 (-0.71, 0.70) 0.984 Ref -0.37 (-0.72,-0.01) 0.016
Total score (range: 14-98) 5.64 (-0.47, 11.75) 0.070 -0.58 (-6.67, 5.52) 0.849 Ref
Subjective assessment of 1.47 (0.79, 2.14) <0.001 0.57 (-0.11, 1.24) 0.097 Ref -0.73 (-1.07, -0.40) <0.001

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7 Residents’ subjective assessment (Place Standard) by CyNOTes domains across

tertiles of neighborhood according to each CyNOTes domain .

Tables 29-35 show the differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across tertiles of neighborhood according to each of CyNOTes domains’ (1-9)
scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders (N=444).
In each case the Place Standard domains that were conceptually expected (hypothesized) to show

a stronger association are highlighted.

10.2.7.1 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 1:

Architecture & Building Characteristics

Table 29 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain 1:
Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features score and factor after adjusting for
sociodemographic characteristics of the responders. The domain score was distributed into tertiles
(Worse-off, Middle, Better-off). To assess whether Place Standard scores increased in
neighborhoods with better CyNotes scoring, calculations were made to assess differences between
the tertiles and across tertiles with increasing domain score (N=444).

As shown in Table 29 in the majority of the domains (at least 10 out of 14 total) the observed
pattern was indicative of a stepwise association. Residents in neighborhoods that were rated worse
in terms of this domain, scored their neighbourhoods lower on average compared to residents in
the better neighbourhoods (Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features).

In fact, in seven of these domains, there appeared to be a stepwise increase in citizens’
average scores across tertiles of neighborhoods with better scores in the “Outdoor Public Spaces,
recreation and Nature Feature “domain. Specifically, Streets and Spaces were assessed on
average lower in the middle (-0.16; 95% CIl 0.93,0.60) compared to the better-off
neighborhoods while, in the tertile of neighborhoods with the worse audit scores in this domain,
residents assessed Streets and Spaces even lower on average ( -0.88;95% CI-1.64,-
0.11). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.44 increase (95% CI 0.06,0.82) on a 1-7

173



point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Outdoor Spaces domain scores,
suggesting a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.024).

“Streets and Spaces” was one of the items expected to show an association with this
domain. Other domains expected to show an association with this domain were “Natural
Space” and “Play and Recreation”. Indeed, both of these features were assessed less favorably by
residents in the neighborhoods with the lowest audit scores, even though the observed differences
were not statistically significant. There was a positive association between the better audit ratings
for Outdoor Public Spaces for “Feeling Safe”, “Care & Maintenance” and “Influence/ Sense of
control” the latter was also statistically significant(p=0.020).

In one Place Standard item, a reverse pattern was observed whereby residents in the better-
rated neighborhoods gave on average lower scores compared to residents in the worse-off
neighborhoods; namely, “Public Transport” with a 0.39 (95% CI -0.63,1.40) higher score in the
worse-off neighborhoods, compared to the better-off neighborhoods and 0.15 higher (95% CI -
0.86,1.17) in the middle group compared to the better off neighborhoods.

There did not appear to be any systematic pattern and/or statistically significant differences
in residents’ assessments of “Moving Around”, “Traffic & Parking”, “Facilities and Amenities” ,
“Work and Local economy”, “Housing and Community”, “Social Contact” and “Identity and

Belonging”, according to Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features.
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Table 29 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 1: Outdoor public space, Recreation and Nature Features.

Domain 1: Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features

: Worse off _ Middle Better off A ErilEs i
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value increasing domain p-value
(95% Cl) (95% Cl) scores (95% ClI)

Q1: Moving around -0.41 (-1.23,0.42) 0.323 0.17 (-0.65, 1.00) 0.671 Ref
Q2: Public transport 0.39 (-0.63, 1.40) 0.446 0.15 (-0.86, 1.17) 0.761 Ref -0.19 (-0.70, 0.31) 0.441
Q3: Traffic & Parking -0.36 (-1.29, 0.58) 0.443 0.60 (-0.33, 1.54) 0.200 Ref
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.88 (-1.64, -0.11) 0.025 -0.16 (-0.93, 0.60) 0.673 Ref 0.44 (0.06, 0.82) 0.024
Q5: Natural space -0.59 (-1.56, 0.37) 0.221 0.13 (-0.84, 1.09) 0.786 Ref 0.30 (-0.18,0.78) 0.219
Q6: Play & Recreation -0.73 (-1.75, 0.29) 0.156 -0.39 (-1.41, 0.63) 0.442 Ref 0.36 (-0.14, 0.87) 0.151
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.14 (-0.90,0.62) 0.714 0.23 (-0.53,1.00) 0.543 Ref
Q8: Work & Local economy -0.73 (-1.61,0.15) 0.102 -1.88(-2.76,-1.00) 0.000 Ref
Q9: Housing & Community 0.30 (-0.48,1.07) 0.448 0.74(-0.34,1.52) 0.061 Ref
Q10: Social contact -0.12(-1.13,0.88) 0.805 0.50(-0.51,1.51) 0.323 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.16 (0.68,0.37) 0.555 -0.15(-0.65,0.41) 0.637 Ref
Q12: Feeling safe -0.66 (-1.36,0.04) 0.064 -0.61 (-1.31,0.09) 0.088 Ref 0.33(-0.01,0.68) 0.065
Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.18 (-0.78,0.41) 0.534 0.03(-0.56,0.64) 0.896 Ref 0.09 (-0.20,0.39) 0.524
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.84 (-1.54,-0.13) 0.021 -0.56 (-1.27,0.14) 0.115 Ref 0.42 (0.07,0.76) 0.020
Total score (range: 14-98) -4.56 (-10.85,1.74) 0.151 -0.77(-7.07,5.54) 0.807 Ref 2.28 (-0.83,5.41) 0.147
Subjective assessment of -0.86(-1.64,-0.09) 0.029 -0.24(-1.02,0.53) 0.523 Ref 0.43 (0.05,0.81) 0.027

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house tenure
(Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.2 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes

Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics

Table 30 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place
Standard questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of
CyNOTes domain’s 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics after adjusting for
sociodemographic characteristics of the responders. The domain score was distributed
into tertiles (Worse off, Middle , Better off).

As shown in Table 30 the majority of the Place Standards domains (at least 12
out of 14 total) exhibited a stepwise association across neighborhood audit for
Architecture and Building Characteristics. In neighborhoods which were rated worse in
terms of “ Architecture and Building Characteristics” assessed their neighbourhoods
worse on average compared to residents in the better-off neighbourhoods .

In fact, eleven of these domains, there appeared to be a stepwise increase in
citizens’ average scores across tertiles of neighborhoods with increasing audit scores.
Specifically, Traffic and Parking were assessed on average lower by -0.77 (95% CI-
1.63,0.10) in the middle group and by -1.60 (95% CI -2.43,-0.78) in the worse-off group
. Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.80 increase (95% CI 0.40,1.21) ona 1-
7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Architecture and
Building Characteristics domain scores suggesting a positive and statistically
significant association (p<0.001).

Other domains that were expected to show an association were “Streets and
Spaces”, “Housing and Community” and “Care and Maintenance”. Indeed, all three of
these features were assessed less favorably by residents in the neighborhoods with the
lowest audit scores, even though the observed differences were only statistically
significant for the “Streets and Spaces” and “Housing and Community” (p=0.000 and
p=0.002 respectively).

Interestingly, there was also a positive association between better audit ratings
for Architecture and Building Characteristics and higher residents’ scores in “Influence/
Sense of control” and “Identity and Belonging”.

In one Place Standard item, a reverse pattern was observed whereby
residents in the better rated neighborhoods in the CyNOTes audit gave on average

lower scores compared to residents in the worse off neighborhoods; namely, “Work
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and Local economy” with a 0.43 (95% CI-0.60,1.50) higher score in the worse-off
neighborhoods, and a 0.20 score (95% CI -0.90,1.30) in the middle group compared to
the better off neighborhoods.

There did not appear to beany systematic pattern and/or statistically
significant differences in residents’ assessments for “Public Transport” and “Facilities

and Amenities”, according to Architecture and Building Characteristics.
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Table 30 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics

Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics

B coeffi(\:/i\éﬂ:se = p-value B coefficizf]itddle p-value Sl Across t.ertiles Wi-t h |
(% C1) (% C1) e mecy |

Q1: Moving around -1.19 (-1.93, -0.45) 0.002 -0.44 (-1.22,0.34) 0.26 Ref 0.60 (0.23, 0.96) 0.002
Q2: Public transport 0.13 (-0.88,1.13) 0.802 0.40 (-0.65,1.46) 0.442 Ref -

Q3: Traffic & Parking -1.60 (-2.43,-0.78) 0.000 -0.77 (-1.63,0.10) 0.082 Ref 0.80 (0.40,1.21) 0.000
Q4: Streets & Spaces -1.40 (-2.10,-0.71) 0.000 -0.80 (-1.51,-0.10) 0.030 Ref 0.70 (0.40,1.03) 0.000
Q5: Natural space -1.10 (-1.97,-0.13) 0.026 -0.30 (-1.24,0.70) 0.576 Ref 0.53(0.10,0.99) 0.023
Q6: Play & Recreation -0.32 (-1.34,0.71) 0.536 -0.17 (-1.24,0.90) 0.749 Ref 0.60 (-0.40,0.70) 0.532
Q7: Facilities & Amenities 0.33(-0.40,1.04) 0.351 0.83(0.08,1.60) 0.031 Ref

Q8: Work & Local economy 0.43 (-0.60,1.50) 0.405 0.20 (-0.90,1.30) 0.722 Ref -0.22 (-0.73,0.30) 0.397
Q9: Housing & Community -1.13 (-1.84,-0.41) 0.003 -0.50 (-1.21,0.30) 0.226 Ref 0.60 (0.21,0.92) 0.002
Q10: Social contact -0.70 (-1.64,0.34) 0.190 -0.70 (-1.71,0.40) 0.193 Ref 0.31 (-0.20,0.80) 0.203
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.90 (-1.32,-0.45) 0.000 -0.24 (-0.71,0.22) 0.300 Ref 0.45 (0.23,0.70) 0.000
Q12: Feeling safe -0.46 (-1.17,0.30) 0.205 -0.40 (-1.14,0.37) 0.307 Ref 0.22 (-0.13,0.58) 0.212
Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.31 (-0.90,0.30) 0.286 -0.02 (-0.63,0.60) 0.956 Ref 0.16 (-0.13,0.45) 0.266
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.75 (-1.42,-0.10) 0.030 -1.01 (-1.72,-1.30) 0.006 Ref 0.40 (-0.00,0.70) 0.049
Total score (range: 14-98) -9.14 (-14.90,-3.44) 0.002 -3.64 (-9.64,2.35) 0.227 Ref 4.60 (1.80,7.42) 0.002
Subjective assessment of -1.70 (-2.30,-1.10) 0.000 -1.12 (-1.80,-0.50) 0.001 Ref 0.84 (0.54,1.14) 0.000

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.3 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 3 :

Sidewalks and lack of Barriers

Table 31 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain’s
3: Sidewalks and lack of Barriers scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic
characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

Specifically, “Moving around” were assessed on average lower by -0.08 (95% CI -
0.90,0.75) with no statistically significant association (p=0.850) in the neighborhoods of the
middle group compared to the better-off neighborhoods while in the tertile of neighborhoods with
the worse audit scores in this domain, residents assessed “Moving around” even lower on
average by -0.60 (95% CI -1.41,0.22); with no statistically association being observed p=0.149.

As shown in Table 31 the majority of the domains (at least 9 out of 14 total) exhibited a

stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of Sidewalks and lack of
Barriers. Residents in neighborhoods which were rated better-off in terms of this domain, assessed
their neighbourhoods better compared to residents in the worse-off neighbourhoods.
Specifically, 2 out of 14 domains show a significant increase, consistent with a positive social
gradient, corresponding to better score values in the middle neighborhoods and worse scores
values in the worse-off scored CyNOTes neighborhoods in terms of lack of Sidewalks and
Barriers. In 3 of the 14 domains, the trend was inverse but not statistically significant. In total, for
12 out of 14 domains there was no trend observed. In fact, for five of these domains, there
appeared to be a stepwise decrease in citizens’ average scores across tertiles of
neighborhoods with better scores in this domain.

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.30 increase (95% CI1 -0.11,0.70) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles from worse to better-off and in terms of with increasing Sidewalks and
lack of Barriers domain scores, although this had no statistically significant association (p=0.145).

“Moving around” was one of the items expected to show an association with the domain
“Sidewalks and lack of Barriers”. Other domains expected to show an association with this
domain were “Streets and Spaces”, “Traffic and Parking. Indeed, both of these features “Streets

and Spaces” and “Traffic and Parking” were assessed less favorably by residents in the worse off
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neighborhoods with low audit scores compared to the middle neighborhoods. Specifically, “Traffic
and Parking” had a stepwise decrease in the middle-scored neighborhoods of -0.34 (95% CI -
1.26,0.60) and a -1.07 decrease (95% CI -2.00,-0.20) in the worse off neighborhoods.

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.54 increase (95% CI0.10,1.00) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles from worse- to better-off neighborhoods showing a positive and
statistically significant association (p=0.021)Interestingly, there was a strong positive association
between better audit ratings in terms of Sidewalks and lack of Barriers and higher residents’ scores
for “Identity and Belonging”. There was a stepwise decrease of -0.22 (95% CI-0.70,0.30) in the
middle category and further with a decrease of -0.78 (95% CI-1.24,-0.31) in the worse off
compared to the better off which was statistically significant (p=0.002).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.40 increase (95% CI 0.16,0.62) on a 1-7 point scale
across tertiles from worse to better off neighborhoods and increasing domain scores for “Sidewalks

lack of Barriers” showing a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.001).

In addition, for two items, “Housing and Community” and “Social Contact”, residents in the
worse-off rated neighborhoods gave on average lower scores compared to residents in middle

neighborhoods although, no statistical association was observed.

It has been observed for “Influence/Sense of Control” having lower a score in the Middle
group and a higher score in the worse off neighborhoods. There did not appear to be any systematic
pattern and/or statistically significant differences in residents’ assessments of ‘“Play and
Recreation” and “Care and Maintenance”, across tertiles and in terms of “Sidewalks and lack of

Barriers” domain.

180



Table 31 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 3: Sidewalks and lack of Barriers

Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of)

B coeffi:i\éﬁ:se = p-value B coefﬁcimitddle p-value —— Across t.ertiles Wi-t h
(% C1) (% C1) e mecy |
Q1: Moving around -0.60 (-1.41,0.22) 0.149 -0.08 (-0.90,0.75) 0.850 Ref 0.30 (-0.11,0.70) 0.145
Q2: Public transport 0.40 (-0.62,1.41) 0.434 0.32 (-0.70,1.34) 0.531 Ref -0.20 (-0.70,0.30) 0.431
Q3: Traffic & Parking -1.07 (-2.00,-0.20) 0.023 -0.34 (-1.26,0.60) 0.459 Ref 0.54 (0.10,1.00) 0.021
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.63 (-1.42,0.20) 0.113 -0.54 (-1.33,0.26) 0.181 Ref 0.31 (-0.08,0.70) 0.111
Q5: Natural space -0.48 (-1.46,0.51) 0.333 -0.27 (-1.26,0.72) 0.583 Ref 0.24 (-0.25,0.72) 0.328
Q6: Play & Recreation -0.11 (-1.14,0.91) 0.824 -0.51 (-1.54,0.52) 0.320 Ref
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.40 (-1.14,0.35) 0.295 -0.40 (-1.14,0.35) 0.295 Ref 0.20 (-0.17,0.57) 0.288
Q8: Work & Local economy -0.54 (-1.60,0.51) 0.305 -0.30 (-1.31,0.80) 0.608 Ref 0.30 (-0.25,0.80) 0.299
Q9: Housing & Community -0.15 (-0.91,0.62) 0.701 0.66 (-0.11,1.43) 0.093 Ref
Q10: Social contact 0.42 (-0.55,1.39) 0.382 1.05 (0.72,2.02) 0.036 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.78 (-1.24,-0.31) 0.002 -0.22 (-0.70,0.30) 0.346 Ref 0.40 (0.16,0.62) 0.001
Q12: Feeling safe -0.53 (-1.22,0.17) 0.131 -0.82 (-1.53,-0.12) 0.022 Ref
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.14 (-0.44,-0.45) 0.626 -0.17 (-0.75,0.50) 0.624 Ref
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.40 (-1.07,0.36) 0.326 -0.69 (-1.42,0.04) 0.063 Ref
Total score (range: 14-98) -4.90 (-11.16,1.40) 0.122 -2.35 (-8.70,3.90) 0.457 Ref 2.50 (-0.64,5.54) 0.117
Subjective assessment of -1.09 (-1.83,-0.35) 0.005 -0.80 (-1.54,-0.05) 0.037 Ref 0.54 (0.18,0.91) 0.005

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.4 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes

Domain 4: Pedestrian and Cycling Environment

Table 32 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place
Standard questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of
CyNOTes domain’s 4: Pedestrian and Cycling Environment scores and factor after
adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders from the Place
Standards.

As shown in Table 32 the majority of the domains (at least 12 out of 14 total)
exhibited a stepwise relationship in domain scores in association with the level of
Pedestrian and Cycling Environment . Residents in neighborhoods which were rated
better off in terms of this domain, assessed their neighbourhoods higher compared to
residents in the worse-off neighbourhoods.

In fact, in ten of these domains, there appeared to be a stepwise decrease in
citizens’ average scores from better-off to worse-off scored neighborhoods.
Interestingly, for 6 out of the 14 questions, the trend was inverse. Further, two out of
the 14 questions plus another one (the subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social
position) showed a statistically significant association. Finally, for the remaining 12
domains there was no trend observed.

Specifically, “Moving around” was assessed on average lower by -0.70 (95%
ClI-1.50,0.10) in the showing no statistically significant difference (p=0.074) in the
worse-off neighborhoods while in the middle group scored 0.40 (95% CI-0.43,1.14)
showing also no statistically significant difference (p=0.369).

“Streets and Spaces” was one of the items expected to show an association with
this domain. It scored lower -0.01 (95% CI -0.79,0.76) in the middle neighborhoods
(and in relation to Pedestrian and Cycling Environment) with no statistically significant
association (p=0.971) and even lower at -0.80 (95% CI -1.54,-0.02) in the worse-off
neighborhoods but this was a statistically significant association (p=0.045).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.40 increase  (95%
Cl 0.01,0.80)on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles from worse to better-off
neighborhoods in relation to increasing Pedestrian and Cycling Environment domain

scores showing a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.044).
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Another domain that was expected to show an association “Pedestrian and
Cycling Environment” was “Traffic and Parking”. This showed a stepwise decrease
having the worse off neighborhoods scoring lower -0.83 (95% CI -1.73,0.07) with no
statistically significant difference (p=0.070) compared to the middle neighborhoods
that scored 0.25 (95% CI -0.68,1.18) with also no statistically significant difference.
Even across tertiles there was no statistically significant difference (p=0.073).
Interestingly, there was a positive association between better audit ratings for
“Pedestrian and Cycling environments” and residents’ scores for “Feeling Safe”. It can
be observed that the middle neighborhoods scored -0.10 (95% CI-0.80,0.60) with no
statistically significant association (p=0.767) compared to the worse-off
neighborhoods which scored lower (95% CI-1.65,-0.34) with a statistically significant
association (p=0.004).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.50 increase on a 1-7 point scale
(95% CI 0.17,0.83) across tertiles from worse to better off neighborhoods and in
relation to increasing Pedestrian and Cycling Environment domain scores suggesting
a strong positive and statistically significant association (p=0.004).

In few Place Standard items, a reverse pattern was observed whereby
residents in the better rated neighborhoods gave on average lower scores compared to
residents in the worse off neighborhoods; Namely, “Work and Local economy” with
a0.72 (95% CI -0.30,1.73) score in the worse-off neighborhoods and no statistical
association (p=0.153), and a -0.03 score (95% CI -1.07,1.01) in the middle group with
no statistical significant association (p=0.959) to the better off neighborhoods.

There did not appear to be any statistically significant differences in residents’
assessments of “Public transport” ,“Natural Space”, “Play and Recreation”,

2

“Facilities and Amenities”, “Work and Local economy”, “Housing and Community”,
“Social Contact”, “Influence/Sense of control” between tertiles and in relation to

Pedestrian and Cycling Environment audit rate.
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Table 32: Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 4: Pedestrian and Cycling Environment.

Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling Environment

B coeffié/i\é(ri:se = p-value B coeffici';f]itddle p-value ALl Across t_ertiles Wi-t h
506 8506 e
Q1: Moving around -0.70 (-1.50,0.10) 0.074 0.40 (-0.43,1.14) 0.369 Ref
Q2: Public transport 0.66 (-0.31,1.62) 0.179 0.90 (-0.09,1.90) 0.074 Ref
Q3: Traffic & Parking -0.83 (-1.73,0.07) 0.070 0.25 (-0.68,1.18) 0.594 Ref 0.42 (-0.04,0.90) 0.073
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.80 (-1.54,-0.02) 0.045 -0.01 (-0.79,0.76) 0.971 Ref 0.40 (0.01,0.80) 0.044
Q5: Natural space -0.45 (-1.39,-0.50) 0.343 0.41 (-0.56,1.40) 0.395 Ref
Q6: Play & Recreation 0.22 (-0.80,1.21) 0.658 0.82 (-0.20,1.84) 0.114 Ref
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.33 (-1.00,0.35) 0.338 0.74 (0.05,1.44) 0.037 Ref
Q8: Work & Local economy 0.72 (-0.30,1.73) 0.153 -0.03 (-1.07,1.01) 0.959 Ref
Q9: Housing & Community -0.10 (-0.90,0.72) 0.862 0.25 (-0.58,1.06) 0.547 Ref
Q10: Social contact 0.55 (-0.44,1.53) 0.266 0.68 (-0.33,1.70) 0.183 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.40 (-0.90,0.13) 0.144 -0.06 (-0.60,0.46) 0.810 Ref 0.19 (-0.10,0.44) 0.141
Q12: Feeling safe -0.99 (-1.65,-0.34) 0.004 -0.10 (-0.80,0.60) 0.767 Ref 0.50 (0.17,0.83) 0.004
Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.21 (-0.80,0.38) 0.481 0.03 (-0.60,0.63) 0.924 Ref 0.10 (-0.20,0.40) 0.478
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.10 (-0.80,0.90) 0.880 -0.22 (-0.98,0.53) 0.554 Ref
Total score (range: 14-98) -3.00 (-9.03,3.02) 0.320 3.92 (-2.27,10.12) 0.208 Ref
Subjective assessment of -0.98 (-1.71,-0.24) 0.010 -0.08 (-0.83,0.70) 0.834 Ref 0.50 (-0.12,0.90) 0.011

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.5 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 5:

Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification

Table 33 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain’s
5: Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic
characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

As shown in Table 33 the majority of the domains (9 out of 14 in total) exhibited a
stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of Neighborhood and Ethnic
Identification. Residents in neighborhoods which were better-off in terms of this domain
assessed their neighbourhood better compared to the residents in the worse-off neighbourhoods.

Three appeared to be reverse and one of this showed a statistically significant association.
In total, three questions appeared to be statistically significantly associated with this domain. The
rest did not show any statistical association.

Specifically, two questions that were expected to show an association were the “Identity
and Belonging” and “Feeling Safe”. In the case of “Identify and Belonging” the better off
neighborhoods scored better 0.05 (95% CI -0.50,0.60) (p=0.846) compared with the worse off
neighborhoods that rated less favourably -0.30 (95% CI -0.82,0.24) but there was no statistically
significant difference compared to the better- off neighborhoods (p=0.846 and p=0.270
respectively). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.15 increase (95% CI -0.12,0.41) on
a 1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Neighborhood and Ethnic
Identification scores showing no statistically significant association (p=0.274).

Similarly, the domain about “Feeling Safe” also appeared to show a stepwise decrease
with middle neighborhoods scoring -0.11 (95% CI-0.84,0.63) and no statistically significant
association between the tertiles (p=0.769) and the worse off neighborhoods scoring -0.31 (CI -
1.10, 0.44) and with also no statistically significant association (p=0.411). Expressed as a linear
trend, this represents a 0.15 increase (95% CI -0.22,0.52) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles
worse to better off with increasing Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification scores showing no

statistically significant association (p=0.408).
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The domain “Moving around” appeared to be scoring slightly better in the worse off
scored neighborhoods and in relation to Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification at -0.80 (95%
C11.60, -0.00) with a statistically significant association (p=0.049) while the middle
neighborhoods scored -0.84 (95% CI-1.63,-0.10) also being statistically significantly associated
(p=0.036). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.40 increase (95% CI 0.00,0.80) on a 1-
7 point scale across tertiles (from worse- to better-off with) Neighborhood and Ethnic
Identification domain scores, suggesting a positive and statistically significant association
(p=0.050).

For, the domain “Traffic and Parking”, the middle group reported slightly better -1.02
(95% CI -1.92, -0.12) with statistically significant difference (p=0.028) compared to the worse-
off neighborhoods at -1.10 (95% CI-1.98, -0.20) with also statistically significant difference
(p=0.023). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.54 increase (95% CI 0.08,0.99) on a 1-
7 point scale across tertiles worse to better off Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification domain
scores suggesting a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.023).
A reverse pattern was observed whereby residents in the better rated neighborhoods gave on
average lower scores compared to residents in the worse off neighborhoods; Namely, “Work and
Local economy” with 1.54 (95% CI 0.60,2.50) higher score in the worse-off neighborhoods with
statistically significant difference (p=0.002) and 0.80 (95% CI -0.14,1.74) in the middle
neighborhoods but no statistically significant difference between the tertiles (p=0.094).
Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.77 decrease (95% CI -1.24,-0.30) on a 1-7 point
scale across tertiles worse to better off with increasing Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification
domain scores, suggesting a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.002).

Interestingly, for the question about “Social Contact” which in the CyNOTes scored
worse in the better off neighborhoods compared with the worse-off neighborhoods, in this case it
was reversed. The worse off neighborhoods scored lower 0.31 (95% CI-0.70,1.31) compared to
the better off neighborhoods scoring 0.70 (95% CI -0.31,1.70) but, this was not statistically
significantly associated between the neighborhoods.

A similar reverse pattern is observed with the question of “Influence/Sense of control”
indicating that the worse-off neighborhoods scored better 0.30 (95% CI1 -0.44,1.04) as opposed

186



to the middle scoring -0.30 (95% CI -1.00,0.50) although, there was no statistically significant
difference compared to the better off neighborhoods.

There did not appear to be any systematic pattern and/or statistically
significant differences in residents’ assessments of “Street and Spaces”, “Play and Recreation” ,
“Housing and Community”, “Care and Maintenance” , and of the subjective assessment of

neighborhood’s social position.
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Table 33: Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 5:

Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification .

Domain 5: Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification

B coefficvi\é?\?e = p-value B coeﬁ‘ici(le\f]itddle p-value 2 Across t_ertiles Wi-t n
increasing domain p-value
(95% C1) (95% C1) scores (95% CI)

Q1: Moving around -0.80 (-1.60,-0.00) 0.049 -0.84 (-1.63,-0.10) 0.036 Ref 0.40 (0.00,0.80) 0.050
Q2: Public transport 0.71 (-0.30,1.70) 0.149 -0.23 (-1.20,0.74) 0.639 Ref

Q3: Traffic & Parking -1.10 (-1.98,-0.20) 0.023 -1.02 (-1.92,-0.12) 0.028 Ref 0.54 (0.08,0.99) 0.023
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.60 (-1.36,0.25) 0.172 -0.30 (-1.09,0.50) 0.463 Ref 0.30(-0.12,0.70) 0.167
Q5: Natural space -0.44 (-1.43,0.54) 0.367 -0.53 (-1.50,0.45) 0.281 Ref

Q6: Play & Recreation -0.20 (-1.21,0.90) 0.741 -0.16 (-1.20,0.90) 0.751 Ref 0.09 (-0.43,0.60) 0.738
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.31 (-1.10,0.45) 0.410 0.06 (-0.70,0.81) 0.877 Ref

Q8: Work & Local economy 1.54 (0.60,2.50) 0.002 0.80 (-0.14,1.74) 0.094 Ref -0.77 (-1.24,-0.30) 0.002
Q9: Housing & Community -0.31 (-1.12,0.50) 0.440 -0.22 (-1.02,0.60) 0.584 Ref 0.16 (-0.24,0.56) 0.434
Q10: Social contact 0.31(-0.70,1.31) 0.539 0.70 (-0.31,1.70) 0.169 Ref

Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.30 (-0.82,0.24) 0.270 0.05 (-0.50,0.60) 0.846 Ref 0.15(-0.12,0.41) 0.274
Q12: Feeling safe -0.31 (-1.10,0.44) 0.411 -0.11 (-0.84,0.63) 0.769 Ref 0.15 (-0.22,0.52) 0.408
Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.22 (-0.83,0.39) 0.473 -0.15 (-0.74,0.45) 0.619 Ref 0.11 (-0.20,0.41) 0.467
Q14: Influence/Sense of control 0.30 (-0.44,1.04) 0.418 -0.30 (-1.00,0.50) 0.458 Ref

Total score (range: 14-98) -2.02 (-8.50,4.50) 0.534 -2.09 (-8.50,4.30) 0.513 Ref 1.01 (-2.20,4.21) 0.529
Subjective assessment of -0.70 (-1.50,0.14) 0.105 -0.50 (-1.24,0.35) 0.254 Ref 0.33(-0.10,0.72) 0.102

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.6 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 6:

Maintenance and Appearance

Table 34 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain’s
6: Maintenance and Appearance scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic
characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

As shown in Table 34 the majority of the domains (at least 10 out of 14 total) exhibited a
stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of Maintenance and
Appearance. Residents in neighborhoods which were rated worse-off in terms this domain assessed
their neighbourhoods worse compared to residents in the better-off neighbourhoods which they
assessed their neighborhoods better.

The three questions that could possibly support the concurrent validity between the domain
of Maintenance and Appearance and the Place Standard tool are the questions about “Streets and
Spaces”, “Housing and Community” and “Care and Maintenance”. Specifically, these questions
showed a stepwise decrease since for two of these questions the better off neighborhoods scored
better than the worse off neighborhoods. There was however a reverse pattern.

For example, “Street and Public Spaces” appeared to show a stepwise decrease with a
higher score -0.60 (CI -1.41,0.20) in the better-off neighborhoods and no statistically significant
difference (p=0.135) and a score of -0.71 (CI-1.52, 0.10) in the worse off neighborhoods also with
no  statistically  significant  difference  (p=0.083). Expressed as a linear
trend, this represents a 0.35 increase (CI-0.10,0.75) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles worse -to
better off with increasing Maintenance and Appearance domain scores showing no statistically
significant association (p=0.088).

In addition, the “Housing and Community” also showed a stepwise decrease with better
rating in the middle neighborhoods -0.40 (CI -1.20,0.50) with no statistically significant
association (p=0.384) while in the worse off neighborhoods scored -0.50 (CI-1.30,0.33) with also
no  statistically  significant  difference  (p=0.238). Expressed as a linear
trend, this represents a 0.24 increase (CI-0.20,0.64) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles worse-to
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better off with increasing (worse- to better-off). “Maintenance and Appearance” domain scores ,
but no statistically significant association (p=0.240).

Conseptually, the Place Standard item about “Care and Maintenance” was expected to have
an association. It showed a reverse pattern whereby residents in the middle neighborhoods gave
on average lower scores compared to residents in the worse-off neighborhoods, with a 0.20 (CI -
0.55,0.80) higher score in the worse-off neighborhoods compared to 0.08 (CI -0.53,0.70) in the
middle neighborhoods. Expressed as a linear trend, this representsa-0.10 decrease (CI -
0.40,0.23) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles (worse-to better-off) Maintenance and Appearance
domain scores, with no statistically significant association (p=0.611).

Similarly, a reverse pattern was also observed for the question of “Social Contact” where
the worse off neighborhoods scored better 0.14 (CI -0.91,1.20) compared to the middle group with
a lower scoring -0.04 (CI -1.10,1.01).

The only question that appeared to be statistically significantly associated was the
“Subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position” whereby residents in the better rated
neighborhoods gave on average higher scores -0.70 (CI-1.41,0.10) with no statistically significant
difference compared to worse-off rated neighborhoods which rated lower -1.30 (CI-2.00,-0.50)
with  statistically  significant  difference  (p=0.002). Expressed as a linear
trend, this represents a 0.62 increase (Cl 0.30,1.00) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles worse-to
better -off with increasing (worse- to better-off) Maintenance and Appearance domain scores,
suggesting a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.001).

There did not appear to be any statistically significant differences in residents’ assessments

9 13

of “Moving around”, “Trafic and Parking”, “Natural Space”, “Play and Recreation”, “Social

bE 1Y

Contact”, “Identity and Belonging”, “Feeling Safe”, “Influence/Sence of Control”
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Table 34: Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 6:

Maintenance and Appearance.

Domain 6: Maintenance and Appearance

B coeffig/i\éa?e = p-value B coefficimitddle p-value Setterot Across t.ertiles Wi-t n |
(% C1) (% C1) et i
Q1: Moving around -0.37 (-1.21,0.50) 0.373 -0.70 (-1.53,0.13) 0.097 Ref
Q2: Public transport 0.55 (-0.50,1.60) 0.290 0.13(-0.90,1.16) 0.798 Ref -0.30 (-0.80,0.23) 0.275
Q3: Traffic & Parking -0.40 (-1.40,0.60) 0.409 -0.80 (-1.73,0.22) 0.126 Ref
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.71 (-1.52,0.10) 0.083 -0.60 (-1.41,0.20) 0.135 Ref 0.35(-0.10,0.75) 0.088
Q5: Natural space -0.53 (-1.53,0.46) 0.286 -0.70 (-1.67,0.31) 0.176 Ref
Q6: Play & Recreation -0.30 (-1.34,0.80) 0.585 -0.60 (-1.63,0.50) 0.268 Ref
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.10 (-0.90,0.72) 0.864 -0.01 (-0.80,0.80) 0.988 Ref 0.03 (-0.40,0.42) 0.859
Q8: Work & Local economy -0.14 (-0.94,1.22) 0.798 -0.01 (-1.10,1.06) 0.979 Ref 0.10 (-0.61,0.50) 0.787
Q9: Housing & Community -0.50 (-1.30,0.33) 0.238 -0.40 (-1.20,0.50) 0.384 Ref 0.24 (-0.20,0.64) 0.240
Q10: Social contact 0.14 (-0.91,1.20) 0.790 -0.04 (-1.10,1.01) 0.941 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.45 (-1.00,0.10) 0.089 -0.51 (-1.03,0.00) 0.051 Ref
Q12: Feeling safe -0.33 (-1.10,0.42) 0.378 -0.40 (-1.12,0.40) 0.317 Ref
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.20 (-0.50,0.80) 0.615 0.08 (-0.53,0.70) 0.794 Ref -0.10 (-0.40,0.23) 0.611
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.24 (-1.00,0.50) 0.513 -0.60 (-1.33,0.16) 0.119 Ref
Total score (range: 14-98) -3.00 (-9.43,3.43) 0.351 -5.14 (-11.54,1.30) 0.113 Ref
Subjective assessment of -1.30 (-2.00,-0.50) 0.002 -0.70 (-1.41,0.10) 0.076 Ref 0.62 (0.30,1.00) 0.001

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.7 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 7: Lack

of Security-related features

Table 35 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain’s
7: Lack of Security-related features scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic

characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

As shown in Table 35 the majority of the domains (at least 10 out of 14 total) exhibited a
reverse stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of Safety (lack of security-
related features). In almost all Place Standard domains, a reverse pattern was observed whereby
residents in middle neighborhoods gave on average lower scores compared to residents in the

worse off neighbourhoods and in terms of Lack of security-related features.

The question about Feeling safe in your neighborhood which was conceptually related to
domain 7 that measures Lack of Security -related features showed the opposite. The worse-off
neighborhoods scored lower -0.10 (95%CI-0.83,0.70) with no statistically significant association
(p=0.822) compared to the middle neighborhoods that scored higher 0.20 (95%CI -0.54,0.94) with
also no statistically significant difference (p=0.587) between the tertiles. This was expected as
domain 7 measures the lack of security related feature and in the better off neighbourhoods this

featured appeared to be common according to the CyNOTes audits.

In fact, in five of these domains, there appeared to be a stepwise decrease in citizens’
average scores across tertiles of neighborhoods with better scores in this domain
7. Specifically, the perceived “Housing and Community” appeared to be scoring higher in the
worse off neighborhood 0.93 (95%CI 0.20,1.71) with statistically significant difference (p=0.019)
and the middle scoring 0.42 (CI1-0.35,1.20) with no statistically significant difference (p=0.276)
between the tertiles of neighborhoods. Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.47
decrease (95%CI -0.85,-0.10) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-
off) Safety (lack of security-related features) showing a positive and statistically significant

association (p=0.018).
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Similarly, the question about “Traffic and Parking” scored better 0.50 (CI-0.50,1.47) in the
worse off neighborhoods with no statistically significant difference (p=0.327) while in the middle
neighborhoods which scored lower 0.25 (CI1-0.73,1.22) with no statistically significant difference
(p=0.612). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.24 decrease (95%CI -0.73,0.24) on a
1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Safety (lack of Security-related

features) but with no statistically significant difference (p=0.321).

Lastly, the subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position was rated higher 0.95
(Cl1 0.17,173) in the worse off neighborhoods which was statistically significant (p=0.017)
compared to the middle neighborhoods scoring 0.66 (CI-0.10,1.43) with no statistically significant
association (p=0.089). Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.51 decrease (Cl -0.90,-
0.10) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Safety (lack of
security and safety features) showing a statistically significant association (p=0.017).

There did not appear to be any statistically significant differences in residents’
assessments of “Public transport”, “Play and Recreation”, “Facilities and Amenities”, “Work and

Local economy”, “Social Contact”, “Care and Maintenance”, “Influence/Sense of Control”.
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Table 35: Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 7: Safety (lack of

security-related features)

Domain 7: Safety (lack of security-related features)

_\{Vorse off : _Middle Better off Across tertiles with
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value increasing domain p-value
(95% CI) (95% CI) scores (95% CI)
Q1: Moving around 0.40 (-0.50,1.24) 0.353 0.20 (-0.63,1.04) 0.626 Ref -0.20 (-0.62,0.22) 0.347
Q2: Public transport 0.24 (-0.80,1.30) 0.646 0.30 (-0.74,1.30) 0.580 Ref
Q3: Traffic & Parking 0.50 (-0.50,1.47) 0.327 0.25 (-0.73,1.22) 0.612 Ref -0.24 (-0.73,0.24) 0.321
Q4: Streets & Spaces 0.36 (-0.50,1.20) 0.378 0.23 (-0.60,1.04) 0.568 Ref -0.20 (-0.60,0.23) 0.374
Q5: Natural space 0.10 (-1.00,1.10) 0.917 -0.01 (-1.00,1.00) 0.990 Ref -0.03 (-0.52,0.50) 0.915
Q6: Play & Recreation 0.12 (-0.91,1.20) 0.812 0.71 (-0.31,1.72) 0.169 Ref
Q7: Facilities & Amenities 0.30 (-0.50,1.04) 0.450 0.60 (-0.20,1.33) 0.118 Ref
Q8: Work & Local economy 0.16 (-0.91,1.23) 0.770 0.31 (-0.75,1.37) 0.559 Ref
Q9: Housing & Community 0.93(0.20,1.71) 0.019 0.42 (-0.35,1.20) 0.276 Ref -0.47 (-0.85,-0.10) 0.018
Q10: Social contact 0.53 (-0.50,1.55) 0.300 -0.14 (-1.15,0.90) 0.779 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging 0.50 (-0.05,0.98) 0.074 0.50 (-0.05,1.00) 0.073 Ref -0.23 (-0.50,0.03) 0.081
Q12: Feeling safe -0.10 (-0.83,0.70) 0.822 0.20 (-0.54,0.94) 0.587 Ref
Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.04 (-0.65,0.57) 0.908 0.20 (-0.43,0.78) 0.560 Ref
Q14: Influence/Sense of control 0.10 (-0.67,0.90) 0.797 -0.24 (1.00,0.52) 0.531 Ref
Total score (range: 14-98) 3.70 (-2.80,10.13) 0.258 3.00 (-3.38,9.38) 0.348 Ref -1.82 (-5.01,1.40) 0.258
Subjective assessment of 0.95(0.17,1.73) 0.017 0.66 (-0.10,1.43) 0.089 Ref -0.51 (-0.90,-0.10) 0.017

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house tenure
(Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.8 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes

Domain 8: Lack of Physical disorder scores

Table 36 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place
Standard questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of
CyNOTes domain’s 8: lack of Physical disorder scores and factor after adjusting for
sociodemographic characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

As shown in Table 36 the majority of the domains (at least 11 out of 14 total)
exhibited a stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of
Physical Disorder (lack of). Residents in neighborhoods that were rated better-off in
terms of Physical Disorder (lack of), assessed their neighbourhoods better compared to
residents in the worse-off neighbourhoods. Two of the Place Standard appeared to be
reverse and two more were statistically significantly associated with this domain.

The two questions expected to show concurrent validity with this specific
domain are “Housing and Community” and “Care and Maintenance”. The “Housing
and Community” showed a stepwise decrease in citizens’ average scores across tertiles
of neighborhoods with better scores in this domain. Specifically, it scored on average -
0.25 (%95 CI -1.20,0.60) in the middle neighborhoods with no statistical significance
(p=0.543), compared to the worse off neighborhoods that scored rated slightly lower -
0.30 (%95CI -1.10,0.53).

Expressed as a linear trend, this representsa 0.13 increase (%95 CI -
0.30,0.52) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off)
Physical disorder (lack off) showing no statistically significant association (p=0.513).

On the other hand, “Care and Maintenance” appeared to be scoring lower -0.40
(%95 CI -1.00,0.23) in the middle-scored neighborhoods in terms of lack of Physical
disorder with no statistically significant association (p=0.227) compared to the worse-
off neighborhoods which scored higher 0.10 (%95 CI-0.52,0.64) with no statistically
significant association (p=0.833).

Turning into the positive associations. The question about “Identity &
Belonging” appeared higher in the middle neighborhoods -0.40 (%95 CI-0.91,0.12),
with no statistically significant association (p=0.126) compared to the worse off
neighborhoods which were rated lower -0.50 (%95 CI-1.00, -0.01), with statistically
significant association (p=0.047).
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Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a 0.25 increase (%95
CI 0.00,0.50) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off)
Physical disorder (lack of) showing a positive statistically significant association
(p=0.048).

A statistically significant association across tertiles with decreasing (worse to
better off) Physical disorder (lack of) domain scores was the question of “Work and
Local Economy”. Specifically, “Work and Local economy” appeared to be scoring
higher 1.10 (%95 CI1 0.10,2.03) in the worse off neighborhoods compared to the middle
neighborhoods which scored lower 0.16 (%95 CI-0.90,1.20). Expressed as a linear
trend, this represents a -0.53 decrease (%95 CI-1.02,-0.04) on a 1-7 point scale
across tertiles with decreasing (worse-to better-off) lack of Physical Disorder,
suggesting a statistically significant association (p=0.033).

In addition, the subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position
appeared to showed that the middle neighborhoods (in terms of lack of physical
disorder) scored higher -1.00 (%95 CI-1.74,-0.30) with statistically significant
difference between the tertiles of neighborhoods (p=0.010) compared to the worse off
neighborhoods that were rated slightly lower -1.10 (%95 CI-1.78, -0.34). Expressed as
a linear trend, this represents a 0.52 increase (95%CI 0.20,0.90) on a 1-7 point scale
across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) lack of Physical disorder domain
scores, suggesting a positive and statistically significant association (p=0.006).

There did not appear to be any statistically significant differences in residents’
assessments of “Moving Around”, “Traffic and Parking”, “Streets and Spaces”,
“Natural Space”, “Facilities and Amenities”, “Social Contact”, “Feeling Safe”,

“Influence/Sense of control”.
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Table 36: Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 8: Lack of Physical disorder

Domain 8: Physical Disorder (lack of)

B coeffig/i\éa?e = p-value B coefﬁcimitddle p-value —— Across t_ertiles Wi-t h
increasing domain p-value
(95% CI) (95% CI) scores (95% CI)
Q1: Moving around -0.40 (-1.20,0.40) 0.316 -1.00 (-1.80,-0.20) 0.021 Ref
Q2: Public transport 0.30 (-0.74,1.30) 0.597 0.04 (-0.99,1.08) 0.936 Ref -0.13 (-0.63,0.40) 0.590
Q3: Traffic & Parking -1.04 (-1.93,-0.15) 0.023 -1.10 (-2.01,-0.20) 0.022 Ref
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.75 (-1.50,-0.00) 0.049 -0.97 (-1.74,-0.21) 0.014 Ref
Q5: Natural space -0.54 (-1.45,0.40) 0.242 -1.20 (-2.14,-0.30) 0.014 Ref
Q6: Play & Recreation -0.54 (-1.51,0.44) 0.271 -1.10 (-2.10,-0.04) 0.041 Ref
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.10 (-0.83,0.67) 0.825 -0.20 (-0.93,0.62) 0.693 Ref
Q8: Work & Local economy 1.10 (0.10,2.03) 0.036 0.16 (-0.90,1.20) 0.749 Ref -0.53 (-1.02,-0.04) 0.033
Q9: Housing & Community -0.30 (-1.10,0.53) 0.513 -0.25 (-1.10,0.60) 0.543 Ref 0.13 (-0.30,0.52) 0.513
Q10: Social contact 0.30 (-0.72,1.30) 0.578 0.56 (-0.50,1.60) 0.275 Ref
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.50 (-1.00,-0.01) 0.047 -0.40 (-0.91,0.12) 0.126 Ref 0.25 (0.00,0.50) 0.048
Q12: Feeling safe -0.36 (-1.02,0.31) 0.288 -0.95 (-1.64,-0.30) 0.008 Ref
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.10 (-0.52,0.64) 0.833 -0.40 (-1.00,0.23) 0.227 Ref
Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.20 (-0.90,0.52) 0.592 -0.73 (-1.50,0.00) 0.050 Ref
Total score (range: 14-98) -3.15 (-9.10,2.80) 0.289 -7.70 (-13.80,-1.60) 0.015 Ref
Subjective assessment of -1.10 (-1.78,-0.34) 0.005 -1.00 (-1.74,-0.30) 0.010 Ref 0.52 (0.20,0.90) 0.006

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.9 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 9:

Social Contact and lack of social disorder

Table 37 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain’s
9: Social Contact and lack of social disorder scores and factor after adjusting for sociodemographic

characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

As shown in Table 37 the majority of social Contact and lack of social disorder” domains (6
out 9 total) exhibited a stepwise relationship in domain score in association with the level of
educational attainment. Specifically, they showed a significant decrease, consistent with a social
gradient, corresponding to lower ratings in the middle neighborhoods in terms of “Social Contact

and Lack of Social Disorder” compared to the worse-off neighborhoods rated higher.

In fact, the questions that were expected to conceptually show an association was the question
about “Social contact”. The worse-0ff neighborhoods perceived social contact to be lower -0.34
(C1-1.33,0.70) with no statistical significance (p=0.499) compared to the middle neighborhoods
which scored higher 0.20 (CI 0.84,1.22) with also no statistical significance.

Furthermore, the “Social Contact and lack of social disorder” domain appeared to be
reversely associated with “Identity and Belonging” with the worse off neighborhoods to be rated
higher 0.50 (CI-0.03,1.00) and no statistically significant difference (p=0.065) compared with the
middle neighborhoods to be rated lower 0.00 (CI-0.52,0.51) with no statistically significant
difference (p=0.989).

In addition, the question about “Influence decisions and having a sense of control about things
that are happening in their neighborhood” appeared to be reversely associated as the middle
neighborhoods had higher mean difference higher 0.30 (CI-0.50, 1.10) not being statistically
significant difference (p=0.436) and the worse off neighborhoods had a mean difference 0.20 (CI-
0.53,0.94) with no statistically significant difference (p=0.576).

Turning into the positives. The question about “Traffic & Parking” showed a reverse stepwise
increase with having the worse off neighborhoods in terms of “Socal Contact and lack of Social
disorder” to be scoring higher 1.30 (CI 0.40,2.15) and being statistically significant (p=0.006)
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compared to the middle neighborhoods scoring lower 0.60 (CI -0.32,1.50) and not showing any
statistically significant association (p=0.199).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.63 decrease (95%Cl -1.10,-0.20) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles with decreasing (worse- to better-off) Social Contact and lack of social
disorder domain scores in terms of, suggesting a and statistically significant association
(p=0.005).

Similarly, for the question regarding the subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social
position there was also a stepwise reverse association with the worse off neighborhoods to be
scoring higher difference 1.02 (CI1 0.30,1.80) with statistical significance (p=0.008) compared to
the middle neighborhoods scoring lower 0.62 (C1-0.14, 1.40) and no statistical significance
(p=0.107).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.51 decrease (95%Cl -0.90,-0.14) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles with decreasing (worse- to better-off) Social Contact and lack of social
disorder domain scores in terms of, suggesting a positive and statistically significant association
(p<0.007).

There did not appear to be any statistically significant differences in residents’
assessments of “Public Transport”, “Natural Space”, “Play and Recreation”, “Facilities and

9% ¢¢

Amentities”, “Work and Local Economy”, “Feeling Safe” and “Care and Maintenance”.
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Table 37: Differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain 9:

lack of Social Disorder .

Social Contact and

Domain 9: Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of)

Worse off Middle Better off Across tertiles with
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value increasing domain p-value
(95% ClI) (95% CI) scores (95% ClI)

Q1: Moving around 0.60 (-0.30,1.40) 0.178 0.30 (-0.60,1.13) 0.495 Ref -0.30 (-0.70,0.13) 0.173
Q2: Public transport -0.34 (-1.32,0.64) 0.490 0.44 (-0.60,1.50) 0.384 Ref

Q3: Traffic & Parking 1.30 (0.40,2.15) 0.006 0.60 (-0.32,1.50) 0.199 Ref -0.63 (-1.10,-0.20) 0.005
Q4: Streets & Spaces 0.61 (-0.20,1.40) 0.124 0.40 (-0.44,1.17) 0.369 Ref -0.30 (-0.70,0.10) 0.121
Q5: Natural space 0.40 (-0.60,1.32) 0.447 -0.30 (-1.30,0.70) 0.545 Ref

Q6: Play & Recreation -0.30 (-1.25,0.73) 0.600 -0.88 (-1.90,0.14) 0.089 Ref

Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.04 (-0.80,0.71) 0.907 -0.03 (-0.80,0.80) 0.946 Ref

Q8: Work & Local economy -0.60 (-1.60,0.42) 0.249 0.32 (-0.71,1.40) 0.532 Ref

Q9: Housing & Community 0.65 (-0.12,1.41) 0.096 0.04 (-0.80,0.84) 0.917 Ref -0.33 (-0.71,0.10) 0.092
Q10: Social contact -0.34 (-1.33,0.70) 0.499 0.20 (-0.84,1.22) 0.707 Ref

Q11: Identity & Belonging 0.50 (-0.03,1.00) 0.065 -0.00 (-0.52,0.51) 0.989 Ref

Q12: Feeling safe 0.20 (-0.54,0.90) 0.610 0.40 (-0.40,1.13) 0.306 Ref

Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.22 (-0.40,0.81) 0.452 -0.05 (-0.70,0.60) 0.875 Ref

Q14: Influence/Sense of control 0.20 (-0.53,0.94) 0.576 0.30 (-0.50,1.10) 0.436 Ref

Total score (range: 14-98) 3.30(-2.98,9.57) 0.295 2.12 (-4.40,8.62) 0.514 Ref -1.64 (-4.74,1.50) 0.291
Subjective assessment of 1.02 (0.30,1.80) 0.008 0.62 (-0.14,1.40) 0.107 Ref -0.51 (-0.90,-0.14) 0.007
neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.10 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain

Factor 1 : Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features

Table 38 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain
Factor 1 about; “Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features” after

adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards.

There was a stepwise increase pattern moving from worse off to better off neighborhoods
having on average the better off neighborhoods to be scoring higher than the worse off
neighborhoods in terms of Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related
features suggesting a positive association . In fact, 10 out of 14 questions from the Place Standard
questionnaire on average were rated higher in the middle-scored neighborhoods compared to the
worse off neighborhoods in terms of Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-

related features.

For example, Q4:Streets & Spaces , scored higher -0.60 (%95CI-1.40,0.20) with no
statistically significant difference (p=0.142) in the middle neighborhoods compared to the worse
off neighborhoods where it scored -0.65 (%95CI-1.44,0.14) but with no statistically significant
difference (p=0.104).

Another example which was expected to show an association with Factor 1 “Good
maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features” was Q9 “Housing and
Community” scoring lower in the worse off neighborhoods -0.53 (%95CI -1.32,0.30) with no
statistical significance (p=0.185) and scoring -0.30 (%95CI -1.10,0.52) in the middle
neighborhoods with no statistically significant difference (p=0.488).

Conceptually, another association was expected for Q12: feeling safe with middle group
neighbourhoods showing higher mean difference -0.10 (Cl -0.80,0.70) and no statistically
significant difference (p=0.879) compared to the worse-off neighbourhoods showing lower mean
difference -0.20 (C1-0.92,0.60) with no statistically significant difference (p=0.629).

Another example which was expected to show an association with Factor 1 “Good
maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features” was Q11: Identity &
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Belonging having the worse off neighbourhoods to be scoring lower -0.53 (%95 CI -1.04,-0.02)
and being also statistically significant (p=0.041) compared to the middle -0.24 (%95CI-0.75,0.30)

but not being statistically significant (p=0.357). Across the tertiles with increasing domain
scores moving from better off to the worse off, there was a stepwise increase of 0.30 (%95ClI
0.01,0.52) with a statistically significant difference between the three tertiles of neighbourhoods
(p=0.039).

A reverse U-shape appeared in Q6: “Quality of play and recreation” which appeared to be
higher than -0.44 (%95CI -1.50,0.60) in the middle-scored neighborhoods and rated less favorably
in the worse-off -0.50(%95 CI -1.53,0.52) and better off neighborhoods than with no statistically
significant differences (p=0.390).

The Subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position across tertiles with increasing
domain scores (95% Cl) a 0.62 (95%CI1 0.30,1.00) per tertile increase with a statistically significant
difference (p=0.001.
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Table 38 Differences of the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire and CyNOTes Domain Factor 1: Good maintenance, less

physical disorder, more security related features.

Domain Factor 1 (Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features)

Worse off Middle Better off
Across tertiles with
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value increasing domain | P-value
(95% CI) (95% ClI) scores (95% ClI)

Q1: Moving around -0.41 (-1.24,0.42) 0.320 -0.40 (-1.23,0.44) 0.342 Ref 0.21 (-0.20,0.62) 0.316
Q2: Public transport 0.03 (-1.00,1.05) 0.957 -0.13 (-1.16,0.90) 0.794 Ref

Q3: Traffic & Parking -0.60 (-1.56,0.40) 0.218 -0.50 (-1.50,0.50) 0.308 Ref 0.30 (-0.20,0.80) 0.214
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.65 (-1.44,0.14) 0.104 -0.60 (-1.40,0.20) 0.142 Ref 0.32 (-0.10,0.72) 0.102
Q5: Natural space -0.60 (-1.60,0.40) 0.211 -0.90 (-1.82,0.11) 0.080 Ref

Q6: Play & Recreation -0.50 (-1.53,0.52) 0.328 -0.44 (-1.50,0.60) 0.390 Ref 0.30 (-0.30,0.80) 0.324
Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.20 (-1.00,0.61) 0.681 -0.20 (-1.00,0.60) 0.638 Ref 0.10 (-0.30,0.50) 0.677
Q8: Work & Local economy -0.20 (-1.20,0.90) 0.763 0.40 (-0.70,1.43) 0.464 Ref

Q9: Housing & Community -0.53 (-1.32,0.30) 0.185 -0.30 (-1.10,0.52) 0.488 Ref 0.27 (-0.13,0.70) 0.180
Q10: Social contact -0.10 (-1.10,0.95) 0.878 -0.11 (-1.14,0.92) 0.831 Ref 0.04 (-0.50,0.55) 0.876
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.53 (-1.04,-0.02) 0.041 -0.24 (-0.75,0.30) 0.357 Ref 0.30 (0.01,0.52) 0.039
Q12: Feeling safe -0.20 (-0.92,0.60) 0.629 -0.10 (-0.80,0.70) 0.879 Ref 0.10 (-0.30,0.50) 0.623
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.00 (-0.60,0.61) 0.988 0.21 (-0.40,0.81) 0.488 Ref

Q14: Influence/Sense of control -0.40 (-1.10,0.40) 0.339 0.10 (-0.67,0.82) 0.839 Ref

Total score (range: 14-98) -4.41 (-10.73,2.00) 0.166 -3.20 (-9.53,3.15) 0.316 Ref 2.21 (-0.92,5.33) 0.162
Subjective assessment of -1.23 (-2.00,-0.51) 0.001 -0.60 (-1.33,0.12) 0.102 Ref 0.62 (0.30,1.00) 0.001

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs Other), house
tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.2.7.10  Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes
Domain Factor 2 : Better walkability and neighborhood identity

Table 39 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across tertiles of neighborhoods according to the CyNOTes domain Factor 2 about
“Better walkability and neighborhood identity” after adjusting for sociodemographic
characteristics of the responders (N=444) gathered using the Place Standard tool. There was a
stepwise increase pattern moving from better off to worse off neighborhoods with the better off
neighborhoods to be scoring higher than the worse off neighborhoods in terms of better walkability
and neighborhood identity suggesting a positive association . In fact, 10 out of 14 questions from
the Place Standard questionnaire on average scored higher in the neighborhoods compared to the
worse off neighborhoods in terms of walkability and neighborhood identity. As expected, Q1:
moving around, scored lower -0.90 (CI-1.62,-1.41) with a significant association (p=0.021)
compared to the better off neighborhood which scored 0.50 (CI1-0.30,1.20) but, with no statistically
significant difference (p=0.217).

Another example which was expected to show an association with Factor 2 Better
walkability and neighborhood identity was Q3 about “Traffic density and the availability of
Parking”, showing a lower mean difference in the worse off neighborhoods -1.10 (CI-2.00,-0.20)
with statistically significant difference (p= 0.022) compared to -0.20 (CI-1.10,0.75) and no
statistically significant difference in the middle neighborhoods.

Across the tertiles with increasing domain scores moving from better off to worse off
neighborhoods, residents assessed the Traffic and Parking on average 0.54 (CI 0.10,1.00) with
statistically significance difference (p=0.022)

Conceptually, another expected association was with Q4: “Quality of streets and public
spaces” having a stepwise increase from worse-off neighbourhoods to worse-off neighbourhoods,
showing the better-off (middle group) neighbourhoods with a mean difference 0.05 (CI1-0.71,0.80)
and no statistical significance (p=0.900) compared to the worse off neighbourhoods with mean
difference -0.90 (CI-1.61,-0.10) with statistically significant difference (p=0.029). Across the

tertiles with increasing domain scores (95% CI) moving from better off to worse off residents were
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assessed to have a stepwise increase of 0.42 (0.04,0.81) with a statistically significant difference

between the three tertiles of neighbourhoods for “Quality of Public Streets and Spaces” (p=0.032).

Another expected association with factor 2 “Better walkability and neighbourhood identity”
was with Q8: Work and Local economy. Interestingly, the worse-off neighbourhoods appeared to
have a higher mean difference 0.90 (CI -0.12,1.92) with no statistically significant difference
(p=0.082) compared to the better-off neighbourhoods 0.50 (CI-0.60,1.50) and no statistically
significant difference (p=0.369).

A reverse pattern has been also observed in four questions. Among those four questions of
the Place Standard tool, a statistically significant difference was not observed hence no association
with the CyNOTes tool. The reverse pattern observed showed Q2: “the availability of Public
Transport” to have a higher mean difference 0.74 (Cl1-0.30,1.74) in the worse off neighbourhoods
meaning worse environment, compared to the better off neighborhood (middle) scoring lower 0.63
(Cl -0.40,1.62). Therefore, the middle neighborhoods appear to have less favorable outcome
compared to both the worse-off and better -off neighborhoods. Also, across the tertiles with
increasing domain scores moving from better off to worse off, there was a stepwise decrease -
0.40 (-0.90,0.12) with no statistical significance difference (p=0.137).

A reverse U shape appeared in Q6: About the “quality of play and recreation” which
appeared to be higher 0.70 (CI-0.31,1.70) in the middle neighborhoods with no statistical
difference (p=0.170) compared to both the worse off -0.10 (CI-1.10,0.95) and the better off
neighborhoods.

A U shape appeared in Q10: “Social Contact” showing the middle group to have lower 0.30
(C1-0.72,1.30) outcome with no statistically significant difference (p=0.568) compared to both the
worse off 0.54 (CI-0.50,1.60) and better off neighborhoods (p=0.290). Therefore, the middle
category appears to have less favorable outcome compared to the worse-off and better -off
neighborhoods. In addition, across the tertiles with increasing domain scores residents assessed
Social Contact on average lower -0.30 (CI-0.80,0.23) on a 1-7 point scale across tertiles of
neighborhoods with increasing (worse-off to better off) in terms of better walkability and
neighborhood identity domain scores, suggesting a negative but not statistically significant

association (p=0.284) (i.e. decreasing audit scores decreasing Place Standard Score).
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Laslty, in the Subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position there was also a
stepwise increase showing a positive association from worse off neighborhoods -1.00 (CI-1.74,-
0.25) and statistically significant difference (p=0.010) to better off -0.10 (CI-0.82,0.67) and no
statistically significant difference (p=0.840). Across the tertiles with increasing domain scores
worse-off to better off the Subjective assessment of neighborhood’s social position on a 1-7 point
scale (worse-off to better off) and in terms of better walkability and neighborhood identity domain
scores, scored 0.5 (CI 0.12,0.90) suggesting a positive and statistically significant association

(p=0.011) (i.e. increasing audit scores increasing Place Standard Score).
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Table 39: Difference between the 14 domains of the Place Standard questionnaire and the CyNOTes Domain Factor 2: Better walkability

and neighborhood identity.

Domain Factor 2 (Better walkability and neighborhood identity)

Worse off Middle Better off Across tertiles
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value with increasing p-value
) ) domain scores

Q1: Moving around -0.90 (-1.62,-1.41) 0.021 0.50 (-0.30,1.20) 0.217 Ref

Q2: Public transport 0.74 (-0.30,1.74) 0.209 0.63 (-0.40,1.62) 0.209 Ref -0.40 (-0.90,0.12) | 0.137
Q3: Traffic & Parking -1.10 (-2.00,-0.20) 0.022 -0.20 (-1.10,0.75) 0.715 Ref 0.54 (0.10,1.00) 0.022
Q4: Streets & Spaces -0.90 (-1.61,-0.10) 0.029 0.05 (-0.71,0.80) 0.900 Ref 0.42 (0.04,0.81) 0.032
Q5: Natural space -0.70 (-1.63,0.30) 0.155 0.30 (-0.70,1.23) 0.548 Ref

Q6: Play & Recreation -0.10 (-1.10,0.95) 0.907 0.70 (-0.31,1.70) 0.170 Ref

Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.30 (-1.01,0.44) 0.432 0.53 (-0.20,1.30) 0.145 Ref

Q8: Work & Local economy 0.90 (-0.12,1.92) 0.082 0.50 (-0.60,1.50) 0.369 Ref

Q9: Housing & Community -0.01 (-0.82,0.80) 0.983 -0.03 (-0.84,0.80) 0.945 Ref

Q10: Social contact 0.54 (-0.50,1.60) 0.290 0.30 (-0.72,1.30) 0.568 Ref -0.30 (-0.80,0.23) 0.284
Q11: Identity & Belonging -0.50 (-1.00,0.10) 0.083 -0.11 (-0.62,0.40) 0.665 Ref 0.23 (-0.03,0.50) 0.082
Q12: Feeling safe -0.90 (-1.60,-0.25) 0.008 0.30 (-0.40,0.92) 0.400 Ref

Q13: Care & Maintenance -0.20 (-0.80,0.43) 0.571 -0.20 (-0.80,0.43) 0.569 Ref

Q14: Influence/Sense of -0.20 (-0.93,0.60) 0.640 -0.20 (-0.90,0.60) 0.679 Ref

control

Total score (range: 14-98) -3.70 (-9.81,2.50) 0.236 3.20 (-3.00,9.30) 0.303 Ref

Subjective assessment of -1.00 (-1.74,-0.25) 0.010 -0.10 (-0.82,0.67) 0.840 Ref 0.50 (0.12,0.90) 0.011

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs
Other), house tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).

207




10.2.7.11 Differences of Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain

Factor 3 : Outdoor public spaces and social contact

Table 40 shows differences in mean scores of the 14 domains of the Place Standard
questionnaire across three groups of neighborhoods, stratified by the level of CyNOTes domain
Factor 3 (Outdoor public spaces and social contact) after adjusting for sociodemographic
characteristics of the responders from the Place Standards. The domain score was distributed into
tertiles (Worse-off, Middle, Better-off). To assess whether Place Standard scores increased in
neighborhoods with better CyNOTes scoring, the significance of trends was tested between the

tertiles and across tertiles with increasing domain score (N=444).

Almost half of the questions showed a stepwise increase meaning from worse off to better
off scores of Outdoor public spaces and social contact, the values were increasing suggesting a

positive association.

In fact, almost 6 out of the 14 questions appeared to have this pattern. However, 10 out of

14 questions appeared to be reversed and 2 out of 14 showed a statistically significant association.

The questions that were expected to show an association with this domain are “Streets &
Spaces”, “Natural Space”, “Play and Recreation” and “Facilities and Amenities”, “Social Contact”

and “Identity and Belonging”.

For example, the question of “Streets and Spaces” appeared to have a stepwise increase pattern
since moving from worse off to better off neighborhoods (in terms of Outdoor public spaces and
social contact) the worse off neighborhoods were rated lower 0.20 (CI-0.63,0.99) with no
statistically significant association (p=0.658) compared to the middle 0.40 (CI-0.41,1.20) with also

no statistically significant association (p=0.329).

Similarly, the question about “Natural Space” also showed a stepwise increase, with the
worse-off scored neighborhoods being rated lower 0.10 (CI-0.84,1.04) with no statistically
significant association (p=0.831) compared to the middle neighborhoods which were rated higher
0.92 (CI1-0.02,1.90) and no statistically significant association (p=0.054).

The question about “Social Contact” did not show any trend since the worse off
neighborhoods were rated lower -0.00 (CI -1.03,1.02) with no statistically significant association
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(p=0.989) compared to the middle neighborhoods that were rated 0.10 (CI -0.92,1.12) with no
statistically significant association (p=0.843). This appears to be reverse compared with the
CyNOTes results since in the audits worse off neighborhoods scored better in terms of social

contact compared to the better off neighborhoods.

Turning into the negatively associated. The question about “Traffic and Parking” appeared
to be equally rated between the worse off and middle neighborhoods with the worse-off
neighborhoods scoring 1.00 (0.04,1.90) statistically significant association (p=0.040) and the
middle neighborhoods scoring 1.00 (0.10,1.91) with also a statistically significant association
(p=0.033).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.50 decrease (95%CI -0.94,-0.02) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Outdoor public spaces and social
contact domain scores, suggesting a negative and statistically significant association (p=0.042).

“Housing and Community” was also significantly associated in a reverse pattern. The
worse off scored neighborhoods were rated higher 0.98 (CI 0.24,1.74) with statistically
significant association (p=0.011) compared to the middle neighborhoods which were rated lower
0.53 (CI -0.22,1.30) with no statistically significant association (p=0.164).

Expressed as a linear trend, this represents a -0.50 decrease (95%Cl -0.90,-0.12) on a 1-7
point scale across tertiles with increasing (worse- to better-off) Outdoor public spaces and social
contact domain scores, suggesting a negative and statistically significant association (p=0.010).
A reverse U shape pattern has been observed with the Subjective assessment of neighborhood’s
social position with higher in the middle neighborhoods 0.50 (CI-0.33,1.30) and no statistically
significant difference (p=0.288 ) and lower in the worse off neighborhoods 0.43 (CI-0.40,1.22)
and no statistically significant difference (p=0.247).
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Table 40: Differences between the Place Standard questionnaire according to CyNOTes Domain Factor 3: Outdoor public spaces

and Social Contact.

Domain Factor 3 (Outdoor public spaces and social contact)

Worse off Middle Better off Across tertiles
B coefficient p-value B coefficient p-value with increasing p-value
(95% ClI) (95% CI) doggl/rl sgl))res

Q1: Moving around 0.51 (-0.30,1.30) 0.206 0.90 (0.10,1.65) 0.036 Ref

Q2: Public transport 0.14 (-0.90,1.20) 0.775 -0.21 (-1.23,0.80) 0.675 Ref

Q3: Traffic & Parking 1.00 (0.04,1.90) 0.040 1.00 (0.10,1.91) 0.033 Ref -0.50 (-0.94,-0.02) | 0.042
Q4: Streets & Spaces 0.20 (-0.63,0.99) 0.658 0.40 (-0.41,1.20) 0.329 Ref

Q5: Natural space 0.10 (-0.84,1.04) 0.831 0.92 (-0.02,1.90) 0.054 Ref

Q6: Play & Recreation -0.32 (-1.33,0.70) 0.528 0.50 (-0.52,1.50) 0.339 Ref

Q7: Facilities & Amenities -0.13 (-0.90,0.65) 0.730 0.20 (-0.60,0.94) 0.625 Ref

Q8: Work & Local economy -0.91 (-1.92,0.10) 0.077 -0.80 (-1.80,0.23) 0.128 Ref 0.50 (-0.05,1.00) 0.075
Q9: Housing & Community 0.98 (0.24,1.74) 0.011 0.53 (-0.22,1.30) 0.164 Ref -0.50 (-0.90,-0.12) | 0.010
Q10: Social contact -0.00 (-1.03,1.02) 0.989 0.10 (-0.92,1.12) 0.843 Ref

Q11: Identity & Belonging 0.32 (-0.20,0.83) 0.213 0.42 (-0.10,0.93) 0.102 Ref

Q12: Feeling safe -0.32 (-1.10,0.41) 0.374 0.04 (-0.70,0.80) 0.904 Ref 0.20 (-0.20,0.52) 0.372
Q13: Care & Maintenance 0.30 (-0.32,0.90) 0.354 0.04 (-0.60,0.63) 0.891 Ref -0.14 (-0.43,0.20) 0.350
Q14: Influence/Sense of -0.20 (-1.00,0.55) 0.586 -0.10 (-0.85,0.65) 0.788 Ref 0.10 (-0.30,0.50) 0.582
control

Total score (range: 14-98) 2.00 (-4.40,8.30) 0.537 4.33 (-2.00,10.63) 0.173 Ref

Subjective assessment of 0.43 (-0.40,1.22) 0.288 0.50 (-0.33,1.30) 0.247 Ref

neighborhood’s social position

Adjusted for gender, age category, education, nationality (Cypriot vs Other), marital status (Single and Divorced or Widowed), occupational status (Employed vs
Other), house tenure (Owner vs other), years of residence (Less vs More than 10 years) and reported financial difficulties past 12 months (Yes vs No).
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10.3 Results Stage C: Correlations between neighborhood profile and census-

based built environment and socio-demographic indicators

The known-group validity of the CyNOTes was further assessed in terms of the correlation
with other census-based indicators. Hence, this will assist to identify the environmental inequities
that might exists within the 45 stratified sample of audited neighborhoods. Specifically, the
correlations observed were between the CyNOTes 9 domains and a) CyNOTes profiles and census-
based socio-demographic indicators b) census-based indicators of educational and occupational
disadvantage c) census-based indicators of material disadvantage d) census-based indicators of
social composition and residential stability e) census-based indicators of built environment. The
environmental inequities are confirmed in almost along with all socio-demographic indicators
since looking at the figures below in almost all indicators the CyNOTes domains were negatively
correlated (orange bars) the ones that were almost positively correlated (blue bars) with all census-
based indicators were the Safety (lack of security-related features) and Social Contact & Disorder
(lack of).

10.3.1 Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based socio-

demographic indicators

In almost all CyNOTes domains there was a negative correlation with census-based socio-
demographic indicators. Specifically, neighbourhoods with high percentage population over age
65 was negatively correlated with seven out of nine domains. The highest negative correlation was
with Domain 6 Maintenance and Appearance ( -0.446) having also a statistically significant
difference (p<0.01) and Domain 3 Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (-0.377) also having a
statistically significant difference (p<0.01). Domain 7 Safety (lack of security-related features)
(0.362) having statistically significant difference (p>0.05) and Domain 9 Social Contact &
Disorder (lack of) (0.277) appear to be positively correlated but not having statistically significant
difference.

In addition, neighbourhoods with high percentage retired population also was highly

negatively correlated with Domain 6 Maintenance and Appearance (-0.493) having also a
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statistically significant difference (p<0.01) and neighbourhoods with high percentage with chronic
health problems or disability was highly negatively correlated with Domain 6 Maintenance and

Appearance (-0.585) having also a statistically significant difference (p<0.01).

In almost all census-based socio-demographic indicators Domain 9 Social Contact & Disorder
(lack of) was positively correlated with the neighbourhoods high percentage in single-person
households to be the highest positive correlation (0.412) having also a statistically significant
difference (p<0.01).

Lastly, in all census-based socio-demographic indicators Domain 7 Safety (lack of security-
related features) was reverse with the neighbourhoods with high percentage with chronic health
problems or disability to have the highest positive correlation (0.459) and having also statistically
significant difference (p<0.05) and Domain 6 Maintenance and Appearance to have the highest
negative correlation (-0.585) having also a statistical significant difference (p<0.01). These are

also presented schematically on figure 12.

10.3.2 Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based

indicators of educational and occupational disadvantage

Looking into the census-based indicators of educational and occupational disadvantage, it is
observed that the neighbourhoods with high percentage of at least tertiary education to be
positively correlated with almost all CyNOTes domains. Specifically, the highest correlation
appeared to be with Domain 6 Maintenance and Appearance (0.506) having also a statistically
significant difference (p<0.01) and the lowest to be with Domain 1 Outdoor public spaces &
Nature Features (0.171). The neighbourhoods with high percentage of unemployment appeared to
have the highest correlation with Social Contact & lack of Disorder (0.462) and having also

statistically significant difference (p<0.01). These are also presented schematically on figure 13.
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10.3.3 Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based

indicators of material disadvantage

Among the census-based indicators of material disadvantage were the neighbourhoods with
high percentage of households with no central heating, high percentage households with no
PClinternet, and high percentage with non-owner-occupied households. The highest positively
correlation was among the neighbourhoods with high percentage of households with no central
heating and Domain 7 Safety (lack of security —related features) (0.501) and having also
statistically significant difference (p<0.01). The highest negatively correlation was with Domain
6 Maintenance and Appearance (-0.594) and having also a statistical significance difference

(p<0.01). These are also presented schematically on figure 14.

10.3.4 Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based

indicators of social composition and residential stability

Looking at the correlations between neighbourhoods CyNOTes profiles and census-based
indicators of social composition and residential stability it appears that the neighbourhoods with
high percentage of non-Cypriot population were positively correlated with Domain 1 Outdoor
public spaces and Nature Features (0.325) having also statistical significant difference (p<0.05)
and Social Contact & Disorder (lack of) being also positively correlated (0.274) with no

statistically significant difference. These are also presented schematically on figure 15.

10.3.5 Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based

indicators of built environment

The correlations observed with the built environment indicate that, in general, most of the

CyNOtes domains are consistently worse across increasing “disadvantage”.

For example, the neighbourhoods with high percentage of houses built prior 1980 and prior
2001 showed the highest negative correlation with Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (-0.662) and
being also statistically significant (p<0.01) and (-0.713) being also statistically significant
(p<0.01).
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However, the neighbourhoods with high percentage of non-permanent residences appeared
to be highly positively correlated with Domain 1 Outdoor public spaces & Nature Features (0.445)
having also a statistically significant difference (p<0.01). These are also presented schematically
on figure 16.

Overall, in almost all socioeconomic indicators the domain that appeared to be reverse was
the lack of safety features and interestingly also in some cases the lack of social contact and social
disorder domain. The highest percentage of tertiary education showed the lowest association with
the lack of safety features and the highest correlation appeared to be in the neighbourhoods with
higher percentage of house that have no central heating. Interestingly, the neighborhoods also with
the highest percentage of tertiary education appeared to have the lowest correlation with the lack
of social contact and social disorder whereas the neighborhoods with the highest unemployment
rate appeared to have the highest correlation. The neighborhoods with the highest percentage of
population mobility the year before appeared to show a mixed pattern between the different

domains of CyNOTes.
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Table 41: Correlations between CyNOTes domains and census-based indicators (*0.05,**0.01 statistically significant).

— [9\] [ep] <t Lo [(e] N~ (o] (2]

c c c c £ c c = c

© «© «© © © «© © ] ©

: : : : : : : : :

e} ) ) e} e} ) e} e} )
% population over age 65 -0.076 -0.165 -0.377* -0.331* -0.305* -0.446** 0.362* -0.435** 0.277
% retired population -0.105 -0.199 -0.420** | -0.390** | -0.379* -0.493** 0.374* -0.442** 0.272
% with chronic health problems or disability | -0.376* | -0.179 -0.409** | -0.226 -0.066 -0.585** 0.459* -0.424** 0.208
% unmarried adults 0.006 -0.511** | -0.399** | -0.225 -0.508** | -0.370* 0.329* -0.461** 0.419**
% divorced adults 0.170 -0.357* -0.286 -0.225 -0.491** | -0.177 0.158 -0.340* 0.360*
% adults with up to secondary education -0.233 -0.209 -0.418** | -0.405** | -0.185 -0.550** 0.434** -0.449** 0.207
% with at least tertiary education 0.171 0.229 0.385** | 0.417 0.192 0.506** -0.374* 0.442** -0.203
% illiterate -0.339* | -0.277 -0.310* | -0.189 -0.068 -0.444** 0.429** -0.303* 0.201
% non-Cypriot population 0.325* -0.356* -0.178 -0.144 -0.367* 0.058 -0.051 -0.299* 0.274
% non-Cypriot, non-EU population 0.117 -0.413** | -0.327* -0.218 -0.477** | -0.169 0.106 -0.298* 0.331*
% migrants from abroad 0.117 -0.431** | -0.166 -0.121 -0.331* -0.057 0.022 -0.373* 0.240
% population mobility (year before census) 0.238 -0.202 0.071 -0.094 -0.130 0.154 -0.209 -0.277 0.080
% unemployed economically active pop -0.079 -0.429** | -0.459** | -0.348* -0.226 -0.466** 0.446** -0.471** 0.462**
% nonprofessional occupations -0.117 -0.349* -0.373* -0.390** | -0.168 -0.500** 0.375* -0.519** 0.071
% elementary or agricultural occupations -0.019 -0.348* -0.526** | -0.405** | -0.539** | -0.403** 0.228 -0.480** 0.404**
% multi-dwelling and mixed-use buildings 0.375* -0.371* | 0.006 0.067 -0.302* | 0.041 -0.031 -0.223 0.234
% non-permanent houses 0.445** | -0.155 0.075 -0.089 -0.232 0.161 -0.254 -0.184 0.123
% houses built prior to 1980 -0.008 -0.409** | -0.662** | -0.489** | -0.542** | -0.539** 0.387** -0.560** 0.350*
% houses built prior to 2001 -0.109 -0.432** | -0.713** | -0.422** | -0.458** | -0.518** 0.477** -0.476** 0.377*
% not-owner occupied households 0.114 -0.233 -0.446** | -0.370* | -0.200 -0.474** 0.355* -0.345* 0.190
% single-person households 0.209 -0.483** | -0.229 -0.249 -0.530** | -0.204 0.106 -0.388** 0.412**
% single-parent households -0.153 -0.289 -0.451** | -0.296* | -0.398** | -0.431** 0.371* -0.339* 0.305*
% households with no PC 0.028 -0.285 -0.475** | -0.459** | -0352* -0.443** 0.349* -0.496** 0.352*
% households with no PC or internet -0.024 -0.350* -0.521** | -0.505** | -0.379* | -0.523** 0.406** -0.553** 0.364*
% houses without central heating -0.255 -0.432** | -0.556** | -0.503** | -0.439** | -0.641** 0.501** -0.594** 0.361*
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Correlations with % pop over 65+ Correlations with % retired population Correlations with % pop w chronic health problems
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Figure 11: Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based socio-demographic indicators.
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Correlations with % up to secondary eudcation
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Figure 12: Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based indicators of educational and occupational

disadvantage.
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Correlations with % households no central heating
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Figure 13: Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based indicators of material disadvantage.

218



Correlations with % pop mobility (year before)
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Figure 14: Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based indicators of
social composition and residential stability.
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Correlations with % multi-dwelling/-use houses
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Figure 15: Correlations between neighbourhood CyNOTes profiles and census-based indicators of

built environment.
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10.4 Results Stage D: Differences in Health-related QOL across neighborhood

profiles: predictive validity

The predictive validity of CyNOTes was assessed by comparing the Physical (table 41)
and Mental (table 42) Component Score of the SF-36 Health-related Quality of Life questionnaire
among residents aged 45-64 (N=450). To facilitate this comparison, neighbouroods were classified
based on (a) educational attainment of residents as recorded in the census, (b) census-based area-
level composite socio-economic disadvantage index and (c) each of the nine CyNOTes Domain
Scores. In addition, the analysis also looked at three CyNOTes aggregate Domain Factors i.e.
Domain Factor 1 (Good maintenance, less physical disorder, more security-related features) ,
Domain Factor 2 (Better walkability and neighborhood identity), Domain Factor 3 (Outdoor public
spaces and social contact).

In all cases, the difference in the mean score between worse off, middle and better off
neighbourhoods was calculated per tertile increase (a) after adjusting for gender and age and (b)
further adjusting for social position (education and income).

As illustrated in the Figures, with the re-classification of neighbourhoods (i.e. not in terms
of census-based SED index, but according to their audit ratings) across the 9 different CyNOTes
domains, a social gradient emerges in terms of quality of life scores, both in terms of the Physical
as well as the Mental Component Scores of the SF36. In green, the tertile of neighbourhoods with
the highest rating according to that domain is presented in the figures, while in red, it is the tertile
of neighbourhoods with the lowest audit rating- see Figures 19 and 20. In general, it is observed
that almost in all CyNOTes domains more affluent neighborhoods do better in terms of the
Physical and Mental component score. However, while higher QoL scores were consistently
recorded in the better-off areas, the worse off areas are not always the ones with the lowest score
or did not appear that dissimilar from the middle category.

The main exception was the Safety Domain, for which the tertile of neighbourhoods with
the highest scores appeared to have better PCS and MCS scores. However, this is not surprising
since this domain taps on physical evidence of security-related features which, as indicated earlier,
are more prevalent in better-off neighbourhoods. Lastly, it should be noted that the smallest

differences were observed for domain Social Contact.
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PHYSICAL COMPONENT SCORE OF HEALTH-RELATED QUALITY OF

LIFE
BY NEIGHBOURHOOD PROFILE
B Tertile with lowest domain scores (worse off) Middle Tertile Tertile with highest domain scores (better off)
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Recreation and Nature Features

52
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Figure 16 Differences in Health-related QOL across neighborhood profiles: predictive validity
(Physical Component Score)
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Figure 17 Differences in Health-related QOL across neighborhood profiles: predictive validity
(Mental Component Score)
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Table 42: Physical Component Score of the SF-36 Health-related Quality of Life questionnaire according to census-based area level
socioeconomic disadvantage indicators and CyNOTes Domain Scores.

Adjusted for age and gender

Further adjusted for
education and income

Worse off Middle Better off Per tertile
(Qﬂz) Mez(;lgsoDA!fgr)e?nce bl (1S Di:‘\f/leerae?\ce 1) ilgcrease Perotertile increase
p-value (95% Cl); (95% CI); p- (95% CI); p-value
value
p-value

Educational attainment (% with 47.24 -3.84 48.31 -2.77 51.08 Ref 1.92 1.01
tertiary education) (0.73) (05.93, -1.75); (0.75) (-4.86, -9,67); (0.73) (0.88, 2.96); (0.01, 2.02);

p=0.001 p=0.011 p=0.001 p=0.048
Composite socioeconomic 46.89 -3.57 49.31 -1.16 50.46 Ref 1.79 1.30
disadvantage index (0.75) (-5.70, -1.44); (0.75) (-3.29, 0.98); (0.75) (0.73, 2.84); (0.37, 2.23);

p=0.002 p=0.28 p=0.001 p=0.007
Domain 1: Outdoor public spaces, 47.92 -2.10 48.65 -1.38 50.03 Ref 1.05 0.88
Recreation and (0.83) (-4.44, 0.24); (0.82) (-3.71, 0.96); (0.82) (-0.11, 2.21); (-0.08, 1.84);
Nature Features p=0.08 p=0.24 p=0.07 p=0.07
Domain 2: Architecture & Building | 48.52 -1.52 48.13 -1.91 50.03 Ref 0.72 0.63
Characteristics (0.78) (-3.84,0.80); (0.90) (-4.34,0.52); (41.88) (-0.44,1.88); (-0.33,1.60);

p=0.20 p=0.12 p=0.22 p=0.19
Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers 48.35 -1.94 47.80 -2.31 50.30 Ref 0.97 0.78
(lack of) (0.81) (-4.24,0.35); (0.81) (-4.61,-0.02); (0.81) (-0.19,2.13); (-0.10,1.84);

p=0.10 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.11
Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling 47.12 -3.70 48.76 -2.03 50.80 Ref 1.84 1.34
Environment (0.74) (-5.80,-1.58); (0.78) (-4.20,0.13); (0.75) (0.80,2.88); (0.42,2.26);

p=0.001 p=0.07 p=0.001 p=0.005
Domain 5: Neighborhood and 48.18 -1.18 49.50 -0.32 49.40 Ref 0.59 0.31
Ethnic Identification (0.85) (-3.58,1.21); (0.85) (-2.71,2.08); (0.84) (-0.60,1.78); (-0.68,1.31);

p=0.32 p=0.80 p=0.32 p=0.53
Domain 6: Maintenance 47.30 -2.81 49.42 -0.70 50.16 Ref 1.44 0.98
and Appearance (0.80) (-5.12,-0.51); (0.80) (-3.00,1.61); (0.85) (0.29,2.59); (0.00,1.97);

p=0.02 p=0.55 p=0.02 p=0.05
Domain 7: Safety ((lack of 50.00 0.90 48.00 -1.03 49.00 Ref -0.46 -0.29
security-related features) (0.82) (-1.50,3.27); (0.80) (-3.40,1.32); (0.90) (-1.70,0.75); (-1.31,-2.73);

p=0.46 p=0.38 p=0.45 p=0.60
Domain 8: Physical Disorder 48.74 -1.52 47.60 -2.70 50.25 Ref 0.73 0.44
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(lack of) (0.78) (-3.76,0.73); (0.83) (-5.02,-0.38); (0.80) (-0.42,1.89); (-0.54,1.42);
p=0.18 P=0.02 p=0.21 p=0.37
Domain 9: Social Contact & 48.33 -0.84 49.15 -0.03 49.17 Ref 0.42 0.51
Social Disorder (lack of) (0.82) (-3.21,1.53); (0.88) (-2.80,2.42); (0.85) (-0.75,1.60); (-0.46,1.48);
p=0.48 p=0.98 p=0.47 P=0.30
Domain Factor 1 (Good 48.38 -1.46 48.40 -1.45 49.84 Ref 0.73 0.48
maintenance, less physical disorder, | (0.84) (-3.85,0.90); (0.83) (-3.81,0.92); (0.84) (-0.45,1.91); (-0.50,1.47);
more security-related features) p=0.30 p=0.92 p=0.22 p=0.33
Domain Factor 2 (Better 47.14 -2.33 49.95 0.47 49.47 Ref 1.16 0.66
walkability and neighborhood (0.80) (-4.58,-0.08); (0.80) (-1.76,2.72); (0.79) (0.12,2.31); (-0.33,1.70);
identity) p=0.04 p=0.67 p=0.05 p=0.20
Domain Factor 3 (Outdoor public 47.64 -1.84 49.50 -0.02 49.50 Ref 0.92 0.76
spaces and social contact) (0.83) (-4.18,0.49); (0.82) (-2.36,2.31); (42.04) (-0.24,2.08); (-0.20,1.75);
p=0.12 p=0.98 p=0.12 p=0.12
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Table 43: Mental Component Score of the SF-36 Health -related Quality of Life questionnaire according to census-based area-level

socioeconomic disadvantage.

Adjusted for age and gender

Further adjusted for
education and income

Lowest scores

Middle

Better off

Per tertile
M Mean Difference Mean Difference increase Per tertile increase
(SE) (95% ClI); M (SE) (95% CI); M (SE) (95% Cl); p- (95% Cl); p-value
p-value p-value value
Educational attainment (% with -3.12 -2.61 1.56 0.86
tertiary education) (408'7619) (-5.15, -1.10): ?09'723(; (-4.65, 0.58): (501;311) Ref | (0.54,2.58): (-0.18, 1.89);
' p=0.003 ' p=0.013 ' p=0.004 p=0.103
Composite socioeconomic -2.85 -1.86 1.43 0.99
disadvantage index (408'7643; (-4.94, 0.76): ?09'764?; (-3.95, 0.23); (501;14% Ref | (0.39,2.46); (0.00, 1.97):
' p=0.09 ' p=0.08 ' p=0.008 p=0.05
Domain 1: Outdoor public -2.52 -2.52 1.26 1.23
spaces, Recreation and (409'7056) (-4.62, -0.42); (409'7046) (-4.61, -0.43); ?01'75 48) Ref (0.20, 2.32); (0.28, 2.17);
Nature Features ' p=0.02 ' p=0.02 ' p=0.02 p=0.01
Domain 2: Architecture & -1.16 -1.32 0.56 0.32
Building Characteristics ?09'7650) (-3.038,1.05); ?Oggg (-3.63,0.99); ?(3)3725) Ref | (-0.54,1.66); (-0.67,1.32);
' p=0.30 ' p=0.30 ' p=0.31 P=0.52
Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers -2.09 1.04 0.71
(Ilack of) ?09'7443; (-4.18,0.00); ?08'77463 (4 9'5'_75370)_ (501;342) Ref | (-0.032.12); (-0.28,1.70):
' p=0.05 ' T ' p=0.06 p=0.20
Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling -3.76 -1.99 1.88 1.46
Environment ?086087) (-5.69,-1.85). ?09'7815; (-3.97:-0.01); (501% Ref | (0.93.2.83): (0.54,2.40);
' p=0.00 ' p=0.05 ' p<0.001 p=0.003
Domain 5: Neighborhood and -2.39
. A -1.91 . 0.96 0.62
Ethnic Identification ?é);lg) (-4.10,0.23): (408.7963 (-4.53:(,)—(()).:;30), (501;353) Ref (-0.13,2.05); (-0.038,1.63):
: p=0.08 : p=0. ' p=0.083 p=0.22
Domain 6: Maintenance -2.53 -0.70 1.30 0.92
and Appearance (408'7532) (-4.70,-0.35); ?00;13()) (-2.90,1.50); ?OléOg‘; Ref (0.21,2.36); (-0.10,1.92);
' p=0.02 ' p=0.53 ' p=0.02 p=0.10
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Domain 7: Safety ((lack of 0.68 0.15 -0.34 -0.17
security-related features) (500530(; (-1.63,2.99); (A,Oggog) (-2.12,2.43); ?09 8632) Ref (-1.49,0.80); (-1.21,0.90);
' p=0.60 ' p=0.90 ' p=0.55 p=0.75
Domain 8: Physical Disorder -2.15 -2.02 1.06 0.70
(lack of) ?09'7145) (-4.30,-0.03); ?09'8205; (-4.21,017); (501;’60) Ref | (0.00,212): (-0.30,1.70);
' p=0.05 ' p=0.10 ' p=0.10 p=0.16
Domain 9: Social Contact & 0.08 0.05 -0.04 0.26
Social Disorder (lack of) ?09'798‘; (-2.16,2.32); ?093931) (~2.30,2.40); ?:'880% Ref | (-1.14,1.10): (-0.74,1.26);
' p=0.95 ' p=1.00 ' p=0.95 p=0.60
Domain Factor 1 (Good
. - -1.91 -2.38 0.10 0.70
maintenance, less physical 4945 (-4.04,0.23); 49.00 (-4.52,-0.24); o135 1 Ref | (:0.13.2.00); (-0.34,1.65);
disorder, more security-related (0.76) a (0.75) — (0.76) N _
p=0.08 p=0.03 p=0.10 p=0.20
features)
Domain Factor 2 (Better -2.85 -0.62 1.42 1.00
walkability and neighborhood (408'725(; (-4.95,-0.76): (500'743;2) (-2.70,1.50); (501% Ref | (0.38.2.50): (-0.00,2.00):
identity) ' p=0.01 ' p=0.55 ' p=0.01 p=0.10
Domain Factor 3 (Outdoor -1.60 0.51 0.80 0.94
public spaces and social contact) (408'778(; (-3.80,0.60); ?00'7777) (-1.71,2.70); ?005202 Ref (-0.30,1.89); (-0.04,1.91);
' p=0.15 ' p=0.64 ' p=0.20 p=0.10
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In terms of the Physical Component score, it can be observed that after adjusting for age
and gender, the neighbourhoods with high percentage of tertiary education had an increase 1.92
(95% CI 0.88-2.96) which was statistically significant (p=0.001). Classifying neighbourhoods
according to the composite socioeconomic disadvantage index, an increase of 1.79 (95% C1 0.73,
2.84) was observed across decreasing disadvantage which was also statistically significant
(p=0.001). After, further adjusting for education and income, these associations attenuated but
remained statistically significant with an increase of 1.01 (95% CI 0.01, 2.02) across increasing
educational attainment (p=0.048) and 1.30 (95% C10.37, 2.23) across decreasing socio-economic
disadvantage (p=0.007).

In terms of the CyNOTes domains, the domain that showed the strongest and statistically
significant increase in Physical Component Scores (PCS) across tertiles was Domain 4: Pedestrian
& Cycling Environment. After adjusting for age and gender, a 1.84 (95% CI 0.80,2.88); p=0.001)
increase in PCS was observed across tertiles of neighbourhoods with increasing Pedestrian and
Cycling Environment scores. This association attenuated but remained statistically significant after
further adjusting for education and income of the residents. As 1.34 (95% CI 0.42,2.26; p=0.005
per tertile increase, the observed association appears similar in strength to the association observed
with the composite Socio-Ecomomic Disadvantage Index. Similarly, Domain 6: Maintenance and
Appearance captured a significant increase in PCS with 1.44 (95% CI 0.29, 2.59); p=0.02 across
tertiles of increasing scores, which was statistically significant after further adjusting for education
and income at 0.98 (95% C1 0.00,1.97; p=0.05. Lastly, for Physical Component Score, the higher-
order domain with the strongest association was Domain Factor 2: Better walkability and
neighborhood identity. There was a significant increase in PCS across tertiles after adjusting for
age and gender 1.16 (95% C10.12,2.31); p=0.05, which nevertheless attenuated and was no longer
significant after further adjusting for education and income. Differences in mean Physical

Component Scores across tertiles of increasing CyNOTes scores are also illustrated in Figure 19.

In terms of the Mental Component Score, an increase of 1.56 (95% CI 0.54-2.58) was
observed across tertiles of increasing educational attainment, after adjusting for age and gender,
which was statistically significant (p=0.004). After further adjusting for education and income, th

observed associations attenuated to 0.86 (95% CI -0.18, 1.89) and was not longer statistically
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significant at the 5% level (p=0.103).Similarly, using the composite Socio-economic Disadvantage
Index to classify the neighbourhoods, an increase of 1.43 (95% C1 0.39, 2.46) was observed, which
was also statistically significant (p=0.008). The observed association attenuated but remained
statistically significant after adjusting for education and income to an increase of 0.99 (95% ClI

0.00,1.97) across tertiles of decreasing Socio-economic Disadvantage Index (p=0.05).

The CyNOTes domains which showed the strongest association with the MCS was Domain
1: Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features and Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling
Environment. Interestingly, in both cases the observed associations were stronger than those
captured by educational attainment and Socio-economic Disadvantage Index. In the case of
Domain 1, a 1.26 (95% 0.20,2.32) increase in MCS was observed (p=0.02) across tertiles of
increasing scores after adjusting for age and gender and 1.23 (95% 0.28,2.17) after further
adjusting for education and income (p=0.01).

For Domain 4, a statistically significant increase in MCS of 1.88 (95% CIT 0.93, 2.83)
was recorded across tertiles of improved scores (p<0.001), which even though attenuating after
further adjusting for education and income, remained strong and statistically significant at 1.46
(95% 0.54, 2.40); p=0.003.

Domain 6: Maintenance and Appearance also captured a significant increase across tertiles
of improved scores when only adjusting for age and gender at 1.30 (95% CI 0.21,2.36; p=0.02,

which was nevertheless no longer statistically significant after adjusting for education and income.

Lastly, similarly to the Physical Component Score, the higher-order Domain with the
strongest observed association with the Mental Component Score was Domain Factor 2: Better
walkability and neighborhood identity. There was a significant increase of 1.42 in mean MCS
(95% Cl1 0.38,2.50); p=0.01 per tertile of increasing scores after adjusting for age and gender,
which nevertheless attenuated to 1.00 (95% CI -0.00,2.00); p=0.10 after also adjusting for
education and income. Differences in mean Mental Component Scores across tertiles of

increasing CyNOTes scores are also illustrated in Figure 20.
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11 DISCUSSION

11.1 Summary of Findings

CyNOTes v1.0 showed good metric properties and profiled the variability in the urban
neighbourhood environment in Cyprus for the first time. The study profiled the variability in the
urban neighbourhood environment and documented both clustering and social gradient of adverse
neighbourhood features reflecting the socioeconomic disadvantage continuum. In terms of
domains, lower scores were observed in terms of built features (e.g., cycling & pedestrian
environment) and public services & infrastructure (e.g. parks & recreational use). Neighborhoods
with lower educational attainment scored statistically lower in over half the domains, mainly
reflecting resident (e.g. condition of housing, grounds) rather than infrastructure features (i.e. street
quality, pedestrian environment). Differences were apparent in domains with generally high (e.g.
lack of physical disorder) or generally low scores (e.g. existence of recreational and public spaces).

Interestingly, security-related features were more prevalent in higher education neighborhoods.

In the perceptions survey, three in four participants were home owners and lived in the
neighbourhood for over 10 years. With the exception of ‘‘identity and sense of belonging’’ and
““opportunities for social interaction’’ ,physical and built aspects of the environment were rated
close to the middle point on a scale 1: large to 7: little room for improvement. ‘Parks, playgrounds
and green space’’ and ‘‘garbage, animal droppings and other physical disorder’” were the most
commonly mentioned priorities for action in the free text by one in three participants. The lowest
score was recorded for ‘‘influence and sense of control’” While on a 1-10 subjective perception of
neighbourhood position, residents in lower education neighbourhoods gave a rating of 6.6 on
average compared to 8.1 in the higher group, they tended to rate aspects of their neighbourhood

more favourably.

Even though the audit revealed a systematic pattern of less favourable conditions along the
socio-economic continuum, the perception survey revealed a U-pattern with residents in the middle
category more likely to give less favourable ratings. Based on the Place Standard tool, Limassol

residents’ rate social aspects of their neighbourhood environment more favourably than aspects of
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the built and physical environment. The social gradient was not always reflected in the perception

survey.

With the exception of social aspects, residents did not rate the built and physical environment
favorably. “Influence and sense of control” was rated lowest while “Citizens’ voice” emerged in
the inductive content analysis of residents’ lived experience matching with the lowest score which

was recorded for ‘influence and sense of control’ ’in the Place Standard tool.

Content validity was supported by residents’ and professionals’ descriptions of
neighbourhood problems, giving rise to a 17-domain, 151-item inventory, 126 from the literature
and 25 arising via Nominal Group Technique consensus and content analysis of social media posts
formulating the CyNOTes v2.0. Lower scores were observed along the socio-economic continuum
using educational attainment as a proxy as well as a composite census-based Index of
Socioeconomic Disadvantage. The observed social gradient confirmed the known-group validity
of the tool while associations observed with a wide range of census-based indices further
confirmed the criterion validity, also highlighting environmental inequity in terms of socio-
economically disadvantaged population groups. Furthermore, in neighbourhoods with adverse
features residents reported lower physical and mental health-related quality of life confirming the

predictive validity of the tool.
11.2 Strengths and Limitations

The study has its strengths as well as some limitations. The strengths are mainly focusing on
the multiple validation procedures that have been used to develop and validate the CyNOTes while
previous studies either did not perform validation procedures or only used one validation
procedure. Despite the limitations, CyNOTes appeared to be a reliable and valid tool that can be
used to quantify various neighbourhood features of the Cypriot urban neighbourhood environment.

11.2.1 Pilot study

While the pilot study was based on small sample of neighbourhoods, the process findings
guided the development of the second updated version of the tool. Limited resources and time (two

audits, one week apart in 30 streets) were also a drawback. In order to increase the sample size, it
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was decided to restrict the assessment to the selected streets (N=15) as well as one of its adjacent
streets (N=15). Commonly, the definition of neighborhood varies across studies, but it usually
involves auditing all streets within a buffer zone (say, 300 meters around the selected street), or
similarly, a selected street and all the streets or street segments that cross or are perpendicular to
the selected street (e.g. from the point where they meet the selected street to the end of the street
segment up to the next block). It should be noted, however, that in most studies in the published
literature, sample sizes tend to be larger because a separate audit is performed by street segment
along the same street, defined as the part of the street between two intersections. In the case of this
study, a single audit was performed for the entire street length, rather than for every street segment
on that street, i.e. resulting in one data point, rather than many. While the practice which is more
common elsewhere would have resulted in more audit data, and hence a larger sample size, it was
not deemed appropriate in this case both because the typical residential street in Cyprus is not as
long, and it is not as common to find sudden changes in the neighborhood environment along the

same street.

In addition, the first version of the CyNOTes tool was mainly based on US- or Canada-based
tools; therefore, some of the items that were included might not be culturally relevant and,
similarly, many other features of Cypriot neighborhood environment that may be more appropriate
might have been missed out. For instance, a better measure of a positive social environment is
evidence of socializing activity among neighbors on front terraces, or open front doors, a typical
feature in more traditional Cypriot neighborhoods. Nevertheless, this was aim of CyNOTes 2.0, to
increase the cultural specificity of the tool whereby an iterative process was employed which
involved (a) expert panel face validity, (b) content validity based on community professionals’
opinion, (c) further, assessing content validity through the citizens’ ethnographic study, all of
which are clear strengths of the study compared to similar studies elsewhere.

Furthermore, even though the two raters worked independently and were blinded by each
other, the fact they did not have standard training is a limitation of the study. Commonly, such
audit tools are supplemented by a training manual that contains a list of definitions for all features
to be assessed, a glossary of terms, and often but not always, photographic material which
accompanies all or some of the items to be assessed and the relevant response set, especially in the

case of rating scales e.g. examples of what constitutes poor to excellent housing maintenance or
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condition of sidewalks, etc. The lack of photographic materials can be considered a drawback but
it was deemed necessary in the first application to by-pass personal data protection and other
ethical concerns. The assistance that training manual, as well as a training workshop on the field,
can help improve the inter-observer agreement and Cronbach alpha scores, especially for the less
objective variables such as the ones assessing quality on a Likert scale. Therefore, creating a
training manual and perhaps digitalising the tool could be one of the next possible steps for

operationalising the tool out of the scope of institutional research.
11.2.2 Concurrent validity: Perceptions Survey

The neighborhoods perception survey using the Place Standard questionnaire also had its
disadvantages. The fact that Place Standard’s questions were not a one-to-one match with the
domains of CyNOTes could also create some ambiguities between specific definitions or the aspect
of the specific audited features of the CyNOTes versus the questions which were made to the
citizens via the use of Place Standard tool. This also adds to the fact that Place Standard was
applied by individual interviews and not participatory methods in a group which would help the
citizens discuss their answers. Residents’ perceptions being described only quantitatively does not

tap into the actual lived experiences of residents.

Nevertheless, assessing concurrent validity between the audit and residents’ subjective
assessment is a clear strength of the study compared to similar studies elsewhere. Given the length
of CyNQOTes, and hence inappropriateness for perception survey, the Place Standard was deemed

the right choice for the purpose.

In addition, even if it was only piloted in the city of Limassol, urban neighborhoods are not
dissimilar in Cypriot cities. In fact, the online survey using Place Standard had nationwide reach,
whereby the validity of the tool was tested and confirmed (Kleopa et al., 2022). Therefore, Place
Standard can be considered a quick response door-to-door survey that helped the researchers to
understand citizens’ perceptions of their neighbourhood built, physical and social environment and
as an initial effort to quantify their perceptions. Further studies might be needed, using

participatory methods.

232



11.2.3 Content validity: virtual ethnographic study and focus groups

While an effort was made to gather inter-disciplinary focus groups for the cultural adaptation
of the tool, most representatives from the municipalities were hygiene inspectors. It would be best
if a wider range of disciplines were represented, for example, police officers (i.e. neighbourhood
watch) could help contribute to the safety features of the neighborhood environment, or urban
planners and architects could help enhance the focus on the built and physical features assessed in
CyNOTes. Nevertheless, with a range of disciplines, and hence perspectives, beyond those of
hygiene inspectors, by widening the participation to community nurses, social workers and urban

planners, while the coordinator of the Healthy Cities initiative was also present.

Furthermore, the virtual ethnographic study also had its limitations. It is worth mentioning
that virtual ethnographic studies as a methodology to develop systematic social observation tools
cannot stand on their own. They can be used as a form of validation and assist triangulation of

various results, probably identified from quantitative methodologies.

The review of Facebook complaints and comments over 12 months focused on the
Municipality of Limassol (official Facebook page and municipality and mayor). These comments
were scanned through by two independent observers and the issues identified could be possibly
applied to other Limassol municipalities as the urban Cypriot Neighborhoods do not vary between
different municipalities and we do not expect that citizens’ views would differ in other

municipality pages across Limassol or even nationwide.

In addition, the Virtual Ethnographic Study (Facebook Study) was more likely to portray
negative aspects of neighborhood environment rather than positive ones. For instance, when
researchers tried to match the Facebook comments with the CyNOTes domains, from the Mayor’s
and Municipalities announcements regarding neighborhood regeneration plans, it was obvious that
Limassol citizens were more likely to comment about negative neighborhood features and
experiences they have in the city such as illegal parking, lack of cycling roads, illegal premises in
the neighborhood environment that can be used for parking or abandon cars, etc. Therefore, the
virtual ethnographic study assisted in enhancing the CyNOTes features but mostly with regard to
negative features, characteristics or behaviors. In contrast, the focus group findings contributed to

positive aspects of the neighbourhood environment; for instance, social connection because
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participants were given the chance to discuss what constitutes a “good neighbourhood” while this
introduces some balance in the content validity, future development of CyNOTes could explore

positive features further.

Another limitation is the fact that only specific topics were covered, hence, perhaps not
covering wide topics of importance to residents. Such topics could be related to other social
determinants of health that directly or indirectly are linked to the place where citizens live and
might affect their health. For example, childcare and maternity assistant services, amenities that
should be around 15 minutes’ radius of a person residence, such as leisure centers, sports centers,
or community engagement places within that radius. Since the original posts were more related to
infrastructure and physical environment perhaps some of the other social or even commercial

determinants of health were not corrected.

Also, the fact that the ethnographic study was virtual could also have its drawbacks. For
example, the fact that it was a virtual study, the validity of some comments is questionable, either
because the ethnographer was not able to explore deeper meanings in the descriptions, or
experiences, or even distinguish between the intentions (e.g. political motivation). Furthermore,
the sample is not representative due to the voluntary nature, however, the fact that it was

spontaneous (rather than in response to a cue from a researcher) is an advantage.

Lastly, since it was a virtual ethnographic study. Researchers were unable to capture any
senses from the comments of the people such as feelings compared to the non-virtual ethnography.
However, in many cases, the researcher could identify the anger and frustration from the tone and

detailed description of people’s comments.

Despite the limitations, it was a great opportunity for the researcher to use the comments and
compare them with the CyNOTes typology. The successful matching of those comments with the
domains of the CyNOTes not only confirms the content validity of the tool, but also guided further
the development by adding items which were not represented, enhancing the cultural relevance of
the tool.
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11.2.4 Known-group validity: social gradient in CyNOTes

With regard to the known-group validity, 2011 census data were used to stratify the
neighborhoods according to socio-economic disadvantage. This was unavoidable since 2021
census data were not available at the time of the study (and not even released in full at the time of
writing). Nevertheless, the fact that CyNOTes captured the social gradient in environmental
inequity along the socio-economic disadvantage continuum with a range of single indicators as
well as a composite index confirms its criterion validity. Furthermore, while 2011 census data to
not capture changes in this period, it was not the purpose of the study to rank neighbourhoods but
simply to group them. Thus, a rough criterion was sufficient since huge changes (e.g. a

neighbourhood moving from the bottom to the top of the (SED scale) are not expected.
11.2.5 Predictive validity: Health-Related Quality of Life

Similarly, the fact that audits were performed 1-2 years after the completion of the QoL
survey introduces a timing mismatch since the neighborhood environment might have improved
or worsen in this period, influencing the health-related quality of life of citizens accordingly.
Nevertheless, CyNOTes was still able to capture the social gradient of Health-related Quality of
Life.

11.3 Methodological Considerations

The main strength of this study is that the development of the CyNOTes performed both
reliability and validity procedures. In fact, intra and inter-rated agreement has been performed, as
well as multi-validation procedures and not just a single validity procedure as similar studies in
the literature. For example, most of the studies tried to assess criterion validity with objective

measures, or predictive validity with health outcomes.
11.3.1 Reliability of field audits

As it has been mentioned, reliability procedures are often performed by similar studies. Such
studies that used inter and intra-observer reliability and validity were (Milam et al.,
2016b),(Malecki et al., 2014),(Bethlehem, Mackenbach, Ben-rebah, et al., 2014) ,(Su et al.,
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2014a), (Andresen et al., 2013),(Freitas et al., 2013),(Paquet et al., 2010) for developing an
objective community assessment tool ; however, this process only assesses the reliability of the

measurement and does not tap on the validity.

For example, the study by Malecki et al., 2014 uses inter-rater reliability exploring the
percentage agreement across segments that were rated by the auditors within most of one week of
one another aiming to assess comparability and reproducibility across many different pairs of raters
(Malecki et al., 2014), Furthermore, the study by Bethlehem et al.,(2014) performed inter-observer
and intra-observer reliability procedures. In the inter-observer, the first auditor performed virtual
audits in the selected neighbouhoohds and the second auditor conducted virtual audits in the same
streets per neighbourhoods, independently from the first auditor. In the intra-observer reliability,
the virtual audit was performed twice by the same auditor with a ten-days delay between the two
audits to reduce recall bias. Both, intra- and inter-observer reliability results showed high degree
of conformity between the second virtual audit with few exceptions such as “Aesthetics”, Litter
and “Graffiti” for Intra-observer reliability and for Inter-observer reliability “Aesthetics, and Land
use-mix were found to have the lowest Kappa scores and percentage agreement. High percentage
of agreement was reported in the category for Public Transport attractiveness.

Fisher et al., 2000 also tested inter-rater reliability and internal consistency. This was a
reduced-item version of an environmental audit tool for physical-activity resources in a rural
setting namely PEDS. They have tested it in five rural school districts in western New York. There
was no single validation procedure mentioned while developing this tool (Fisher et al.,2000).

In rarer cases, a study assessed multiple aspects of reliability. For example, the study by
Kepper et al., 2017 presented multi-procedures of inter and intra-rater reliability (observed
agreement and kappa coefficient) was compared for four SSO methods: (1) street-level in person;
(2) street-level virtual; (3) parcel-level in person; and (4) parcel-level virtual. Intra-rater reliability
(observed agreement and kappa coefficient) was calculated to determine whether parcel- level
methods produce results comparable to traditional street-level observation (Kepper et al., 2017).

This study also used face validity with the parcel-level audit tool (expert panel).

Inter and Intra-rater reliability was also used in virtual audits of streetscapes between trained

and untrained crowdworkers conducting walkability audits in Japan with the use of Google Street
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View. Having good inter-source and inter-rater reliability virtual auditing was suggested to be a
good alternative to reduce costs and enable large-scale recruitment while maintaining reliability
(Hanibuchi et al., 2019). However, in the case of Cyprus, it might be difficult to scale-up in the

absence of google street view.
11.3.2 Content Validity

The fact that CyNOTes content validity has been confirmed using focus groups and a virtual
ethnographic study contributes to trigger further research a neglected topic which, although it has
been several times discussed among policy makers, its improvement and implementation it is
challenging. The use of virtual ethnographic methods has been previously used in town planning
and it is well described by Greed Clara., 1994 (Greed, 1994).

“Ethnography is assisting to understand various urban-human social phenomena” (Greed
1994 p.195). Compared to quantitative methods which usually investigate the “what” or “how
many”’, ethnography can give answers to “why” something exists, ‘who” is affected and ‘how’.
Very importantly the use of ethnography and in general qualitative methods of any form which is
engaging citizens’ opinion for neighbourhood environment are important for addressing people’s

needs about their place and neighborhoods.

In the context of developing systematic social observation audit tools some studies were more
methodologically centered and others more theoretically centered. The methodological centered
studies tried to confirm various forms of validity and the theoretically-centered studies explore the
potential of how qualitative methodologies such as “citizen’s participation” develop themes and
identifying potential emerging pattern from the results. Both methodologically centered and

theoretically centered studies are valuable for supplementing existing but also future research.

The content validity with the use of focus groups was previously used in other studies as well.
Two studies used focus groups with a deductive approach (Shareck et al., 2012) (Topmiller et al.,
2015). For example, the study by Topmiller et al., 2015 used participatory approaches including
focus groups in engaging the community to develop a place-based understanding of physical
activity. However, the purpose was to engage the community and not to develop an audit tool. The
study by Topmiller et al., 2015 used multiple methods (audits, focus group, sketch mapping) in
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engaging the community and youth to develop a place-based understanding of physical activity
(Topmiller et al., 2015). Even though this study did not use the citizen’s perceptions to develop a
tool, it showed the importance of engaging community to gain an in-depth understanding of their
neighborhood needs. This study used the audits as a mean to engage the community by using an

existing audit tool instead (Topmiller et al., 2015).

Furthermore, another example of content validity, was the study by Parson et al. (2010),
which nevertheless focused on the fieldworkers experience rather than citizens, they used a mixed
methods approach. The content analysis consisted of parallel and independent coding of qualitative
data by researchers to find common themes and categories. Specifically, the study included
separate “comments” section within the SSO tool. The comments were documented and
independently coded by the research team using content analysis approach from which themes and
sub-categories emerged. A focus group was also conducted after the data collection was completed
to elaborate on the fieldworking experience, the focus group was audio-taped and transcribed
verbatim. This process provided additional information for positive features of the instrument,
perceived shortcomings, suggestions for improving the instrument, reflections on fieldwork
experiences (including surprises, expectations, the role of social interactions with residents), and
perceptions regarding what constitutes an ‘appealing' environment. These data served to clarify
and expand on some of the themes that emerged during analysis of the written comments (Parsons
et al., 2010a); Similarly, another study by Paquet et al., 2010 they did content validity using a
theory driven review and expert panel opinion. Lastly, the study by Gullon et la., 2015 performed
content validity procedures for the original tool developed in New Zealand using stakeholder

interviews and a Delphi study, in order to modify for use in Madrid (Gull6n et al., 2015).

The results for this study, content validity took two forms: engaging in focus groups with
community professionals and engaging citizens’ opinions through the virtual ethnographic study.
In fact, both deductive analysis and inductive analysis were employed with the purpose of
assessing the CyNOTes per se but also provide a wider understanding of citizens’ experience in

the process.

The lack of public participation in the process of shaping the built environment has been
previously highlighted (Geddes et al., 2019). As Geddes et al., 2019 mentioned in their evaluation
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of many urban planning design practices, is that designers make assumptions about users’ needs
based on existing defined criteria that might improve the quality of space. They also highlight the
fact that the use of participation in urban planning and shaping of neighborhoods depends on
politics and decisions that local authorities might have in their agenda. The level of participation,
the commitment needed, the engagement, the ethics and the coordination of multiple views and
incentives is not always considered (Geddes et al., 2019) as they should. Throughout the years,
various methodologies have been used that engage participation in urban and/or rural planning and
design. For example, 1) Change by Design (Frediani, 2016), 2) Charrette (Lundstrom et al., 2016),
3) Informal Activities (Hou & Kinoshita, 2007), 4)Iterative and Recursive Prototyping (Aalto et
al., 2018), 5) Local Economic Development (Majale, 2008) 6) Participatory Rural Appraisal
(Halkatti et al., 2003); 7) Role Playing (Valladares, 2017). 8) Scenarios (Celino & Concilio, 2010),
9) Visual Mapping (Esposito De Vita et al., 2016), Working Group (Al-Nammari, 2013) etc.

Beyond the actual method employed to engage with the local community, a theoretical paper
highlights the importance of having citizen’s opinions for sustainable local development. This
approach will not only improve the sustainability of various decisions but empowers citizens'
feelings toward belonging ,having control, and of course cultivating collective responsibility over

the decisions that affect their neighborhoods and hence their everyday lives (Dassah, 2013).

In general, the use of ethnography through social media is not new. As stated by Wang and
Liu in 2021 the use of ethnography in a virtual environment, such as analysing information from
various social media platforms did not change anything from the importance of immersion and
reflexivity that ethnographies use (Wang & Liu, 2021). The use of qualitative methodologies for
understanding the needs of citizens is also highlighted. While quantitative research is more
traditionally accepted, the multicultural world and the need for people-centered environments,
needs a holistic approach towards the sustainable development of neighborhoods, towns and cities
with the use of mixed-methods (Thompson, 2006). Specifically, the use of participatory planning
is considered as a fair & democratic approach to take towards urban planning as it engages citizens
about various decision taken for their place. The main theme of the inductive analysis of this virtual
ethnographic study “Citizen’s Voice” can be interpreted both from a bottom up approach (citizen
associations, committees, and other similar entities) as well as from a participatory process

promoted (adoption of participatory process promoted by institutional actors) aiming not only on
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the collective opinions, but activating the need of civil society in the political decision-making
process (Farinosi et al., 2019). This is also highlighted by Horgan and Dimitrijevic, 2019 in their
study in which they present tools and technologies used for participatory processes in sustainable
urban planning, with the framework of social innovation using simple conversations to smart tools
that would help adopt a multidisciplinary approach to urban transformation (Horgan &
Dimitrijevi¢, 2019). However, as discussed by Horgan & Dimitrijevic, even technological
approaches are adopted to engage citizens and have a way to gather the information needed, when
decision-making is needed for large scale projects there is no better substitute for the face-to-face
engagement with citizens (Horgan & Dimitrijevi¢, 2019). The use of ethnographic studies is
highlighted as part of social innovative approach that can play an important role on understanding

citizen’s needs.

This statement is further reinforced by the principles of “place-making”, which are less about
passive and more about active participation in a collaborative process of co-creating shared values,
perceptions, memories and traditions that give meaning to and connect people to geographic space
(Donaldson & Jodo, 2020). Even in settings with much longer history and stronger tradition of
place-based initiatives, community empowerment requires great attention to both breadths as well
as the depth of participation (Lewis et al., 2019).

Community engagement is also highlighted in another study by the use of a combination of
public surveys and semi-structured interviews with experts. This research study evaluated
opportunities and constraints for green infrastructure (GI) that would add value and assist place-
making in public realm developments for impact assessment (Donaldson & Jodo, 2020). The study
leads to the conclusion that a collective approach is needed. The inclusion and participation
addressing health inequalities is also discussed in Lewis et al., 2019 showing that citizen’s
participation alone is insufficient. Therefore, empowerment through citizen’s participation alone
is not sufficiently performed and it is an area that needs greater attention (Lewis et al., 2019).
Therefore, the questioning of whose “Responsibility is ... and who dares to put a fight with vested
interests...” as emerged in the inductive analysis of this virtual ethnographic study was expected.
Citizen’s may not feel empowered on making decisions or even expressing sufficiently their needs
of their neighbourhood. Participatory methods are not only for local governance to take an insight

into what people need but are a method to empower citizens on taking control of their environment
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as well as having a collective responsibility and action for sustaining and shaping their

neighbourhood environment.

Participatory planning and decision making have been reported by various scholars and
especially in the recent report of UN-HABITAT 2022 which is an update of 2001
(https://bit.ly/3Fzdv31) (UN-Habitat, 2021). Local authorities should start considering local

people's opinions in their decisions otherwise the sustainability of their actions is questionable .

Participatory and participation as well as collective engagement can be implemented through
numerous ways of qualitative research methods that can capture citizens experiences, needs and
expectations. Such methodologies have been described. For example, documentary investigation,
participant observation, focus groups, and interviews were able to capture unexplored features,
dimensions, and living experiences in the social body in the Municipality of Peccioli, an ancient
medieval village in Tuscany, Italy (Farinosi et al., 2019). In addition, an interesting methodology
is a qualitative GIS (QualGIS) method used by Battista and Manaugh (in 2019)(Battista &
Manaugh, 2019). The QualGIS methods helps understand more insights into the pedestrian
environment which are not possible to be understood by assessing only the physical features.
Sentiments and senses from walking interviews in a qualitative geographic information system
assists in shaping conclusions about the walking environment by letting participants describe those
silent features of their walking experience. This methodology can incorporate various qualitative
methodologies such as multimedia, transcripts, and open-ended reflections that allow
triangulations of data that yield an understanding of the habitual use of the neighbourhood
environment (Battista & Manaugh, 2019).

Participatory methods for urban planning have been also recently documented in the UN-
Habitat report in 2021, where 357 cities are using participatory planning methodologies and
collecting spatial data to foster sustainable urban development and enhance cohesion between
displaced and host communities. Specifically, the report is referred to the localization of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and how cities can become more prepared for climate

change and more resilient or any future pandemics (UN-Habitat, 2021).

Therefore, can be concluded that the traditional way of decision-making and the formulation

of various policies for the built, physical, and social environment is not of “one person’s” decision
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neither “one department’s” decision but a holistic approach should be considered. Participatory
and qualitative methods can supplement any quantitative measurements and the subjective
opinions of citizens about their neighbourhood environment can enhance the understanding of the
insights of the neighbourhood environment while this study employed a limited range of
quantitative methods with the purpose of accessing and shaping the audit tool, future studies should
focus on understanding citizens experiences with the adoption of participatory and other

qualitative research methods.
11.3.3 Perception of neighborhoods environment against audits.

The concurrent validity of the tool has been confirmed assessing citizen’s perceptions of their
neighborhood environment using the Place Standard tool against the CyNOTes audits. Except for
social aspects, residents did not rate the built and physical environment favorably. Among the
‘Place Standard’, the question about “Influence and sense of control” was rated lowest in the
perception survey. This matches with the nuclear topic of the virtual ethnographic study that

citizens want their voices to be heard.

In addition to the door-to-door survey, an online survey that was performed had the advantage
of reaching a larger number of people. Nationwide, the case of this study, there was participation
from all over the island, even though the online survey was actively promoted for only two weeks.
While this may be suggestive of the potential for scaling-up in the context of a needs assessment
exercise, it is highly unlikely that online surveys can promote a sense of participation, especially
as a stand-alone activity as in our study, compared to a structured and iterative process driven by
a coalition of academic institutions, local authorities, and advocacy groups in the context of wider
community engagement and development. Unfortunately, in our study, we did not gather feedback
on the actual usefulness of the Place Standard. Future work should consider using the Place
Standard in the context of participatory learning and action research among diverse community

groups.

The social gradient was not always reflected in the perception survey compared to the audits.

The audits indicated a pattern of less favourable conditions along the socioeconomic continuum
confirming the social gradient, compared to the perception survey whereby often a U shape pattern
emerged. Residents in more disadvantage neighborhoods did not rated conditions in their
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neighbourhood. This might have indicated differential expectations (expectation bias) of their
neighborhood environment across social groups by using perceptions surveys. Previous studies
have explored the discordance between perceived and objective neighborhood data. For example,
the study by Bailey et al., (2014) used the Survey of the Health of Wisconsin, using a self-
administered questionnaire against the Wisconsin Assessment of the Social and Built Environment
audit tool which assessed the built environment features around each participant’s residence. This
study concluded that perceived and objective neighborhood environment data are not
interchangeable and the level of discrepancies depends by citizens perceptions (Bailey et al.,
2014); However, it is not clear whether the interview method might have affected the findings
through a process of social desirability (e.g. citizens’ being reluctant to rate their neighbourhoods
unfavourably). Nevertheless, the fact that all participants across, the SED continuum gave
generally low ratings does not confirm this assumption, hence, it is more likely that expectation
bias process might also be at play, whereby residents’ in neighbourhoods with objectively less
favourable conditions might have lower expectations for their neighbourhood environment , a

phenomenon that requires further investigation.

In addition, the study by Roda et al., (2016) also explored the extent to which citizen’s
perceptions reflect objectively to audit tools of the neighborhood environment (Roda et al., 2016)
with discrepancies to be identified in more subjective features such as “aesthetics” compared to
more objective features of existence or not the existence of specific features(Roda et al., 2016).
Furthermore, a systematic review on this issue, focusing only on physical activity outcomes, found
generally low to moderate agreement between objective and perceived neighbourhood
environment measures across 85 studies, concluding that these are not inter-changeable and may
represent different constructs (Orstad et al., 2017). A recent study that designed a new
questionnaire on active mobility, based on existing questionnaires and a typology of factors
developed from the interviews with citizens, identified discrepancies whereby even standard items
commonly used in walkability questionnaires, such as community life or even quality of sidewalks,
were not strongly reflected in people’s perceptions (Hess et al., 2017). While studies identified
several socio-demographic as well as environmental factors that may relate to this disagreement,
reported associations were not always consistent across studies. Other than highlighting that both

approaches are necessary and complementary, the review concluded that it is important to explore
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the way different environments may influence perceptions and the extent to which these may be
differential across sociodemographic groups (Orstad et al., 2017). Interestingly, another study
combined audits with citizens’ perceptions is the study by Meyer et al., 2020. In this study the
researchers identified large difference between systematic observations and perceived importance
for identifying the Physical Activity resource priorities such as the quality and quantity of features,
amenities, and incivilities that can influence Physical activity. High discordance between audits
and perceived important were the sidewalks, non-street lighting, and noise, trails/paths, fenced-in
open fields, drinking fountains, and litter. However, despite the large differences identified, the
(PA Space Methodology for Assessment and Prioritization) PASMAP methodology, provides an

evidenced-based tool for priorities for planning and advocacy (Umstattd Meyer et al., 2020).

While in recent years, several municipalities and communities across Cyprus have revisited
their approaches and have started to introduce community-led neighbourhood groups, it is fair to
say that “community engagement”, more often than not, takes the ‘traditional’ form of public
presentation of the local authorities’ planning with limited input or feedback from citizens, even

though these sessions are commonly termed public consultations due to their open-call nature.

Nursey-Bray (2019) gives a detailed account of the principles, processes, tools and skills
needed for community engagement (Nursey-Bray, 2019), which is best understood as a continuum
according to the International Association for Public Participation (www.iap2.org) that ultimately
depends on the level of control in decision-making and ranges from providing information to the
public about a problem and potential solutions at one end through consultation, involvement,
collaboration and empowerment at the other end. Given that the PCT’s main purpose is to be used
as a community engagement and “place-making” advocacy tool, it offers an opportunity to re-

think, test and restructure previously ineffective processes in Cyprus (Nursey-Bray, 2019).

As part of the SPOTLIGHT project, virtual audits using Google Street View of 60
neighbourhoods across 5 European countries were compared to self-reported responses of around
6000 people across these neighbourhoods (Roda et al., 2016). Focusing on 10 obesogenic features
in the neighbourhood environment, the study found higher agreement in the case of the service
environment (e.g. presence of food outlets, recreational facilities, and other destinations), while

there was a greater mismatch in features with a higher degree of subjectivity pertaining to the built
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or physical environment (e.g. condition of pavements, litter and graffiti), with residents, for
example, perceiving a highly walkable neighbourhoods by objective criteria as less walkable or
vice versa. Noting this discordance, the authors highlight the importance of factoring residents’
perceptions beyond objective measures in community assessments since it is ultimately
perceptions and their determinants that are important, which may include both socio-demographic
and psychosocial factors. In this study, people who reported financial problems were consistently
more likely to rate their neighbourhoods unfavourably. This likely reflects actual disadvantaged
neighbourhood conditions, also supported by the lower scores recorded in areas with a higher

socioeconomic disadvantage as indicated by census indicators.

Previous studies have also identified that perceptions can be affected by personal
circumstances. Kamphuis et al (2010) showed that across 14 neighbourhoods in Eindhoven,
Netherlands, objective (audited) neighbourhood conditions largely explain the perceptions of
unattractiveness and unsafeness among lower income groups, however mental well-being and
psychosocial factors, including perceptions of neighbourhood social cohesion, also contributed
(Kamphuis et al., 2010). A qualitative study of the lived experience of 28 adults across five diverse
neighbourhoods in Brussels developed a socioecological conceptual framework of how citizens
experience and perceive their residential environment (Lauwers et al., 2021).. The study
delineated complex and bi-directional interactions between neighbourhood aspects and mental
well-being that involve an inter-play of both physical and social contextual aspects of place
alongside institutional (e.g. role, responsibility, and responsiveness on behalf of local authorities)
and individual factors, including personal life and socio-economic circumstances, highlighting,
even more, the need for participatory approaches both in gaining an in-depth understanding of
citizens’ experience of engagement or disengagement as well as a process in itself in cultivating a
sense of community. Poortinga et al (2017) found that residents’ attachment to neighbourhood was
predicted by the overall quality of neighbourhood environment (audited using the REAT 2.0 tool)
even though, interestingly, it was property-level (related to people’s personal space such as the
condition of houses and front yards) than street-level (related to public spaces) indicators that were
more predictive (Poortinga et al., 2017).

Besides identifying the potentially important distinction between the public vs private realm

of “place” and what people perceive as their “neighbourhood”, this also raises questions as to the
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determinants of attachment, as a pre-perquisite of taking action. In this study, the Place Standard’s
“Identity and sense of Belonging”, which is the item that would best tap on attachment, showed
positive but weak associations with other PST items, except for “social contact”. Furthermore,
while the ‘social environment’ construct (these two items) was inversely associated with the
subjective assessment of neighbourhood’s social position, the observed variability in the scores
did not appear to be associated with any individual- or area-level variables. Neighbourhood social
cohesion and attachment are much more complex concepts with important nuances that cannot be
adequately captured by one item. Hes et al (2019) makes a distinction between “sense of
belonging” which reflects the relationship between one’s self with place versus “place attachment”
which reflects the collective relationship of the community with place, and thus its identity (Hes
et al., 2019). Citizens’ participation in general, all Place Standard items received moderate or low
ratings, with the exception of safety. It is important to highlight that “influence and sense of

control” was the item that was rated lowest among the participants.

Due to the inherent volunteer bias in our study, and in the absence of relevant research
evidence on this issue from Cyprus, no direct inference can be drawn as to whether the low sense
of influence and control reflects the widespread perception of citizens’ in Limassol & Cyprus
respectively. It should be noted, however, that this finding appears consistent with the only other
comprehensive implementation of the Place Standard tool in Cyprus we are aware of. Specifically,
the Action Plan for the historic centre of Nicosia developed by the Cyprus Energy Agency as part
of the Sustainable Development of Historic Areas (SUSHI) project of the European Climate-KIC
action (Cyprus Energy Agency, Nicosia,2021) . Influence and sense of control was also rated
particularly low among the interviewed sample of 221 people who either live, work or visit the
area, and second lowest to Natural spaces, perhaps not surprising given the inner-city profile of

the surveyed area.

Also, consistent with our findings, aspects of the built environment were also rated generally
lower by the participants in the SUSHI study while, similarly to our findings, the social
environment, as well as sense of safety, were the items rated comparatively higher compared to all
the rest. While drawing direct comparisons across different settings should be avoided, it is also

worth mentioning that in a similar study using the Place Standard Skopje, North Macedonia,
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participants also rated this aspect particularly low relative to other dimensions and second only to

Traffic & Parking (Gjorgjev et al., n.d.).

Specifically, in that study, Gjorgjev et al (2020) reported that as many as 55.4% of the 278
participants identified the need for large improvements in this aspect (i.e. score of 1 or 2 on the 7-
point scale)(Gjorgjev et al.,2020.) a percentage comparable to the 60.3% of participants recorded
in this study. Interestingly, the Skopje study juxtaposed the rating of an online Place Standard
survey ratings with the ratings obtained during focus groups with citizens and municipality
officials. Perhaps not surprisingly, the authors reported generally higher average scores across
nearly all dimensions among those participating in focus groups compared to the online survey,
including influence and sense of control. While it is not clear from the study’s report whether the
higher level of satisfaction among focus group participants can be attributed to the actual process
of participation itself, the authors concluded that the use of the Place Standard “increased
knowledge and confidence among citizens and enthusiasm for active involvement in decision

making”.

Another study exploring the citizen’s perceptions of walkability and determinants of walking
behavior of seniors in Toronto Canada, used mixed methods approach such as audits with the
SWEAT-R as an objective measure and focus groups, go-along interviews and traditional
interviews with seniors across the audited neighborhoods. It is highlighting the importance of
engaging citizens cultivating a feeling of belonging to a community and a sense of voice and
control (E. Lee & Dean, 2018).

11.3.4 Social gradient in neighbourhood environment and environmental inequity

CyNOTes was used to profile the variability and inequity in the urban neighborhood
environment in the city of Limassol. A social gradient of more adverse features in the
neighborhood environment was documented with neighborhoods with lower educational

attainment and higher Socio-economic disadvantage scoring lower in general.

Few studies (Marco et al., 2017),(Malecki et al., 2014) focused on the social gradient and
showed that there is a clear more adverse environment in the neighborhoods with higher SED as
observed in this study. The study by Marco et al., 2017 assessed correlations between the audit

247



scores and socioeconomic and criminality indicators and it indicated that the general neighborhood
disorder factor was highly correlated with socioeconomic indicators. For example, higher scores
in the general factor were related to lower neighborhood education level and lower cadastral
property (Marco et al.,2017). The physical decay factor was negatively related to cadastral
property value and education level. Therefore, high scores in the physical decay factor tended to

co-occur with lower cadastral property values and lower education level (Marco et al.,2017).

In addition, the study by Malecki et al., 2014 investigated the prevalence and density of
features which were estimated for strata formed according to several sociodemographic and
urbanicity factors (Malecki et al., 2014); higher prevalence of non-residential destinations and
sidewalk density were observed in residents of lower SES/high EHI census block groups (Malecki
etal., 2014 p. 8). Confirming the ability of such tools to explore for the social gradient phenomenon

within cities.

Another study by Taylor et al., (2012) showed that the low-income neighbourhood had a
significantly greater density and land use diversity that the high-income as well as middle income
neighborhoods had significantly less physical disorder and incivilities than the low-income
neighborhoods. (W. C. Taylor et al., 2012); CyNOTes is documenting the social gradient in most
domains and several socioeconomic disadvantage indicators and that was not always replicated in

the perceptions survey.
11.3.5 Predictive Validity —Association with Health-related Quality of Life.

Predictive validity was confirmed with exploring the association with Health-related Quality
of Life which was assessed in a previously completed study, in the 45 audited neighborhoods. The
Physical and Mental Component Score of the SF-36 Health-related Quality of Life questionnaire
among residents aged 45-64 (N=450) showed a social gradient across both tertiles of neighborhood
according to census-based area-level socio-economic disadvantage indicators and as well as
CyNOTes Domain scores. These associations persisted even after adjusting for gender and age
and further adjusting for social position (education and income). It was observed that in better-off
neighborhoods both physical and mental component score of health-related quality of life has
highest scores. It is important to note that beyond the expected associations with SED indicators.
This was also observed when neighbourhoods were re-classified according to their audit ratings
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across these 9 different domains. A social gradient also emerged in terms of quality of life scores.
Higher QoL scores were consistently recorded in the better-off neighbourhoods, even though the
worse-off areas are not always the ones with the lowest score or did not appear that dissimilar from
the middle category. In neighbourhoods with adverse features residents reported lower physical

and mental health-related quality of life.

The socioeconomic inequality in mental well-being has been also confirmed by other studies
(Mitchell et al., 2015);(Dimitrova & Dzhambov, 2017). For example, the study by Mitchel et al.,
(2015) emphasized certain neighbourhood characteristics which have an impact on mental well-
being such as good access to green/recreational areas compared with those with poorer access
(Mitchell et al., 2015); A systematic review also highlights the importance of built environment
and neighbourhood characteristics on physical and mental health. Suggesting that neighborhoods
that are characterized as more walkable, either leisure-oriented or destination-driven, are
associated with increased physical activity, increased social capital, lower overweight, lower

reports of depression, and less reported alcohol abuse (Renalds et al., 2010).

Other studies also confirmed predictive validity measuring different outcomes. For example,
the study by Alfonzo et al., (2014) explored association between built environment features and
walking and obesity in China as they examined income and obesity in urban areas . The study by
Boarnet et al., (2011) also assessed how well the IMI predicts physical activity and walking as
well as how density, street pattern, pedestrian infrastructure and variety of social and economic
factors affect walkability. The study by Sallis et al., (2015) measures walking or bicycling for
transportation and leisure or neighborhood physical activity with age-appropriate surveys.
Furthermore, the study by Su et al., (2014b) also assessed the predictive validity of the tool since
they used a multi-level model to assess the extent to which individual (subjective) perceptions of
environment and neighborhood level (objective) audit measurements are associated with physical
activity measures after adjusting for Socio-economic status and BMI as confounders. A study
using also the IPAQ questionnaire used it as a predictive validity procedure assessing walking and
bicycling for transportation in already audited neighborhoods that used systematic social
observation which consistent of six dimensions about land use, public transportation, streetscape,

conditions and aesthetics, places for walking and bicycling, and social environment. In this study
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only, streetscape item from the tool was association with walking and bicycling for transportation
in adults (Lopes et al., 2018).

Furthermore, several other studies expected association with health outcomes by the studies
themselves as a predictive validity procedure. The focus is different in each study depending on
the aspect of the environment assessed , especially if a domain —specific audit tool is used online
the present study which developed a generic tool. Predictive validity even if not mentioned in the
studies referenced above as such, it was the association of the audit tool with a health outcome.
For this study it was measured against health-related quality of Life. The Physical and Mental
component score showed the social gradient that exists as almost in all CyNOTes domains more
affluent neighborhoods do better. For instance, the study by Andersen et al.,(2013) measured lung
function against environmental neighborhood features. Or against local crime data (Milam et al.,
2016b); Predictive validity was also confirmed against survey data on ‘neighborliness’
operationalized as a 6-item scale tapping on reciprocity and trust, and adjusting for census or other
aggregate level variables of socio-demographic environment (Wilkerson et al., 2012); against
residents’ attachment to neighborhood (Poortinga et al., 2017); against outcomes of interest from
resident and teacher surveys, such as prosocial and antisocial behavior as well as healthy weight

among local children (Odgers et al., 2012a);
11.3.6 Conclusion

In summary, the profiled variability in urban neighbourhood environment of Limassol
confirmed the existence of a social gradient of adverse features while it was observed that certain
population groups are at a disadvantage. There is also a social gradient in physical and mental
health-related quality of life and this was consistent in neighbourhoods with better scores across
nearly all domains that CyNOTes captured. However, the social gradient was not always reflected
in the perception survey, indicating the need for both approaches (field audits and perceptions
surveys) to be used in parallel in the context of community assessment. In addition, the description
of neighbourhood problems by citizens tapped directly or indirectly on CyNOTes typology. In
addition, having “Influence and Sense of Control” rated lowest in perception survey, which was
consistent with the nuclear theme of “Citizens’ voice” which emerged from the inductive content

analysis of residents’ lived experience. The perception survey identified that social aspects were
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not rated unfavourably, while, the built and physical environment of neighbourhoods was not rated

equally favourably by the residents.

This study is a methodological study that developed a standard, valid and reliable audit tool.
It would serve as a supplementary tool to profile the health-related urban neighbourhood
microenvironment more importantly; the study can trigger and widen conversation among the local
research community and policy-makers about health and place. This study is supporting the foul
content validity of the tool through the focus groups and virtual ethnographic study, also through
the use of an expert panel the face validity is confirmed, the concurrent validity is confirmed by
the perception survey, the predictive validity is confirmed by the health related quality of life
physical and mental components associations, the known-group validity-criterion validity against

different socioeconomic indicators and factorial construct validity for higher-order structure.
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12 IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND POLICY

12.1 Implications for Research

CyNOTes holds the potential to trigger the development of further research related to
community needs assessment and the link between place and health. In addition, regarding future
research, this methodological study shows how participatory methods can be used to enhance
research in Cyprus. It is the first attempt to capture environmental inequities in the Limassol city
of Cyprus. This study developed a standard, reliable, and valid tool. Despite, some of the
limitations identified the study provided a snapshot of the health-related micro-environment of
neighbourhoods in Limassol.

The CyNOTes is a generic tool that taps onto various features of the physical, built and social
environment, therefore, the methodology can be used to create more feature-specific tools, for
example, a tool that will assess the walkability of the neighborhoods or a tool that will assess the
obesogenic environment or tools that will be able to assess the cyclability or routs to schools etc
or even a tool that will assess the social environment. Furthermore, exploring the extent of spatial
inequities might be the main purpose of the present tool, however, the different items/metrics that
are being collected using CyNOTes can be combined with different kinds of already existing
measurements to create composite epidemiological indicators. For example, the combination of
different variables can create an indicator of how friendly a neighborhood might be to children or
new mothers or disable people in wheelchairs etc. In general, being able to quantify the
neighbourhood characteristics, and in general the micro-environment, can provide a “snapshot”
that with any different kind of census or other indicators measurements, might not be possible to

be capture.

In the literature, there is a variety neighbourhood audit tools. A number of studies (Parsons
et al., 2010a),(Dunstan et al., 2005)(Dunstan et al., 2005),(Caughy et al., 2001) (St . Michael ’ s
Neighborhood Observation Data Collection Tool, 2006) have developed generic audit tools where
the tool was tapping on features of physical, built and social environments, while other studies
developed tools focusing on features of a particular outcome- such as obesity, diabetes and

hypertension, therefore focusing on micro-environment features that encourage physical activity

252



levels (Boarnet et al., 2006) such as the pedestrian infrastructure and walkability (Pikora et al.,
2002), bikeability (Clifton et al., 2007). Other studies were focused on different health outcomes
such as depression and mental health; therefore, they were focusing on the social environment with
features related to social cohesion and collective efficacy and physical disorder (Milam et al.,
2016b). Furthermore, some studies were developed aiming to tackle issues such as improvement
of quality of life of a specific age population senior (Chaudhury et al., 2011)/young population for
safe routes for school (Adkins et al., 2012).

The reviews of Schaefer-McDaniel et al (Schaefer-McDaniel et al., 2010) and Nickelson et
al (Nickelson et al., 2013) suggest that due to the cultural-specificity of different environments
(i.e. North American Vs European cities) it would be difficult, if not meaningless, to have a
universal tool. This also means that it would be difficult to adequately compare findings across
studies due to the wide variability in urban environment, while some features important to
community health may be universal, a number of features may be country specific. However,
despite the inability to adopt a universal neighborhood audit tool, the large variability in existing
tools provides an opportunity for researchers to explore what aspects and features may be a
relevance in different cultural settings in order to develop ‘tailor made” audit tools that best capture
the country —specific physical, built and social environment which may be related to the health of

residents.

An indication of the growing interest in neighborhood audits is the fact that a recent review
has identified 13 studies that used virtual neighborhood assessment methods(Charreire et al.,
2014). Unlike other European cities, a virtual walk-though using Google Street View is currently
not possible for any of the Cypriot cities. Nevertheless, the possibility of carrying out
neighborhood assessments remotely offers a great potential for scaling-up this method. In the
recent years, several more neighborhood audit tools have been developed since the last published

reviews.

Mixed methods methodology is currently emerging for the development and evaluation of
the Health Effects of specific neighborhood infrastructure. For example, the ‘Salut Als Carrers”
(Health in the Streets) study, a study of the evaluation of the Health Effects of Superblock in

Barcelona aims to explain the various interventions in different neighborhoods in Barcelona using
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quasi-experimental and health impact assessment (HIA) approaches. Such approaches were
quantitative methods (pre-post health surveys, pre-post environmental measurements, pre-post
environmental walkability measures (MAPs tool) , use of public space and physical activity
(SOPARC tool), pre-post traffic injury measures, the comparison of pre-post assessment with
previous HIAs) and various qualitative studies to analyze citizens perceptions (focus groups
,ethnographic observation and semi-structured interviews) (Paléncia et al., 2020). Therefore,

CyNOQTes gives an opportunity/need to develop similar methodologies in Cyprus.

As the UN-Decade of Healthy Ageing 2021-2030 in a Climate-changing World explores the
relationships between place and health since people age in places, measuring the built environment
for healthy aging is very important. A recent review of such neighborhood audit tools has raised
the importance of how environmental and specific neighborhood/community features can support
the aging populations by gathering the different characteristics of the built environment that
various systematic social observations tools are assessing (Kan, Forsyth, & Molinsky, n.d.)(Kan
et al., n.d.-b) . Other studies, highlighting as well the importance and the need for healthy aging,
tried to engage older adults to advocate for age-friendly walkable communities in a pilot study
where seniors were taught to evaluate pedestrian environments using the validated MAPS-mini
audit tool. The engagement of the seniors to evaluate their street environment using systematic
social observations served also as an advocacy group tool and created an awareness of the
importance that the built environment has for healthy aging (Patch et al., 2021). Therefore,

CyNQOTes can show the methodology on how to develop such feature specific tools for Cyprus.
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12.2 Implications for Public Health Policy and Practice

Neighborhoods audits can trigger and widen conversation among the local research
community and policymakers about health and place. Indeed, the different validation procedures
and the various data collection procedures have attracted the interest of the Cyprus W.H.O healthy
cities network. Actions towards the concept of “Place and Health” as well as the engagement of
decision-makers towards healthier neighborhoods and improvement of health-related quality of

life in urban settings have already been initiated.

Since CyNOTes captured variability in neighbourhood environment across as different levels
of socioeconomic disadvantage, the study holds the potential to initiate a public debated about the
social determinants of health and the need for Health in all Policies (Valentine et al.,
2016)(Valentine et al., 2016) . Public Health is nowadays a transdisciplinary field that needs the
engagement and sensitization of various key actors for improving the health-related quality of life.
While the focus in this study was methodological study it might be able to create awareness about
the importance of neighbourhood micro-environments, for health the indicators that still can be
developed and used for further research. The neighbourhood environment has been shown to play
a crucial role in mental, social and physical well-being and therefore, already, a lot of countries
are taking actions towards improving the quality of life in the neighbourhood environment. The
use of participatory methods as well as the collective action that is needed towards achieving the
sustainable development goals can also be highlighted in this study.

CyNOTes is adding to the literature an objective and valid generic tool suitable for the
Cypriot-Urban physical, built and social environment, while it might also be relevant for countries

with similar neighborhood morphology and infrastructure.

Audit tools do not replace other community needs assessment methods, but can provide
useful supplementary method to allow for a more comprehensive profiling of a community. This
will allow planning and implementation of relevant neighborhood regeneration programmes and
the formulation of targeted measures and interventions based on actual observable needs of the
community. However, the most important anticipated benefit of the study is in terms of advocacy.
The tool will offer citizens, either as individuals or as organized groups a means by which to

showecase in a systematic and comparative way the needs of their own community.
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This is the first study in Cyprus to highlight the connection between place and health .The
use of qualitative methods showed to researchers what is behind the numbers and even though
many of the citizen’s opinions might be biased or specific requests might need a different
legislative reformation, their voice had to be heard, documented and taken into consideration for
a possible solution/action. Lastly, it draws attention to the need for participatory research as a tool

of empowerment as well as for building resilient and sustainable communities.

The study has been included in the activities of the Office of the Network of the World
Organization of Healthy Cities Network (WHO Healthy Cities Network) of the Ministry of Health
of Cyprus, with which a relevant memorandum of cooperation has been signed. Although Cyprus
participates in the WHO Healthy Cities Network, so far no municipality in Cyprus has officially
joined the network, which requires a political commitment from the local government recently,
two municipalities (Limassol and Geroskipou) applied for the current programme and is expected

to develop their healthy city profile and strategic planning.

12.3 Further development of the tool

This study is the first attempt to record the health-related environment of the Cyprus
neighborhood. The main deliverable of this study is the CyNOTes tool itself, which will be a valid,
reliable, and culturally adapted to the specifics of the city of Cyprus, a tool to be offered for future
use by the competent services of both Municipalities in the city of Limassol but also more widely
than other Municipalities of Cyprus or other cities of the Mediterranean in the context of the needs
assessment of the communities through a comprehensive, systematic and comparative approach.
The development of relevant virtual web browsing tools, such as Google Street View, now allows
evaluation to be done remotely, offering great scale-up in cities where this is possible and also

offers the potential for crowd sourcing data.

In addition, the length of the tool (tapping on 151 neighbourhood features) make it
challenging to use in paper-and-pencil form; thus, future implementations should look into
developing a digital version. This will not only help to improve the logistics of the neighbourhood

audits but also the data analysis procedures. In addition, a digital version would allow scaling-up
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in the context of research to a larger number of neighrbourhoods but also potentially in the context

of neighbourhood advocacy with the real-time use by citizen’s themselves.

Future research should be focusing on adopting participatory action research and learning
methodologies. In the context of further developing CyNOTes, such methodologies would be ideal
in exploring citizens’ perceptions and explore the extent to which specific neighbourhood features
might be perceived and expressed as positive or negative which perhaps might vary between
different genders (Leung et al., 2010), age and population groups. This can be in the form of focus
groups, qualitative research on specific settings such as schools, hospitals, geriatric centers or even

in field studies in select neighbourhoods.

The need for participatory research (and innovative methodologies such as photo voice, or
photo-diaries) while developing the new version of CyNOTes is particularly highlighted since the
actual lived experiences of residents may vary substantially across different population groups
while even the meaning different individuals may assign to the same features may also vary
substantially. The differential experience of citizens should also consider the gender dimension

explicitly in relation to socio-economic disadvantage.

Furthermore, it might be important for further development of CyNOTes, or any other
neighbourhood assessment tool, to also consider the potential ‘negative’ as well as the 'positive'
aspects of the neighborhood and influences that such neighbourhood features might have on
residents’ well-being. Future community studies would benefit by incorporating other relevant
concepts of the psycho-social environment of a neighbouhood in their assessment (for instance,
social capital, neighbourhood attachment, identity and belonging and so on), While this was
beyond the aims of the present study, such evaluation may be necessary in order to explore aspects
of a community’s social environment, which admittedly is much harder to capture in a field audit

compared to the readily visible features of the built and physical environment.
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13 CONCLUSIONS

This community-based study evaluated the feasibility, reliability and validity of a
comprehensive and systematic approach to community assessment. This is the first study to
capture the health-related environment of the Cypriot urban neighborhood. The study developed
and assessed a culturally-relevant audit tool that can provide supplementary information about
health-related aspects and features of the Cypriot urban neighborhood environment. Alongside
more traditional approaches, such as census-based indices, GIS measures, quantitative residents’
perceptions surveys and qualitative studies, CyNOTes can provide a more comprehensive
neighborhood profile and thus more accurately assess the neighborhood characteristics and their
association with community health. Indicatively, the WHO Health Cities movement is promoting
the integration of such methodological approaches in profiling a neighborhood in the context of
better understating health inequalities at the local level. In fact, it is a recommendation of the WHO
Network of Healthy Cities in the context of the expansion of methodological tools as they offer
valuable, and complementary to other sources, information on the natural, structured and social
environment of the neighborhood. The design and implementation of relevant programs for the
revitalization of the neighborhood environment can be based on the data as they will allow
prioritization of needs, rational allocation of resources, and formulation of targeted measures and
interventions based on the real needs of the community. The most important benefit lies in drawing
attention to the very concept of the neighborhood and in the significant expansion in the
understanding of the role that the neighborhood environment plays in ensuring and promoting the

health and quality of life of the inhabitants.

Community health and community health inequalities are not prominent features in the public
health debate in Cyprus. Providing the first quantifiable evidence of the unequal experience of
citizens, it is expected that the study will trigger and widen the conversation among the local
research community and policy-makers alike about the wider social determinants of health, and
the role of the neighborhood environment in promoting health and health-related behaviors. The
main achievement is the CyNOTes tool itself, which offers the potential for scaling up in the
context of needs assessment and health surveys in an integrated, systematic and comparative

approach, designing targeted neighborhood improvement programs and policies as well as an
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advocacy tool. Citizens want to have a “voice” to express their concerns about neighborhood
problems as well as to participate in decision-making. Participatory research and approaches

should be the core element for the sustainable development of urban cities.
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14 KEY MESSAGES:

e A social gradient of adverse neighbourhood environment was observed using CyNOTes.

e Audit tools provide supplementary information about community environment not
captured in census-based indices.

e Based on the Place Standard tool, Limassol residents’ rate social aspects of their
neighbourhood environment more favourably than aspects of the built and physical
environment.

e Neighbourhood observed-based audits, independent of residents’ perceptions surveys can
supplement each other in city health profiling.

e Clustering and social gradient of adverse neighbourhood features.

e Lower physical and mental health-related quality of life in neighbourhoods with lower
educational attainment and more adverse features.

e A virtual ethnographic study of citizens’ comments on social media offers an in-depth
understanding of the neighbourhood experience.

e C(Citizens want to have a ‘“voice’’ to express their concerns about neighbourhood problems

as well as to participate in decision-making.
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APPENDIX II: Typology of Domains for CyNOTes v 1.0
Domain taxonomy for the classification of the 123 items of the first draft of the CyNOTes v 1.0

1 Amenities for
outdoor public
spaces

2Architecture/build
ing characteristics

3 Barriers

4 Cycling
environment

5 Ethnic
identification

6 Land use

7
Landscaping/nature
features

Def: conveniences and
comfort features in
outdoor public spaces

Def: building attributes,
permanent, not easily
changed

Def: obstacles in the
environment, difficult to
overcome or off-putting to
pedestrians/cyclists

Def: features that hinder
or promote an
environment conducive to
cycling

Def: displays, signage,
murals tailored to a
specific ethic group

Def: functional purpose of
land segments

Def: characteristics of
surrounding scenery

B28,B35,B37,F10,F11 B56,857,D4,D5,D14,D15, | B22,B23,B24 B41,B42,B43,B44, B49,B50,B51 Al, B29,B30,B31,B34,
A2,C1,C2,D1,D2,D3,E1
8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Maintenance/ Neighborhood Parking & Pedestrian Physical disorder Recreational uses/ Safety
appearance identification (incl. | driveways environment (incl. public spaces
Views/ Enclosure) Steepness)

Def: current condition of
buildings, grounds, public
spaces, that are not
permanent, can change

Def: unique features that
give definition to a
particular neighborhood

Def: parking vehicles

Def: features that hinder
or promote an
environment conducive to
pedestrian activity

Def: characteristics than
render environment
unsightly and potentially
unsafe

Def: destinations and
facilities open to the
public

Def: physical indicators of
level of protection from
harm one might expect

D6,D7,D08,09,D010,D11,D
13,D14,D25,D26,E3,E8,F
12,F13

B45,B46,B47,B48,D23,E6

B10,B11,B12, D12

B7,B8,89,B13,B20,B26,B
27, H15

B14,B15,024,E9,H1,H2,H
3,H4,H5,H6,H7,H8,H9,H1
0

B36,E2,F1,F2,F4,F5,F6,F
7,F9

B52,016,017,D18,D19,D
20,E4,E5,E7,

15
Sidewalks

16
Signs/messages

17
Smell/ pollution/
noise

18
Streets/ traffic

19
Social disorder

20
Social Contact

21
Social Profile

Def: characteristics of
paved walking paths

Def: visible signs and
advertisements

Def: experienced levels of
noise, pollution and smell

Def: features of paved
vehicular paths

Def: People’s observed
activity and behaviours,
that indicate social
fragmentation

Def: People’s observed
activity and behaviours,
that indicate positive
social contact and/or
social integration

Def: Profiling of people
and activity in the
neighborhood (PROFILE
ONLY, no scoring)

B16,B17,B21,B32,B33

B53,B54,B55

B38,B839,B40,021,D22,D
27,H11,H12,H13,H14,

B1, B2,B3, B4,
B5,B6,818

B19,G6,G7,G18,G19,G20,
G21,G22,

F3,F8,G1,G2,G3,G13,G14
,G15,D16,G17,

B21,G4,G5,G8,G9,G10,G
11,G12,
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APPENDIX I11: Research Context of Studies

Study Reference or literature family: Main focus of study Tool Name Domains assessed (and items in each domain if
Country AND city/cities or (Part of bigger study) Number of domains, subdomains and mentioned)
neighborhood/s items
Adkins, A., Dill, et al.; (2012). Environmental Audis and survey-based New Developed audit tool that . Street characteristics
(USA) Portland Oregon -Lents respondent mapping tool for micro-scale built combined elements from previously | ¢  Adjacent land use
environment developed instruments (Michael et | o Pedestrian environment
(Part of Bigger Study) al., 2006, Clifton et al., 2007) e Safety interventions
9 df{mains e Roadway characteristics
50 items e Walking environment characteristics
e Adjacent land use characteristics
. Green streets
e Green street controls
Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017 -Evaluation of a scoring method for virtual The Active Neighborhood Checklist e  Land-Use type
(USA) Washington D.C neighbourhood audits utilizing the Active (the checklist) e Public Transportation Availability
Neighborhood Checklist (the Checklist) 5 domains . Street characteristics
jAssess street segment representativeness in low- 89 items e Environment Quality
income neighbourhoods. e Sidewalk/Walking/Biking features
Alfonzo M et al.,2014 Association between built environment features Irvine-Minnesota Inventory-China e Density/building height
(China) Shanghai and walking and obesity in china (IMI-C) e  Proximity/land use mix connectivity
10 domains ° Form
286 items e Parks and Public Space
. Pedestrian infrastructure/amenities
. Bike infrastructure/amenities
e Personal Safety
. Traffic Safety
. Aesthetics
. Recreational Facilities
Andresen E et al., 2013 Compare two methods on neighbourhood audits: AAH NEIGHBORHOOD
USA 5-item Krause and 18-item AAH Neighborhood ASSESSMENT SCALE -18 item
Assessment Scale (NAS) Krause five-time scale
. Describe the development and features of the CANVAS . Land use
Bader_ et al (2015) US metropolitan CANVAS software and report the results that 9 domains ° Sidewalks
and city centre areas measured walkability and physical disorder on a 187 items . Buildings
nationwide sample of street segments. . Nature
. Traffic design
. Disorder
. Amenities
. Aesthetics & design
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. Pedestrian access
Bailey et al., 2014 6 Examine the associations between perceived and WASABE e  Park
USA (Wisconsin) objective measures of 12 non-residential 12 domains e Trail
destinations, as well as previously unexplored . Recreation Center
sociodemographic, lifestyle, neighbourhood and . Fitness Center
urbanity predictors of discordance . Other Restaurant
. . . Grocery Store
Survey of Health of Wisconsin (SHOW) o Religious Center
. School
. Golf Course
. Pharmacy
. Pool
Bethlehem et al., 2014 7 Examines the reliability and validity of the S-VAT e Walking related items
SPOTLIGHT-Virtual Audit Tool 8 domains ° Cycling related items
(S-VAT) 42 items e Public transport
. Aesthetics
. Land use-mix
. Grocery stores
. Food outlet
e Physical activity facilities
Ben-Joseph et al.,2013 8 Assess the relative accuracy and usefulness of Brownson et al., 2004a 2004b Land use environment
Boston , Massachusetts web tools in evaluating and measuring street- 6 major domains . Transportation environment and social
scale built environment characteristics. environment
. Recreational facilities
. Physical Disorder (Esthetics)
. Social environment
Badland et al., 2010 9 Explore the efficiencies of physically and NZ-SPACES . Walking
New Zealand virtually conducting the NZ-SPACES audit within 7 Domains e  Function
the neighbourhood context and secondly, to 21 subdomains . Safety
assess the level of agreement between the 51 items e Aecsthetics
physical (criterion) and virtual (test audits). e  Destinations
. Cycling
. Function
. Safety
. Aesthetics
. Destinations
Boarnet et al., 2011 10 | How well the IMI predicts physical activity and Irvine Minnesota Inventory e Walkability
USA walking behaviour and develops shortened, 178 questions
validated audit tools
Twin Cities Walking Study
Cerin, E., et al 2011 (ASIA) . . . Environment in Asia Scan Tool—Hong Functionality
Hong Kong 8 urban and sub-urban 1 Develop and evaluate the Em_nronment in Asia Kong version (EAST-HK) Safety
locations of Hong-Kong. Scan Tool—Hong Kong version (EAST-HK) 4 domains Aesthetics

91 subdomains and items
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Destinations

Chaudhury, H etal., 2011 12 | Presents the reliability results of using the SWEAT-R . Functionality
Canada SWEAT-R in a selection of neighbourhoods 4 domains e Destinations
Vancouver, British Columbia and within the metropolitan regions of Portland, 10 /165 or 300items . Aesthetics
Portland, Oregon Neighbourhoods Oregon and Vancouver, British Columbia . Safety and Comfort (Personal and Traffic
The paper also compares descriptive Safety)
neighbourhood data gathered using SWEAT-R in
the two regions.
Chow et al., 2010 Evaluate features of the built environment of EP-NET e Facilities and safety features
Canada Colombia Brazil China India 13 communities using a standard set of photos for 5 domains . Aesthetics/Beatification
inter-rater reliability of the instrument. 37 items e Community disorder
e Urbanization/density
e Overall appeal
Chow et al., 2014 Describes the design and testing of reliability of EPOCH 1 e Community characteristics
Canada, 14 the EPOCH 5 domains . Community observation walk
Colombia, Brazil, China and India (Environmental Profile of a Community’s Health) 3 ggfui)lib:i?;?;l;isons : stessment of a tobacco retail outlet
instrument. ssessment of a grocery store
e Assessment of a local restaurant
Part of PURE (Prospective Urban and Rural
Epidemiology study of cardiovascular risk factors
and disease
. 15 | Test the inter-rater and intra-rater reliability of a FASTVIEW . Pavement width and obstructions
Grhlew etal, 2013 newly developed street audit tool designed Domains 9 . Pavement surface quality
Wigan , UK specifically for use with Google Street View Subdomains 26 e Kerb paving quality
e  Road permeability
e  Way finding and legibility
. Lighting
. Personal security
e User conflict
e  Environment quality
Gasevic et al., 2011 16 Outline challenges commonly faced by and Irvine-Minnesota

Canada

identify some solutions to aid researchers in
future assessments of the BE based on our
experience in assessing the BE directly

in over 40 communities representing a cross-
section of environmental heterogeneity.

part of the Prospective Urban Rural
Epidemiology

(PURE) study

Inventory I for BE features
Physical Activity and Nutrition Features
audit tool,

125 items
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MAPS-Mini

Sallis et al., 2015 Develop and evaluate a brief audit . Destinations and land use
(USASeattle/King County, 17| instrument that quantifies modifiable attributes of 5 domains e Streetscape characteristics
Washington; San Diego environments 15 items e Aesthetics and social characteristics
County,California; and the Baltimore, . Crossings/intersections
Maryland—Washington, DC ) e Street segments
Sharek et al., 2012 18 | Developed a theoretically-anchored observation ISIS e  Physical Domains
Montreal, Canada tool to be used in the Interdisciplinary Study on 97 indicators . Economic domain
Inequalities in Smoking (ISIS) which aims to 4 domains ° Institutional domain
understand how neighbourhoods influence social 8 subdomains e Local sociability domains
inequalities in smoking in Montreal, Canada.
Kemner et al., 2015 19 | Describe the tool and protocol development 6 domains e Parks and place spaces
United States and Puerto Rico process as well as the complementary training . Active transportation
and capacity-building activities to facilitate local . Farmers' markets
data collection using environmental audit and . Corner stores
direct observation methods. e Child care nutrition standards
. Child care physical activity
Milam et al; (2016) 20 | Assessment of validity of audit tools during NIfETy (Neighborhood Inventory for e Neighbourhood (physical and social)
USA night-time hours Environmental Typology) disorder
Baltimore Part of larger study assessing neighbourhood 1 domain
physical and social disorder 19 items
Wilkerson et al., 2012 21 | Assess whether objective measured micro-level Senior Walking Environmental . Front porches
Portland Oregon features of the physical environment were Assessment Tool (SWEAT) e  Traffic-calming devices
independently or in combination associated with 5 domains e  Bars on windows
increased neighbourliness. (Reciprocal e Litter/Graffiti
relationships and trust of neighbours as well as e Sidewalk connectivity
neighbourly knowledge and contacts.
Wilson et al., 2012 22 | Evaluate the degree of agreement between field Active Neighborhood Checklist e Land use characteristics
St.Louis audits and audits derived from interpretation of 79 dichotomous variables e  Sidewalks
Indianapolis three types of omnidirectional imagery. ° Shoulders and bike lanes
e Street characteristics
e Quality of the environment for pedestrians
(Wu et al . 20 14) 23 | Examine the inter-method reliability of the two REAT and Google_ Street View . Physical incivilities
. . audit methods for assessing community 4 domains e Territorial functioning
(Cambridgeshire) . . . . . _
England environments with a specific focus on physical 8 subc_iomams . Defensible space
features related to mental health. 28 items . Natural environment
Poortinga et al., 2017 24 | Validate REAT 2.0 audit instrument, in particular REAT . Neighbourhood conditions
Carmarthenshire in relation to the aspects of neighbourhood 4 domains . Natural surveillance
Wales condition, natural surveillance, and natural 18 items . Natural Elements
Cardiff elements; e Miscellaneous (Urban Form)
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Explore the associations of overall
neighbourhood quality with residents ‘attachment
to their neighbourhood.

Parsons et al., 2010 25 This study evaluated the performance of a 7 domains . Characteristics of streets and sidewalks,
Canada systematic social observational (SSO) tool 98 items . Residential land use,
Toronto (adapted from previous studies of American and subset 41 variable items identified . Non-residential
British neighbourhoods) in a Canadian urban e Land use (commercial, industrial or
context. vacant),
e Parks and playgrounds,
Commercial establishments, services, and
institutions,
People
Incivilities
Paquet et al., 2010 26 | Measurement properties of an instrument that was Montréal Neighbourhood Assessment Urban form
Canada developed to directly observe structural and Tool (MONAT) Positive characteristics
Montreal contextual environmental characteristics of urban 3 domains Negative characteristics
neighbourhoods with respect to urban form, 46 items
negative attributes and positive attributes.
.(DI lls et al . 2012) (USA) 27 | Examines Microscale pedestrian environments by Neighborhood lz?\?giir)ld Active Living | s Walkability measures
DeKalb County, Georgia quantifying and comparing walkability along 1 Domain Walkability
specific routes. 12 elements of the pedestrian
environment
Odgers, C. L., et al. (2012). (USA) Use if technology (Google Street View) for Virtual SSO with Google Street View . Physical disorder
28 systematic social observations to capture the 5 Domains e Physical decay
neighbourhood conditions of families 17 items ° Neighbourhood dangerousness
participating in the Environmental-Risk (E-Risk) . Street safety
Longitudinal Twin Study. e Percentage of green space
Su, M., et al., (2014). (China) . . . China Urban Built Environment Scan e Residential Density
Zhejiang Province 29 | Develop an urban built environment evaluatlc_m_ Tool (CUBEST) o Street Connectivity
Hangzhou tool and conduct necessary reliability and validity 6 domains o Accessibility
Shangcheng District and Xiacheng tests. 49 items e Walkability (segments with sidewalks)
District e  Bike lane quality
. Aesthetics
Taylor, B. T., et al.,. (2011)(B. T. Assess the correlation between assessments of the POST e Activity domain
Taylor et al., 2011). 30 quality of public open space using 4 domains . Aesthetics domain
southwest part of Sydney (Australia) (1) the remote method (making use of Google 33 items e Amenity domain
Earth Pro) 80 sub items e Safety domain

(2) direct observation with a well-established
measure of quality, the Public Open Space Tool
(POST). Testing new technology Google Earth
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Taylor, W. C., et al., (2012). USA

St. Louis Environmental Checklist Audit

Population Density

(Harris County -Houston) 31 | Examined the relat_ionship betweer_1 incqme levels, 4 : Land-use Diversity
features of the environment and friendliness o Street Design
toward physical activity. . Physical Disorder/Incivilities
Topmiller, M., et al., (2015). (USA) . . NWA (16 items) subjective assessment | e Safety
Covington, Kentucky-Ohio 32 lll/lultl-layered approach for gaining local of safety e Lack of recreational resources
nowledge of neighbourhood environments that Group Level Assessment (GLA)
ingages youth as core searchers and active Neighbourhood Sketch Mapping
nowledge producers
Integration Process of Data into GIS
maps
Rundle et al., 2011 33 | Assess the feasibility of using Google Street Google Street View e Aesthetics
(New York City) View to audit neighbourhood environments. 7 domains e Physical disorders
143 items e Pedestrian safety
. Motorized traffic and parking
. Infrastructure for active travel
. Sidewalk amenities
. Social and commercial activity
Kepper et al., 2017 34 | Anovel, parcel-level SSO methodology and 5 items e Physical disorder
Southeast Louisiana assesses whether this new method can be e Physical decay
collected reliably using Google Street View and is . Safety
feasible . Street safety
e lLanduse
Knapp et al., 2016 35 | Development, implementation, and testing of the CASCADDE (Community Audit of Physical activity-promoting features
Pennsylvania Community Audit of Social, Civil, and Activity Social, Civil, and Activity Domains in Physical environment features that
Domains in Diverse Environments Diverse Environments promote safety
(CASCADDE). 214 items . Aesthetic quality
7 domains (index) e Social cohesion for physical activity,
e Barriers to physical activity
e  Commercial and civic intensity
e Incivilities
(Marco et al., 2017) 36 | Assess the psychometric properties of a Neighborhood Disorder Observational | ¢  Physical disorder:
Valencia neighbourhood disorder observational scale using Scale . Social disorder
Spain Google Street View in a Spanish city. 3 factors e Physical decay
Malecki et al., 2014 37 | Development and implementation of the WASABE e Neighbourhood characteristics
USA WASABE and presents reliability and validity 115 items e  Transportation environment
data for this tool. 5 domains e Non-residential destinations
19 features e Social environment
e Street connectivity
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. Cross-check information about the built CBE-OUT e Streetscape
Quintas , 2014 38 | environment. Positive or negative impact on the 9 domains e Walkways
gfolltllrlzlsd extent of pani?ipation by ageing members of the 128 items . Bikeways
S local community. e Street crossing/ intersections
pain) ! L
e  Parking facilities
e  Public facilities and features of the street
. Land-use visible along the street/road
e  Site decay/urban blight
e Street activity
e T o 59| AoV bsed il it ol was vt o D ot
Netherlands, UK) charact[z:ristics and use% in 59 neighbourhoods in 36 ltems *  Public Transport
five European urban regions. s Acsthetics
e Land use mix
(SPOTLIGHT) e  Grocery stores
e Food outlets #Recreational Facility related
items
Fisher et al., 2010 40 | Test inter-rater reliability and internal consistency Pedestrian Environmental Data Scan . Environment
New York of a reduced-item version of (PEDS), e Pedestrian facility
an environmental audit tool for physical-activity 4 domains . Walking/Cycling environment
resources in a rural setting. 18 items e Road attributes
Gullon et al., 2015 41 | Test if the Madrid Systematic Pedestrian and M-SPACES from NZ-SPACES e Walking
Madrid , Spain Cycling Environment Scan (M-SPACES) can Domains 8 e  Function
differentiate walking and cycling environments Subdomains/Elements 21 . Safety
gcrqss different urban-form areas in Madrid, Items 49 e  Aesthetics
pain; . inati
Assess the validity of the M-SPACES in a virtual . B}e’ztlllrr:z;tllgr;s ction
urban setting using Google Street View; . Safet
Lo . y
To assess the reliability (intra- and inter-rater) of o Aesthetics
the M-SPACES audit Tool. .
. Destinations
Part of Heart Healthy Hoods (HHH)
Lafontaine et al., 2017 42 | Observational audit method and systematic social Systematic Social Observation e Infrastructure
Ottawa observation instrument (SSOI) Instrument (SSOI) e  Cleanliness of streets and properties
10 Domains . Presence of trees
(10 item scale) e Quality of trees
e  Landscaping
. Flowers and shrubs
. Houses well-spaced
e  Upkeep of homes
e Presence of outdoor furniture
. Quality of outdoor furniture
e Pedestrian
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Lee and Talen, 2014 43 Reviews the various in-person and secondary Irvine Minnesota Inventory (IMI) . Street crossing
USA source auditing methods that have been 3 factors . Street characteristics
Arizona developed over the past decade. 17 domains . General land uses
Tests feasibility of a GIS/Google Street View 94 items . Other land uses
hybrid method against an in-person auditing . Barriers
method. . Sidewalks
e Mid-block crossing
. Street trees
e Buildings
. Other features of buildings
. Garages
e  Parking
e Driveways
. Maintenance
. Freeways
. Traffic features
e Other features of the segment
Leonard et al., 2011 44 | Developed a systematic neighbourhood Neighborhood Observation Checklist . Items observed at the parcel level
Dallas, Texas observation instrument for collecting data at very (NOC) . ltems observed at face block level
high spatial resolution. 2 domains
Collected data on the health status of individuals 31 items
residing in this neighbourhood.
Compared the costs and benefits of using data at
this high spatial resolution.
Leung et al., 2010 45 | Examined associations between neighbourhood Modified St Louis Audit tool . Land use environment
Northern California characteristics and energy intake and expenditure 5 domains e  Transportation environment
among young girls. 68 items checklist e Facilities
e  Park or playground contents and
e Physical disorder
(RObinson et a| ., 201 4) 16 To describe the built environmental, policies, and RALA tools (3 instruments) . SSA- terrain, walkability, safety features,

USA (Deep South)

availability of facilities for physical activity in
eight rural communities to inform a diet and
physical activity intervention as part of an
ongoing academic-community partnership to
eliminate cancer health disparities in the Deep
South

The Street Segment Assessment (SSA)
6 domains
The Town-wide Assessment (TWA)
3 domains
The Town-Program and Policy
Assessment (PPA)
2 domains

road/traffic conditions, connectivity, and
use.

Two questions asked for a subjective
assessment of the segment as walkable and
aesthetically pleasing.
TWA-characteristics of the community as a
whole including population, total area, and
presence of recreational amenities

PPA- captures information on community
programs and policies that support
physical activity (e.g., policies on bike
lanes and transportation and programs
offered by the public recreational
department
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APPENDIX IV: Details of data collection and other methodological aspects

Study Reference or
literature family
Country AND city/cities or
neighbourhood/s

Period of data collection
(year, season, time of
day)

Number of observers/
raters and rating time

Method of data collection

Number & selection of
streets, blocks,
neighbourhoods

Other details in terms of
data collection methods

Adkins, A., Dill, et al; February and April 2010 12 volunteers Walking 4 sub-areas ,2 of which Units of analysis individual
(2012). included concentrations street segments
(USA) Portland Oregon - of green features and two
Lents adjacent control areas
matched for socio-
demographic and
physical characteristics
321 scored segments to
analyse
Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017 | - 3 research assistants Virtual 16 street segments GSV imagery and the
(USA) Washington D.C received training approximately 4 blocks checklist were used for virtual
1 conducted the audit in length audits
6 participants were 972 street segments were
randomly selected for a audited, 948 were
second look by another included in this study as
research assistant, only the 12 closest street
blinded to the results of segments for each
the first audits. address were available
for all participants
12street segments per
home address
Alfonzo M et al.,2014 Irvine Minnesota - - - -
(China) Shanghai Inventory
Andresen E et al., 2013 summer /early fall 2 interviewers rated Walking 483 blocks Training and quality control

USA

daylight hours

120 randomly selected
blocks

Bader et al (2015) Summer and fall 2011 3 auditors Virtual audits Randomly ordered The streets were not used in
US metropolitan and city metropolitan and central the reliability study.
centre areas city samples
112 segments
291 street faces
Bailey et al., 2014 Summer 2011 5-10 minutes Walking 652 households n=836 Trained raters systematically

USA (Wisconsin)

400-meter buffer

gathered data on the number
and type of destinations for
each segment within the
specific buffer.
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7 Bethlehem et al., 2014 - 2 blinded researchers Virtual audits 4 urban neighbourhoods Google street view.
40 streets The assessors received
128 street segments training on using the S-VAT
in the street view feature.
Researchers did not conduct
audits in the city in which
they lived.
8 Ben-Joseph et al.,2013 Summer 2010 4 auditors Virtual 84 residential street Utilizing all three web tools
Boston , Massachusetts segments (21 participants | with Google Maps, Google
in a larger study who street view and Microsoft
resided at locations 10- Oblique Viewer
20 miles north, west, and | simultaneously
south of downtown
Boston. The nearest
street intersection to each
respondent’s geocoded
address was used to map
street segments within
1000m of the
intersection)
9 Badland et al., 2010 January-February 2010 1 filed researcher Physical Audit 4 neighbourhoods Two neighbourhoods were
New Zealand Physical = 148.5 min Virtual Audit 5 contiguous meshblocks | audited virtually first followed
Virtual=115.3 min 12 street segments (the by the physical audits and the
initial street segment remaining two
start point for each neighbourhoods were assessed
neighbourhood was in the reverse order.
randomly generated
using GIS procedures
and thereafter the
segments to be audited
were selected
sequentially.
10 Boarnet et al., 2011 2004 2 observers Walking 147 street segments Eligible segments included
USA (block faces) street segments that were
891 street segments accessible to pedestrians and
that fell within the study area
of 1.0x1.0 miles
(1.609x1,609m)
11 Cerin, E., et al 2011 (ASIA) | 2011 4 pairs of raters and 3 Walking Randomly selected 2-day training programme

Hong Kong 8 urban and
sub-urban locations of
Hong-Kong.

Weekdays during daytime

pairs of auditors used the
EAST-HK

two separate days

/12.38 min.

residential blocks from a
pool of 32 Tertiary
Planning Units

422 segments were
assessed

331 street segments
assessed; (approximately
110 per pair), while the

including a presentation and
explanation of the audit tool,
field assessment of a number
of street segments and an in-
class discussion and
comparison of the results with
individualized feedback and
additional training.

293




remaining pair was
assigned the
dichotomous/ordinal
version of the EAST-HK
(91 street segments
assessed).

Half of the segments
(n=204) were audited
twice by the same
auditors, 7-14 days apart

12 Chaudhury, H etal., 2011 | September to early Four research assistants Walking 8 neighbourhoods Increase variability of
Canada December in 2007 (two per region) physical environmental
Vancouver, British 4 Audits in Portland features that could be
Columbia and Portland, were observed in 8-hour observed using the audit tool,
Oregon Neighbourhoods shifts over a half of the selected
7-week period. neighbourhoods in each
Audits in Vancouver region were chosen to
were observed in 2-6 represent more traditional,
hour shifts (average shift urban neighbourhoods while
length was 4 hours) over the other half were chosen to
a 10-week period. represent post ward suburban
7.4minutes neighbourhoods.
Per segment
13 Chow et al., 2010 - 3 observers conducted Walking Convenience sample of Assessors were instructed as
Canada Colombia Brazil the walk and 86 urban and rural to where to stand to take
China India we were sent 3 sets of communities from 5 photos, the views they were to
photos from each countries obtain, and how to overlap
community images to achieve full
average 10 to coverage of a street scene.
15 minutes and a
maximum of 20 minutes
per community
14 Chow et al., 2014 May 2008 first assessment | 3 researcher each Walking? 93 rural and urban Manuals and training slides
Canada, March 2009 independently communities in Brazil, were translated and distributed
Colombia, Brazil, China Canada, China, prior to a two-hour training
and India Colombia and India session. Face-to-face training
was conducted in China, India
and the Ontario site in
Griew et al., 2013 - - Virtual A total of 216 eligible Aimed to maintain
15 Wigan , UK audit links were homogeneity within links by

identified within the
study area, of these 25%
(n =54) were randomly
selected for

auditing based on
recommendations 54
links

setting the maximum link
length at 300 meters thus
minimizing the potential for
links to straddle different land
uses.
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5.36 kilometres or road
network

16 Gasevic et al., 2011 - 3 auditors in Vancouver Walking 1100 for Urban and 570 Hands-on, 3-day training
Canada 3 in Hamilton for rural settings session at each
8 in Quebec 14500 in VVancouver centre was employed in order
17000 in Hamilton to make sure all raters
5000 in Quebec for a understood the training
total of approximately materials and rated
36500 segments within environmental
the three centres in features consistently.
Canada.
Sallis et al., 2015 Not Mentioned Not Mentioned Walking 0.25 mile route from Active transportation and
17 (USASeattle/King County, participant residences leisure physical activity were
Washington; San Diego toward the nearest non- measured with age-
County,California; and the residential destination for | appropriate surveys, and
Baltimore, Maryland— children (n=758), accelerometers provided
Washington, DC)) adolescents (n=897), objective physical activity
younger adults (n=1655), | measures
and older adults (n=367).
18 Sharek et al., 2012 May and June 2009 3 raters Walking 4 Montreal 4 census tracts were randomly
Montreal, Canada 8:30 AM and 1:00 PM on neighbourhoods chosen from those previously
days not scheduled for operationalized as census | sampled for a study on eating
garbage or recycling pick- tracts, administrative behaviour and obesity.
ups, that were not public units often used as In each neighbourhood 14
holidays and when no rain surrogates for street sections were randomly
was forecast. neighbourhoods in health | chosen from those more than
research 60 m in length, for a total of
60 street sections
19 Kemner et al., 2015 Part of the Healthy Kids, 4 individuals from the Walking 31 communities Customized trainings were
United States and Puerto Healthy Communities community 41 environmental audits conducted by the evaluation
Rico program 2 to 15 individuals 17 direct observations team to increase capacity and
participating in the understanding for evaluation
training activities.
20 Milam et al; (2016) Two waves during summer | Total number of Driving 446 randomly selected Both sides of street along the
USA months, one year apart observers: not specified neighbourhood blocks block face
Baltimore (June to September 2005 Pair of raters (only one across 242 residential
and 2006) rating, other driving) Neighborhood Statistical
10pm-2am Thursday, Rating time: not Areas
Friday, Saturday & Sunday | specified
nights
21 Wilkerson et al., 2012 - - Walking 8 neighbourhoods in -

Portland Oregon

Portland, Oregon
randomly sampled street
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segments within each
neighbourhood

22 Wilson et al., 2012 2008 and 2009 July 2008 - Field audits Four sociodemographic All auditors were trained to
St. Louis 2007 Interpretation of archived classes proportional to use the checklist using a
Indianapolis imagery the total the current protocol developed earlier
New imagery sample included 369
Virtual segments (167 in St
Louis and 202 in
Indianapolis)
11 segments during
23 Wau et al., 2014 July and August 2012 1 assessor Virtual 48 postcodes in Residential Environment
(Cambridgeshire) 1. The assessments of 48 Cambridgeshire Assessment Tool (REAT)
England postcodes were finished in 24 in Cambridge Google street view
5.5 working days by city Physical/ visual image audits
physical audits and 4.5 24 in rural areas of | Since there was only one
days by visual image Ely assessor, the visual and
audits physical audits were separated
by at least one-week interval
to avoid contamination.
24 Poortinga et al., 2017 30 May and August 8 2012 | Pairs of trained Walking Two hundred seventy- -
Carmarthenshire observers one unit postcodes
Wales 9 minutes (a full postcode
Cardiff designates an area with a
number of addresses or a
single major delivery
point)
25 Parsons et al., 2010 August and - Walking Six neighbourhoods ,3 All raters underwent a week-
Canada October 2006 different SES long intensive training
Toronto 9:00-15:30 programme
and 17:00-20:00
26 Paquet et al., 2010 On weekdays between 9 2 trained evaluators Walking 250 street blocks within The samples were based on
Canada a.m. and 5 p.m. for 6 30 socioeconomically the expected maximum
Montreal weeks from diverse census using a number that could be
late June to early August stratified random evaluated during the three
2003. sampling approach summer months of the study.
Montréal CTs were first
stratified by socio-economic
status based on tertiles of
average household income
(2001 Canada Census). Ten
CTs were then randomly
selected within each stratum.
27 Dills, J. E., Rutt, C. D., & January 2006-May 2007 Paired observers Walking and GIS 160 routes to parks During data collection,

Mumford, K. G. (2012).
(USA)

collected data on 446
street segments

610 street segments

observers were provided with
maps showing study routes in
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DeKalb County, Georgia

20- to 30-min walk

the neighbourhoods around
each park. On the maps,
routes began at the address of
a study participant’s home.

28 Odgers, C. L., etal. (2012). | March 2009-March 2010 12-30 minutes Google street view Subsample of 120 -
(USA) High Definition image neighbourhoods
camera-equipped cars
Observations were recorded
using online survey software
which meant that no additional
data entry resources were
required (as the data could be
directly exported from the
survey software) and that
incoming data could be
monitored and analysed in real
time.
29 Su, M., etal., (2014). October to December in 2 auditors independently | Walking 205 street segments Half of the segments (n=104)
(China) Zhejiang Province | 2011 assessed all of the 205 (n=104) were audited twice by the
Hangzhou /daylight hours street segments at the same auditor after a two-week
Shangcheng District and same time. time interval.
Xiacheng District
30 Taylor, B. T, etal.,. (2011). | 2009 The remote method took | Virtual 50 open spaces were Raters for each method were
southwest part of Sydney 4 hours, whereas direct Walking assessed blind to scores obtained from
(Australia) observation took 42 using the other method.
hours
31 Taylor, W. C., et al., March 2005 to October Data collection was Walking/driving 30 block groups 10 nonadjacent and
(2012). USA (Harris 2006. completed by pairs of nonboundary block groups
County -Houston) daylight hours (from auditors for safety from each income status were
8:00 Am to 5:00 Pm) at reasons. randomly selected.
various times of the day A half mile radius was drawn
and on various days of the from the centroid of each
week block.
50 % morning and 50% 10 blocks were randomly
afternoon assigned to the auditors
blinded from the income
classifications of block
groups.
32 Topmiller, M., et al., Summer 2012 250 sidewalks, took over | Environmental Audits and five neighbourhoods that | Fifteen youth were enrolled in

(2015). (USA)
Covington, Kentucky-Ohio

500 pictures, commented
on 16 poster prompts,

Digital Photography
Group Level Assessment

adjoin an urban trail
system

the 2012 summer program and
CGN staff recruited 100% of

identified four major (GLA) participants. A

themes (from the GLA), Neighbourhood Sketch multidisciplinary research

and produced 15 paper Mapping team collaborated with CGN
maps (from the sketch Integration Process of Data staff to design a program that
mapping exercise) into GIS maps would (1) engage youth in fun
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groups of two or three

activities where they could
learn about digital
photography and their local
environments, and (2) collect
data that could be used to
inform stakeholders about the
corridors between trail system
access points and other
important public spaces for
children, including parks and
schools.

33 Rundle et al., 2011 Not mentioned Not mentioned Virtual 37 block faces in high 19 blocks from poor (> 20%
(New York City) walkability poverty), 19 blocks from
neighbourhoods nonpoor (<20% poverty)
census tracts matched on
neighbourhood walkability
34 Kepper et al., 2017 Observations 13 week in 5 raters completed a total Walking Street segment sample Land use categories were
Southeast Louisiana August to November of 188 parcel-level Virtual (n.42) reflected mixed defined using GSV
ratings poverty level and land evaluation:
The GSV images were use and allowed 1. all parcels classified as
dated 2011-1015 with an instrument reliability to residential land use
average of 23 months be determined across (residential)
(range,2-56 months) urban and rural 2. one or more parcel
elapsed between the GSV neighbourhood types classified as
image and the in-person Six street segments per commercial/business,
SSO data collection. poverty threshold (high, industrial building, or
middle, low poverty) institution (commercial);
3. one or more parcel
classified as a vacant lot/open
space, recreational facility,
park, or playground
(recreational)
35 Knapp et al., 2017 2013-2015 10 -15 minutes per Walking 30 communities Accommodate observation of
Pennsylvania 5:30 am and 4:30pm observation 15 observation points per | rural communities using a
during daylight hours community radial observation area
Data were gathered in centered on a fixed point. The
every month except tool was implemented on an
February iPad to speed data collection,
reduce data entry, and to
combine geotagging,
photography, and map-based
apps (software available from
authors on request).
36 Macro et al., 2017 Google Street View Two groups of two Virtual All census block groups -

Valencia
Spain

images
assessed were from 2014
and 2015

research assistants not
directly involved
in the project

(N=92)
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37

Malecki et al., 2014
USA

Summers June-August
2010-2011

4-8 minutes walk

Walking

A 400-meter non-
Euclidean street network
buffer around each
selected household.
Equivalent to 5-10
minutes’ walk.

2009 (n=65) and 2010
(n=618) SHOW participant
households.

38

Quintas , 2013
(Finland
Poland
Spain)

Between May 2011 and
March 2012

Supervisors

Walking or Car

Total 2452

Finland 245
Poland 972
Spain 1235

Data were collected within
500m in both directions

starting from the entrance of
the located address.

39

Feuillet et al., 2016
(Belgium, France,
Hungary, Netherlands, UK)

2014

Virtual

59 neighbourhoods in 5
European urban regions
12 neighbourhoods in
each urban region of
Europe

3 neighbourhoods from
each SES category
4486 street segments

40

Fisher et al., 2010
New York

Last 2 weeks of
September 2007
Observations between 9:00
A.M. and 7:00 P.M.

2 observers
approximately 15 street
segments to assess on
each of five-day trips.

12 minutes to complete a
street-segment
assessment.

Driving

50 of these streets

6764 street segments
Five rural, western New
York school districts
were the study
communities

10 streets per school
district for the strata
containing very-rural
farm areas.

The remaining strata to
sample at least 15 streets
each to ensure uniformity
of

coverage.

Data collection included
randomly assigning

50 street segments to a second

observation team so that we
could conduct an inter-rater
reliability test.

41

Gullon et al., 2015
Madrid , Spain

Monday morning 8:00 am
Between February and
May 2014

May 2008 and February
2014

Two researchers
conducted physical and
virtual audits of the 36
census sections
previously identified
using

Walking
Virtual

Three areas (N=500
street

segments) were selected
for variation in
population density.

42

Lafontaine et al., 2017
Ottawa

In 2011, audits were
completed between

2 auditors each year
Overall, six different

Random sampling design is
assessed by comparing results

Walking
Virtual

Google Street View was used

to train the auditors

Practice observation sessions
(excluding the
neighbourhoods in the study
sample) were completed using
the same SSOI and tools (iPad

observers were used over
the three-year period,
two independent
observers in each year.

November and December
on Saturdays

In 2012, audits

between June and August
each weekday, ensuring

to a complete block-by block
audit of 167 block faces

15 neighbourhoods of 3
different SES quintile;
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that data collection did not
take place the day prior to,
or of, garbage pick-up.
In 2013, audits took place
daily from mid-July to

Saturday’s between 9:00
am and 5:00 pm.

Each week, three or four
neighbourhoods were
observed.

5 high, medium, and low
neighbourhoods.

with GIS Kit) used for real-
time field observations.

A two-week period of training
was utilized.

mid- August
43 Lee and Talen, 2014 April 2012. 2 observers 10 street segments Walking Training sessions were
USA Virtual organized using the IMI
Arizona Codebook (Day, Boarnet, and
Alfonzo 2005) and the
Training Protocol PowerPoint
(Alfonzo, Day, and Boarnet
2005) in order to enhance
inter-rater reliability.
44 Leonard et al., 2011 January 2009 and February | Two observers (several Driving 32 block groups falling Several checks were instituted
Dallas, Texas 2009, weekday between pairs) One member of into seven census tracts. to assure data quality.
the times of 9:00 a.m. and the pair drove the A total of 11,552 parcel In addition to the
4:30 p.m. Over a five- vehicle, while the other and 1,778 face block neighbourhood observational
week period. member operated the observations were data, a short door-to-door
computer. completed survey was conducted to
Average of 10.5 minutes collect basic demographic
making observations on data from neighbourhood
each face block in the residents.
neighbourhood.
45 Leung et al., 2010 June to November 2007 - Walking One audit form for both To ensure accuracy, duplicate
Northern California sides of each highlighted | audits were conducted on 246
street segment and were street segments by different
blinded to the addressed observers.
of the residences. A
mean of 10.8 segments
were observed per girl,
with 2,328 street
segments observed in
total.
46 Robinson et al., 2014 Not Mentioned Two to four CHARPs in | Walking 117 segments in 22 CHARPs attended a 2-3 hour

USA (Deep South)

each county were
selected because of their
familiarity with their
community and
established relationship
with DSN. (27 CHARPs)

towns.

60 of the segment
assessments were
conducted in the four AL
counties and 57 were
completed in the four MS
counties.

training session for his/her
specific community on the use
of the tool.

Training included didactic
instruction and field testing.
As part of the training, each
CHARP was given 3 practice
street segments similar to the
ones they would be assessing.
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APPENDIX V Reliability and Validity details

# References Validity (type & details) Reliability (type & details) Other assessments Associations with (a) environmental
indicators & (b) health or health-
related outcomes

1 Adkins, A., Dill, et al.; Concurrent (with theoretically relevant Inter-rater agreement Human scale, transparency, tidiness, | Two subjective ratings were included:

(2012). construct based on residents’ perceptions) enclosure and imageability. one assessing attractiveness for
(USA) Portland Oregon - walking and the other perceived safety
Lents for walking

2 Adu-Brimpong et al., 2017 Inter-Rater Reliability Coefficient - Captures neighbourhood features in
(USA) Washington D.C Criterion (using Walk score, an accepted low-income, residential areas and may

measure, as a gold standard) aid in delineating impact of specific

built environment features on health

behaviours and outcomes

3 Alfonzo M et al.,2014 Predictive (physical activity and obesity Data on walking and other physical State of Place Index is a score 1)Built environment and walking, 2)

(China) Shanghai data) activity and obesity levels from 1070 composed of eleven sub-scores that | between the design of the built
collected through a street intercept measure urban design dimensions environment and obesity 3) between
survey empirically tied to walking (10 sub- | walking and obesity and income in

scores) and bicycling (1 sub-score). | urban settings in China
Each level dimensions were
composed of a subset of the 286
individuals-built environments
items contained in the IMI-C.
Andresen E et al., 2013 Construct (factor analysis for higher- Retest Interrater reliability Mismeasurement analysis -
4 USA degree dimensions)
Predictive (lung function)
5 Bader et al (2015) Criterion (Krausse scale) Inter-rater reliability - Walkability and Physical disorder
US metropolitan and city Parallel form reliability between virtual
centre areas and field audit

6 Bailey et al., 2014 Construct (using kriging as a latent Reliability on a different study Percent Agreement between Sociodemographic/lifestyle, health

USA (Wisconsin) construct) Perceived and Objective Measures and mental health status,

Concurrent (against resident’s perceptions of non-residential destinations neighbourhood perception and
urbanicity levels.

7 Bethlehem et al., 2014 Criterion Validity Inter- Intra observer reliability - Obesogenic environment

8 Ben-Joseph et al.,2013 Comparison of on-site and web-based - Agreement of Google Maps, Built environment on physical

Boston , Massachusetts audits Google street view, and MS Visual activities
Oblique
9 Badland et al., 2010 Criterion (physical) Test-retest reliability levels - Built environment attributes
New Zealand associated with walking and cycling
10 Boarnet et al., 2011 Predictive (walking) Reliable measurement of urban design How density
USA features Street pattern
Mixed use
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Pedestrian infrastructure
And variety of social and economic
factors affect walking

11 Cerin, E., et al 2011 (ASIA) | Face validity (expert panel) Inter- and Intra-rater reliability Differences in area estimates -
Hong Kong 8 urban and sub- between street-segment sampling
urban locations of Hong- strategies.
Kong.
12 Chaudhury, H etal., 2011 Content (additional qualitative Inter-rater reliability Variability of physical environment | physical environmental characteristics
Canada observations) features and their associations with physical
Vancouver, British Columbia | Construct/Known-group (urban vs activity in older adults.
and Portland, Oregon suburban and income level)
Neighbourhoods
13 Chow et al., 2010 Face validity (review of tools) Inter-rater reliability Creation of summary scores -
Canada Colombia Brazil Concurrent (residents’ perceptions)
China India
14 Chow et al., 2014 - Inter-rater reliability (auditing photos Resident’s perceptions of their Physical environment
Canada, using a standard protocol) community
Colombia, Brazil, China and
India
Griew et al., 2013 Parallel from reliability Inter and intra-rater reliability - This research was conducted as part o
15 Wigan , UK the wider
FAST study measuring environmental
associations with adult’s physical
activity.
16 Gasevic et al., 2011 - - Tested usability and feasibility of Nutrition and physical Activity??
Canada GPS
Sallis et al., 2015 Predictive (against series of ‘physical Inter-observer reliability Walking or bicycling for Physical Activity
17 (USA Seattle/King County, activity’ variables from residents’ surveys transportation and leisure or
Washington; San Diego and accelerometers across different age- neighbourhood physical activity
County, California; and the | groups) were measured with age-appropriate
Baltimore, Maryland— surveys, and total physical activity
Washington, DC) was measured with accelerometers.
18 Sharek et al., 2012 Content validity (theoretical model, Inter-rater reliability Temporal Stability Inequalities in smoking
Montreal, Canada scoping review, expert panel and focus
groups to deduct ‘reflective indicators’ of
latent constructs which are postulated to
relate to smoking). Focus group,
mentioned but not presented in detail.
19 Kemner et al., 2015 - Inter-rated reliability - -
United States and Puerto
Rico
20 Milam et al; (2016) Predictive (against local crime data) Inter-rater reliability Factor analysis Previously associated with youth-
USA reported alcohol, tobacco and other
Baltimore drugs.
21 Wilkerson et al., 2012 Predictive (against survey data on Reliability tested on a previous study An interview-administered survey Built environment

Portland Oregon

‘neighbourliness’ operationalized as a 6-
item scale tapping on reciprocity and trust,

conducted during the same time
period, including questions
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and adjusting for census or other aggregate
level variables of socio-demographic
environment

regarding neighbourliness 2000 tax-
assessor data

22 Wilson et al., 2012 - Reliability between three types of - Build environment
St. Louis audits (field, imagery and virtual)
Indianapolis which is not of direct interest to us
23 Wu et al., 2014 - Parallel form reliability between field | Image and Virtual “walked through” | Mental well-being
(Cambridgeshire) and virtual
England
24 Poortinga et al., 2017 Concurrent (against resident’s perceptions | Inter-rater reliability - Neighbourhood Attachment
Carmarthenshire of several aspects of neighbourhood)
Wales Predictive validity (against residents’
Cardiff attachment to neighbourhood)
Criterion (against an accepted audit tool
used as gold standard)
Convergent (against digitally map analysis
of related features)
25 Parsons et al., 2010 Inter-rater reliability Qualitative data to capture certain Socioeconomic Status
Canada Face validity (review and expert panel) aspects of the BFs being evaluated
Toronto Content validity (against qualitative to capture interactions with
observations of raters based on written residents, raters’ sense of personal
comment analysis and focus group safety, and aesthetic appeal of the
discussions) block face.
Construct (factorial) validity (to identify a
higher-order dimensionality of
domains/ ‘meta-categories’)
Known-group (construct) validity (against
neighbourhoods of different income
status)
26 Paquet et al., 2010 Face/content validity (using theory-driven | Inter- and intra-rater reliability - -
Canada review and expert panel opinion, although | Internal Consistency
Montreal process not presented in great detail)
Discriminant validity (based on
hypothesized direction of correlation
between domain-specific scores e.g.
inverse correlation between ‘positive’ and
‘negative’ characteristics)
27 Dills, J. E., Rutt, C. D., & - The reliability measures? - Association between walkability
Mumford, K. G. (2012). measures and walking to parks
(USA)
DeKalb County, Georgia
28 Odgers, C. L., et al. (2012). Concurrent (against local residents’ survey | Inter-rated reliability - Association between neighbourhood

(USA)

on neighbourhood problems)

socioeconomic status and child
outcomes
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Known-group construct validity (against
postulated graded relationship with
census-defined indices of

socioeconomic status)

Predictive (against outcomes of interest
from resident and teacher surveys, such as
prosocial and antisocial behaviour as well
as healthy weight among local children.

Consumer based geo-demographic
classifications of deprivation and
health

Local resident surveys of disorder and|
safety

Parent and teacher assessments of
children’s antisocial behaviour,
prosocial behaviour and body mass
index.

29 Su, M, et al., (2014). (China) | Concurrent (residents’ perceptions of built | Inter-rater reliability Authors use a multi-level model to Urban built environment related to
Zhejiang Province environment using NEWS-A) and assess the extent to which physical activity
Hangzhou predictive (IPAQ for physical activity) individual (subjective) perceptions
Shangcheng District and validity of environment and neighbourhood-
Xiacheng District level (objective) audit measurement
are associated with physical activity
measures (outcome) after adjusting
for other individual-level
characteristics including SES and
BMI (confounders)
30 Taylor, B. T., et al.,. (2011). Convergent validity Agreement between the remote and - The study assessed the correlation
southwest part of Sydney direct assessment methods between the remote method of
(Australia) assessing the quality of public open
spaces (using Google Earth and the
shorter POST) and direct observation
of public open spaces using the
original POST
31 Taylor, W. C., et al., (2012). Known-group construct validity (against Auditors had to contact a solo audit Not Mentioned Population density and income are
USA (Harris County - neighbourhood income level) with reliable and accurate results negatively related
Houston) Land use diversity and income are
negatively related
Street design and income are
positively related
Physical disorder/incivilities and
income are negatively related.
32 Topmiller, M., et al., (2015). | No NO - Youth report safety and a lack of
(USA) Adapting items from existing tools that adapting items from existing tools that recreational resources as inhibiting
Covington, Kentucky-Ohio have been tested for validity and have been tested for validity and physical activity
reliability; however, no such testing was reliability; however, no such testing
completed for the new tool was completed for the NWA
33 Rundle et al., 2011 Parallel form reliability between field | Not mentioned Not mentioned
(New York City) and virtual (or concordance as authors
describe it)
34 Kepper et al., 2017 inter/intra-rater agreement of two 1)Street level in person Poverty

Southeast Louisiana

Face validity of parcel-level audit tool
(expert panel)

sources (field vs virtual) and two
levels of spatial resolution (street vs
parcel).

2)Street level virtual
3) Parcel —level in person
4) Parcel-level virtual
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35

Knapp et al., 2016
Pennsylvania

Face validity (based on adapting previous
tools)

Criterion validity (against accepted
Walkscore as gold standard)

Known-group construct validity (against
measures of SED and population density)
Discriminant validity (based on
correlations between domain scores)
Predictive validity (using community-level
summary measures of obesity

Reliability

Correlation with BMI
Socioeconomic deprivation
Standard Walk Score
Population density

36

Macro et al., 2017
Valencia
Spain

Construct factorial validity (using
confirmatory factor analysis to test the
latent structure of the scale)

Known-group construct validity (against
indices of SED i.e. education and property
value)

Predictive validity (against indicators of
criminality)

Inter-Rater Reliability

Confirmatory factor analyses were
performed to
test the latent structure of the scale.

In addition, correlations between the
factor scores and socioeconomic and
criminality indicators

37

Malecki et al., 2014
USA

Face validity (based on review and
formative process to identify primary
domains of the social and built
environment associated with range of
outcomes of interest)

Concurrent (against residents’ perceptions
of neighbourhood using three questions)
Predictive (against health promoting
behaviours i.e. physical activity and diet)
Known-group construct validity (against
S-variable composite index of economic
hardship)

Inter-Rater Reliability

Descriptive analyses-prevalence of
selected built and social
environmental features

Built and social environment data
Sociodemographic factors

Health behaviours

Perceived environment

Economic deprivation

Socioeconomic status

38

Quintas , 2013
(Finland
Poland
Spain)

Concurrent validity (as the audit tool also
includes a version that captures residents’
perceptions)

Built environment and Aging in
Europe

39

Feuillet et al., 2016
(Belgium, France, Hungary,
Netherlands, UK)

Construct factorial validity (using factor
analysis to identify a higher-order
dimensionality and hierarchical cluster
analysis to identify a typology of
neighbourhoods based on the identified
factors)

The validity and reliability (using test-
retest) of the tool was previously
demonstrated in a random sample
street from four Dutch
neighbourhoods (Bethleem et
al.,2014)

Multiple factor analysis
Fisher’s exact tests

Obesogenic environment and SES
neighbourhoods

40

Fisher et al., 2010
New York

Inter-rater reliability Assessing
reliability after adaptation of
established tool for rural settings

Built environment for physical-
activity

41

Gullon et al., 2015
Madrid, Spain

Content validity (for the original tool
developed in New Zealand using

Inter- and Intra-Rater Reliability
Also, assessed the parallel form
reliability of virtual versus field audits

Using stakeholder interviews and a
Delphi study, four factors were
identified that likely support

Cycling and Walking?
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stakeholder interviews and Delphi study,
which was then modified for Madrid)
Known-group validity to assess the
discriminatory ability of the tool in
different types of neighbourhoods defined
by urban form on the basis of population
density as a proxy

physical activity behaviour within
the neighbourhood environment:
Within the same Delphi group,
depending on the importance for
supporting neighbourhood walking
and cycling, weights were applied

42 Lafontaine et al., 2017 Face validity (based on literature review Interrater reliability Compare the neighbourhood The correlation between Qs and self-
Ottawa and iterative process, previously Also assessed internal consistency to average aesthetics index reported overweight or obese (BMI)
described, of selecting the items, which is assess whether all items tap on the score, Qs, to three health SES. IPAQ.
nevertheless not presented) same latent construct ‘aesthetic score’ | determinants: Neighbourhood
Known-group validity (against indices of (which is a reliability rather than a SES, self-reported overweight or
SES) validity test). obese BMI and physical
Predictive validity (against health activity. Neighbourhood SES was
outcomes such as IPAQ physical activity calculated for 96
and BMI)
43 Lee and Talen, 2014 - Inter-rater reliability - Developed a hybrid method to -
USA streamline audits using GIS and
Arizona Google Street view
44 Leonard et al., 2011 Construct factorial validity (to identify Inter-rater reliability Factor analysis using a principal Geographic Aggregation
Dallas, Texas higher-order dimensionality) factor method with a promax Study audited at a very high spatial
Predictive validity (against self-reported rotation was implemented to distill resolution and then tested summary
health status) the parcel-level data into summary scores at various levels of
variables. geographical aggregation
A door-to-door survey collected data
on subjective health status using a 5-
level scale but details are not
presented
45 Leung et al., 2010 Construct factorial validity (using Internal reliability This is a study among a sub-set of energy intake and expenditure among
Northern California exploratory factor analysis to identify a participants in a cohort study and young girls and whether any of these
higher-order structure of five investigated the association of associations were modified by
neighbourhood scales) neighbourhood environment race/ethnicity.
Known-group construct validity (against domains (measured via audit) with
Neighbourhood Deprivation Index) diet and physical activity outcomes
Predictive validity (against total energy after adjusting for individual-level
intake and physical activity from survey covariates and area-level
data among cohort under investigation) deprivation.
46 Robinson et al., 2014 - - RALA Segment Assessment Physical Activity
USA (Deep South) Town Program and Policy
Assessment

Town Wide Assessment
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APPENDIX VI: CyNOTes v1.0 Primarily institutional......................... 4

Primarily recreational.................c........ 5
) ) ) Primarily vacant/undeveloped lots......6
Cypriot Neighborhood Observation Tool for Mixed (AVOID if possible)................ 7
auditing community environments other.......... o 8
Data Collector Name:
Date: B. Characteristics of the general environment,
Time of Day: streets and sidewalks
Neighbourhood:
# of obs. made in this neighbourhood: 1. Type of street (Code all that apply)
Street segment/length: Major/busy street. . .|
# of obs. made on this street segment: Moderately busy street e 2
) ] Side street (to major road) ................. 3
General information Residential road......................... 4
) Dead-end Street........ccocvvvvverieniennnnn, 5
1. What mode of transportation are you One-way Street.......ccovevereeeeeeennenn 6
using?
Wz_ﬂlgng .................................. 1 2 What is the traffic flow?
Driving.......oooovi 2 No traffic/Very light.............c........... 1
. Light (occasional).........ccccceevvevennnnns 2
2. What are the current weather conditions? MOAErate ......coevreeeieieireee e 3
Sunny, hot & humid................... 1 Heavy... 4
Sunny & pleasant ....................... 2 Very heavy (Steady Stream) .............. 5
Partly sunny..............ooooeiini. 3
Cloudy ................................... 4 3 HOW Would you rate the Condltlon Of the
Rall’ly .................................... 5 street su rfaces’)
Poor (sizeable cracks, potholes, broken
A. General land use curb along MOST or all).................. 1
Fail .o 2
1. Based on street-level footage, how is the Moderately good...........ccccevvvrrnnnnen. 3
land used on this block face? Very good (no cracks, potholes, or broken

(Mark all that apply) 0115) JOR R 4

Residential (not vacant)...................... 1 Under construction..............o..ee.ee.... 5

Commercial, business, professional.........2

Industl‘lal, Warehouse, manufactur.lng ...... 3 4. Are there Speed reduc|ng measures on the

Institutional (school, church, medical).....4  gtreet? (Code all that apply)

Parking Iot..........oooooini 5 NONE....vooeeeereriee e 0

Vacant lot or open space...................... 6 Speed bump.....cccooeieieieeee 1

Vacant residential house/building........... 7 Roundabout...........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiene, 2

Vacant nOI"I-reSIdentlal ........................ 8 Reduced Speed Ilmlt posted .............. 3

Park or playground........................... 9 School/playground zone.................. 4

Waterfront .................................... 10 Other (please Specrfy) _______________________ 5

Expressway.......coooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiii 11

) 5. Avre there places intended/marked for
2. How would you characterize the pedestrians to cross the street? (from I-M
predominant land use on this block face? inventory)

(Code the predominant form) Many........coooeoeieieieeeeel 2
Primarily residential.............c.cccovenen 1 Some. ...\ 1
Primarily commercial..........c......coc...... 2 None. ... 0
Primarily industrial............cccccoovvenenne. 3
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6. For an individual who is on this
segment, how safe (traffic wise) do you think it
is to cross the street? (from 1-M inventory)

Pretty/Very safe........................ 2
Not very safe/unsafe.................... 1
7. For an individual who is on this

segment, how convenient (traffic wise) do you
think it is to cross the street? (from I-M

inventory)
Pretty/Very convenient.................. 2
Not
very/inconvenient.................... 1

8. What are the parking arrangements

on the block face? (Code the predominant
form)

NONE.....ooiiie e 0
Mostly Street........ccovvvrvrieieieniene 1
Mostly off-street (e.g. driveways)....2
Mostly private parking lots.............. 3
Mostly public l0ts.........cccoveieiiennns 4
9. Avre there cars parked on the
pavement?
NO Lo 0
YES oot 1

10. Did you observe any parking
violations on the block face?

11. Are there abandoned
cars/trucks/SUVs on any of the streets, alleys
or lots visible on this block face?

NONE...eee s 0
ONE OrtWO......ooeeeeeeeeeiee e, 1
Three or foUr......cocvevvcieeeeeeeeee, 2
More than four.........cccoevveveieevree. 3

12. Are there old, beat-up
cars/trucks/SUVs on the street, in driveways
or yards on this block face?

NONE...ee e 0
ONE OrtWO......oeeeeeeeeee e 1
Three or foUr.......evvvveeiiieceeeee e 2
More than four.........cccovvveveieevinnen, 3

13. How many sides of the street have
sidewalks (from I-M inventory)

NONE....vveiie i 0
ONe...oviiii i 1
TWO. o 2

14, Is the sidewalk complete/ continuous on

one or both sides? ((from I-M inventory)
Neither........cooovvviiiiiiin.. 0
Continuous, on one side.................... 1
Continuous, on both sides................. 2

15. How would you rate the walkability of this
segment?
No sidewalks..........ccoeevviviinnnni. 0
Narrow sidewalk, both sides (<3 ft).1
Narrow sidewalk, one side (<3 ft)...2
Wide sidewalk, one side (3-6 ft)......3
Wide sidewalk, both sides (3-6 ft)....4
Very wide, > on one side (>6 ft)......5

16. Obstructions for walkability on sidewalks
(e.g. parked cars, lamb posts/trees, pots,

discontinuity etc)
NONe...o.viiiiiiie e, 0
Alittle....ooiiiiii 1
SOME....covviiiiiiii 2
Alot oo 3

17. Is there a buffer (e.g. parked cars,
landscaped “buffer”, strips) between sidewalk and
street? (from I-M inventory)

NO .ot 0

18. How would you rate the condition of the
sidewalks on the block face?

No sidewalks.........ccccccovvriviiinininnnnn. 0
Poor (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or
uneven along MOST surface).............. 1
Fair (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or
uneven along SOME of the surface)......... 2
Moderately good (holes and cracks, only,
OCCASIONALLY)...voviviiiiiiiiianne, 3
VErY g00d.......ociveiieieiiesie e 4
Under construction..........c.ccvveveivenene. 5

19. Avre there greenbelts, trails or paths other
than sidewalks along the street? (from I-M

inventory).
NO oo 0
YES o 1
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20. Is there outdoor lighting on the
segment (including street lights, public paths or
public spaces)? (from I-M inventory).

NO ©oi 0

21. How steep or hilly is this segment?
from I-M inventory).

Steep slope.....ccevvvveviiiiiiiiiinnnn, 2
Moderate slope............ceevvnnn.. 1
Flat or gentle slope..................... 0

22. Is there public transportation (e.g. a
bus stop) in this block face?
NO Lo 0

23. Are there purposively planted trees/
or other vegetation between the sidewalk and
the street or in other public spaces? (adapted
question/responses from HEP-NOC)

NONE....iiiiiii 0
1-49% of the block face (a few)........ 1
50%-99% (some/a lot)........cccccvrvennene 2
100% (most/all)........ccocvvervnririinnnns 3
24, Are there trees in people’s gardens?
(added)
NONE.....oiiie e 0
509%0-99%0.......eeueeierieiene e 2
10090, 3

25. Is the sidewalk shaded by trees? (from
I-M inventory)
Yes/Somewhat ......................... 1

26. Avre there houses with purposively
planted vegetation (including healthy pots and

baskets)?
NONE....oei i 0
50%0-99%0.....c.ceveeeieieee e 2
10090 3

217. Mark all types of public spaces on this
area (from 1-M inventory)

Park/Playground........................ 1
Playing or sport field.................. 2
Plaza/square/courtyard................. 3

Public garden........................... 4
Beach............coooiiiiiiii 5
Vacant lot/undeveloped land......... 6
Nature feature................coovvenn.e 7
NONE. .o 8

28. What is the general condition of the
public spaces? (Code all that apply)

Poor/deteriorated............ccccevervennnnne. 1
| SR 2
Good/well-Kept.........ccooervrerereninnns 3
Mixed (extreme difference).............. 4

29. What public courtesies are visible?

(Code all that apply)
NONE...coviiieiiiiee e 0
Trash cans/bins (non-residential).....1
Public phones ..............c.cceoen 2
Newspaper diSpenser........c..cccovevenn.. 3
Public seating/benches...................... 4
Drinking fountains...................... 5

30. Avre there bicycle facilities?

(Code all that apply)
NONE...c.viiiiiieese e 0
Bicycle parking/stands...................... 1
Bicycle lanes..........ccoocevvvvvevvivennn, 2
Other ..o 3

31. How would you rate the bikability of this
segment, on shoulder/marked lane, not considering

the road?
No shoulder/marked lane............. 0
Narrow paved shoulder (<3 ft)....... 1
Wide paved shoulder (>3 ft).......... 2
Narrow marked lane (<3 ft)............3
Wide marked lane (>3 ft)............. 4

32. Obstructions for bikability (on
shoulder/marked lane, not on the road

NONC....ooiiiiiiiiii i, 0

Alittle.......ooooiiii. 1

Some.....coovviiiiiiiiii 2

Alot oo, 3
33. Avre there indications of neighborhood
uniformity?

NO e 0

YES oottt 1
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34. Are there signs which denote a
neighborhood name or monuments/
markers (e.g. statue, banner etc) that
indicate someone is entering a special area?
(from I-M inventory)

NO Lo 0

35. Is this segment characterized by having
a significant open view of an object or scene
that is not on the segment? (from I-M

inventory)
NO Lo 0
YES oot 1

36. How attractive is the open view? from
I-M inventory)

ALractive.....oocooeeve e, 0
Neutral......cccooee i 1
Unattractive.........oovveeeevieeeinnnn. 2
NO VIEWS. .., 3

37. Does any business, institution or
residence feature an explicit display of
symbols, colors, names, signs with ethnic
orientation? (modified from HEP-NOC)

NO e 0

38. Does any business, institution or
residence feature an explicit display of
GREEK/CYPRIOT national symbols, colors,
names, signs? (added)

NO Lo 0
YES oot 1
39. What other types of signs are visible?
(Code all that apply)
NONE.....oiiie e 0
Cultural events.........ccccoocevviniennnnnne 1
Popular entertainment...................... 2
Local athletic events.........c.cccceennnne. 3
Political events/gathering................. 4
Neighbourhood social events............ 5
Neighbourhood crime watch............. 6
Neighbourhood helper/helping hand.7
Security warnings.........cccoeeveneennennn 8
Beware of guard dog..........cceevvruennee. 9
NO trespassing........ccocveeverereeivennenn. 10
No Parking ... 11

No visitors/sales people.................12

40. Are there billboards present on this
segment? (from 1-M inventory)

Some/ Alot ..o 2
Few oo, 1
NONE .o, 0

41. Are any of the following advertisements
visible on the block face (from HEP-NOC)?
Sign advertising tobacco products....1
Sign advertising beer/other alcohol...2
Sign advertising fast food.............. 3
None of the above....................... 4

42. Rate the attractiveness of this segment?
(from I-M inventory)

AractiVve. ...ooo oo, 3
Neutral ... 2
Unattractive ........oooveeeeeeeinnii ... 1

43. How interesting is the architecture/ urban
design of this segment (from I-M inventory)

Interesting ...........cooevviviininn. 3
Somewhat interesting ............... 2
Uninteresting ...........c..ccoeeunnn.. 1
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C. Commercial Establishments, Services,
and Institutions

1. Please look at the list below and

indicate the presence of commercial

establishments that you observed on this

block face. Are there any...(CIRCLE WHAT

APPLIES)

01. Street vendors

02. Banks

03. Check cashing services

04. Pawn shops

05. Second hand stores/thrift shops
06. Massage parlour

07. Sex stores/porno shops/peep shows
08. Video store

09. Video games/pool halls

10. Liquor stores

11. Bars

12. Coffee shops: traditional

13. Coffee shops/cafe

14. Restaurants

15. Fast food/take out places

16. Hotels/motels

17. Cinema/theatre

18. Parking lot (commercial)

19. Barber shops and beauty salons
20. Dry cleaners/tailors

21. Laundromats

22. Clothing store

23. Discount stores (e.g. WalMart)
24. Convenience stores/7-11s

25. Food stores (e.g. bakery, butcher)
26. Grocery stores: large chain

27. Grocery stores: independent
28. Drug store/pharmacy

29. Specialty stores (e.g. books,
software)

30. Variety stores

31. Electronics stores

32. Appliance sales/rental/ repair/etc
33. Home repair/hardware/lumber
34. Garden stores/nurseries

35. Furniture store: new

36. Furniture store: used

37. Gas station

38. Car repairs/garages

39. Car sales

40. Travel agents

41. Real estate

42. Manufacturing: light

43. Manufacturing: heavy

44. \Warehouses

45. Other: specify.......ccovvvvennn..
46. None

2. Please look at the list below and indicate
the presence of institutions that you observed on
this block face. Are there any ( CIRCLE WHAT
APPLIES)

01. Churches and religious
Institutions

02. Police station

03. Courts/jails/detention centers

04. Fire station

05. Post office

06. Employment/manpower offices

07. Welfare offices

08. Public services

09. Health or medical clinic

10. Hospital

11. Day care center/nursery

schools/children’s centers

12. Public schools: elementary

13. Public schools: junior high

14. Public schools: high school

15. Public schools: technical

16. Schools: parochial or religious

17. Schools: private, trade/technical

18. Schools: private schools

19. Schools: college or university

20. Recreation/community center

21. Utilities: gas, water, electric

22. Community-based organization/

Charitable organizations

23. Libraryl/ies

24. Other, specify..........ccceoevenn.n.

25. None
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D. Residential Land Use

1. What are the types of housing on this
block face? (Code all that apply)

No residential units . S URRRURRN |

Single-family houses detached ..................... 1
Single-family housed, semi-detached.........2

DUPIEXES. ..ot 3
Row houses.........ccovviviiiiiiiiiiieen 4
Low rise apartment buildings (seven or more

units, one to four floors) ........ccccoeeveieiennee 5

Mid-rise apartment buildings (4-10 floors)...6
High-rise apartment buildings (> 10 floors)..7
Housing units over commercial store fronts .8
Other, specify .......covveviiiiiiiiiine, 9

2. What type of residential housing
occupies the most space on the block face?
(from HEP-NOC)

No residential units . veeeeeennnnnn0
Single-family houses detached ..................... 1
Single-family housed, semi-detached.........2
DUPIEXES....eeviieieieeee e 3
Row houses.........ccoviviiiiiiiiiiii, 4
Low rise apartment buildings (seven or more
units, one to four floors) .......ccccceevvevviiennns 5

Mid-rise apartment buildings (4-10 floors)...6
High-rise apartment buildings (> 10 floors)..7
Housing units over commercial store fronts .8

Other, specify .......ocoveviiiiiiiiii, 9
3. Roughly how many residences are
there in this block face?

Lessthan 20 ......ccooceveviviiieiiiceeene 1
2049 ..o 2
50-99 ..o 3

100+ s 4

4. How many storeys high are the
majority of the buildings?

ONE..cice e 1

TWO..oeecee et 2

Three to four.......cocevvvvvieece e, 3

Five tO NINe......oooeeieeeccecc e 4

More than 10........cccccevveviievieiieciens 5

5. How many buildings contain vertical-

mixed use (i.e. building has different uses on
different floors) (from 1-M inventory)
Some/alot.......cooovvviiiiiiiiinn... 1

Few. .o 2

NONE .. 3

No building > 1 story................... 4

6. How would you rate the condition of the
best house/residential building on the block face?
Abandoned, unusable........................... 1
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected................ 2

Fair (multiple minor/one major repair)........ 3
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs)....4
Excellent (new/newly renovated)................ 5

7. How would you rate the condition of the
worst house/residential building on the block
face?

Abandoned, unusable........................... 1
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected................ 2
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair)......... 3
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs).....4
Excellent (new/newly renovated)................. 5
8. In general, how would you rate the

condition of the most of the houses/ residential
building on the block face?

Abandoned, unusable............................ 1
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected................. 2
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair).......... 3
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs)......4
Excellent (new/newly renovated).................. 5
Mixed (Extreme difference) AVOID THIS
RESPONSE IF POSSIBLE..................... 6
9. How would you rate the condition of the
best residential grounds on the block face?
None/not applicable..........cccccoevviveiinnnnne 0
Poor (significantly neglected)................ |
Fair (somewhat neglected)..........cc.ccooeeuennee 2
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown)................... 3

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)......... 4

10. How would you rate the condition of the
worst residential grounds on the block face?

None/not applicable.........cc.cccovvverinnnnne 0
Poor (significantly neglected)................ 1
Fair (somewhat neglected).........c.ccocveenne. 2
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown).................. 3

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)......4
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11. How would you rate the condition of
the most of the residential grounds on the
block face?

None/not applicable............cccooeiininnenn. 0
Poor (significantly neglected)................ 1
Fair (somewhat neglected)............ccccevennnee. 2
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown).................. 3
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)........ 4
Mixed (Extreme difference) ............... 5

12. How many residences have private
driveways/private garages? (adapted from I-
M inventory)

Some/ Alot cooovvvveeiiiiiiiiii 2
FewW oo 1
NONE. .o 0

13. What proportion of residences have
some form of decoration/external
beautification (e.g. decorated gardens/
balconies, nameplates, window boxes)?

[ T0] 11T 0
% or fewer of residences........coccevvevverenn. 1
More than Y2 of residences.........cccveeen... 2
AL e, 3

14. Approximately what proportion of
residences on this block face have their own
private yard/ garden space?

NONE....cooeee e 0
LesS than Ya...u.covceeeiveieieeeee e 1
Between Yz and Ya........ocovvveveiiciineenne, 2
More than Ya.......covevvcieeeeeeee e 3
All e 4

15. Approximately what proportion of
residences have their own front private
balcony, porch or terrace?

NONE....cooeee e 0
LesS than Ya.....oovceeeeivciieeciee e 1
Between Yz and Ya........ocovvveveiiciineenne, 2
More than Ya.......coceevvcieiieeie e 3
All e 4

16. Approximately what proportion of the
residential buildings have a border?
NONe ..ovvvviiiiiiieeeee e 0

LesS than Ya.....oovceeeeieciieeeiee e 1
Between Y2 and Ya........ooevvviviivciinnenne, 2
More than Ya......ccoceevvciicieee e 3
AlL e 4

17. What is the average height of residence
borders?

Below waist level..........ccoocovveeviveiiin, 1
Below head level.......cccccccvvvveevvennnnnn, 2
Above head level..........ccooovveeviiiiiiin, 3

18. What proportion of residence buildings
have window security bars or gratings on doors
or windows?

NONE.....etiiiiiiiii e 0
LesS than Ya.....covceeeiieiiiceeeiee e 1
Between Yz and Ya........ooeoviviiiiiinnenne, 2
More than Ya.......cocvevvciiiieiie e 3
All e 4

19. What proportion of residence buildings
have signs indicating they are protected by private
security services?

[N 0] 1 [T 0
LeSS than Ya....eeevvceeieiecieie e 1
Between ¥4 and Ya......cocceveveveeeeviiiiinene 2
More than Ya......cccovveevcveeiiciie e 3
All e 4

20. What proportion of residence buildings
have signs indicating they are protected by dogs?

[N 0] [T 0
LeSS than Ya.....covceeei e 1
Between Y2 and Ya........ooeovveveiviiienennann, 2
More than Ya.......cocvevvciiiiciic e 3
All e 4

21. Avre there any barking dogs in this
segment? (adapted from I-M inventory)

22. Do you see any stray or loose dogs? (from

HEP-NOC)
NO e 0
Y S i, 1

23. What proportion of residences have “for
sale” or “for rent” signs?

(L0 [T 0
Less than 1/10.....ccceeeeeviieceeeiieee e, 1
ONE INEN 10 Yaruvvveeeieeeeeeeeieeiiee e 2
MOFe than Ya...ccuveeiiee e 3
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24. What proportion of residences are
burned out, boarded up, or abandoned?

NONE....coiee e 0
Less than 1/10......ccccvvcviieiciiiee e, 1
ONe INtEN O Yaueoooveieiieeie i 2
More than Ya......ccoevevvcieieieiee e 3

25. Are any of the residential buildings
being renovated? (ADDED)
NO e 0
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E. Non-Residential Land Use
1. How many vacant/undeveloped lots

are there in this block face? 6. What proportion of the commercial /
NONE ..ol 0 industrial buildings have “for sale” or “for
Less than Ya.......ccoevveevviinieiice e, 1 rent” signs?
Between ¥4 and Y2......cccoevviiiniiiinninns 2 NONE...oviiieieie e 0
More than Ya........ccceveiiininineeene 3 Less than 1/10......ccccooeeinenineeeeeeee 1
All oo 4 ONe INteN t0 Yau.cveieeeeeeeeee 2
More than Ya........cccceeeveieineneceneeene 3
2. What is the overall condition of the
vacant/undeveloped property? 7. Are any of the commercial/industrial
No vacant/underdeveloped property...0 buildings being renovated?
POON ... 1 NO e 0
Fail ..o 2 YES i 1
(€100 o R P R PR 3
Mixed (extreme difference)................. 4 F. Parks, Playground, Outdoor public spaces
3. What is the overall condition of the 1. Is there a park or playground?
commercial/industrial buildings/ NO oo 0
grounds? Yes (unfettered access)........ccccevverueneen. 1
No commercial/industrial buildings....0 Yes (controlled access)........cccevueruneen. 2
Abandoned, unusable.................... 1
Poor/deteriorated (major repairs)........ 2 2 What is the overall condition of
Fair (multiple minor repairs/1 major)..3  playgrounds/ parks?
Good (near perfect, touch-up repairs).4 Poor/deteriorated...........cccccvvvriviinnnnn. 1
Excellent (new or newly renovated)...5 FaIl e 2
Mixed (extreme difference)................. 6 GOOG....ceiieieieee s 3
Excellent.......coooeieiiieiieeeeens 4
4. What proportion of the commercial/ Mixed (extreme difference)................. 5
industrial buildings have security
bars/grating on windows and/or pull- 3. Who are the occupants of the
down metal security blinds on the playgrounds/parks?
doors and entrances? NO ONE...ovieiieie e 0
NONE....ciieieceee e 0 Adults only.....ccovvveieiieiiceee 1
Less than Ya......ccceevveevenieieieee e, 1 Adults with children.............ccccceevenn. 2
Between ¥z and Y........coccoeiiiiicens 2 TEEN QrOUPS...ccvverieeeiiesieeniee e 3
More than Ya.......cccoeeiiiiniiiieeeine 3 Groups of unaccompanied children....4
Allii 4 MiXed USAQE......crveeeireeirrieieeiieeeienes 5
5. What proportion of the commercial/ 4, What other play spaces are available?
industrial properties have security (Code all that apply)
fences, high mesh fencing with None (Skip to question #60)................ 0
barbed wire or spiked tops and/or Sidewalks........cooveviviiiiii e 1
security devices? Open or undeveloped/vacant lots......... 2
NONE....co e 0 Street oo 3
Less than Ya......cccevvveveveiiiiecececeen, 1 Public gardens..................cooennlal. 4
Between Y4 and Y2......cccoeviiiiniiiinnins 2 Plaza/square .............cocovveviiiininn, 5
More than Ya.......cccoovviiiiieiinecens 3 Residence grounds..........cccocevvveviennnnne 6
All 4 Dead-end street or cul-de-sac............... 7
Concrete slab (for basketball, etc.)......8
Other public space .........cccceeevinriennne 9
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5. Are any vacant lots or open or
undeveloped spaces (not fenced in)?
(modified from HEP-NOC)

In good condition (well-kept)........... 1
In poor condition (poorly kept)....... 2
Equipped with playground equipment.3
Used for gardens........................ 4
Used for parking......................... 5
Set up with chairs or furniture for
socializing...........oceevviiniiiniinnn.n 6
None of the above..................... 7

6. What is the overall condition of public

use recreational spaces or grounds, other
than parks & playgrounds assessed above
(including vacant lots)? (from HEP-NOC)

NONE....oviiii i 0
Poor/deteriorated (e.g. trash,
overgrown, broken glass etc)............... 1
Fair (moderate trash, somewhat
OVErgrown €tC).....covvveeeenenerieseeienes 2
Good (very little or no trash, grass cut,
no broken glass)........ccoceveviieiininnnn. 3
Excellent.......ccocooeveieiniiiece 4
Mixed (extreme difference)................ 5
7. Who are the occupants of other play
spaces?
NO ONE...oiiiii e 0
Adults only......cooeeiie 1
Adults with children............ccccceeenne. 2
TEEN GrOUPS....cvverivieiierieeieesiee e 3
Groups of unaccompanied children.....4
MiXed USAQE.....cevereeriereerieieeeeiesieeienias 5
8. What kinds of recreational facilities/
destination are on the block face?
(Code all that apply)
None . USRI |
Park.......ocovveieeiiece e 1
Playground..........cccoovviiiniiiiinniiinnins 2
Sports/playing fields/courts ............ 3
Swimming pool ..., 4
Community yards/gardens................... 5
Community CeNtre........cevvevevivereennnn 5
Gym/indoor facility...........cccoevrvennnn. 6
Plaza/Square...............coovvieienl . 7
Vacant lots/undeveloped land......... 8

Beach ..o 9
Nature feature........................... 10
Other (specify).......cvvvviiiininninnn. 11
9. Do the recreational facilities contain:
Sports fields/courts.........cccovvvvrveiennnnne 1
Sports stands/seating............c.ccoeerenene 2
Sports equipment............ccccevererieeennn 3
Playground equipment...........cc.ccceeee. 4
Picnic tables........ccoviiiiiii 5
POOIS.....ocieceee e 6
Bike/walking paths..........ccccooovviiinnnnn. 7
None of the above..........ccccoeverviienene. 8

10. In general, how would you rate the
condition of the public use recreational
equipment on the block face? (from HEP-NOC)

NONe...ooviiiii 1

Poor (needs major repair, unusable)...... 2

Fair (peeling paint, minor repair, usable)3
GoOod. ..o 4
Excellent............ccoovviiiiiiiiiinini. 5

11. What proportion of private residence
grounds have toys or play equipment?

NONE.....evtiiiiiiee e 0
LeSS than Ya.....coveveeii e 1
Between Yaand Ya......c..ooeoveevvivicenennann, 2
More than Ya......ocoveeveieieeee e 3
Al e 4
Not applicable/no yards........................ 5

12. In general, how would you rate the
condition of the toys or play equipment in
private residence grounds? (added)

NONC....viiiii i 1
Poor (needs major repair, unusable)...... 2
Fair (peeling paint, minor repair, usable)3
Good..ooiii 4
Excellent...........cocooiiiiiiiiiin.. 5

G. People

1. Are there any people visible outdoors?

Y Sttt 1

NO 2

2. Who do you see? (Code all that apply)
Adults (ages 18 and up).................. 1
Teenagers (ages 13-17)........cccce...... 2
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Preteens (ages 6-12).....................e. 3
Preschool children (ages 5 and under)...4

3. What is the reaction of neighbours to
raters? (Code all that apply)

None or very little notice taken............ 0
Friendly greeting..........ccooeoveiinennnne. 1
Glances of idle curiosity..........cc.c........ 2
Blatant speculative stares..................... 3
Treated with suspicion................... 4
Residents ask raters what they are
OING. .o 5
Entered into conversation............... 6
People tell raters what to do

for neighbourhood.............ccccoverierinnen. 7
Verbally or physically harassed...... 8

4. Did you see any children the block
face?
(Code all that apply)
Did not see children ....... 0
Sitting or standing on the porch or in
the front yard.........ccooeviveieiiienciiennn, 1
Playing on the porch or in the front

Walking, playing in a park/
playground/recreational space............ 3
Sitting/standing/playing in street ......4
Sitting/standing/playing in an
undeveloped/vacant lot........................ 5
Walking on the sidewalk or street.......6

5. How many children (under 12 yrs old)
did you see?

ONE L0 FIVE...eeeeeeeeeee e 1
1] D (0 T 5 T 2
12 O MOTE.eeeiieeeeeeeee e 3

6. What proportion of children were
under adult supervision?

NONB..cee e 0
LesS than Ya.....covceeeiicieeeeeee e 1
Between Yz and Ya.......cooovcvviivininnenne, 2
More than Ya.......coceevvciieieee e 3
All e 4

7. Did you see any teenagers in the
neighbourhood?

No (Skip to question #79).................... 0

Y B et 1

8. Did you see any teenagers in groups of

three or more?

No (Skip to question #79).........ccccceueee 0
YES oot 1

9. Were teenagers in the groups you saw
male, female, or mixed?

Allmale.....ooo e, 1
All female ....oooove e, 2
Mixed male/female .....c..oooeevvvveeinn. 3

10. What do you see teenagers doing?

(Code all that apply)

Did not see teenagers .......ccccoceeververienrennn.
Walking, not necessarily for exercise........
Gardening or landscaping....................
Socializing/talking with other teenagers....3
Doing home chores, or car care.................
Sitting or standing on the porch ................
Supervising children..........................
Standing/loitering on the sidewalk............
Drinking alcohol..............................

Smoking.........coovviiiiiii,
Waiting at a public transit stop................
Walking @ dog.......cccovvereiieneiicnieiiennnn

11. What adult activity did you observe?

(Code all that apply)
Did not see adults .........occovvvviviiiieeeinnns 0

Walking, not necessarily for exercise......

Gardening or landscaping.................. 2
SOCIAlZING.....e e
Doing home repair, or car care.................
Sitting or standing on the porch ...............
Supervising children...........ccocooiiviinnnns
Patronizing business establishments.........
Standing/loitering on the sidewalk...........

Exercising/ active behavior................ 15
Encaging in recreational activity............ 16
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12.Did you see any people drinking alcohol
openly in the block face?
NO Lo 0

13. Did you see disorderly or
misbehaving groups of children?

14, Did you see disorderly or
misbehaving groups of teenagers?

15. Did you see disorderly or
misbehaving groups of adults?
NO Lo 0

16. Did you hear or see another language
other than English in the block face?
Did not hear or see any non- English
1aNQUAGE(S). . eveereereerierieeieie e 0
Heard or saw other language(s)............. 1

H. Incivilities
1. lIsthere garbage, junk or litter (incl.
broken glass, clothes, paper) on any of
the streets or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant
lots?

NONE ..., 0
A little/light 1
SOME..iiiiiiiiii e 2
A lot/heavy......ccoovveieiniiiceee, 3

2. Are there empty beer containers or
liquor bottles on the street or sidewalks, in
yards, or vacant lots?

NONE ... 0
Alittle/light.........cccoovveveiiiieeee 1
SOME...eiiiiiiie e 2
A 1Ot/NeavY ....c.cccovveveiieiecece e 3

3. Are there cigarettes or cigar butts or
discarded cigarette packages on any of
the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or
gutters?

NONE oo 0

4. Are there any piles (significant
accumulations) of garbage or dumped
materials on any of the streets or sidewalks, in
yards/lots or gutters?

5. Are there animal droppings/fouling on the
sidewalks/street?

I [0] 11 0
Alittle/light.........cooveveiiiieee, 1
0] 1 1 LT 2
A lot/heavy ..., 3

6. Is there graffiti on any of the buildings,
sidewalks, walls, or signs?
NOne ......oovvviiiieiieeeeeeeeeeineeen 0

ATIElE s 1
SOME....oiiiiii 2
At 3
7. What types of graffiti are visible? (Code
all that apply)
Political........ccccoeviiiiiieieeee 1
TagUING. .. 2
AL 3
Message (lyrics, OVe)........cccevvvivvenene. 4
Message (0DSCENE)......ccccvvvrverviininns 5
Other ... 6

8. Is there painted-over graffiti on any of
buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs?

I 0] [T 0
ABTE. e 1
0] 1 1 LT 2
A0, 3

9. How much vandalism (other than graffiti
e.g. broken windows, broken telephone boxes,
damaged equipment etc) is present on public
spaces or private properties (e.g. broken
windows?

NONE oo 0
Some (2 or less occurrences) .............. 1
Moderate (many small or up to one
significant OCCUITENCE)..........ccevvvenene 2
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Extensive (large areas of small or more
than one significant occurrence).......3

10. Do what extent did you experience any
unpleasant noxious smells during your
observation (urine, rotting garbage, etc.)?

Notatall ......ooeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeee 0
SOME i 1
Quiteabit.........ccoeviiiiii, 2

11. Do what extent did you experience
unpleasant or noxious levels of dirt or
dust in the air during your observation?

Notatall .......oooeeeieeieee e 0
10 1 LT 1
Quiteabit............oooiiiiii 2

12. How noisy is the street? (from HEP-
NOC)

Veryquiet ....ooovvviiiiiiiiiinnn, 1

Fairly quiet..............coooiiiiinnn. 2

Somewhat noisy............cccovininis 3
Very noiSy....oovvvuviiiiiniiienennannn, 4

13. Did you hear loud music playing from
boom boxes or any of the buildings in the

neighbourhood?
NO L 0
YES oot 1

Walk along the block face to answer any

unanswered questions

Now, walk along the streets perpendicular to
the street you have just assessed.

Think How characteristic is this street of the
wider neighborhood

1. How similar would you say is the audited
street to the adjacent streets/ wider

neighborhood?
Very similar........................ 1
Somewhat similar.................. 2
Somewhat dissimilar............... 3
Very dissimilar...................... 4
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Comments:

Please include any comments that may bear on the observations recorded. For example, was the
weather unusual or severe? Was one side of the street considerably nicer than the other side? You
may also use this space to record ad libitum observations of anything interesting/relevant that cannot
be recorded onto the survey.
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APPENDIX VII Differences across three groups of neighborhoods defined by level of educational

attainment

Low educational Medium educational High educational = £z

attainment group attainment group attainment group i <| 03 §

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median S 8 = % 22

(SD) (IQR) (SD) (IQR) (SD) (IQR) °Z ;&j S £
s |72 |4
& XY

Amenities for outdoor public spaces: domainl 19.2 4.1 35.1 29.2 31.7 25.0 0.36 0.27 0.21
(27.0) (0.0-25.0) (26.3) (16.8-66.8) (23.5) (16.8-58.3)

Notes: Neighborhoods with the lowest educational attainment tend to score lower in terms of amenities for

outdoor public spaces, but differences not statistically significant. Other two groups not much difference.
Architecture/Building characteristics: domain 2 48.7 48.1 46.1 39.8 735 83.3 0.04 | 0.04 0.03
(18.0) (29.7-61.2) (28.3) (20.3-77.8) (26.6) (70.4-88.9)

Notes: Neighborhoods with the highest educational

attainment have statistical

ly significantly higher scores

in terms of architecture and building characteristics, compared to the other two groups of neighborhoods.
Cycling environment: domain 4 55 0.0 14.7 55 17.7 11.0 0.17 0.15 0.04
(10.8) (0.0-11.0) (18.0) (00-33.3) (14.1) (11.0-33.3)
Notes: All three groups of neighborhoods score very low in terms of cycling environment, but there appears

to be a trend favoring the better-off neighborhoods in terms of educational attainment of the residents.
Ethnic identification: domain 5 6.7 0.0 23.3 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.32 |0.33 0.23
(21.1) (0.0-0.0 (27.4) (0.0-33.3) (23.6) (0.0-33.3)
Notes: It appears that neighborhoods at either end of the educational attainment continuum tend to have
lower scores in terms of ethnic identification, but no clear pattern can be inferred.
Land use: domain 6 53.9 51.4 53.6 54.2 51.7 52.8 0.89 | 0.97 0.88
(12.7) (47.2-58.3) (10.0) (44.5-58.3) (10.6) (47.2-58.3)
Notes: no observed difference in terms of land use across neighborhoods with different educational
attainment.
Landscape/Nature features: domain 7 48.7 43.8 51.3 48.0 63.1 62.8 0.33 |0.32 0.15
(25.3) (24.8-62.8) (21.8) (37.3-62.8) (20.6) (62.8-75.3)

Notes: Even though differences are not large, there appears to be a slight, non-significant, trend of better
scores in terms of landscape and nature features by level of educational attainment.
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Maintenance/Appearance: domain 8 44.0 38.8 475 41.3 66.0 72.5 0.02 | 0.03 0.02
(13.2) (35.0-50.0) (20.1) (32.5-65.0) (16.9) (57.5-75.0)
Notes: There is a clear statistically significant trend of better scores in terms of maintenance and
appearance by level of educational attainment.
Parking & Driveways: domain 10 333 333 53.3 333 58.3 50.0 0.16 0.31 0.10
(13.6) (33.3-33.3) (37.5) (16.7- (32.6) (33.3-
100.0) 100.0)
Notes: Even though differences are not large, there appears to be a slight, non-significant, trend of better
scores in terms of parking and driveways by level of educational attainment.
Pedestrian environment: domain 11 425 43.8 30.0 27.1 43.0 47.9 0.14 | 0.10 0.63
(9.2) (41.6-50.0) (19.8) (16.6-45.8) (16.7) (29.3-54.1)

Notes: Neighborhoods at either end of the educational attainment continuum seem score higher in terms of
walking environment compared to the middle group, even though differences are not statistically

significant.
Physical disorder (lack of): domain 12 73.0 66.8 74.1 76.8 87.7 88.4 0.10 0.11 0.07
(20.6) (63.3-96.7) (15.7) (66.8-83.4) (11.2) (83.4-96.7)

Notes: Observed differences are not large, as all types of neighborhoods score quite high in terms of lack of
physical disorder, but there appears to be a clear trend of better scores by increasing educational

attainment.
Recreational uses/Public spaces: domain 13 185 10.4 42.9 35.4 35.8 35.4 0.07 | 0.04 0.06
(21.0) (5.5-15.3) (26.2) (25.0-54.2) (21.5) (16.7-59.8)

Notes: Neighborhoods with the lowest educational attainment tend to score lower in terms of recreational

uses and public spaces, than other two groups of neighborhoods.
Safety (lack of security-related features): 71.3 70.8 69.2 70.8 60.8 58.3 0.33 |0.20 0.09
domain 14 (9.3) (66.7-79.2) (24.9) (41.7-95.8) (10.2) (58.3-66.7)
Notes: Even though all score high in terms of safety, it appears that neighborhoods with the highest
educational attainment tend to score somewhat lower; more likely to reflect perceived lack of safety.
Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of): domain 15 & 3 46.0 43.0 59.9 58.3 61.1 59.7 0.12 0.11 0.09
(10.5) (37.5-54.2) (16.8) (45.8-75.0) (22.8) (41.7-70.8)
Notes: Even though differences are not large, there appears to be a clear trend of better scores in terms of
the presence of sidewalks and lack of barriers by increasing educational attainment.
Signs /Messages (lack of): domain 16 77.0 82.5 78.8 80.0 73.8 80.0 0.70 0.93 0.69
(13.8) (70.0-85.0) (8.2) (73.2-85.0) (16.4) (56.6-85.0)
Notes: No differences in terms of signs and messages by level of educational attainment.
Smell, pollution, noise (lack of): domain 17 75.8 70.8 83.3 83.3 925 100.0 0.09 |0.16 0.04
(19.0) (66.7- (15.7) (66.7- (13.9) (83.3-
100.0) 100.0) 100.0)
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Notes: While all groups of neighborhoods score high in terms of lack of smell, pollution and noise, there
appears to be a trend favoring neighborhoods with higher educational attainment

Streets (quality) & Traffic (lack of): domain 19

Social disorder (lack of): domain 21

49.2 50.0 54.2 58.3 51.3 54.1 0.79 |0.84 0.99
(18.9) (45.8-62.5) (15.7) (41.8-66.8) (13.6) (45.8-58.3)

Notes: No clear observed pattern in terms of quality of streets and traffic by level of educational attainment.
85.0 87.5 83.3 91.7 89.2 91.7 0.58 | 0.61 0.26
(9.5 (75.0-91.7) (18.4) (83.3-91.7) (7.9 (91.7-91.7)

Notes: No observed differences across groups of neighborhoods, as all score high in terms of lack social

disorder.
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APPENDIX VIII Nominal Group Technique

CyNOTes

Hpepopnvia: 12/12/2018

AOMHMENH AXKHXH KAOOPIXMOY ITPOTEPAITOTHTQN

Héow ovopactikiis opadikyg teyvikiic (nominal group technique)

[Mapaxareiote Onwc onueidsete aveapra o Evag and Tov aAro ta 10 xuprdtepa oToryeio Tov
(QLOIKOV, SOUNUEVOL KOl KOWV@VIKOD TEPPAALOVTOG TOV KOTA TV KPIoT| GOG LE AUECO N EUUEGO
Tpomo ennpedlovv v vyela kol TV TotdTTo {ONG TOV KOTOIKOV Kot moTevETe Oa mpemel va

ocoumeptineBodv 6to gpyareio emBe®pPnoNGg TS AGTIKNG YEITOVIA TO OTTOI0 TOV AVATTVGGCETE.

Mnyv 316TA0ETE VA KAVETE SIEVKPIVIOTIKEG EPMTNOELS.

1° XTAAIO: Hapaymyn weav (Silent generation of ideas) — 15 Aerwtd

1.

10.
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2° XTAAIO: Kotaypagn etonynoswv (round robin) — 15 Aenta

Me 1t oegpd, o kdbe mopsvplokduevog sonyeitor éva Bépa. Ola ta mpotewvopeva Bépato Oo
avaypdeovtolr oto yaptonmivaka. H dadwacia cvveyiletoar péxpt va eEaviinfovv ta Bépata. Omov

yperdletan, Ta OERATO OPLAOOTOIOVVTAL DGTE VO NV VILAPYEL EMOVAANY).

3° XTAAIO: Awevkpivijeelg kar opadomoinen (grouping of suggestions) — 15 Aemtd

Me ™ coppovia ToV LEADY TNG OLASNS TO TPOTEVOUEVA OELOTO OLOOOTOOVVTOL TEPULTEP® e Bdom T
ovvaeeta. O teMkdg KoTaA0Y0G OepdTmVY (Kot GYETIKMY VITO-OgUdT®mV), amaptOpobvtol pe To YPaURaTO.
10V oA@apnrov (A, B, I' kot Al, A2, xtA av mpdkettan Yo vro-0épata). [0 kotw vrapyel ywpog yio.

TIG ONUEIWDTELS 0OG, EAV TO YPEIOCTELTE.

4° YTAAIO: Yneogopia ko kaBopropdg Tpoteparotitov (Voting) — 15 Aentd

Noa emAélete ta 5 onuaviikodtepa BEpato amd Tov KaTdrloyo. AKoAoVB®S, va Ta TAEIVOUNGETE GE GELPA
TPOTEPAUOTNTOG G€ KApaKka 1-5 og mpog 1o Pabuod onpavtikdmrag, divoviag v vymidtepn Babuoioyio
(5) oto mo onuavtkd BEpa, kat avtiotorya (1) og L TO TO OTO10 AV KO EMIGNG CNUOVTIKO TO KATATACGETE

YOUNAOTEPO GLYKPITIKA LE TOL VITOAOUTOL.

H diadikacio oAokAnpwvetal pHe Thv Katapétpnon twv PRdwv.
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APPENDIX IX CyNOTes v2.0

CyNOTes

Cyprus Neighborhood Observation Tool for
auditing urban community environments

Data Collector Name:

Date:

Time of Day:

Neighbourhood:

# of obs. made in this neighbourhood:
Street segment approximate length:

General information

1. What mode of transportation are you using?
Walking 1
Driving 2

2. What are the current weather conditions?

Sunny, hot & humid 1
Sunny & pleasant 2
Partly sunny 3
Cloudy 4
Rainy 5

A.General land use

1. Based on street-level footage, how is the land
used on this block face? (PROFILE ONLY:
Mark all that apply)

Residential (not vacant) 1
Commercial, business, professional 2
Industrial, warehouse, 3
manufacturing

Institutional (school, church, 4
medical)

Parking lot 5
Vacant lot or open space 6
Vacant residential house/building 7
Vacant non-residential 8
Park or playground 9
Waterfront 10
Expressway 11

2. How would you characterize the
predominant land use on this block face?
(Code ONLY predominant form)

Primarily residential

Primarily commercial

Primarily industrial

Primarily institutional

Primarily recreational

Primarily vacant/undeveloped lots
Mixed (AVOID, if possible)

NOoubhownN R

Other (Specify: ....ccceererenene. )

B.Characteristics of the general environment,

streets and sidewalks

1. Type of street (Mark all that apply)
Major/busy street
Moderately busy street
Side street (to major road)
Residential road
Dead-end street
One-way street

2. What is the traffic flow?
No traffic/Very light
Light (occasional)
Moderate
Heavy
Very heavy (steady stream)

3. How would you rate the condition of the

street surfaces?

Very Poor (sizeable cracks, potholes,
broken curb along MOST or all)

Poor (problems along more than half the
length of the street)

Fair (occasional problems but less than
half the length of street)

Moderately good (problems in only one
or two places)

Very good (no major cracks, potholes, or
broken curb throughout)

6. Are there any speed reducing measures on the

street?
None
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY
Speed bump
Roundabout
Reduced speed limit posted
School/playground zone
Other (SPecify ....coeveeeciieeeecieeeeeen, )

7. Are there places intended and/or marked for

pedestrians to cross the street?
Many
Some
None

8. For an individual on foot, how safe (traffic wise)

do you think it is to cross the street?
Very safe (presence of speed reducing
measures and no/very light passing
through traffic and no obstructions)

AU, WN B

PN WP~ O

0

u b WN P

w

5
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Pretty safe 4 One 4
Not very safe 2 Two or three 3
Very unsafe (no speed reducing 1 Four or five 2
measures, steady stream of traffic, fast More than five 1

coming cars, obstructions for visibility)
15. How many sides of the street have sidewalks?

9. For an individual on foot, how convenient Neither 1
(e.g. not having to walk far to cross with One 3
safety) do you think it is to cross the street? Both 5

Very convenient 5

Pretty convenient 4 16. Is the sidewalk complete/ continuous on one or

Not very convenient 2 both sides?

Very inconvenient 1 Yes, no problems with continuity 5
Occasional problems here and there 4

10. What are the parking arrangements on the Some problems on at least one side 3

block face? (Code the predominant form) A lot of problems on both sides 2
None 1 No continuity throughout/both sides 1
Mostly street 2
Mostly private parking lots 3 17. How would you rate the walkability of this
Mostly public lots 4 segment?

Mostly off-street (e.g. driveways) 5 No sidewalks on either side 1
Narrow sidewalk, one side, none on 2

11. Are there cars parked on the pavement? the other (not wide enough for two

No, not at all 5 people to cross each other)

Yes, but only 1-2 occasions 4 Narrow sidewalk on both sides 3

Yes, more frequent than 1-2 3 Wide sidewalk, at least one side 4

occasions Wide sidewalk, both sides 5

Yes, very frequent e.g. along more 2

than % of the length of the road 18. Obstructions for walkability on sidewalks (e.g.

Yes, along more than % of the length 1 parked cars, lamb posts/trees, pots,

of the road discontinuity, untrimmed trees or plants blocking

the way, etc)?

12. Did you observe any parking violations, other None 5
than parking on the pavement, such as illegal A little (1-2 places, not that significant) 4
parking, blocking driveway or other access, Some (more than 1-2 places) 3
parking on disable spaces, etc? A lot (frequent) 2

No 5 Throughout (very frequent) 1

Some 3

Many 1 19. Is there a buffer (e.g. parked cars, landscaped
strips) between sidewalk and street for

13. Are there abandoned cars/trucks on any of separation between pedestrians and passing
the streets, alleys or lots visible on this block traffic?
face? No, nowhere 1

None 5 Couple of places, not significant 2
One 4 In several places 3
Two or three 3 Generally, only few exceptions 4
Four or five 2 Yes, nearly throughout 5
More than five 1

20. How would you rate the condition of the

14. Are there old, beat-up cars/trucks on the sidewalks on the block face?
street, in driveways or yards on this block No sidewalks 1
face? Poor (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or 2

None 5 uneven along MOST surface)
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Fair (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or 3
uneven along SOME of the surface)
Moderately good (holes and cracks, only, 4
OCCASIONALLY)

Very good 5
Under construction 9

Are there greenbelts, trails, paths or lanes
intended for walking, other than sidewalks in
the area?
Yes 5
No 1

Is there outdoor lighting on the segment
(including street lights, public paths or public
spaces)?
Not at all, area would be dark at night 1
Not as much as needed 2
Normal, probably like anywhere else 3
Yes, probably more than elsewhere 4
Yes, a lot, very well lid 5

How steep or hilly is this segment?

Steep slope 1
Moderate slope 3
Flat or gentle slope 5

Is there public transportation (e.g. a bus
stop, on a bus route) in this block?
Yes 5
No 1

Are there purposefully planted trees or other
vegetation in other public spaces (e.g. green

area)?
None, nowhere 1
Yes, in one or two places 3

Yes, some/a lot

Are there trees in people’s front gardens?

None 1
1%-24% of houses 2
25%-49% of houses 3
50%-99% of houses 4
100% 5
Is the sidewalk shaded by trees?
Yes, in many places 5
Somewhat, at least in some places 3
No, nowhere 1

28. Are there houses with purposively planted
vegetation (including healthy pots and baskets)?

None 1
1%-24% of houses 2
25%-49% of houses 3
50%-99% of houses 4
100% 5
29. Mark all types of public spaces on this area
None 0

Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (and
count occurrences of different types for the
purposes of coding 0-25-50-75-100)
Playground/Park

Playing or sport field
Plaza/square/courtyard

Public garden/green area

Beach

Vacant lot/undeveloped land
Nature feature

Other (Specify: ....ccooeveveeerenrne )

ONOOUL D WN P

30. What is the general condition of the public

spaces?
None 0
Very poor/very deteriorated 1
Poor, not very well-kept 2
Fair 3
Good/well-kept 4
Very good/very well-kept 5
Mixed (extreme difference, AVOID 9
if possible)
31. What public courtesies are visible?

None 0

Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (and
count occurrences of different types for the
purposes of coding 0-25-50-75-100)
Trash cans/bins (non-residential)
Public phones

Public seating/benches
Recycling facilities

Dog bins

Other (Specify: ...cccoceveeeeeerennne )

O U WN PR

32. Are there bicycle facilities?

None 0
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (and
count occurrences of different types for the
purposes of coding 0-50-100)

Bicycle parking/stands 1
Bicycle lanes 2
Other (Specify: ...cccoeveeerereenene. ) 3
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

How would you rate the bikability of this
segment, on shoulder/marked lane, not
considering the road?
No shoulder/marked lane, a cyclist 1
would have to cycle on the road
Narrow marked lane/paved shoulder 3
Wide marked lane/paved shoulder 5

Obstructions for bikability (on

shoulder/marked lane, or, if not present, on

the road)
A lot
Many
Some
A little
None

ua b WN R

Are there indications of neighborhood
uniformity?

No, extreme difference 1
Fairly, like anywhere else 3
Yes, more so than anywhere else 5

Are there signs or indications which denote a
neighborhood name or monuments/
markers (e.g. statue, banner etc) that
indicate someone is entering a special area?
Yes 5
No 1

Is this segment/area characterized by having
a significant open view of an object or spot of
interest (e.g. square, green space etc) or a
wider scene beyond the segment?

Yes 5
No 1
How attractive is the open view?
No views 0
Otherwise, RATE AS FOLLOWS
Unattractive 1
Neutral 3
Attractive 5

Did you hear another language other than
Greek while in the area?
No, did not hear any other language 1
Yes, heard other language(s) 5

Does any business, institution or residence
display symbols, colors, names, and/or signs
with ethnic orientation?

None

1-2 occurrences

More than 1-2 occurrences
Quite common

Very common

If quite/very common, specify:

ua b WN B

41. Does any business, institution or residence
display GREEK/CYPRIOT national symbols, colors,
names and/or signs?

None

1-2 occurrences

More than 1-2 occurrences
Quite common

Very common

If quite/very common, specify:

ua b WN R

42. What other types of signs are visible?

None 0
Otherwise, CODE ALL THAT APPLY (Group:
positive, safety and social)
Cultural or Athletic events
Neighbourhood social events
Neighbourhood crime watch
Security warnings

Beware of guard dog

No Parking

No visitors/sales people
Other (Specify: ...ccevveecrerinnnne )

coONO U A WN B

43. Are there billboards/signage present on this
segment, including shops and other businesses'
signage?

Excessive
Alot

Some

Rare, 1-2 only
None

ua b WN

44. Are any of the following advertisements visible
on the block face?

None 5
Otherwise INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY (and
count occurrences for the purposes of coding 0-
25-50-75-100)

Sign advertising tobacco products
Sign advertising beer/other alcohol
Sign advertising fast food

O WwWN -
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45. How interesting is the architecture/ urban
design of this segment?

Interesting 5
Somewhat interesting 3
Neutral/Uninteresting 1

46. On the whole, rate the attractiveness of this
segment?
Very attractive
Attractive
Neutral
Unattractive
Very unattractive

RN WPk O
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C. Commercial Establishments, Services,
and Institutions

1.

Please look at the list below and indicate the
presence of commercial establishments that
you observed on this block face. Are there
any...? (CIRCLE WHAT APPLIES)

01.
02.
03.
04.
05.
06.
07.
08.
09.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
. Car repairs/garages
39.
40.
41.
42.
43,
44,
45.

38

Street vendors

Banks

Check cashing services

Pawn shops

Second hand stores/thrift shops
Massage parlour

Sex stores/porno shops/peep shows
Video store

Video games/pool halls

Liquor stores

Bars

Coffee shops: traditional

Coffee shops/cafe

Restaurants

Fast food/take out places
Hotels/motels

Cinema/theatre

Parking lot (commercial)

Barber shops and beauty salons
Dry cleaners/tailors

Laundromats

Clothing store

Discount stores /wholesales
Convenience stores/7-11s/kiosks
Food stores (e.g. bakery, butcher)
Grocery stores: large chain
Grocery stores: independent
Drug store/pharmacy

Specialty stores (e.g. books, software)
Variety stores

Electronics stores

Appliance sales/rental/ repair/etc
Home repair/hardware/lumber
Garden stores/nurseries
Furniture store: new

Furniture store: used

Gas station

Car sales

Travel agents

Real estate

Manufacturing: light
Manufacturing: heavy
Warehouses

Other: specify....ccccoovvevevrecrninnnns

Please

look at the list below and indicate the

presence of institutions that you observed on this

block face. Are there any...?

(CIRCLE WHAT

APPLIES)

01.
02.
03.
04.
05.
06.
07.
08.
09.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
. Community organizations/Charities
. Library/ies

. Other, specify....ccceeeecereenrrneenen.

Churches and religious institutions
Police station
Courts/jails/detention centers
Fire station

Post office
Employment/manpower offices
Welfare offices

Public services

Health or medical clinic

Hospital

Day care center/ nursery schools
Public schools: elementary
Public schools: junior high
Public schools: high school
Public schools: technical
Schools: parochial or religious
Schools: private, trade/technical
Schools: private schools
Schools: college or university
Recreation/community center
Utilities: gas, water, electric
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D. Residential Land Use

1.

2.

No residential units

Single-family houses, detached
Single-family housed, semi-detached
Duplexes

Row houses

Low-rise apartment block (7 or more
units, 1-3 floors)

Mid-rise apartment block (4-10 floors)

High-rise apartment block (> 10
floors)

Housing units over commercial
stores

Other (Specify: ...cccceeveecerreennne )

the most space on the block face?
No residential units
Single-family houses, detached

Single-family housed, semi-detached
Duplexes

Row houses

Low-rise apartment block (7 or more
units, 1-3 floors)

Mid-rise apartment block (4-10 floors)

High-rise apartment block (> 10
floors)

Housing units over commercial
stores

Other (Specify: ...cccoeveverreenene )

Roughly how many residences are there in

this street segment (not whole area)?
Less than 10
10-20
20-49
50-99
100+

How many storeys high are the majority of

the buildings?
One
Two
Three to four
Five to nine
More than 10

What are the types of housing on this block
face? (Code all that apply)

v b WNEO

[e)]

What type of residential housing occupies

u b WNELO

[e)]

RN WPk U

RN WP~ Om

5.

10.

How many buildings contain vertical-mixed use
(i.e. building has different uses on different

floors)?
A lot/quite common
Some, common
Rare, 2-3 only
None
No building > 1 story

ua b WN B

How would you rate the condition of the best

house/residential building on the block face?

Abandoned, unusable

Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected.
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair)

Good (touch-up /cosmetic repairs)
Excellent (new/newly renovated)

b WN R

How would you rate the condition of the worst

house/residential building on the block face?

Abandoned, unusable
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected.
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair)

Good (touch-up /cosmetic repairs)
Excellent (new/newly renovated)

ua b WN

In general, how would you rate the condition of
the most of the houses/ residential building on

the block face?

Abandoned, unusable

Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected.
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair)
Good (touch-up /cosmetic repairs)
Excellent (new/newly renovated)
Mixed (extreme difference)

AVOID IF POSSIBLE

None/not applicable

Poor (significantly neglected)

Fair (somewhat neglected)

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown)
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)

None/not applicable

Poor (significantly neglected)

Fair (somewhat neglected)

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown)
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)

O U, WNPRE

How would you rate the condition of the best
residential grounds on the block face?

ua b WN PR

How would you rate the condition of the worst
residential grounds on the block face?

ua b WN PP
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11. How would you rate the condition of the
most of the residential grounds on the block
face?

None/not applicable

Poor (significantly neglected)

Fair (somewhat neglected)

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown)
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly)
Mixed (extreme difference)

AVOID IF POSSIBLE

12. How many residences have private

driveways/private garages?
Practically all

A lot, 50%-99%

Some, 25%-49%

Only few, less than 25%
None

RN WPk o

13. What proportion of residences have some
form of decoration/external beautification
(e.g. decorated gardens/  balconies,
nameplates, window boxes)?

None

Rare, less than %

Between % and %

More than %

Near all, with some exceptions

ua b WN R

14. Approximately  what proportion of
residences on this block face have their own
private yard/ garden space?

None 1
Rare, less than % 2
Between % and % 3
More than % 4
Nearly all, with some exceptions 5

15. Approximately  what proportion of
residences have their own front private
balcony, porch or terrace?

None 1
Rare, less than % 2
Between % and % 3
More than % 4
Nearly all, with some exceptions 5

16. Approximately what proportion of the
residential buildings have a border?

None 5
Rare, less than % 4
Between % and % 3

17.

w

w

98.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

More than % 2
Nearly all, with some exceptions 1

What is the average height of residence borders?

Below or just above waist level 5
Below head level. 3
Above head level 1

What proportion of residence buildings have
window security bars or gratings on windows
(not including decorative gratings on traditional
doors)?
None
Less than %
Between % and %
More than %
Nearly all

RN WP~ O

What proportion of residence buildings have
signs indicating they are protected by private
security services?
None
Less than %
Between % and %
More than %
Nearly all

RN WP~ OB

What proportion of residence buildings have
signs indicating they are protected by dogs?
None
Less than %
Between % and %
More than %
Nearly all

RN WP~ O

Are there any barking dogs in this segment?
No
Yes 4

What proportion of residences have “for sale” or
“for rent” signs?
None
One ortwo
Three or four
Five-Ten
More than 10

RN WP~ O

What proportion of residences are burned out,
boarded up, or abandoned?

None 5
One or two 4
Three or four 3
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Five-Ten 2
More than 10 1

24. Are any of the residential buildings being

renovated?
No
Yes, one or two
Yes, three or four
Yes, five to ten
Yes, more than 10

ua b WN B

E.Non-Residential Land Use

1.

2.

3.

How many vacant/undeveloped lots are
there in this block face?
None
One or two
Three or four
Five to ten
Many, more than %

=N WPk U

What is the overall condition of the
vacant/undeveloped property?
No vacant/undeveloped property
Otherwise RATE AS FOLLOWS
Poor
Fair
Good
Mixed (extreme difference)
AVOID if possible

o

O U1 W

condition of the
buildings and

What is the overall
commercial/industrial
grounds?
No commercial/industrial buildings 0
Abandoned, unusable 1
Poor/deteriorated (major repairs) 2
Fair (multiple minor repairs/1 major) 3
Good 4
repairs)
Excellent (new or newly renovated)
Mixed (extreme difference)
AVOID if possible

(near perfect, touch-up

O U

What proportion of the commercial/
industrial buildings have security
bars/grating on windows and/or pull-down
metal security blinds on the doors and
entrances?

None

Less than 1/10

Between 1/10 and ¥

More than %
Nearly all

5. What proportion of the commercial/ industrial
properties have security devices (alarms) and/or
security fences, high mesh fencing with barbed

6.

7.

wire or spiked tops?
None
Less than 1/10
Between 1/10 and %
More than %
Nearly all

RN WP~ O

What proportion of the commercial / industrial

buildings have “for sale” or “for rent” signs?
None
One or two
Three or four
Five-Ten
More than 10

PN WO

Are any of the commercial/industrial buildings

being renovated?
No
Yes, one or two
Yes, three or four
Yes, five to ten
Yes, more than 10

F.Parks, Playgrounds, Outdoor Public Spaces

IS

1. Isthere a park, playground, green space?

Yes (unfettered access) 5
Yes (controlled access) 3
No 1
2. What is the overall condition

playgrounds/ parks/green spaces?
Abandoned, unusable
Poor/deteriorated
Fair
Good
Excellent
Mixed (extreme difference)
AVOID (f possible

Ok, WwWNPRE

ua b WN

of
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3. Who are the occupants of the 8. Who are the occupants of other play spaces?

playgrounds, parks, green spaces? No one 0
No one 0 Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (for the
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (for the purposes of coding, count different groups of
purposes of coding, count different groups occupants)
of occupants) Adults only 1
Adults only 1 Adults with children 2
Adults with children 2 Teen groups 3
Teen groups 3 Groups of unaccompanied children 4
Groups of unaccompanied children 4
9. What kinds of recreational facilities/ destination
4. Are there play spaces other than parks, are on the block face?
playgrounds and residential gardens, None 0
including open or undeveloped spaces? Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (for the
Yes, relatively good and safe 5 purposes of coding, count different types)
alternatives for children to play Park/Green space 1
Yes, but relatively unsafe options 3 Playground 2
(general feeling of unsafety, dangers, Sports/playing fields/courts 3
passing traffic) Swimming pool 4
None 1 Community yards/gardens 5
Community centre (organized) 6
5. Are any vacant lots or open or Gym/indoor facility 7
undeveloped spaces (not fenced in)? Plaza/Square 8
Yes, in good condition 5 Vacant lots/undeveloped land 9
Yes, in poor condition 3 Beach 10
No vacant lots/undeveloped spaces 1 Nature feature 11
Other (Specify: ueeeeeenennnnnn) 12
6. How are the vacant lots or open undeveloped
spaces used-what or who do you see? 10. Do the recreational facilities contain:
Nothing notable 0 None 0
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (for the
Children playing 1 purposes of coding, count different types)
Equipped with playground 2 Sports fields/courts 1
equipment Sports stands/seating 2
Used for gardens 3 Sports equipment 3
Chairs/furniture for socializing 4 Playground equipment 4
Used for parking 5 Picnic tables 5
lllegal/improper use or activity 6 Pools 6
Other (SPecCify:....ccouvveveseveenrerenas ) 7 Bike/walking paths 7
Other (Specify: .couveverrereenne. ) 8
7. What is the overall condition of public use 9
recreational spaces or grounds, other than  11. In general, how would you rate the condition of
parks & playgrounds assessed above the public use recreational equipment?
(including vacant lots)? None 1
None 1 Poor (need major repair, unusable) 2
Poor/deteriorated (e.g. trash, 2 Fair (peeling paint/ minor repairs but 3
overgrown, broken glass etc) usable)
Fair (moderate trash, somewhat 3 Good 4
overgrown etc) Excellent 5

Good (very little or no trash, grass cut, 4
no broken glass)
Excellent 5

336



12. What proportion of private residence
grounds (yards, front porches, or anywhere

visible) have toys or play equipment?
None
Less than 1/10
Between 1/10 and %
More than %
Nearly all

ua b WN

13. In general, how would you rate the condition
of the toys or play equipment in private

residence grounds?
None
Poor (need major repair, unusable)
Fair (peeling paint/ minor repairs but
usable)
Good
Excellent

G.People

1
2
3

1. Are there any people visible outdoors?

Yes, a lot

Yes, many

Yes, some

Yes, only one or two
No

2. Who do you see?
No one
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY (for
coding, count different types)
Older people (over 65+)
Adults (ages 18 and 64)
Teenagers (ages 13-17
Preteens (ages 6-12)
Preschool children (ages 5 and
under)

3. What is the reaction of neighbours
raters? (Code all that apply)

None or very little notice taken
Friendly greeting
Glances of idle curiosity
Blatant speculative stares
Treated with suspicion
Asked raters what they are doing
Entered into conversation
Have suggestions for neighbourhood
Verbally or physically harassed

=N WPk U

—+ u b WN B
o

O oo NOULEA WN R

4. Did you see any children on the block face?

Did not see any children

Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY
Sitting/standing on porch or front yard
Playing on porch or front yard
Walking/playing in park/
playground/other public space
Sitting/standing/playing in the street
Sitting/standing/playing in
undeveloped/ vacant lot

Walking on the sidewalk or street

5. How many children (under 12 years old) did

you see?
None

One to two
Three to four
Five to ten
More than 10

6. How many children were not under adult

supervision?

No children in public spaces
Otherwise RATE AS FOLLOWS
None, all accompanied by adults
One to three

More than four/five

7. Did you see any teenagers in the
neighbourhood?
Yes
No

8. Did you see any teenagers in groups of three

or more?
Yes
No

9. Were teenager groups male, female, or

mixed?

All male

All female

Mixed male and female

10. What do you see teenagers doing?
Did not see any teenagers
Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY
Walking, not necessarily for exercise
Cycling, not necessarily for exercise
Gardening or landscaping
Socializing/talking, other teenagers
Doing home chores, car care

0

N -

IS
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0
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Sitting/standing on porch 6 15. Did you see disorderly or misbehaving
Supervising children 7 groups of adults?
Patronizing business establishments 8 No 5
Standing/loitering in public area 9 Yes 1
Drinking alcohol 10
Smoking 11
Waiting at a bus stop 12 H.Incivilities
Getti!wg into or out of vehicles 13 1. Isthere garbage, junk or litter (incl. broken glass,
Wa'k'_”t_‘% a dog. ) 14 clothes, paper) on streets or sidewalks, in yards,
Exera.slng_/ active b.ehaV|or N 15 or vacant lots?
Encagingin .recreatlonal activity 16 None 5
Other (Specify: .coovvrevveeecnannne. ) 17 Very little, very rare 4
Some, here and there 3

11. What adult activity did you observe? A lot 2

Did not see any adults 0 Heavy/Widespread 1

Otherwise CODE ALL THAT APPLY
Walking, not necessarily for
exercise

Cycling, not necessarily for exercise
Gardening or landscaping

[E

2. Are there empty beer containers or liquor
bottles on streets or sidewalks, in yards, or
vacant lots?

2

3 None 5
Socializing/talking with others 4 Very little, very rare 4
Doing home repair, car care 5 Some, here and there 3
Sitting or standing on porch 6 A lot 2
Supervising children 7 Heavy/Widespread 1

8

Patronizing business

establ.ishme‘nts. . _ 3. Are there cigarettes or cigar butts or
Sta.md'mg/lmtermg in public area 9 discarded cigarette packages on any of the
Drinking alcohol 10 streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters?
Smoking 11 None 5
Wait.ing.at bus stop ) 12 Very little, very rare 4
Getting into or out of vehicles 13 Some, here and there 3
Walking a dog 14 A lot 2
Exercising/ active behavior 15 Heavy/Widespread 1
Engaging in recreational activity 16

Other (Specify: wv.vooovvvvessivnes ) 17 4. Are there piles (significant accumulations) of

garbage or dumped materials on streets or

12. Did you see any people drinking alcohol sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters?

i ?
Nopenly in the block face* ] Yes 1
Yes 1

5. Are there any animal droppings on the

13. Did you see disorderly or misbehaving sidewalks/ street?

groups of children?

None 5
No 5 Very little, very rare 4
Yes 1 Some, here and there 3
Alot 2
14. Did you see disorderly or misbehaving Heavy/Widespread 1
groups of teenagers?
No 5 6. Is there graffiti on any of the buildings,
Yes 1 sidewalks, walls, or street signs?
None 5
Very little, very rare 4
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10.

11.

Some, here and there 3
A lot 2
Heavy/Widespread 1

What types of graffiti are visible? (Code
all that apply)

Political

Tagging

Art

Message (lyrics, love)

Message (obscene)

Other

SPECIfY: et

Is there painted-over graffiti on any of
buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs?
None

Some

A lot

How much vandalism (other than graffiti
e.g. broken windows, broken telephone
boxes, damaged equipment etc) is
present on public spaces or private
properties (e.g. broken windows?

None

Rare (2 or less small occurrences)

Moderate (more than 2 small

occurrences or one significant occurrence)

A lot (several small or more than one

significant occurrence)

Extensive (large areas of small or more

than two significant occurrences)

To what extent did you experience any
unpleasant noxious smells during your
observation (urine, rotting garbage,
etc.)?

Not at all

A little

Quite a bit

To what extent did you experience
unpleasant levels of dirt in the air (e.g.
resuspension of soil from vacant lots ,
construction materials etc)

Not at all

A little

Quite a bit

12. Did you hear loud music playing from boom
boxes or any of the buildings in the
neighbourhood or entertainment venues?

From boom boxes 1
From residential buildings 2
From entertainment venues 3

1 Yes, heard music but not loud 4

2 No, didn't hear any music 5

3

4 13. In general, how noisy is the street

5 (construction of buildings, workshops etc)?

6 Very quiet 5
Fairly quiet 4
Somewhat noisy 2
Very noisy 1

14, During your stay in the area, were there

any vehicles cars or motorbikes moving
5 down the street at high speed?

3 None 5
1 One or two 3
Many 1

Walk along the block to answer any
s unanswered questions or to re-consider your
apreviously recorded answer, if necessary.

3

2 Now, walk along the streets perpendicular to
the street you have just assessed. Think how

1characteristic is this street of the wider
neighborhood

How similar would you say is the audited street
to the adjacent streets/ wider neighborhood?

Very similar 1

Somewhat similar 2
5 Somewhat dissimilar 3
3 Very dissimilar 4
1

If dissimilar, record the reasons below, and decide
whether a new audit form needs to be completed
in order to capture these differences:

w
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Comments:

Please include any comments that may bear on the observations recorded. You may also use this space
to record ad libitum observations of anything interesting or relevant which cannot be recorded onto the
survey.
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CyNOTes

Cyprus Neighborhood Observation Tool
for auditing urban community microscale environments

* (= E ,  /£82 \. 87, e\ =
Credit: Photograph of street art, entitled ‘People of Cyprus’, by street artist Paparazzi
(https://www.facebook.com/paparazziartstudio),.

Caption: This street art is depicting a cafe-like scene in what could be a town square, where people of all

ages and backgrounds appear to have come together in a common task. It is inspired by the 17.5 metre-

long painting ‘The world of Cyprus’, by Cypriot artist Adamantios Diamantis (1900-1994), now part of the
permanent Cypriot Collection of the A.G. Leventis Gallery, Nicosia, Cyprus. Back in his day, Diamantis
travelled widely across the island to study village life and he would then symbolically transport all the

various people he met across all corners of the island in his monumental art. Similarly, Paparazzi is

bringing together his ‘People of Cyprus’, all these decades later, while adding light and colour, in stark

contrast to the grey shades in the painting that inspired this gathering of people from all corners of what
might be a single neighborhood. This beautiful street art featured on a wall on Pythonos Street in the

historic centre of Nicosia (old town), but sadly no longer exists.

—— Cyprus
] [ University of
Technology
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APPENDIX X: Prevalence of CyNOTes features and characteristics across all 45 neighborhoods by

Domain
Domain 1: Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features (N=14) Number of Percentage of
Def: destinations and facilities open to the public, conveniences and comfort features in outdoor public spaces & characteristics of neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods
surrounding scenery (N) (%)
Are there purposively planted trees or other vegetation on the sidewalks or between the sidewalk and the street? (B29)
None, nowhere 3 6.7%
In a couple of spots (very occasional) 6 13.3%
A few spots e.g. 25%-49% of the area 14 31.1%
Some/A lot e.g. 50%-99% 12 26.7%
Many, nearly everywhere 10 22.2%
Are there purposefully planted trees or other vegetation in other public spaces (e.g. green area)? (B30)
None, nowhere 14 31.1
Yes, in one or two places 12 26.7
Yes, some/a lot 19 42.2
Mark all types of public spaces on this area (from I-M inventory) (B35)
None of the following Park/Playground Beach 16 35.6
At least one of the following Playing or sport field Vacant lot/undeveloped land 22 48.9
At least two of the following Plaza/square/courtyard Nature feature 7 15.6

Public garden/green area | Other (specify)

What is the general condition of the public spaces? (B36)
None 5 11.1
Very poor/very deteriorated 14 31.1
Poor, not very well-kept 8 17.8
Fair 9 20.0
Good/well-kept 5 11.1
Very good/very well-kept 4 8.9
What public courtesies are visible? (B37)
None of the following Trash cans/bins (non-residential) 22 48.9
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One of the following Public phones 7 15.6
Two of the following Public seating/benches 7 15.6
Three of the following Recyc!ing facilities 6 13.3
Four of the following g(tfet:?sspecify) 3 6.7
Is there a park, playground, green space? (F1)

Yes (unfettered access) 14 31.1
Yes (controlled access) 3 6.7
No 28 62.2
What is the overall condition of playgrounds/ parks/green spaces? (F2)

Abandoned, unusable 17 37.8
Poor/deteriorated 7 15.6
Fair 8 17.8
Good 7 15.6
Excellent 6 13.3
Are there play spaces other than parks, playgrounds and residential gardens, including open or undeveloped spaces?(F4)

Yes, relatively good and safe alternatives for children to play 6 13.3
Yes, but not safe options (general feeling of unsafety, dangers, passing traffic) 8 17.8
None 31 68.9
Are any vacant lots or open or undeveloped spaces (not fenced in)? (F5)

Yes, in good condition 7 15.6
Yes, in poor condition 30 66.7
No vacant lots/undeveloped spaces 8 17.8
How are the vacant lots or open undeveloped spaces used-what or who do you see? (Code all that apply) (F6) F6.2 , F6.3 or F6.4 ?

Nothing notable and/or Used for parking and/ lllegal/improper use or activity 41 91.1
Children playing and/or Equipped with playground equipment and/or Used for gardens and/or Chairs/furniture for 4 8.9

socializing

What is the overall condition of public use recreational spaces or grounds, other than parks & playgrounds assessed above (including vacant lots)? (from

HEP-NOC) (F7)

None 8 17.8
Poor/deteriorated (e.g. trash, overgrown, broken glass etc) 25 55.6
Fair (moderate trash, somewhat overgrown etc) 8 17.8
Good (very little or no trash, grass cut, no broken glass) 3 6.7
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Excellent 1 2.2
What kinds of recreational facilities/ destination are on the block face? (F9)
None of the following Park/Green space Community Plaza/Square 9 20.0
One of the following Playground centre Vacant lots/ 19 42.2
Two or more of the following Sports/playing (organized) undeveloped 17 37.8

fields/courts Swimming pool land

Community Gym/indoor Beach

yards/gardens facility Nature

feature
Other
Do the recreational facilities contain (F10)
None of the following Sports fields/courts Picnic tables 20 444
One of the following Sports stands/seating Pools 22 48.9
Two of more of the following Sports equipment Bike/walking paths 3 6.7
Playground equipment Other, specify

In general, how would you rate the condition of the public use recreational equipment? (from HEP-NOC) (F11)
None 20 44.4
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 4 8.9
Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 14 31.1
Good 3 6.7
Excellent 4 8.9
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Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics (N=11, excl. profile) Number of Percentage of
Def: building attributes, permanent, not easily changed (including parking arrangements and driveways) nEigthI\lIJ)rhOOdS neighb(g/l;)rhoods
How would you characterize the predominant land use on this block face? (A2) :

Mixed Residential, Commercial, Industrial 4 8.9
Primarily Residential, Commercial 1 2.2
Primarily Residential 40 88.9
What are the parking arrangements on the block face? (Code the predominant form) (B10)

None

Mostly street 4 8.9
Mostly private parking lots

Mostly public lots 6 13.3
Mostly off-street (e.g. driveways) 35 77.8
How interesting is the architecture/ urban design of this segment (from I-M inventory) (B56)

Interesting 5 11.1
Somewhat interesting 11 24.4
Neutral/Uninteresting 29 64.4
On the whole, rate the attractiveness of this segment? (from 1-M inventory) (B57)

Very attractive 3 6.7
Attractive 7 15.6
Neutral 13 28.9
Unattractive 6 13.3
Very unattractive 16 35.6
What type of residential housing occupies the most space on the block face? (from HEP-NOC) (D2)

Low- to high-rise apartment block (7 or more units, 1-3 floors to >10 floors) 7 15.6
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Duplexes or Row houses or Housing units over commercial stores 9 20.0
Single-family houses, detached or semi- detached 29 64.4
Roughly how many residences are there in this street segment (not whole area)? (D3)

Less than 10 10 22

10-20 16 35.6
20-49 17 37.8
50-99 1 2.2
100+ 1 2.2
How many storeys high are the majority of the buildings? (D4)

One 4 8.9
Two 35 77.8
Three to four 4 8.9
Five to nine 2 4.4
More than 10 0 0.0
How many buildings contain vertical-mixed use (i.e. building has different uses on different floors)? (from 1-M inventory) (D5)

A lot/quite common 3 6.7
Some, common 5 111
Rare, 2-3 only 16 35.6
None 20 44.4
No building > 1 story 1 2.2
How many residences have private driveways/private garages? (adapted from I-M inventory) (D12)

Practically all 33 73.3
A lot, 50%-99% 7 15.6
Some, 25%-49% 4 8.9
Only few, less than 25% 1 2.2
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None 0 0.0
Approximately what proportion of residences on this block face have their own private yard/ garden space? (D14)

None 0 0.0
Less than ¥4 1 2.2
Between ¥ and %2 3 6.7
More than %2 5 111
Nearly all, with some exceptions 36 80.0
Approximately what proportion of residences have their own front private balcony, porch or terrace? (D15)

None 0 0.0
Less than ¥ 0 0.0
Between Y2 and %2 3 6.7
More than % 4 8.9
Nearly all, with some exceptions 38 84.4
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Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10)

Def: characteristics of paved walking paths and obstacles in the environment, difficult to overcome or off-putting to pedestrians/

Number of
neighbourhoods

Percentage of
neighbourhoods

cyclists (N) (%)
Are there cars parked on the pavement? (B11)

No, not at all 14 31.1
Yes, but only 1-2 occasions 7 15.6
Yes, more frequent than 1-2 occasions 12 26.7
Yes, very frequent e.g. along more than % of the length of the road 8 17.8
Yes, along more than % of the length of the road 4 8.9

Did you observe any parking violations, other than parking on the pavement, such as illegal parking, blocking driveway or other access, parking on

disable spaces, etc? (B12)

No 38 84.4
Some 7 15.6
Many 0 0.0
How many sides of the street have sidewalks? (from I-M inventory) (B16)

Neither 1 2.2
One 3 6.7
Both 41.1 91.1
Is the sidewalk complete/ continuous on one or both sides? (from I-M inventory, adapted) (B17)

Yes, no problems with continuity 5 111
Occasional problems here and there 7 15.6
Some problems on at least one side 9 20.0
A lot of problems on both sides 12 26.7
No continuity throughout on both sides 12 26.7

Obstructions for walkability on sidewalks (e.g. parked cars, lamb posts/trees, pots, discontinuity, untrimmed trees

or plants blocking

the way, etc)?

(B19)

None 13 28.9
A little (1-2 places, not that significant) 12 26.7
Some (more than 1-2 places) 13 28.9
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A lot (frequent) 4 8.9
Throughout (very frequent) 3 6.7
How would you rate the condition of the sidewalks on the block face? (B21)

No sidewalks ) 4.4
Poor (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along MOST surface) 13 28.9
Fair (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along SOME of the surface) 16 35.6
Moderately good (holes and cracks, only, OCCASIONALLY) 6 13.3
Very good (or Under construction) 8 17.8
How easy would it be for citizens on wheels (e.g. stroller, disable cart) to move about in the neighborhood? (added after review) (B22)

Very Difficult 24 53.3
Somewhat Difficult 17 26.7
Neither easy, nor difficult 4 8.9
Somewhat Easy 2 4.4
Very Easy 3 6.7

Is there any infrastructure for disable citizens, such as continuous pavements, sloping pavement for crossing, ramps for disable access, dedicated

parking spaces for disable, access to public spaces, etc? (added after review) (B23)

No 44 97.8
Yes 1 2.2
If so, are disable spaces/ access occupied by cars or blocked by other obstructions? (B24)

Yes or No infrastructure 44 97.8
No 1 2.2
Are they any untrimmed trees, unkempt plants or weeds on the pavements? (added after review) (B33)

Very heavy, many places, all along 13 28.9
A lot/heavy, several places 3 6.7
A little, more than occasional 11 24.4
Very occasional, 1-2 spots 16 35.6
None 2 4.4
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Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18)
Def: features that hinder or promote an environment conducive to pedestrian or cycling activity

Number of
neighbourhoods

Percentage of
neighbourhoods

(N) (%)
Type of street (Code all that apply) (B1)
Major or moderately busy street 4 8.9
Side street (to major road) 16 35.6
Residential road and/or Dead-end street and/or One-way street 25 55.6
What is the traffic flow? (B2)
No traffic/Very light 2 4.4
Light (occasional) 7 15.6
Moderate 14 311
Heavy 10 22.2
Very heavy (steady stream) 12 26.7
Do you see any industrial tracks and/or big commercial vehicles passing through the residential area? (added after review) (B4)
Many 8 17.8
Some 12 26.7
None 25 55.6
Are there any speed reducing measures on the street? (B6)
None 39 86.7
At least one of the following: Speed bump, Roundabout, Reduced speed limit, School/playground zone, Other 6 13.3
Are there places intended and/or marked for pedestrians to cross the street? (from I-M inventory) (B7)
None 40 88.9
Some 4 8.9
Many 1 2.2
For an individual on foot, how safe (traffic wise) do you think it is to cross the street? (from 1-M inventory, adapted) (B8)
Very unsafe (no speed reducing measures and steady stream of traffic and fast coming cars and obstructions for visibility) 4 8.9
Not very safe 10 22.2
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Pretty safe 19 42.2
Very safe (presence of speed reducing measures and no/very light passing through traffic and no obstructions) 12 26.7
For an individual on foot, how convenient (e.g. not having to walk far to cross with safety) do you think it is to cross the street? (from I-M inventory,
adapted)(B9)

Very inconvenient 3 6.7
Not very convenient 6 13.3
Pretty convenient 17 37.8
Very convenient 19 42.2
Did you observe any driving violations, such as overtaking, speeding, not stopping at stopping signs, etc (added after review)(B13)

Many 0 0.0
Some 4 8.9
No 41 91.1
How would you rate the walkability of this segment? (B18)

No sidewalks on either side 1 2.2
Narrow sidewalk, one side, none on the other (nhot wide enough for two people to cross each other) 2 4.4
Narrow sidewalk on both sides 10 22.2
Wide sidewalk, at least one side 6 13.3
Wide sidewalk, both sides 26 57.8
Is there a buffer (e.g. parked cars, landscaped “buffer”, strips) between sidewalk and street so that there is a separation between pedestrians and
passing traffic? (from I-M inventory)(B20)

No, nowhere 44 97.8
In couple of places, not enough to be significant 1 2.2
In several places 0 0.0
Yes, generally the case, only few exceptions 0 0.0
Yes, nearly throughout 0 0.0
Are there greenbelts, trails, paths or lanes intended for walking, other than sidewalks in the area? (from I-M inventory). (B25)

No 39 86.7
Yes 6 13.3
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Is there outdoor lighting on the segment (including street lights, public paths or public spaces)? (from I-M inventory) (B26)

No, not at all, area would be dark at night 0 0.0
Not as much as needed 14 311
Normal, probably like anywhere else 25 55.6
Yes, probably more than elsewhere 1 2.2
Yes, a lot, very well lid 5 11.1
Is the sidewalk shaded by trees? (from 1-M inventory) (B32)

No, nowhere 5 11.1
Somewhat, at least in some places 27 60.0
Yes, in many places 13 28.9
Are there bicycle facilities? (Code all that apply) (B41)

None 45 100
Bicycle parking/stands and/or Bicycle lanes 0 0/0
How would you rate the bikability of this segment, on shoulder/marked lane, not considering the road? (B42)

No shoulder/marked lane, a cyclist would have to cycle on the road 22 48.9
Narrow marked lane 1 2.2
Narrow paved shoulder 5 111
Wide marked lane

Wide paved shoulder 17 37.8
Obstructions for bikability (on shoulder/marked lane, or if not present on the road)(B43)

A lot 22 48.9
Many 15 33.3
Some 4 8.9
A little 3 6.7
None 1 2.2

How would you rate the bikability of this segment, even in the absence of a shoulder/lane, i.e. considering the road? (added after review)(B44)
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Very unsafe (e.g. fast passing cars, not enough space, many obstructions such as parked cars) 8 17.8
Not very safe 15 33.3
Pretty safe 16 35.6
Very safe (e.g. no/very light traffic, or wide roads, no obstructions such as parked cars) 6 13.3
During your stay in the area, were there any vehicles cars or motorbikes moving down the street at high speed? (added after review)(H15)

Many 10 22.2
One or two 13 28.9
None 22 48.9
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Domain 5: Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification (N=11, excl. profile)
Def: unique features that give definition to neighborhood, including visible signs/ advertisements and displays tailored to a specific

Number of
neighbourhoods

Percentage of
neighbourhoods

ethnic group (N) (%)
Are there indications of neighborhood uniformity? (B45)

No, extreme difference 14 31.1
Fairly, like anywhere else 23 51.1
Yes, more so than anywhere else 8 17.8

Is this segment/area characterized by having a significant open view of an object or spot of interest (e.g. square, green space etc).or a wider scene

beyond the segment? (from I-M inventory) (B47)

No 38 84.4
Yes 7 15.6
How attractive is the open view? (from 1-M inventory) (B48)

No views 38 84.4
Unattractive 1 2.2
Neutral 0 0.0
Attractive 6 13.3
Does any business, institution or residence display symbols, colors, names, signs with ethnic orientation? (modified from HEP-NOC)(B50)

None 38 84.4
1-2 occurrences 7 15.6
More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0
Quite common 0 0.0
Very common 0 0.0
Does any business, institution or residence display GREEK/CYPRIOT national symbols, colors, names, signs? (added)

F\IBog;lle) 40 88.9
1-2 occurrences 5 111
More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0
Quite common 0 0.0
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Very common 0 0.0
Are there billboards/signage present on this segment, including shops and other businesses' signage? (from I-M inventory, adapted)(B53)
Excessive 1 2.2
A lot 3 6.7
Some 12 26.7
Rare, 1-2 only 11 24.4
None 18 40.0
How would characterize the attractiveness of billboards and signage, including uniformity? (added after review) (B54)

Very unattractive (exceptionally standing out compared to elsewhere) 2 4.4
Somewhat unattractive (worse than elsewhere in terms of quantity, uniformity and attractiveness) 4 8.9
Neutral (might not be uniform but not that different to elsewhere) 20 444
Somewhat attractive (better than elsewhere in terms of quantity, uniformity and attractiveness) 1 2.2
Very attractive (e.g. unusually uniform compared to elsewhere or none) 18 40.0
Are any of the following advertisements visible on the block face (from HEP-NOC)? (B55)

Sign advertising tobacco products, Sign advertising beer/other alcohol, Sign advertising fast food, Other unhealthy 26 57.8
(specify)

None 19 42.2
What proportion of residences have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (D23)

None 32 71.1
One or two 12 26.7
Three or four 1 2.2
Five-Ten 0 0.0
More than 10 0 0.0
What proportion of the commercial / industrial buildings have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (E6)

None 39 86.7
One or two 5 111
Three or four 1 2.2
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Five-Ten 0 0.0

More than 10 0 0.0

Are there signs or indications which denote a neighborhood name or monuments/ markers (e.g. statue, banner etc) that indicate someone is entering a
special area? (from 1-M inventory)

Yes 0 0.0

45 100.0

No
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Domain 6: Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) Number of Percentage of
Def: current condition of buildings, grounds, public spaces, that are not permanent, can change nEigthI\lIJ)rhOOdS neightzg/l;)rhoods
Are there trees in people’s front gardens? (B31) :

None 0 0.0
1%-24% of houses 3 6.7
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0
50%-99% of houses 21 46.7
100% 12 26.7
Are there houses with purposively planted vegetation (including healthy pots and baskets)? (B34)

None 6 13.3
1%-24% of houses 16 35.6
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0
50%-99% of houses 6 133
100% 8 17.8
How would you rate the condition of the best house/residential building on the block face? (D6)

Abandoned, unusable 0 0.0
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 2 4.4
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 2 4.4
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 4 8.9
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 37 82.2
How would you rate the condition of the worst house/residential building on the block face? (D7)

Abandoned, unusable 16 35.6
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 13 28.9
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 8 17.8
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 5 11.1
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 3 6.7
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In general, how would you rate the condition of the most of the houses/ residential building on the block face? (D8)

Abandoned, unusable 1 2.2

Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 7 15.6
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 17 37.8
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 12 26.7
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 8 17.8
How would you rate the condition of the best residential grounds on the block face? (D9)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 0 0.0

Fair (somewhat neglected) 4 8.9

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 11.1
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 36 80.0
How would you rate the condition of the worst residential grounds on the block face? (D10)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 30 66.7
Fair (somewhat neglected) 9 20.0
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 11.1
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 1 2.2

How would you rate the condition of the most of the residential grounds on the block face? (D11)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 8 17.8
Fair (somewhat neglected) 18 40.0
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 9 20.0
Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 10 22.2

What proportion of residences have some form of decoration/external beautification (e.g. decorated gardens/ balconies, nameplates, window boxes)?

(D13)

None

0

0.0
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Very rare 1 2.2
Less than %2 of residences 7 15.6
More than ¥ of residences 15 33.3
Near all, with some exceptions 22 48.9
Is there any mold or damp visible on houses walls from the outside? (added after review) (D25)

More than % 6 13.3
More than ¥4 7 15.6
Between 1/10 and ¥4 13 28.9
Less than 1/10 13 28.9
None 6 13.3
Are any of the residential buildings being renovated?(D26)

No 2 4.4
Yes, one or two 14 31.1
Yes, three or four 19 42.2
Yes, five to ten 5 11.1
Yes, more than 10 5 11.1
How many vacant/undeveloped lots are there in this block face? (E1)

Many, more than % 4 8.9
Five to ten 44
Three or four 15 33.3
One or two 15 33.3
None 9 20.0
What is the overall condition of the vacant/undeveloped property? (E2)

Poor 32 71.1
Fair 3 6.7
Good or No vacant/undeveloped property 10 22.2
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What is the overall condition of the commercial/industrial buildings and grounds? (E3)

Abandoned, unusable 5 111
Poor/deteriorated (major repairs) 6 13.3
Fair (multiple minor repairs/1 major) 5 11.1
Good (near perfect, touch-up repairs) 5 11.1
Excellent (new or newly renovated) or No commercial/industrial buildings 24 53.3
Are any of the commercial/industrial buildings being renovated? (E8)

No 30 66.7
Yes, one or two 11 24.4
Yes, three or four 2 4.4
Yes, five to ten

Yes, more than 10 2 4.4
What proportion of private residence grounds (yards, front porches, or anywhere visible) have toys or play equipment? (F12)

None 28 62.2
Less than 1/10 12 26.7
Between 1/10 and %2 5 11.1
More than %2 0 0.0
Nearly all 0 0.0
In general, how would you rate the condition of the toys or play equipment in private residence grounds? (added)(F13)

None 28 62.2
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 1 2.2
Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 4 8.9
Good 6 133
Excellent 6 13.3
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Domain 7: Safety (lack of security-related features) (N=10) Number of Percentage of
Def: physical indicators of level of protection from harm one might expect neighbol\llj)rhoods neighb(g/l;;’hoods
Are there any barking dogs in this segment? (adapted from I-M inventory) (D21) (

Yes 25 55.6

No 20 44.4
What other types of signs are visible? (B52) safety

More than one of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 28 62.2

One of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 12 26.7
None 5 111
Approximately what proportion of the residential buildings have a border? (D16)

None 37 82.2

Less than ¥ 4 8.9
Between ¥, and %2 4 8.9
More than % 0 0
Nearly all, with only some exceptions 0 0

What is the average height of residence borders? (D17)

Above head level 7 15.6
Below head level 8 17.8
Below or just above waist level 30 66.7
What proportion of residence buildings have window security bars or gratings on windows (not including decorative gratings on traditional doors)?
Nearly i 2 m
More than Y. 1 2.2
Between ¥, and Y%. 4 8.9

Less than Y4 12 26.7
None 26 57.8
What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by private security services? (D19)
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Nearly all 2 4.4
More than Y. 3 6.7
Between ¥, and 2. 13 28.9
Less than ¥4 15 333
None 12 26.7
What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by dogs? (D20)

None 2 4.4
Less than % 2 44
Between ¥, and %2 13 28.9
More than % 21 46.7
Nearly all 7 15.6
What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by dogs? (D20)

Nearly all 2 4.4
More than % 2 4.4
Between ¥ and %2 13 28.9
Less than ¥ 21 46.7
None 7 15.6
What proportion of the commercial/ industrial buildings have security bars/grating on windows and/or pull-down metal security blinds on the doors
and entrances? (E4)

Nearly all 2 4.4
More than %2 1 2.2
Between 1/10 and . 0 0.0
Less than 1/10 19 42.2
None 23 51.1
What proportion of the commercial/ industrial properties have security devices (alarms) and/or security fences, high mesh fencing with barbed wire
or spiked tops? (E5)

Nearly all 2 4.4
More than Y. 1 2.2
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Between 1/10 and %. 2 4.4
Less than 1/10 14 311
None 26 57.8
Are they any security fences, bars or security devices in institutions, if present (schools etc)? (added after review) (E7)

Yes (high fences, locked gates) 16 35.6
Yes (bars or windows/doors, security devices or guards) 6 13.3
No or No institutions present 23 51.1
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Domain 8: Physical Disorder (lack of) (N=17 excl. profile)

Def: characteristics than render environment unsightly and potentially unsafe

Number of
neighbourhoods

Percentage of
neighbourhoods

0,
Are there abandoned cars/trucks on any of the streets, alleys or lots visible on this block face? (B14) - =
More than five 5 111
Four or five 0 0.0
Two or three 5 111
One 8 17.8
None 27 60.0
Are there old, beat-up cars/trucks on the street, in driveways or yards on this block face? (B15)
More than five 4 8.9
Four or five 0 0.0
Two or three 5 11.1
One 6 13.3
None 30 66.7
Do you see any stagnant waters or visibly blocked rain ducts? (added after review)(B38)
Yes 0 0.0
No 45 100.0
Do you see any carcasses of dead animals? (added after review)(B39)
Yes 0 0.0
No 45 100.0
What proportion of residences are burned out, boarded up, or abandoned? (D24)
More than 10 0 0.0
Five-Ten 0 0.0
Three-four 8 17.8
One or two 15 33.3
None 22 48.9
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Are there discarded trimmings of plants and trees in public spaces or vacant lots? (added after review) (E9)

Yes 25 55.6
No 20 44.4
Is there garbage, junk or litter (incl. broken glass, clothes, paper) on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H1)
Heavy/Widespread 12 26.7
A lot 3 6.7
Some, here and there 19 42.2
Very little, very rare 5 111
None 6 13.3
Are there empty beer containers or liquor bottles on the street or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H2)

Heavy/Widespread 0 0.0
A lot 0 0.0
Some, here and there 3 6.7
Very little, very rare 4 8.9
None 38 84.4
Do you see any condoms or syringes in public spaces? (added after review) (H3)

Yes 1 2.2
No 44 97.8
Are there cigarettes or cigar butts or discarded cigarette packages on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H4)
Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2
A lot 4 8.9
Some, here and there 15 33.3
Very little, very rare 16 35.6
None 9 20.0

Are there any piles (significant accumulations) of garbage or dumped materials on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H5)

Yes

37

82.2
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No 8 17.8
Are there animal droppings/fouling on the sidewalks/street? (H6)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2
A lot 4 8.9
Some, here and there 9 20.0
Very little, very rare 18 40.0
None 13 28.9
Is there graffiti on any of the buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H7)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2
A lot 6 13.3
Some, here and there 13 28.9
Very little, very rare 12 26.7
None 13 28.9
Is there painted-over graffiti on any of buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H9)

None 40 88.9
Some 4 8.9
A lot 1 2.2

How much vandalism (other than graffiti e.g. broken windows, broken telephone boxes, damaged equipment etc) is
properties (e.g. broken windows? (H10)

present on public spaces or private

Extensive (large areas of small or more than two significant occurrences) 0 0.0
A lot (several small or more than one significant occurrence) 1 2.2
Moderate (more than 2 small occurrences or one significant occurrence) 2 4.4
Rare (2 or less small occurrences) 3 6.7
None 39 86.7
To what extent did you experience any unpleasant noxious smells during your observation (urine, rotting garbage, etc.)? (H11)

Quite a bit 2 4.4
A little 11 24.4
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Not at all 32 71.1
To what extent did you experience unpleasant levels of dirt in the air (e.g. resuspension of soil from vacant lots, construction materials etc) (H12)

Quite a bit 4 8.9
A little 10 22.2
Not at all 31 68.9
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Domain 9: Social Contact & Social Disorder (/ack of) Number of Percentage of
(N=14) Def: People’s activity and behaviours, that indicate positive social contact and/or lack of social disorder nEighb(Ol\lIJ)rhOOdS nEighb(g/L;;hOOdS
Who are the occupants of the playgrounds, parks, green spaces? (F3)

No one Adults only 30 66.7
At least one group of the following: ég:r:tzrv(\)/lijtgschildren 12 26.7
Two or more groups of the following: Groups of unaccompanied children 3 6.7
Are there any people visible outdoors? (G1)

No

Yes, only one or two 11 24.4
Yes, some 16 35.6
Yes, many 6 13.3
Yes, a lot 12 26.7
Who do you see? (G2)

No one Older people (over 65+) 0 0.0
One of the following groups: ?g:r:gsg((a?ge(z;fsin?i 1674)) 22 48.9
Two of the following groups: Preteens (ages 6-12) 14 31.1
Thres of the following groups: Preschool children (ages 5 and under) 3 67
Four of the following groups: 6 13.3
How many children were not under adult supervision? (G7)

None, all accompanied by adults 30 66.7
No children in public spaces 1 2.2
One to three 11 24.4
More than four/five 3 6.7
Where any establishments (commercial or institutional) where people can meet/have social contact (coffee shops, youth centers etc) frequented by
people? (added after review) (G14)

No 39 86.7
Yes, but not very busy 3 6.7
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Yes, busy 3 6.7

What age-groups would you say these establishments cater for? (Code all that apply) (G15)

At least one of these groups Teenagers 29 64.4
Young adults

Two of these groups Older adulis 13 28.9

Three of these groups Elderly, male 2 4.4
Elderly, female

At least four of these groups 1 2.2

Did you see any other instances of social contact or gatherings (e.g. playing backgammon, drinking coffee on veranda or neighbou

after review) (G16)

rs chatting)? (added

None at all 25 55.6
One or two instances 18 40.0
Appears frequent/common 2 4.4
Did you see any houses with their front doors open (e.g. in case a neighbour drops by)? (added after review)(G17)

No 21 46.7
One or two 23 51.1
Appears frequent/common 1 2.2
Did you see any people begging/asking for money either from residents or passers byers? (added after review) (G18)

Yes 1 2.2
No 44 97.8
Did you see any people drinking alcohol openly in the block face? (G19)

Yes 3 6.7
No 42 93.3
Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of children? (G20)

No 45 100.0
Yes 0 0.0
Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of teenagers? (G21)

Yes 2 4.4
No 43 95.6
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Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of adults? (G22)

Yes

4.4

No

43

95.6
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APPENDIX XI: Prevalence of CyNOTes features and characteristics by Domain across all three groups of

the 45 neighbourhoods according to educational attainment of residents at postcode level.
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Domain 1: Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value | p-value
(N=14) neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- for
Def: destinations and facilities open to the public, conveniences and (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square) trend
comfort features in outdoor public spaces & characteristics of surrounding (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
scenery
Avre there purposively planted trees or other vegetation on the sidewalks or between the sidewalk and the street? (B29)
None, nowhere 3 6.7% 0.0 6.7 13.3 0.815 0.278
In a couple of spots (very occasional) 6 13.3% 6.7 20.0 13.3
A few spots e.g. 25%-49% of the area 14 31.1% 33.3 33.3 26.7
Some/A lot e.g. 50%-99% 12 26.7% 33.3 26.7 20.0
Many, nearly everywhere 10 22.2% 26.7 13.3 26.7
Avre there purposefully planted trees or other vegetation in other public spaces (e.g. green area)? (B30)
None, nowhere 14 31.1 33.3 33.3 26.7 0.945 0.832
Yes, in one or two places 12 26.7 26.7 20.0 33.3
Yes, some/a lot 19 42.2 40.0 46.7 40.0
Mark all types of public spaces on this area (from I-M inventory) (B35)
None of the following Park/Playground Beach 16 35.6 40.0 40.0 26.7 0.376 0.793
At least one of the Playing or sport field Vacant lot/ 22 48.9 46.7 333 66.7
following Plaza/square/courtyard | undeveloped land
At least two of the Public  garden/green | Nature feature 7 15.6 13.3 26.7 6.7
following area Other (specify)
What is the general condition of the public spaces? (B36)
None 19 42.2 60.0 333 333 0.386 0.138
Very poor/very deteriorated
Poor, not very well-kept 8 17.8 133 33.3 6.7
Fair 9 20.0 6.7 20.0 333
Good/well-kept 5 11.1 133 6.7 13.3
Very good/very well-kept 4 8.9 6.7 6.7 13.3
What public courtesies are visible? (B37)
None of the following Trash cans/bins (non-residential) 22 48.9 73.3 33.3 40.0 0.541 0.134
- Public phones
One of the following Public seating/benches 7 15.6 6.7 26.7 13.3
Two of the following Recycling facilities 7 15.6 6.7 20.0 20.0
Dog bins
Three of the following Oﬂ?er (specify) 6 133 6.7 13.3 20.0
Four of the following 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7
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Is there a park, playground, green space? (F1)

Yes (unfettered access) 14 31.1 40.0 40.0 133 0.310 0.236
Yes (controlled access) 3 6.7 0.0 6.7 133

No 28 62.2 60.0 53.3 733

What is the overall condition of playgrounds/ parks/green spaces? (F2)

Abandoned, unusable 17 37.8 53.3 46.7 133 0.188 0.082
Poor/deteriorated 7 15.6 133 20.0 133

Fair 8 17.8 6.7 20.0 26.7

Good 7 15.6 6.7 6.7 333

Excellent 6 133 20.0 6.7 133

Avre there play spaces other than parks, playgrounds and residential gardens, including open or undeveloped spaces?(F4)

Yes, relatively good and safe alternatives for children to play 6 13.3 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.071 0.078
Yes, but not safe options (general feeling of unsafety, dangers, passing 8 17.8 133 33.3 6.7

traffic)

None 31 68.9 66.7 46.7 93.3

Are any vacant lots or open or undeveloped spaces (not fenced in)? (F5)

Yes, in good condition 7 15.6 26.7 13.3 6.7 0.654 0.211
Yes, in poor condition 30 66.7 60.0 66.7 73.3

No vacant lots/undeveloped spaces 8 17.8 133 20.0 20.0

How are the vacant lots or open undeveloped spaces used-what or who do you see? (Code all that apply) (F6)

Nothing notable and/or Used for parking and/ Illegal/improper use or activity 41 91.1 86.7 86.7 100.0 0.334 0.205
Children playing and/or Equipped with playground equipment and/or Used 4 8.9 133 13.3 0.0

for gardens and/or Chairs/furniture for socializing

What is the overall condition of public use recreational spaces or grounds, other than parks & playgrounds assessed above (including vacant lots)? (from HEP-NOC) (F7)

None 8 17.8 26.7 13.3 133 0.776 0.683
Poor/deteriorated (e.g. trash, overgrown, broken glass etc) 25 55.6 53.3 60.0 53.3

Fair (moderate trash, somewhat overgrown etc) 8 17.8 6.7 20.0 26.7

Good (very little or no trash, grass cut, no broken glass) 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7

Excellent 1 22 6.7 0.0 0.0
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What kinds of recreational facilities/ destination are on the block face? (F9)

None of the Park/Green Community Plaza/Square 9 20.0 26.7 26.7 6.7 0.166 0.329
following space centre Vacant lots/
One of the Playground (organized) undeveloped 19 42.2 46.7 20.0 60.0
following Sports/playing Swimming land
Two or more of fields/courts pool Beach 17 37.8 26.7 53.3 333
the following Community Gym/indoor Nature feature
yards/gardens facility Other
Do the recreational facilities contain (F10)
None of the | Sports fields/courts Picnic tables 20 44.4 46.7 46.7 40.0 0.651 0.552
following Sports stands/seating Pools
One of the | Sports equipment Bike/walking paths 22 48.9 53.3 40.0 53.3
following Playground equipment Other, specify
Two of more of 3 6.7 0.0 13.3 6.7
the following
In general, how would you rate the condition of the public use recreational equipment? (from HEP-NOC) (F11)
None 20 44.4 46.7 46.7 40.0 0.596 0.682
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 4 8.9 133 13.3 0.0
Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 14 31.1 26.7 20.0 46.7
Good 3 6.7 0.0 133 6.7
Excellent 4 8.9 133 6.7 6.7
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Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics (N=11, excl. profile) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: building attributes, permanent, not easily changed (including parking neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
arrangements and driveways) (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
How would you characterize the predominant land use on this block face? (A2)
Mixed Residential, Commercial, Industrial 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.211 0.351
Primarily Residential, Commercial 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
Primarily Residential 40 88.9 86.7 80.0 100.0
What are the parking arrangements on the block face? (Code the predominant form) (B10)
None
Mostly street 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.124 0.218
Mostly private parking lots
Mostly public lots 6 13.3 26.7 6.7 6.7
Mostly off-street (e.g. driveways) 35 77.8 66.7 73.3 93.3
How interesting is the architecture/ urban design of this segment (from I-M inventory) (B56)
Interesting 5 111 6.7 6.7 20.0 0.003 0.002
Somewhat interesting 11 24.4 0.0 20.0 53.3
Neutral/Uninteresting 29 64.4 93.3 73.3 26.7
On the whole, rate the attractiveness of this segment? (from I-M inventory) (B57)
Very attractive 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 0.004 0.000
Attractive 7 15.6 0.0 133 333
Neutral 13 28.9 20.0 133 53.3
Unattractive 6 133 6.7 26.7 6.7
Very unattractive 16 35.6 66.7 40.0 0.0
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What type of residential housing occupies the most space on the block face? (from HEP-NOC) (D2)

Low- to high-rise apartment block (7 or more units, 1-3 floors to >10 floors) 7 15.6 6.7 26.7 13.3 0.189 0.630
Duplexes or Row houses or Housing units over commercial stores 9 20.0 13.3 33.3 13.3

Single-family houses, detached or semi- detached 29 64.4 80.0 40.0 73.3

Roughly how many residences are there in this street segment (not whole area)? (D3)

Less than 10 10 22 26.7 20.0 20.0 0.041 0.017
10-20 16 35.6 60.0 40.0 6.7

2049 17 37.8 13.3 333 66.7

50-99 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0

100+ 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How many storeys high are the majority of the buildings? (D4)

One 4 8.9 20.0 6.7 0.0 0.515 0.126
Two 35 77.8 733 733 86.7

Three to four 4 8.9 6.7 133 6.7

Five to nine 2 44 0.0 6.7 6.7

More than 10 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

How many buildings contain vertical-mixed use (i.e. building has different uses on different floors)? (from 1-M inventory) (D5)

A lot/quite common 3 6.7 133 6.7 0.0 0.215 0.557
Some, common 5 111 133 20.0 0.0

Rare, 2-3 only 16 35.6 20.0 26.7 60.0

None 20 44.4 46.7 46.7 40.0

No building > 1 story 1 22 6.7 0.0 0.0




How many residences have private driveways/private garages? (adapted from I-M inventory) (D12)

Practically all 33 73.3 66.7 73.3 80.0 0.262 0.466
A lot, 50%-99% 7 15.6 26.7 6.7 13.3

Some, 25%-49% 4 8.9 0.0 20.0 6.7

Only few, less than 25% 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0

None 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Approximately what proportion of residences on this block face have their own private yard/ garden space? (D14)

None 0 0.0

Less than %4 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.861 0.795
Between ¥ and %2 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7

More than % 5 111 13.3 13.3 6.7

Nearly all, with some exceptions 36 80.0 80.0 73.3 86.7

Approximately what proportion of residences have their own front private balcony, porch or terrace? (D15)

None 0 0.0

Less than % 0 0.0

Between %2 and %2 3 6.7 0.0 133 6.7 0.222 0.744
More than %2 4 8.9 20.0 6.7 0.0

Nearly all, with some exceptions 38 84.4 80.0 80.0 93.3
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Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: characteristics of paved walking paths and obstacles in the neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
environment, difficult to overcome or off-putting to pedestrians/ (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)

cyclists (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)

Avre there cars parked on the pavement? (B11)

No, not at all 14 311 33.3 33.3 26.7 0.754 0.683
Yes, but only 1-2 occasions 7 15.6 6.7 20.0 20.0

Yes, more frequent than 1-2 occasions 12 26.7 26.7 26.7 26.7

Yes, very frequent e.g. along more than % of the length of the road 8 17.8 13.3 20.0 20.0

Yes, along more than % of the length of the road 4 8.9 20.0 0.0 6.7

Did you observe any parking violations, other than parking on the pavement, such as illegal parking, blocking driveway or other access, parking on disable spaces, etc? (B12)

No 38 84.4 80.0 86.7 86.7 0.844 0.618
Some 7 15.6 20.0 13.3 133

Many 0 0.0

How many sides of the street have sidewalks? (from I-M inventory) (B16)

Neither 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.080 0.152
One 3 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.0

Both 41.1 91.1 80.0 933 100.0

Is the sidewalk complete/ continuous on one or both sides? (from I-M inventory, adapted) (B17)

Yes, no problems with continuity 5 111 26.7 6.7 0.0 0.330 0.014
Occasional problems here and there 7 15.6 20.0 13.3 13.3

Some problems on at least one side 9 20.0 20.0 26.7 13.3

A lot of problems on both sides 12 26.7 13.3 333 33.3

No continuity throughout on both sides 12 26.7 20.0 20.0 40.0
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Obstructions for walkability on sidewalks (e.g. parked cars, lamb posts/trees, pots, discontinuity, untrimmed trees or plants blocking the way, etc)? (B19)

None 13 28.9 40.0 333 13.3 0.794 0.646
A little (1-2 places, not that significant) 12 26.7 13.3 26.7 40.0

Some (more than 1-2 places) 13 289 26.7 26.7 33.3

A lot (frequent) 4 8.9 13.3 6.7 6.7

Throughout (very frequent) 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7

How would you rate the condition of the sidewalks on the block face? (B21)

No sidewalks 2 44 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.095 0.428
Poor (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along MOST 13 289 53.3 20.0 13.3

surface)

Fair (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along SOME of the 16 35.6 13.3 40.0 53.3

surface)

Moderately good (holes and cracks, only, OCCASIONALLY) 6 13.3 13.3 6.7 20.0

Very good (or Under construction) 8 17.8 20.0 20.0 13.3

How easy would it be for citizens on wheels (e.g. stroller, disable cart) to move about in the neighborhood? (added after review) (B22)

Very Difficult 24 53.3 733 533 333 0.248 0.065
Somewhat Difficult 17 26.7 20.0 20.0 40.0

Neither easy, nor difficult 4 8.9 0.0 20.0 6.7

Somewhat Easy 2 4.4 0.0 6.7 6.7

Very Easy 3 6.7 6.7 0.0 13.3

Is there any infrastructure for disable citizens, such as continuous pavements, sloping pavement for crossing, ramp

(added after review) (B23)

s for disable access, dedicated parking spaces for disable, access to public spaces, etc?

No 44 97.8 100.0 100.0 93.3 0.360 0.221
Yes 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

If so, are disable spaces/ access occupied by cars or blocked by other obstructions? (B24)

Yes or No infrastructure 44 97.8 100.0 100.0 93.3 0.360 0.221
No 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7




Avre they any untrimmed trees, unkempt plants or weeds on the pavements? (added after review) (B33)

Very heavy, many places, all along 13 289 26.7 40.0 20.0 0.599 1.000
A lot/heavy, several places 3 6.7 6.7 0.0 133
A little, more than occasional 11 24.4 20.0 333 20.0
Very occasional, 1-2 spots 16 35.6 40.0 20.0 46.7
None 2 44 6.7 6.7 0.0
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Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: features that hinder or promote an environment conducive to pedestrian or neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
cycling activity (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Type of street (Code all that apply) (B1)
Major or moderately busy street 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.245 0.407
Side street (to major road) 16 35.6 46.7 20.0 40.0
Residential road and/or Dead-end street and/or One-way street 25 55.6 46.7 60.0 60.0
What is the traffic flow? (B2)
No traffic/Very light 2 4.4 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.112 0.877
Light (occasional) 7 15.6 13.3 33.3 0.0
Moderate 14 31.1 26.7 20.0 46.7
Heavy 10 22.2 26.7 20.0 20.0
Very heavy (steady stream) 12 26.7 33.3 13.3 33.3
Do you see any industrial tracks and/or big commercial vehicles passing through the residential area? (added after review) (B4)
Many 8 17.8 333 20.0 0.0 0.009 0.001
Some 12 26.7 46.7 13.3 20.0
None 25 55.6 20.0 66.7 80.0
Avre there any speed reducing measures on the street? (B6)
None 39 86.7 80.0 93.3 86.7 0.562 0.595
At least one of the following: Speed bump, Roundabout, Reduced speed limit, 6 13.3 20.0 6.7 133
School/playground zone, Other
Are there places intended and/or marked for pedestrians to cross the street? (from I-M inventory) (B7)
None 40 88.9 80.0 93.3 93.3 0.609 0.176
Some 4 8.9 13.3 6.7 6.7
Many 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
For an individual on foot, how safe (traffic wise) do you think it is to cross the street? (from I-M inventory, adapted) (B8
Very unsafe (no speed reducing measures and steady stream of traffic and fast 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.144 0.586
coming cars and obstructions for visibility)
Not very safe 10 22.2 20.0 20.0 26.7
Pretty safe 19 42.2 46.7 53.3 26.7
Very safe (presence of speed reducing measures and no/very light passing through 12 26.7 26.7 6.7 46.7
traffic and no obstructions)
For an individual on foot, how convenient (e.g. not having to walk far to cross with safety) do you think it is to cross the street? (from 1-M inventory, adapted)(B9)
Very inconvenient 3 6.7 6.7 13.3 0.0 0.686 0.772
Not very convenient 6 13.3 6.7 20.0 13.3
Pretty convenient 17 37.8 46.7 26.7 40.0
Very convenient 19 42.2 40.0 40.0 46.7
Did you observe any driving violations, such as overtaking, speeding, not stopping at stopping signs, etc (added after review)(B13)
Many 0 0.0
Some 4 8.9 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.760 1.000
No 41 91.1 93.3 86.7 93.3
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How would you rate the walkability of this segment? (B18)

No sidewalks on either side 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.150 0.397
Narrow sidewalk, one side, none on the other (not wide enough for two people to 2 4.4 0.0 0.0 13.3

cross each other)

Narrow sidewalk on both sides 10 22.2 40.0 20.0 6.7

Wide sidewalk, at least one side 6 13.3 20.0 6.7 13.3

Wide sidewalk, both sides 26 57.8 40.0 66.7 66.7

Is there a buffer (e.g. parked cars, landscaped “buffer”, strips) between sidewalk and street so that there is a separation between pedestrians and passing traffic? (from I-M inventory)(B20)

No, nowhere 44 97.8 100.0 100.0 93.3 0.360 0.221
In couple of places, not enough to be significant 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

In several places 0 0.0

Yes, generally the case, only few exceptions 0 0.0

Yes, nearly throughout 0 0.0

Are there greenbelts, trails, paths or lanes intended for walking, other than sidewalks in the area? (from I-M inventory). (B25)

No 39 86.7 93.3 86.7 80.0 0.562 0.288
Yes 6 13.3 6.7 13.3 20.0

Is there outdoor lighting on the segment (including street lights, public paths or public spaces)? (from I-M inventory) (B26)

No, not at all, area would be dark at night 0 0.0

Not as much as needed 14 31.1 20.0 40.0 33.3 0.682 0.538
Normal, probably like anywhere else 25 55.6 66.7 46.7 53.3

Yes, probably more than elsewhere 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Yes, a lot, very well lid 5 11.1 13.3 13.3 6.7

Is the sidewalk shaded by trees? (from I-M inventory) (B32)

No, nowhere 5 11.1 13.3 13.3 6.7 0.474 0.137
Somewhat, at least in some places 27 60.0 66.7 66.7 46.7

Yes, in many places 13 28.9 20.0 20.0 46.7

Are there bicycle facilities? (Code all that apply) (B41)

None 45 100 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bicycle parking/stands and/or Bicycle lanes 0 0/0

How would you rate the bikability of this segment, on shoulder/marked lane, not considering the road? ( (B42)

No shoulder/marked lane, a cyclist would have to cycle on the road 22 48.9 73.3 40.0 33.3 0.312 0.064
Narrow marked lane 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Narrow paved shoulder 5 11.1 6.7 13.3 13.3

Wide marked lane

Wide paved shoulder 17 37.8 20.0 46.7 46.7

Obstructions for bikability (on shoulder/marked lane, or if not present on the road) (B43)

A lot 22 48.9 73.3 40.0 33.3 0.422 0.072
Many 15 33.3 13.3 46.7 40.0

Some 4 8.9 6.7 6.7 13.3

A little 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7

None 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
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How would you rate the bikability of this segment, even in the absence of a shoulder/lang, i.e. considering the road? (added after review)(B44)

Very unsafe (e.g. fast passing cars, not enough space, many obstructions such as 8 17.8 26.7 26.7 0.0 0.412 0.298
parked cars)

Not very safe 15 33.3 33.3 20.0 46.7

Pretty safe 16 35.6 26.7 40.0 40.0

Very safe (e.g. no/very light traffic, or wide roads, no obstructions such as parked 6 13.3 133 133 13.3

cars)

During your stay in the area, were there any vehicles cars or motorbikes moving down the street at high speed? (added after review)(H15

Many 10 22.2 26.7 33.3 6.7 0.438 0.367
One or two 13 28.9 26.7 20.0 40.0

None 22 48.9 46.7 46.7 53.3
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Domain 5: Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification (N=11, excl. Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
profile) neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
Def: unique features that give definition to neighborhood, including (N) (%) Attainment (N=15) Attainment Attainment square)

visible signs/ advertisements and displays tailored to a specific ethnic (N=15) (N=15)

group

Are there indications of neighborhood uniformity? (B45)

No, extreme difference 14 31.1 40.0 33.3 20.0 0.585 0.115
Fairly, like anywhere else 23 51.1 53.3 46.7 53.3

Yes, more so than anywhere else 8 17.8 6.7 20.0 26.7

Is this segment/area characterized by having a significant open view of

an object or spot of i

nterest (e.g. square, green space etc).or a wid

er scene beyond the segment? (from

1-M inventory) (B47)

No 38 84.4 80.0 93.3 80.0 0.508 1.000
Yes 7 15.6 20.0 6.7 20.0

How attractive is the open view? (from I-M inventory) (B48)

No views 38 84.4 80.0 933 80.0 0.523 0.690
Unattractive 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0

Neutral 0 0.0

Attractive 6 13.3 13.3 6.7 20.0

Does any business, institution or residence display symbols, colors, names, signs with ethnic orientation? (modified from HEP-NOC)(B50)

None 38 84.4 100.0 733 80.0 0.111 0.135
1-2 occurrences 7 15.6 0.0 26.7 20.0

More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0

Quite common 0 0.0

Very common 0 0.0

Does any business, institution or residence display GREEK/CYPRIOT national symbols, colors, names, signs? (added) (B51)

None 40 88.9 100.0 86.7 80.0 0.207 0.085
1-2 occurrences 5 111 0.0 13.3 20.0

More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0

Quite common 0 0.0

Very common 0 0.0
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Are there billboards/signage present on this segment, including shops and other businesses' signage? (from 1-M inventory, adapted)(B53)

Excessive 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.635 0.396
Alot 3 6.7 13.3 0.0 6.7
Some 12 26.7 20.0 26.7 333
Rare, 1-2 only 11 24.4 26.7 333 13.3
None 18 40.0 333 40.0 46.7

How would characterize the attractiveness of billboards and signage, including uniformity? (added after review) (B54)

Very unattractive (exceptionally standing out compared to elsewhere) 2 44 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.043 0.074
Somewhat unattractive (worse than elsewhere in terms of quantity, 4 8.9 26.7 0.0 0.0

uniformity and attractiveness)

Neutral (might not be uniform but not that different to elsewhere) 20 44.4 26.7 53.3 53.3

Somewhat attractive (better than elsewhere in terms of quantity, uniformity 1 22 0.0 6.7 0.0

and attractiveness)

Very attractive (e.g. unusually uniform compared to elsewhere or none) 18 40.0 33.3 40.0 46.7

Are any of the following advertisements visible on the block face (from HEP-NOC)? (B55)

Sign advertising tobacco products, Sign advertising beer/other alcohol, 26 57.8 60.0 60.0 53.3 0.913 0.715
Sign advertising fast food, Other unhealthy (specify)
None 19 42.2 40.0 40.0 46.7

What proportion of residences have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (D23)

None 32 711 86.7 60.0 66.7 0.307 0.156
One or two 12 26.7 13.3 40.0 26.7

Three or four 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Five-Ten 0 0.0

More than 10 0 0.0
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What proportion of the commercial / industrial buildings have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (E6)

None 39 86.7 93.3 86.7 80.0 0.635 0.196
One or two 5 111 6.7 13.3 13.3

Three or four 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Five-Ten 0 0.0

More than 10 0 0.0

Are there signs or indications which denote a neighborhood name or monuments/ markers (e.g. statue, banner etc) that indicate someone

is entering a spec

ial area? (from I-M inventory)

Yes

0

0.0

No

45

100.0
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Domain 6: Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value (chi- p-value for
Def: current condition of buildings, grounds, public spaces, that are not neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational | Educational Educational square) trend
permanent, can change (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Are there trees in people’s front gardens? (B31)
None 0 0.0
1%-24% of houses 3 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.0 0.306 0.057
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0 333 20.0 6.7
50%-99% of houses 21 46.7 26.7 53.3 60.0
100% 12 26.7 26.7 20.0 333
Are there houses with purposively planted vegetation (including healthy pots and baskets)? (B34)
None 6 13.3 13.3 20.0 6.7 0.406 0.054
1%-24% of houses 16 35.6 46.7 40.0 20.0
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0 26.7 133 20.0
50%-99% of houses 6 13.3 0.0 13.3 26.7
100% 8 17.8 13.3 13.3 26.7
How would you rate the condition of the best house/residential building on the block face? (D6)
Abandoned, unusable 0 0.0
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 2 4.4 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.124 0.339
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 2 4.4 0.0 13.3 0.0
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 37 82.2 86.7 60.0 100.0
How would you rate the condition of the worst house/residential building on the block face? (D7)
Abandoned, unusable 16 35.6 46.7 333 26.7 0.799 0.241
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 13 289 20.0 40.0 26.7
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 8 17.8 20.0 13.3 20.0
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 5 11.1 6.7 13.3 13.3
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 3 6.7 6.7 0.0 133
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In general, how would you rate the condition of the most of the houses/ residential building on the block face? (D8)

Abandoned, unusable 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.319 0.022
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 7 15.6 26.7 133 6.7
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 17 37.8 53.3 33.3 26.7
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 12 26.7 13.3 26.7 40.0
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 8 17.8 6.7 20.0 26.7

How would you rate the condition of the best residential grounds on the block face? (D9)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 0 0.0

Fair (somewhat neglected) 4 8.9 13.3 13.3 0.0 0.202 0.041
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 111 20.0 13.3 0.0

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 36 80.0 66.7 73.3 100.0

How would you rate the condition of the worst residential grounds on the block face? (D10)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 30 66.7 86.7 73.3 40.0 0.060 0.063
Fair (somewhat neglected) 9 20.0 6.7 13.3 40.0

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 111 0.0 13.3 20.0

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0

How would you rate the condition of the most of the residential grounds on the block face? (D11)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 8 17.8 40.0 6.7 6.7 0.087 0.008
Fair (somewhat neglected) 18 40.0 333 53.3 333

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 9 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 10 22.2 6.7 20.0 40.0
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What proportion of residences have some form of decoration/external beautification (e.g. decorated gardens/ balconies, nameplates, window boxes)? (D13)

None 0 0.0

Very rare 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.328 0.117
Less than %2 of residences 7 15.6 26.7 6.7 133

More than %2 of residences 15 333 40.0 40.0 20.0

Near all, with some exceptions 22 48.9 33.3 46.7 66.7

Is there any mold or damp visible on houses walls from the outside? (added after review) (D25)

More than % 6 13.3 6.7 20.0 13.3 0.775 0.768
More than ¥, 7 15.6 20.0 20.0 6.7
Between 1/10 and ¥4 13 289 26.7 20.0 40.0
Less than 1/10 13 28.9 333 20.0 333
None 6 13.3 13.3 20.0 6.7

Are any of the residential buildings being renovated?(D26)

No 2 44 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.498 0.021
Yes, one or two 14 31.1 46.7 26.7 20.0
Yes, three or four 19 42.2 40.0 46.7 40.0
Yes, five to ten 5 111 0.0 133 20.0
Yes, more than 10 5 111 6.7 6.7 20.0

How many vacant/undeveloped lots are there in this block face? (E1)

Many, more than %2 4 8.9 6.7 6.7 13.3 0.878 0.631
Five to ten 2 4.4 0.0 6.7 6.7
Three or four 15 33.3 46.7 26.7 26.7
One or two 15 33.3 26.7 33.3 40.0
None 9 20.0 20.0 26.7 133
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What is the overall condition of the vacant/undeveloped property? (E2)

Poor 32 71.1 80.0 66.7 66.7 0.654 0.665
Fair 3 6.7 0.0 6.7 133

Good or No vacant/undeveloped property 10 22.2 20.0 26.7 20.0

What is the overall condition of the commercial/industrial buildings and grounds? (E3)

Abandoned, unusable 5 111 26.7 6.7 0.0 0.040 0.001
Poor/deteriorated (major repairs) 6 13.3 20.0 20.0 0.0

Fair (multiple minor repairs/1 major) 5 111 13.3 20.0 0.0

Good (near perfect, touch-up repairs) 5 111 6.7 13.3 13.3

Excellent (new or newly renovated) or No commercial/industrial buildings 24 53.3 33.3 40.0 86.7

Are any of the commercial/industrial buildings being renovated? (E8)

No 30 66.7 80.0 66.7 53.3 0.395 0.562
Yes, one or two 11 24.4 6.7 26.7 40.0

Yes, three or four 2 4.4 6.7 6.7 0.0

Yes, five to ten

Yes, more than 10 2 4.4 6.7 0.0 6.7

What proportion of private residence grounds (yards, front porches, or anywhere visible) have toys or play equipment? (F12)

None 28 62.2 733 60.0 53.3 0.575 0.599
Less than 1/10 12 26.7 133 26.7 40.0

Between 1/10 and %2 5 111 133 133 6.7

More than %2 0 0.0

Nearly all 0 0.0

In general, how would you rate the condition of the toys or play equipment in private residence grounds? (added)(F13)

None 28 62.2 733 60.0 53.3 0.265 0.202
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0

Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 4 8.9 6.7 20.0 0.0
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Good

133

6.7

6.7

26.7

Excellent

13.3

13.3

6.7

20.0
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Domain 7: Safety (lack of security-related features) (N=10) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: physical indicators of level of protection from harm one might expect neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
(N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
(%)
Are there any barking dogs in this segment? (adapted from 1-M inventory) (D21)
Yes 25 55.6 53.3 40.0 73.3 0.181 0.276
No 20 44.4 46.7 60.0 26.7
What other types of signs are visible? (B52) safety
More than one of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 28 62.2 46.7 60.0 80.0 0.262 0.189
One of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 12 26.7 40.0 33.3 6.7
None 5 111 13.3 6.7 13.3
Approximately what proportion of the residential buildings have a border? (D16)
None 37 82.2 80.0 733 93.3 0.578 0.555
Less than % 4 8.9 133 13.3 0.0
Between %2 and %2 4 8.9 6.7 133 6.7
More than %2 0 0
Nearly all, with only some exceptions 0 0
What is the average height of residence borders? (D17)
Above head level 7 15.6 0.0 133 333 0.098 0.016
Below head level 8 17.8 13.3 26.7 13.3
Below or just above waist level 30 66.7 86.7 60.0 53.3
What proportion of residence buildings have window security bars or gratings on windows (not including decorative gratings on traditional doors)? (D18)
Nearly all 2 4.4 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.480 0.483
More than %. 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
Between % and %. 4 8.9 6.7 0.0 20.0
Less than %4 12 26.7 20.0 33.3 26.7
None 26 57.8 66.7 60.0 46.7
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What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by private security services? (D19)

Nearly all 2 44 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.393 0.018
More than %2. 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7

Between %2 and Y. 13 28.9 13.3 26.7 46.7

Less than ¥ 15 333 333 333 333

None 12 26.7 46.7 26.7 6.7

What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by dogs? (D20)

None 2 44 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.513 0.340
Less than %4 2 4.4 133 0.0 0.0

Between ¥ and %2 13 289 40.0 26.7 20.0

More than %2 21 46.7 333 53.3 53.3

Nearly all 7 15.6 13.3 13.3 20.0

What proportion of the commercial/ industrial buildings have security bars/grating on windows and/or pull-down metal security blinds on the doors and entrances? (E4)

Nearly all 2 44 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.374 0.444
More than %2 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0

Between 1/10 and Y. 0 0.0 46.7 40.0 40.0

Less than 1/10 19 42.2 46.7 40.0 40.0

None 23 51.1 46.7 60.0 46.7

What proportion of the commercial/ industrial properties have security devices (alarms) and/or security fences, high mesh fencing with barbed wire or spiked tops? (E5)

Nearly all 2 4.4 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.426 0.203
More than %2. 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0

Between 1/10 and 2. 2 4.4 0.0 6.7 6.7

Less than 1/10 14 311 40.0 333 20.0

None 26 57.8 60.0 53.3 60.0
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Are they any security fences, bars or security devices in institutions, if present (schools etc)? (added after review) (E7)

Yes (high fences, locked gates) 16 35.6 26.7 46.7 33.3 0.291 1.000
Yes (bars or windows/doors, security devices or guards) 6 13.3 26.7 0.0 13.3
No or No institutions present 23 51.1 46.7 53.3 53.3
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Domain 8: Physical Disorder Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value (chi- p-value for
(lack of) (N=17 excl. profile) neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods | Educational | Educational Educational square) trend
Def: characteristics than render environment unsightly and potentially unsafe (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Are there abandoned cars/trucks on any of the streets, alleys or lots visible on this block face? (B14)
More than five 5 111 333 0.0 0.0 0.001 0.000
Four or five 0 0.0
Two or three 5 111 133 20.0 0.0
One 8 17.8 333 13.3 6.7
None 27 60.0 20.0 66.7 93.3
Are there old, beat-up cars/trucks on the street, in driveways or yards on this block face? (B15)
More than five 4 8.9 26.7 0.0 0.0 0.003 0.000
Four or five 0 0.0
Two or three 5 111 133 20.0 0.0
One 6 13.3 26.7 13.3 0.0
None 30 66.7 333 66.7 100.0
Do you see any stagnant waters or visibly blocked rain ducts? (added after review)(B38)
Yes 0 0.0
No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Do you see any carcasses of dead animals? (added after review)(B39)
Yes 0 0.0
No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
What proportion of residences are burned out, boarded up, or abandoned? (D24)
More than 10 0 0.0
Five-Ten 0 0.0
Three-four 8 17.8 20.0 20.0 13.3 0.466 0.151
One or two 15 333 46.7 333 20.0
None 22 48.9 333 46.7 66.7
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Are there discarded trimmings of plants and trees in public spaces or vacant lots? (added after review) (E9)

Yes 25 55.6 53.3 60.0 53.3 0.914 1.000
No 20 44.4 46.7 40.0 46.7

Is there garbage, junk or litter (incl. broken glass, clothes, paper) on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H1)

Heavy/Widespread 12 26.7 46.7 26.7 6.7 0.200 0.004
Alot 3 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.0

Some, here and there 19 42.2 333 40.0 53.3

Very little, very rare 5 111 0.0 13.3 20.0

None 6 13.3 6.7 13.3 20.0

Are there empty beer containers or liquor bottles on the street or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H2)

Heavy/Widespread 0 0.0

Alot 0 0.0

Some, here and there 3 6.7 0.0 133 6.7 0.399 0.514
Very little, very rare 4 8.9 13.3 0.0 13.3

None 38 84.4 86.7 86.7 80.0

Do you see any condoms or syringes in public spaces? (added after review) (H3)

Yes 1 22 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.360 0.221
No 44 97.8 100.0 100.0 93.3

Are there cigarettes or cigar butts or discarded cigarette packages on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H4)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.396 0.095
Alot 4 8.9 13.3 13.3 0.0

Some, here and there 15 333 46.7 333 20.0

Very little, very rare 16 35.6 33.3 33.3 40.0

None 9 20.0 6.7 20.0 333
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Are there any piles (significant accumulations) of garbage or dumped materials on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H5)

Yes 37 82.2 93.3 80.0 73.3 0.345 0.157
No 8 17.8 6.7 20.0 26.7

Are there animal droppings/fouling on the sidewalks/street? (H6)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.419 1.000
Alot 4 8.9 0.0 13.3 13.3

Some, here and there 9 20.0 333 6.7 20.0

Very little, very rare 18 40.0 26.7 53.3 40.0

None 13 28.9 333 26.7 26.7

Is there graffiti on any of the buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H7)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.874 0.187
Alot 6 13.3 20.0 13.3 6.7

Some, here and there 13 28.9 26.7 333 26.7

Very little, very rare 12 26.7 20.0 26.1 33.3

None 13 28.9 26.7 26.7 333

Is there painted-over graffiti on any of buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H9)

None 40 88.9 86.7 100.0 80.0 0.361 0.367
Some 4 8.9 13.3 0.0 13.3

Alot 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How much vandalism (other than graffiti e.g. broken windows, broken telephone boxes, damaged equipment etc) is present on public spaces or private properties (e.g. broken windows? (H10)
Extensive (large areas of small or more than two significant occurrences) 0 0.0

A lot (several small or more than one significant occurrence) 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.524 1.000
Moderate (more than 2 small occurrences or one significant occurrence) 2 44 6.7 6.7 0.0

Rare (2 or less small occurrences) 3 6.7 0.0 6.7 13.3

None 39 86.7 93.3 80.0 86.7
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To what extent did you experience any unpleasant noxious smells during your observation (urine, rotting garbage, etc.)? (H11)

Quite a bit 2 44 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.337 0.332
A little 11 244 13.3 40.0 20.0

Not at all 32 71.1 86.7 53.3 73.3

To what extent did you experience unpleasant levels of dirt in the air (e.g. resuspension of soil from vacant lots, construction materials etc) (H12)

Quite a bit 4 8.9 13.3 0.0 13.3 0.007 0.576
A little 10 222 13.3 53.3 0.0

Not at all 31 68.9 73.3 46.7 86.7
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Domain 9: Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
(N=14) Def: People’s activity and behaviours, that indicate positive social | neighbourhoods (N) neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
contact and/or lack of social disorder (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Who are the occupants of the playgrounds, parks, green spaces? (F3)
No one Adults only 30 66.7 73.3 60.0 66.7 0.609 1.000
Adults with children
At least one group of the following: | Teen groups 12 26.7 20.0 26.7 33.3
Groups of unaccompanied children
Two or more groups of the 3 6.7 6.7 13.3 0.0
following:
Are there any people visible outdoors? (G1)
No
Yes, only one or two 11 24.4 13.3 20.0 40.0 0.289 0.748
Yes, some 16 35.6 53.3 26.7 26.7
Yes, many 6 13.3 20.0 13.3 6.7
Yes, a lot 12 26.7 13.3 40.0 26.7
Who do you see? (G2)
No one Older people (over 65+) 0 0.0
Adults (ages 18 and 64)
One of the following groups: Teenagers (ages 13-17) 22 489 53.3 40.0 53.3 0.959 0.726
. Preteens (ages 6-12)
Two of the fO”OWlng groups: Preschool children (ages 5 and 14 311 26.7 33.3 33.3
under
Three of the following groups: ) 3 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7
Four of the following groups: 6 13.3 13.3 20.0 6.7
How many children were not under adult supervision? (G7)
None, all accompanied by adults 30 66.7 73.3 46.7 80.0 0.256 0.371
No children in public spaces 1 2.2 0.0 6.7 0.0
One to three 11 24.4 13.3 40.0 20.0
More than four/five 3 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.0
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Where any establishments (commercial or institutional) where people can meet/have social contact (coffee shops, youth centers etc) frequented by people? (added after review) (G14)

No 39 86.7 80.0 86.7 93.3 0.386 0.317
Yes, but not very busy 3 6.7 13.3 0.0 6.7
Yes, busy 3 6.7 6.7 13.3 0.0
What age-groups would you say these establishments cater for? (Code all that apply) (G15)
At least one of these groups Teenagers 29 64.4 40.0 73.3 80.0 0.234 0.035
Young adults
Two of these groups Older adults 13 28.9 46.7 26.7 13.3
Elderly, male
Three of these groups Elderly, female 2 44 6.7 0.0 6.7
At least four of these groups 1 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
Did you see any other instances of social contact or gatherings (e.g. playing backgammon, drinking coffee on veranda or neighbours chatting)? (added after review) (G16)
None at all 25 55.6 40.0 53.3 733 0.238 0.215
One or two instances 18 40.0 60.0 40.0 20.0
Appears frequent/common 2 44 0.0 6.7 6.7
Did you see any houses with their front doors open (e.g. in case a neighbour drops by)? (added after review)(G17)
No 21 46.7 46.7 26.7 66.7 0.100 0.504
One or two 23 51.1 53.3 73.3 26.7
Appears frequent/common 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
Did you see any people begging/asking for money either from residents or passers byers? (added after review) (G18)
Yes 1 22 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.360 1.000
No 44 97.8 100.0 93.3 100.0
Did you see any people drinking alcohol openly in the block face? (G19)
Yes 3 6.7 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.040 1.000
No 42 93.3 100.0 80.0 100.0
Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of children? (G20)
No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Yes 0 0.0
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Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of teenagers? (G21)

Yes 2 44 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.123 0.080
No 43 95.6 86.7 100.0 100.0

Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of adults? (G22)

Yes 2 4.4 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.123 1.000
No 43 95.6 100.0 86.7 100.0
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APPENDIX XIlI: Prevalence of CyNOTes features and characteristics by Domain across all three groups of

the 45 neighbourhoods according to educational attainment of residents at parish (enories) level
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Domain 1: Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and Nature Features (N=14) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value
Def: destinations and facilities open to the public, conveniences and comfort neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- for trend
features in outdoor public spaces & characteristics of surrounding scenery (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Avre there purposively planted trees or other vegetation on the sidewalks or between the sidewalk and the street? (B29)
None, nowhere 3 6.7% 6.3 0.0 13.3 0.771 0.813
In a couple of spots (very occasional) 6 13.3% 12.5 14.3 13.3
A few spots e.g. 25%-49% of the area 14 31.1% 375 28.6 26.7
Some/A lot e.g. 50%-99% 12 26.7% 18.8 42.9 20.0
Many, nearly everywhere 10 22.2% 25.0 14.3 26.7
Are there purposefully planted trees or other vegetation in other public spaces (e.g. green area)? (B30)
None, nowhere 14 311 375 14.3 40.0 0.390 0.546
Yes, in one or two places 12 26.7 18.8 28.6 33.3
Yes, some/a lot 19 42.2 43.8 57.1 26.7
Mark all types of public spaces on this area (from I-M inventory) (B35)
None of the | Park/Playground Beach 16 35.6 50.0 14.3 40.0 0.012 0.469
following Playing or sport field Vacant lot/undeveloped land
At least one of Plaza/square/courtyard | Nature feature 22 48.9 50.0 42.9 53.3
the following Public  garden/green | Other (specify)
At least two of area 7 15.6 0.0 42.9 6.7
the following
What is the general condition of the public spaces? (B36)
None 19 42.2 68.8 143 40.0 0.024 0.173
Very poor/very deteriorated
Paor, not very well-kept 8 17.8 6.3 35.7 13.3
Fair 9 20.0 18.8 7.1 333
Good/well-kept 5 111 6.3 21.4 6.7
Very good/very well-kept 4 8.9 0.0 21.4 6.7
What public courtesies are visible? (B37)
None of the following Trash cans/bins (non-residential) 22 48.9 68.8 35.7 40.0 0.181 0.276
- Public phones
One of the following Public seating/benches 7 15.6 125 14.3 20.0
Two of the following Recycling facilities 7 15.6 0.0 35.7 133
Dog bins
Three of the following Otr?er (specify) 6 13.3 6.3 14.3 20.0
Four of the following 3 6.7 125 0.0 6.7
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Is there a park, playground, green space? (F1)

Yes (unfettered access) 14 31.1 43.8 14.3 33.3 0.280 0.799
Yes (controlled access) 3 6.7 0.0 7.1 133

No 28 62.2 56.3 78.6 53.3

What is the overall condition of playgrounds/ parks/green spaces? (F2)

Abandoned, unusable 17 37.8 56.3 214 333 0.242 0.127
Poor/deteriorated 7 15.6 18.8 214 6.7

Fair 8 17.8 12.5 14.3 26.7

Good 7 15.6 6.3 28.6 6.7

Excellent 6 133

Are there play spaces other than parks, playgrounds and residential gardens, including open or undeveloped spaces?(F4)

Yes, relatively good and safe alternatives for children to play 6 13.3 313 7.1 0.0 0.69 0.018
Yes, but not safe options (general feeling of unsafety, dangers, passing traffic) 8 17.8 125 28.6 13.3

None 31 68.9 56.3 64.3 86.7

Are any vacant lots or open or undeveloped spaces (not fenced in)? (F5)

Yes, in good condition 7 15.6 25.0 7.1 13.3 0.200 0.122
Yes, in poor condition 30 66.7 62.5 85.7 53.3

No vacant lots/undeveloped spaces 8 17.8 125 7.1 33.3

How are the vacant lots or open undeveloped spaces used-what or who do you see? (Code all that apply) (F6)

Nothing notable and/or Used for parking and/ Illegal/improper use or activity 41 91.1 81.3 92.9 100.0 0.179 0.069
Children playing and/or Equipped with playground equipment and/or Used for 4 8.9 18.8 7.1 0.0

gardens and/or Chairs/furniture for socializing

What is the overall condition of public use recreational spaces or grounds, other than parks & playgrounds assessed above (including vacant lots)? (from HEP-NOC) (F7)

None 8 17.8 18.8 7.1 26.7 0.357 0.968
Poor/deteriorated (e.g. trash, overgrown, broken glass etc) 25 55.6 62.5 71.4 33.3

Fair (moderate trash, somewhat overgrown etc) 8 17.8 6.3 14.3 33.3

Good (very little or no trash, grass cut, no broken glass) 3 6.7 6.3 7.1 6.7

Excellent 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0
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What kinds of recreational facilities/ destination are on the block face? (F9) 100 50 0

None of the | Park/Green space Community Plaza/Square 9 20.0 31.3 7.1 20.0 0.546 0.777
following Playground centre Vacant lots/
One of the | Sports/playing (organized) undeveloped 19 42.2 313 50.0 46.7
following fields/courts Swimming land
Two or more of | Community pool Beach 17 37.8 375 42.9 33.3
the following yards/gardens Gym/indoor Nature feature
facility Other
Do the recreational facilities contain (F10)
None of the following Sports Picnic tables 20 44.4 50.0 214 60.0 0.212 0.486
- fields/courts Pools
One of the following Sports Bike/walking 22 48.9 43.8 64.3 40.0
Two of more of the following stands/seating | paths 3 6.7 6.3 14.3 0.0
Sports Other, specify
equipment
Playground
equipment
In general, how would you rate the condition of the public use recreational equipment? (from HEP-NOC) (F11)
None 20 44.4 50.0 21.4 60.0 0.209 0.971
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 4 8.9 12.5 14.3 0.0
Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 14 311 313 28.6 333
Good 3 6.7 6.3 14.3 0.0
Excellent 4 8.9 0.0 21.4 6.7
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Domain 2: Architecture & Building Characteristics (N=11, excl. Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value (chi- p-value for
profile) neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational square) trend
Def: building attributes, permanent, not easily changed (including (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment

parking arrangements and driveways) (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)

How would you characterize the predominant land use on this block face? (A2)

Mixed Residential, Commercial, Industrial 4 8.9 6.3 214 0.0 0.190 0.392
Primarily Residential, Commercial 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0

Primarily Residential 40 88.9 87.5 78.6 100.0

What are the parking arrangements on the block face? (Code the predominant form) (B10)

None

Mostly street 4 8.9 6.3 21.4 0.0 0.069 0.258
Mostly private parking lots

Mostly public lots 6 13.3 18.8 21.4 0.0

Mostly off-street (e.g. driveways) 35 77.8 75.0 57.1 100.0

How interesting is the architecture/ urban design of this segment (from 1-M inventory) (B56)

Interesting 5 111 0.0 7.1 26.7 0.010 0.000
Somewhat interesting 11 24.4 6.3 28.6 40.0

Neutral/Uninteresting 29 64.4 93.8 64.3 333

On the whole, rate the attractiveness of this segment? (from I-M inventory) (B57)

Very attractive 16 35.6 62.5 35.7 6.7 0.143 0.001
Attractive 6 133 125 14.3 133

Neutral 13 28.9 18.8 28.6 40.0

Unattractive 7 15.6 6.3 14.3 26.7

Very unattractive 3 6.7 0.0 7.1 13.3
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What type of residential housing occupies the most space on the block face? (from HEP-NOC) (D2)

Low- to high-rise apartment block (7 or more units, 1-3 floors to >10 7 15.6 125 214 13.3 0.706 0.720
kaL)J(;rISe)xes or Row houses or Housing units over commercial stores 9 20.0 125 28.6 20.0

Single-family houses, detached or semi- detached 29 64.4 75.0 50.0 66.7

Roughly how many residences are there in this street segment (not whole area)? (D3)

Less than 10 10 22 25.0 14.3 26.7 0.305 0.218
10-20 16 35.6 43.8 50.0 13.3

20-49 17 37.8 313 28.6 533

50-99 1 22 0.0 7.1 0.0

100+ 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How many storeys high are the majority of the buildings? (D4)

One 4 8.9 18.8 0.0 6.7 0.209 0.529
Two 35 77.8 75.0 71.4 86.7

Three to four 4 8.9 6.3 14.3 6.7

Five to nine 2 4.4 0.0 14.3 0.0

More than 10 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

How many buildings contain vertical-mixed use (i.e. building has different uses on different floors)? (from 1-M inventory) (D5)

A lot/quite common 3 6.7 12,5 7.1 0.0 0.540 0.811
Some, common 5 111 6.3 214 6.7

Rare, 2-3 only 16 35.6 25.0 357 46.7

None 20 44.4 50.0 35.7 46.7

No building > 1 story 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0
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How many residences have private driveways/private garages? (adapted from I-M inventory) (D12)

Practically all 33 73.3 75.0 50.0 93.3 0.033 0.271
A lot, 50%-99% 7 15.6 18.8 21.4 6.7

Some, 25%-49% 4 8.9 0.0 28.6 0.0

Only few, less than 25% 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0

None 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Approximately what proportion of residences on this block face have their own private yard/ garden space? (D14)

None 0 0.0

Less than ¥4 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.048 0.491
Between Y2 and %2 3 6.7 6.3 14.3 0.0

More than %2 5 111 6.3 28.6 0.0

Nearly all, with some exceptions 36 80.0 87.5 50.0 100.0

Approximately what proportion of residences have their own front private balcony, porch or terrace? (D15)

None 0 0.0 0.044 0.568
Less than % 0 0.0

Between Y2 and %2 3 6.7 0.0 214 0.0

More than %2 4 8.9 125 14.3 0.0

Nearly all, with some exceptions 38 84.4 87.5 64.3 100.0
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Domain 3: Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: characteristics of paved walking paths and obstacles in the neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
environment, difficult to overcome or off-putting to pedestrians/ cyclists (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Are there cars parked on the pavement? (B11)
No, not at all 14 311 50.0 28.6 13.3 0.548 0.310
Yes, but only 1-2 occasions 7 15.6 6.3 14.3 26.7
Yes, more frequent than 1-2 occasions 12 26.7 18.8 28.6 333
Yes, very frequent e.g. along more than % of the length of the road 8 17.8 12.5 21.4 20.0
Yes, along more than % of the length of the road 4 8.9 12,5 7.1 6.7
Did you observe any parking violations, other than parking on the pavement, such as illegal parking, blocking driveway or other access, parking on disable spaces, etc? (B12)
No 38 84.4 81.2 85.7 86.7 0.906 0.679
Some 7 15.6 18.8 14.3 13.3
Many 0 0.0
How many sides of the street have sidewalks? (from 1-M inventory) (B16)
Neither 1 22 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.683 0.958
One 3 6.7 6.3 7.1 6.7
Both 41.1 91.1 93.8 85.7 93.3
Is the sidewalk complete/ continuous on one or both sides? (from 1-M inventory, adapted) (B17)
Yes, no problems with continuity 5 111 18.8 14.3 0.0 0.455 0.028
Occasional problems here and there 7 15.6 18.8 14.3 13.3
Some problems on at least one side 9 20.0 31.3 14.3 13.3
A lot of problems on both sides 12 26.7 18.8 21.4 40.0
No continuity throughout on both sides 12 26.7 12,5 35.7 333
Obstructions for walkability on sidewalks (e.g. parked cars, lamb posts/trees, pots, discontinuity, untrimmed trees or plants blocking the way, etc)? (B19)
None 13 28.9 43.8 28.6 13.3 0.405 0.266
A little (1-2 places, not that significant) 12 26.7 18.8 28.6 33.3
Some (more than 1-2 places) 13 28.9 18.8 28.6 40.0
A lot (frequent) 4 8.9 12.5 14.3 0.0
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Throughout (very frequent) 3 6.7 6.3 0.0 13.3

How would you rate the condition of the sidewalks on the block face? (B21)

No sidewalks 2 4.4 0.0 143 0.0 0.090 0.156
Poor (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along MOST surface) 13 28.9 50.0 28.6 6.7

Fair (holes, sizeable cracks, crumbling, or uneven along SOME of the 16 35.6 25.0 21.4 60.0

surface)

Moderately good (holes and cracks, only, OCCASIONALLY) 6 133 12.5 14.3 13.3

Very good (or Under construction) 8 17.8 12.5 21.4 20.0

How easy would it be for citizens on wheels (e.g. stroller, disable cart) to move about in the neighborhood? (added after review) (B22)

Very Difficult 24 53.3 62.5 57.1 40.0 0.828 0.100
Somewhat Difficult 17 26.7 25.0 28.6 26.7

Neither easy, nor difficult 4 8.9 6.3 7.1 13.3

Somewhat Easy 2 4.4 6.3 0.0 6.7

Very Easy 3 6.7 0.0 7.1 13.3

Is there any infrastructure for disable citizens, such as continuous pavements, sloping pavement for crossing, ramps for disable access, dedicated parking spaces for disable, access to public spaces,

etc? (added after review) (B23)

No 44 97.8 93.8 100.0 100.0 0.396 0.239
Yes 1 22 6.3 0.0 0.0

If so, are disable spaces/ access occupied by cars or blocked by other obstructions? (B24)

Yes or No infrastructure 44 97.8 93.8 100.0 100.0 0.396 0.239
No 1 22 6.3 0.0 0.0

Are they any untrimmed trees, unkempt plants or weeds on the pavements? (added after review) (B33)

Very heavy, many places, all along 13 289 25.0 429 20.0 0.877 0.606
A lot/heavy, several places 3 6.7 6.3 7.1 6.7

A little, more than occasional 11 24.4 313 14.3 26.7

Very occasional, 1-2 spots 16 35.6 375 28.6 40.0

None 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7
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Domain 4: Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: features that hinder or promote an environment conducive to pedestrian | neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
or cycling activity (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Type of street (Code all that apply) (B1)
Major or moderately busy street 4 8.9 12.5 7.1 6.7 0.968 0.502
Side street (to major road) 16 35.6 375 35.7 33.3
Residential road and/or Dead-end street and/or One-way street 25 55.6 50.0 57.1 60.0
What is the traffic flow? (B2)
No traffic/Very light 2 4.4 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.330 0.593
Light (occasional) 7 15.6 18.8 21.4 6.7
Moderate 14 311 25.0 28.6 40.0
Heavy 10 22.2 31.3 21.4 13.3
Very heavy (steady stream) 12 26.7 25.0 14.3 40.0
Do you see any industrial tracks and/or big commercial vehicles passing through the residential area? (added after review) (B4)
Many 8 17.8 375 14.3 0.0 0.003 0.000
Some 12 26.7 43.8 21.4 13.3
None 25 55.6 18.8 64.3 86.7
Are there any speed reducing measures on the street? (B6)
None 39 86.7 81.3 78.6 100.0 0.173 0.134
At least one of the following: Speed bump, Roundabout, Reduced speed limit, 6 13.3 18.8 214 0.0
School/playground zone, Other
Avre there places intended and/or marked for pedestrians to cross the street? (from I-M inventory) (B7)
None 40 88.9 75.0 929 100.0 0.238 0.031
Some 4 8.9 18.8 7.1 0.0
Many 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0
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For an individual on foot, how safe (traffic wise) do you think it is to cross the street? (from I-M inventory, adapted) (B8)

Very unsafe (no speed reducing measures and steady stream of traffic and fast 4 8.9 6.3 214 0.0 0.245 0.380
coming cars and obstructions for visibility)

Not very safe 10 22.2 25.0 14.3 26.7

Pretty safe 19 42.2 56.3 35.7 333

Very safe (presence of speed reducing measures and no/very light passing 12 26.7 12.5 28.6 40.0

through traffic and no obstructions)

For an individual on foot, how convenient (e.g. not having to walk far to cross with safety) do you think it is to cross the street? (from I-M inventory, adapted)(B9)

Very inconvenient 3 6.7 6.3 14.3 0.0 0.822 0.780
Not very convenient 6 13.3 12.5 14.3 13.3

Pretty convenient 17 37.8 37.5 28.6 46.7

Very convenient 19 42.2 43.8 429 40.0

Did you observe any driving violations, such as overtaking, speeding, not stopping at stopping signs, etc (added after review)(B13)

Many 0 0.0

Some 4 8.9 6.3 14.3 6.7 0.693 0.956
No 41 91.1 93.8 85.7 93.3

How would you rate the walkability of this segment? (B18)

No sidewalks on either side 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.264 0.484
Narrow sidewalk, one side, none on the other (not wide enough for two people 2 4.4 0.0 7.1 6.7

to cross each other)

Narrow sidewalk on both sides 10 22.2 43.8 7.1 133

Wide sidewalk, at least one side 6 133 6.3 14.3 20.0

Wide sidewalk, both sides 26 57.8 50.0 64.3 60.0

Is there a buffer (e.g. parked cars, landscaped “buffer”, strips) between sidewalk and street so

that there is a sepa

ration between pedestrians and pass

ing traffic? (from

I-M inventory)(B20)

No, nowhere 44 97.8 100.0 929 100.0 0.322 0.979
In couple of places, not enough to be significant 1 22 0.0 7.1 0.0

In several places 0 0.0

Yes, generally the case, only few exceptions 0 0.0

Yes, nearly throughout 0 0.0
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Avre there greenbelts, trails, paths or lanes intended for walking, other than sidewalks in the area? (from I-M inventory). (B25)

No 39 86.7 93.8 78.6 86.7 0.475 0.554
Yes 6 13.3 6.3 214 13.3

Is there outdoor lighting on the segment (including street lights, public paths or public spaces)? (from 1-M inventory) (B26)

No, not at all, area would be dark at night 0 0.0

Not as much as needed 14 311 375 21.4 333 0.754 0.553
Normal, probably like anywhere else 25 55.6 56.3 57.1 53.3

Yes, probably more than elsewhere 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0

Yes, a lot, very well lid 5 111 6.3 14.3 13.3

Is the sidewalk shaded by trees? (from I-M inventory) (B32)

No, nowhere 5 11.1 12.5 7.1 133 0.700 0.352
Somewhat, at least in some places 27 60.0 68.8 64.3 46.7

Yes, in many places 13 28.9 18.8 28.6 40.0

Avre there bicycle facilities? (Code all that apply) (B41)

None 45 100 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bicycle parking/stands and/or Bicycle lanes 0 0/0

How would you rate the bikability of this segment, on shoulder/marked lane, not considering the road? (B42)

No shoulder/marked lane, a cyclist would have to cycle on the road 22 48.9 68.8 28.6 46.7 0.257 0.187
Narrow marked lane 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0

Narrow paved shoulder 5 11.1 6.3 214 6.7

Wide marked lane

Wide paved shoulder 17 37.8 25.0 429 46.7

Obstructions for bikability (on shoulder/marked lane, or if not present on the road) (B43)

A lot 22 48.9 68.8 28.6 46.7 0.097 0.304
Many 15 333 18.8 57.1 26.7

Some 4 8.9 0.0 7.1 20.0
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A little 3 6.7 125 7.1 0.0

None 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How would you rate the bikability of this segment, even in the absence of a shoulder/lane, i.e. considering the road? (added after review)(B44)

Very unsafe (e.g. fast passing cars, not enough space, many obstructions such 8 17.8 31.3 7.1 13.3 0.447 0.204
as parked cars)

Not very safe 15 333 25.0 50.0 26.7

Pretty safe 16 35.6 375 28.6 40.0

Very safe (e.g. no/very light traffic, or wide roads, no obstructions such as 6 13.3 6.3 14.3 20.0

parked cars)

During your stay in the area, were there any vehicles cars or motorbikes moving down the street at high speed? (added after review)(H15)

Many 10 22.2 25.0 28.6 13.3 0.761 0.778
One or two 13 28.9 25.0 21.4 40.0

None 22 48.9 50.0 50.0 46.7

414




Domain 5: Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification (N=11, excl. Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
profile) neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
Def: unique features that give definition to neighborhood, including (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)

visible signs/ advertisements and displays tailored to a specific ethnic (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)

group

Are there indications of neighborhood uniformity? (B45)

No, extreme difference 14 31.1 375 42.9 13.3 0.077 0.022
Fairly, like anywhere else 23 51.1 62.5 35.7 53.3

Yes, more so than anywhere else 8 17.8 0.0 214 33.3

Is this segment/area characterized by having a significant open view

of an object or spot of interest (e.g. square,

green space etc).or

a wider scene beyond the segment? (from I-M inve

ntory) (B47)

No 38 84.4 81.3 100.0 733 0.128 0.571
Yes 7 15.6 18.8 0.0 26.7

How attractive is the open view? (from I-M inventory) (B48)

No views 38 84.4 81.3 100.0 733 0.176 0.323
Unattractive 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0

Neutral 0 0.0

Attractive 6 13.3 125 0.0 26.7

Does any business, institution or residence display symbols, colors, names, signs with ethnic orientation? (modified from HEP-NOC)(B50)

None 38 84.4 87.5 71.4 93.3 0.244 0.679
1-2 occurrences 7 15.6 12,5 28.6 6.7

More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0

Quite common 0 0.0

Very common 0 0.0

415




Does any business, institution or residence display GREEK/CYPRIOT national symbols, colors, names, signs? (added)

(B51)

None 40 88.9 100.0 85.7 80.0 0.188 0.079
1-2 occurrences 5 111 0.0 14.3 20.0

More than 1-2 occurrences 0 0.0

Quite common 0 0.0

Very common 0 0.0

Are there billboards/signage present on this segment, including shops and other businesses' signage? (from 1-M inventory, adapted)(B53)

Excessive 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.670 0.409
Alot 3 6.7 0.0 14.3 6.7

Some 12 26.7 375 21.4 20.0

Rare, 1-2 only 11 24.4 18.8 28.6 26.7

None 18 40.0 375 35.7 46.7

How would characterize the attractiveness of billboards and signage, including uniformity? (added after review) (B54)

Very unattractive (exceptionally standing out compared to elsewhere) 2 44 6.3 7.1 0.0 0.530 0.263
Somewhat unattractive (worse than elsewhere in terms of quantity, 4 8.9 18.8 7.1 0.0

uniformity and attractiveness)

Neutral (might not be uniform but not that different to elsewhere) 20 44.4 375 429 53.3

Somewhat attractive (better than elsewhere in terms of quantity, 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0

uniformity and attractiveness)

Very attractive (e.g. unusually uniform compared to elsewhere or none) 18 40.0 375 35.7 46.7

Are any of the following advertisements visible on the block face (from HEP-NOC)? (B55)

Sign advertising tobacco products, Sign advertising beer/other alcohol, 26 57.8 62.5 57.1 53.3 0.874 0.609
Sign advertising fast food, Other unhealthy (specify)

None 19 42.2 375 42.9 46.7

What proportion of residences have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (D23)

None 32 711 81.3 64.3 66.7 0.530 0.248
One or two 12 26.7 18.8 35.7 26.7

Three or four 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Five-Ten 0 0.0
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More than 10 0 0.0

What proportion of the commercial / industrial buildings have “for sale” or “for rent” signs? (E6)

None 39 86.7 87.5 85.7 86.7 0.658 0.624
One or two 5 111 12.5 14.3 6.7

Three or four 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Five-Ten 0 0.0

More than 10 0 0.0

Are there signs or indications which denote a neighborhood name or monuments/ markers (e.g. statue, banner etc) that indicate someone is entering a special area? (from 1-M inventory)

Yes

0

0.0

No

45

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0
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Domain 6: Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
Def: current condition of buildings, grounds, public spaces, that are not | neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
permanent, can change (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Are there trees in people’s front gardens? (B31)
None 0 0.0
1%-24% of houses 3 6.7 125 7.1 0.0 0.565 0.217
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0 25.0 214 133
50%-99% of houses 21 46.7 313 57.1 53.3
100% 12 26.7
Are there houses with purposively planted vegetation (including healthy pots and baskets)? (B34)
None 6 13.3 12.5 14.3 13.3 0.500 0.286
1%-24% of houses 16 35.6 43.8 35.7 26.7
25%-49% of houses 9 20.0 18.8 28.6 133
50%-99% of houses 6 13.3 6.3 214 133
100% 8 17.8 18.8 0.0 333
How would you rate the condition of the best house/residential building on the block face? (D6)
Abandoned, unusable 0 0.0
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 2 4.4 6.3 0.0 6.7 0.637 0.385
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 2 4.4 6.3 7.1 0.0
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 4 8.9 12.5 14.3 0.0
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 37 82.2 75.0 78.6 93.3
How would you rate the condition of the worst house/residential building on the block face? (D7)
Abandoned, unusable 16 35.6 50.0 214 333 0.427 0.105
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 13 289 25.0 35.7 26.7
Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 8 17.8 25.0 14.3 13.3
Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 5 111 0.0 214 13.3
Excellent (new/newly renovated) 3 6.7 0.0 7.1 13.3
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In general, how would you rate the condition of the most of the houses/ residential building on the block face? (D8)

Abandoned, unusable 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.195 0.101
Poor/badly deteriorated/neglected 7 15.6 31.3 7.1 6.7

Fair (multiple minor/one major repair) 17 37.8 375 57.1 20.0

Good (touch-up repair/cosmetic repairs) 12 26.7 18.8 21.4 40.0

Excellent (new/newly renovated) 8 17.8 12.5 14.3 26.7

How would you rate the condition of the best residential grounds on the block face? (D9)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 0 0.0

Fair (somewhat neglected) 4 8.9 18.8 7.1 0.0 0.245 0.027
Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 111 18.8 7.1 6.7

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 36 80.0 62.5 85.7 93.3

How would you rate the condition of the worst residential grounds on the block face? (D10)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 30 66.7 81.3 64.3 53.3 0.351 0.053
Fair (somewhat neglected) 9 20.0 18.8 14.3 26.7

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 5 111 0.0 21.4 13.3

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How would you rate the condition of the most of the residential grounds on the block face? (D11)

None/not applicable 0 0.0

Poor (significantly neglected) 8 17.8 25.0 28.6 0.0 0.029 0.004
Fair (somewhat neglected) 18 40.0 43.8 429 333

Good (e.g. slightly overgrown) 9 20.0 31.3 7.1 20.0

Excellent (tented/cared for regularly) 10 22.2 0.0 21.4 46.7
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What proportion of residences have some form of decoration/external beautification (e.g. decorated gardens/ balconies, nameplates, window boxes)? (D13)

None 0 0.0

Very rare 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.456 0.108
Less than %2 of residences 7 15.6 25.0 14.3 6.7

More than %2 of residences 15 333 375 35.7 26.7

Near all, with some exceptions 22 48.9 375 42.9 66.7

Is there any mold or damp visible on houses walls from the outside? (added after review) (D25)

More than % 6 13.3 18.8 14.3 6.7 0.493 0.300
More than ¥, 7 15.6 25.0 14.3 6.7

Between 1/10 and ¥4 13 28.9 25.0 14.3 46.7

Less than 1/10 13 28.9 18.8 35.7 333

None 6 13.3 125 21.4 6.7

Are any of the residential buildings being renovated?(D26)

No 2 44 6.3 7.1 0.0 0.009 0.001
Yes, one or two 14 311 68.8 7.1 13.3

Yes, three or four 19 42.2 25.0 57.1 46.7

Yes, five to ten 5 11.1 0.0 14.3 20.0

Yes, more than 10 5 111

How many vacant/undeveloped lots are there in this block face? (E1)

Many, more than %2 4 8.9 6.3 7.1 13.3 0.987 0.583
Five to ten 2 44 6.3 0.0 6.7

Three or four 15 33.3 31.3 35.7 33.3

One or two 15 33.3 37.5 35.7 26.7

None 9 20.0 18.8 214 20.0
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What is the overall condition of the vacant/undeveloped property? (E2)

Poor 32 71.1 81.3 78.6 53.3 0.124 0.240
Fair 3 6.7 0.0 0.0 20.0

Good or No vacant/undeveloped property 10 22.2 18.8 214 26.7

What is the overall condition of the commercial/industrial buildings and grounds? (E3)

Abandoned, unusable 5 111 25.0 7.1 0.0 0.055 0.002
Poor/deteriorated (major repairs) 6 13.3 12.5 21.4 6.7

Fair (multiple minor repairs/1 major) 5 11.1 25.0 7.1 0.0

Good (near perfect, touch-up repairs) 5 111 12,5 7.1 13.3

Excellent (new or newly renovated) or No commercial/industrial 24 53.3 25.0 57.1 80.0

buildings

Are any of the commercial/industrial buildings being renovated? (E8)

No 30 66.7 75.0 50.0 733 0.102 0.777
Yes, one or two 11 24.4 12,5 35.7 26.7

Yes, three or four 2 4.4 12.5 0.0 0.0

Yes, five to ten

Yes, more than 10 2 4.4 0.0 14.3 0.0

What proportion of private residence grounds (yards, front porches, or anywhere visible) have toys or play equipment? (F12)

None 28 62.2 81.3 57.1 46.7 0.363 0.093
Less than 1/10 12 26.7 12.5 28.6 40.0

Between 1/10 and %2 5 11.1 6.3 14.3 13.3

More than %2 0 0.0

Nearly all 0 0.0
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In general, how would you rate the condition of the toys or play equipment in private residence grounds? (added)(F13)

None 28 62.2 81.3 57.1 46.7 0.317 0.022
Poor (need major repair, unusable) 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0
Fair (peeling paint, minor repairs but usable) 4 8.9 6.3 14.3 6.7
Good 6 13.3 0.0 14.3 26.7
Excellent 6 13.3 6.3 14.3 20.0
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Domain 7: Safety (N=10) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value (chi- | p-value for
Def: physical indicators of level of protection from harm one might expect neighbourhoods | neighbourhoods | Educational Educational Educational square) trend
(N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Are there any barking dogs in this segment? (adapted from I-M inventory) (D21)
Yes 25 55.6 375 57.1 73.3 0.132 0.047
No 20 44.4 62.5 42.9 26.7
What other types of signs are visible? (B52) safety
More than one of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 28 62.2 31.3 71.4 86.7 0.026 0.007
One of the following: Security warnings, Beware of guard dog 12 26.7 50.0 21.4 6.7
None 5 111 18.8 7.1 6.7
Approximately what proportion of the residential buildings have a border? (D16)
None 37 82.2 81.3 71.4 93.3 0.538 0.278
Less than %4 4 8.9 6.3 143 6.7
Between ¥ and %2 4 8.9 12.5 14.3 0.0
More than %2 0 0
Nearly all, with only some exceptions 0 0
What is the average height of residence borders? (D17)
Above head level 7 15.6 0.0 14.3 333 0.025 0.024
Below head level 8 17.8 125 35.7 6.7
Below or just above waist level 30 66.7 87.5 50.0 60.0
What proportion of residence buildings have window security bars or gratings on windows (not including decorative gratings on traditional doors)? (D18)
Nearly all 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7 0.415 0.028
More than %2. 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
Between Y and %. 4 8.9 0.0 71 20.0
Less than ¥ 12 26.7 313 21.4 26.7
None 26 57.8 68.8 64.3 40.0
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What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by private security services? (D19)

Nearly all 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7 0.002 0.000
More than %2. 3 6.7 0.0 0.0 20.0

Between ¥ and %. 13 28.9 0.0 50.0 40.0

Less than % 15 333 43.8 214 333

None 12 26.7 56.3 21.4 0.0

What proportion of residence buildings have signs indicating they are protected by dogs? (D20)

None 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7 0.591 0.052
Less than %4 2 4.4 0.0 7.1 6.7

Between ¥ and %2 13 28.9 25.0 28.6 333

More than %2 21 46.7 50.0 35.7 53.3

Nearly all 7 15.6 25.0 21.4 0.0

What proportion of the commercial/ industrial buildings have security bars/grating on windows and/or pull-down metal security blinds on the doors and entrances? (E4)

Nearly all 2 44 0.0 143 0.0 0.136 0.615
More than %2 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0

Between 1/10 and %2. 0 0.0

Less than 1/10 19 422 313 50.0 46.7

None 23 51.1 68.8 28.6 53.3

What proportion of the commercial/ industrial properties have security devices (alarms) and/or security fences, high mesh fencing with barbed wire or spiked tops? (E5)

Nearly all 2 4.4 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.420 0.949
More than %2. 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

Between 1/10 and 2. 2 4.4 6.3 7.1 0.0

Less than 1/10 14 311 375 28.6 26.7

None 26 57.8 56.3 50.0 66.7
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Are they any security fences, bars or security devices in institutions, if present (schools etc)? (added after review) (E7)

Yes (high fences, locked gates) 16 35.6 25.0 429 40.0 0.501 0.721
Yes (bars or windows/doors, security devices or guards) 6 13.3 25.0 7.1 6.7
No or No institutions present 23 51.1 50.0 50.0 53.3
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Domain 8: Physical Disorder Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value (chi- | p-value for
(lack of) (N=17 excl. profile) neighbourhoods neighbourhoods Educational Educational Educational square) trend
Def: characteristics than render environment unsightly and (N) (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment

potentially unsafe (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)

Are there abandoned cars/trucks on any of the streets, alleys or lots visible on this block face? (B14)

More than five 5 11.1 25.0 7.1 0.0 0.004 0.000
Four or five 0 0.0

Two or three 5 11.1 25.0 7.1 0.0

One 8 17.8 313 7.1 13.3

None 27 60.0 18.8 78.6 86.7

Avre there old, beat-up cars/trucks on the street, in driveways or yards on this block face? (B15)

More than five 4 8.9 18.8 7.1 0.0 0.003 0.062
Four or five 0 0.0

Two or three 5 11.1 18.8 14.3 0.0

One 6 13.3 25.0 7.1 6.7

None 30 66.7 375 714 93.3

Do you see any stagnant waters or visibly blocked rain ducts? (added after review)(B38)

Yes 0 0.0

No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Do you see any carcasses of dead animals? (added after review)(B39)

Yes 0 0.0

No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

What proportion of residences are burned out, boarded up, or abandoned? (D24)

More than 10 0 0.0

Five-Ten 0 0.0

Three-four 8 17.8 31.3 0.0 20.0 0.245 0.310
One or two 15 33.3 31.3 42.9 26.7

None 22 48.9 375 57.1 53.3
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Are there discarded trimmings of plants and trees in public spaces or vacant lots? (added after review) (E9)

Yes 25 55.6 50.0 64.3 53.3 0.718 0.843
No 20 44.4 50.0 35.7 46.7

Is there garbage, junk or litter (incl. broken glass, clothes, paper) on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H1)

Heavy/Widespread 12 26.7 43.8 28.6 6.7 0.070 0.002
Alot 3 6.7 125 7.1 0.0

Some, here and there 19 42.2 375 42.9 46.7

Very little, very rare 5 11.1 6.3 0.0 26.7

None 6 13.3 0.0 214 20.0

Are there empty beer containers or liquor bottles on the street or sidewalks, in yards, or vacant lots? (H2)

Heavy/Widespread 0 0.0

Alot 0 0.0

Some, here and there 3 6.7 0.0 7.1 13.3 0.559 0.175
Very little, very rare 4 8.9 6.3 14.3 6.7

None 38 84.4 93.8 78.6 80.0

Do you see any condoms or syringes in public spaces? (added after review) (H3)

Yes 1 2.2 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.322 0.979
No 44 97.8 100.0 92.9 100.0

Are there cigarettes or cigar butts or discarded cigarette packages on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H4)

Heavy/Widespread 1 22 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.054 0.115
Alot 4 8.9 6.3 214 0.0

Some, here and there 15 333 56.3 14.3 26.7

Very little, very rare 16 35.6 375 35.7 33.3

None 9 20.0 0.0 28.6 333
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Are there any piles (significant accumulations) of garbage or dumped materials on any of the streets or sidewalks, in yards/lots or gutters? (H5)

Yes 37 82.2 100.0 78.6 66.7 0.048 0.016

No 8 17.8 0.0 21.4 33.3

Are there animal droppings/fouling on the sidewalks/street? (H6)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.389 0.617
Alot 4 8.9 0.0 21.4 6.7
Some, here and there 9 20.0 25.0 143 20.0
Very little, very rare 18 40.0 375 50.0 33.3
None 13 28.9 313 14.3 40.0

Is there graffiti on any of the buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H7)

Heavy/Widespread 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.307 0.040
Alot 6 13.3 25.0 14.3 0.0
Some, here and there 13 28.9 313 214 333
Very little, very rare 12 26.7 125 42.9 26.7
None 13 28.9 25.0 214 40.0

Is there painted-over graffiti on any of buildings, sidewalks, walls, or signs? (H9)

None 40 88.9 93.8 92.9 80.0 0.608 0.164
Some 4 8.9 6.3 7.1 13.3
A lot 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7

How much vandalism (other than graffiti e.g. broken windows, broken telephone boxes, damaged equipment etc) is present on public spaces or private properties (e.g. broken windows? (H10)

Extensive (large areas of small or more than two significant 0 0.0

occurrences)

A lot (several small or more than one significant occurrence) 1 22 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.245 0.102
Moderate (more than 2 small occurrences or one significant 2 4.4 12.5 0.0 0.0

occurrence)

Rare (2 or less small occurrences) 3 6.7 6.3 0.0 13.3

None 39 86.7 75.0 100.0 86.7
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To what extent did you experience any unpleasant noxious smells during your observation (urine, rotting garbage, etc.)? (H11)

Quite a bit 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7 0.700 0.671
A little 11 24.4 31.3 14.3 26.7

Not at all 32 71.1 68.8 78.6 66.7

To what extent did you experience unpleasant levels of dirt in the air (e.g. resuspension of soil from vacant lots, construction materials etc) (H12)

Quite a bit 4 8.9 6.3 14.3 6.7 0.725 0.660
A little 10 222 25.0 28.6 133

Not at all 31 68.9 68.8 57.1 80.0
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Domain 9: Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) Number of Percentage of Lower Middle Higher p-value p-value for
(N=14) Def: People’s activity and behaviours, that indicate positive social | neighbourhoods | neighbourhood | Educational Educational Educational (chi- trend
contact and/or lack of social disorder (N) s (%) Attainment Attainment Attainment square)
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
Who are the occupants of the playgrounds, parks, green spaces? (F3)
No one Adults only 30 66.7 68.8 42.9 86.7 0.152 0.295
Adults with children
At least one group of the following: | Teen groups 12 26.7 25.0 42.9 13.3
Groups of unaccompanied children
Two or more groups of the 3 6.7 6.3 14.3 0.0
following:
Are there any people visible outdoors? (G1)
No
Yes, only one or two 11 24.4 12.5 14.3 46.7 0.300 0.299
Yes, some 16 35.6 50.0 35.7 20.0
Yes, many 6 13.3 12.5 14.3 13.3
Yes, a lot 12 26.7 25.0 35.7 20.0
Who do you see? (G2)
No one Older people (over 65+) 0 0.0
Adults (ages 18 and 64)
One of the following groups: Teenagers (ages 13-17) 22 48.9 56.3 35.7 53.3 0.047 0.979
. Preteens (ages 6-12)
Two of the fO”OWlng groups: Preschool children (ages 5 and 14 311 375 14.3 40.0
under,
Three of the following groups: ) 3 6.7 0.0 14.3 6.7
Four of the following groups: 6 13.3 6.3 35.7 0.0
How many children were not under adult supervision? (G7)
None, all accompanied by adults 30 66.7 68.8 429 86.7 0.066 0.105
No children in public spaces 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
One to three 11 24.4 18.8 50.0 6.7
More than four/five 3 6.7 12.5 7.1 0.0
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Where any establishments (commercial or institutional) where people can meet/have social contact (coffee shops, youth centers etc) frequented by people? (added after review) (G14)

No 39 86.7 87.5 78.6 93.3 0.073 0.793
Yes, but not very busy 3 6.7 12.5 0.0 6.7
Yes, busy 3 6.7 0.0 214 0.0
What age-groups would you say these establishments cater for? (Code all that apply) (G15)
At least one of these groups Teenagers 29 64.4 50.0 64.3 80.0 0.372 0.150
Young adults
Two of these groups Older adults 13 289 43.8 28.6 13.3
Elderly, male
Three of these groups Elderly, female 2 4.4 0.0 7.1 6.7
At least four of these groups 1 2.2 6.3 0.0 0.0
Did you see any other instances of social contact or gatherings (e.g. playing backgammon, drinking coffee on veranda or neighbours chatting)? (added after review) (G16)
None at all 25 55.6 43.8 42.9 80.0 0.169 0.107
One or two instances 18 40.0 56.3 50.0 13.3
Appears frequent/common 2 44 0.0 7.1 6.7
Did you see any houses with their front doors open (e.g. in case a neighbour drops by)? (added after review)(G17)
No 21 46.7 375 50.0 53.3 0.519 0.634
One or two 23 51.1 62.5 50.0 40.0
Appears frequent/common 1 2.2 0.0 0.0 6.7
Did you see any people begging/asking for money either from residents or passers byers? (added after review) (G18)
Yes 1 22 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.396 0.239
No 44 97.8 93.8 100.0 100.0
Did you see any people drinking alcohol openly in the block face? (G19)
Yes 3 6.7 0.0 14.3 6.7 0.294 0.447
No 42 93.3 100.0 85.7 93.3
Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of children? (G20)
No 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Yes 0 0.0
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Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of teenagers? (G21)

Yes 2 44 125 0.0 0.0 0.150 0.092
No 43 95.6 87.5 100.0 100.0

Did you see disorderly or misbehaving groups of adults? (G22)

Yes 2 4.4 0.0 7.1 6.7 0.590 0.368
No 43 95.6 100.0 92.9 93.3

432




APPENDIX XIII Differences in CyNOTes v2.0 scores across tertiles of neighborhoods according to

educational attainment of residents at parish (enories) level.

Low educational

Medium educational

High educational

> 0 e

attainment group attainment group attainment group g g <>t g E o g §

New Domain Mean Median Mean (SD) | Median Mean Median 1Y g g 1Y § = ST

(sD) (IQR) (1QR) (sD) (lQR) | &6 | a¥3 | al

1 Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and 36.60 39.28 53.31 50.00 41.78 39.28 0.044 0.056 0.426
Nature Features (N=14) (16.80) (28.12) (17.77) (25.44) (19.14) (35.71)

2 Architecture & Building Characteristics 70.45 72.72 64.28 64.77 79.69 79.54 0.004 0.008 0.052
(N=11, excl. profile) (8.08) (6.81) (16.73) (27.84) (8.69) (13.63)

3 Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) 33.28 31.25 35.71 32.50 42.16 42.50 0.226 0.171 0.093
(15.45) (22.50) (13.42) (18.12) (14.29) (20.00)

4 Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) 42.62 42.36 47.22 48.61 49.62 47.22 0.217 0.238 0.083
(8.66) (15.27) (12.85) (24.30) (11.81) (20.83)

5 Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification 42.81 37.50 41.60 42.50 50.33 42.50 0.276 0.477 0.198
(N=10, excl. profile) (14.94) (23.75) (10.85) (16.87) (20.01) (42.50)

6 Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) 43.38 41.17 53.78 50.73 57.74 58.82 0.001 0.001 0.000
(8.00) (13.97) (11.03) (17.64) (10.55) (16.17)

7 Safety (lack of security-related features) 70.62 70.00 54.64 56.25 51.50 52.50 0.000 0.000 0.000
(N=10) (11.08) (18.75) (16.52) (25.62) (9.90) (15.00)

8 Physical Disorder (lack of) 65.53 64.70 71.11 70.58 77.35 77.94 0.005 0.008 0.001
(N=17 excl. profile) (7.3) (10.29) (10.89) (15.80) (10.04) (11.76)

9 Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) 54.20 52.88 58.92 57.69 49.00 48.07 0.016 0.021 0.143
(N=13) (excl. profile) (8.49) (14.90) (9.82) (16.34) (8.35) (6.15)
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APPENDIX X1V Differences in CyNOTes v2.0 scores across quartiles of neighborhoods according to
educational attainment of residents at parish (enories) level.

Low Medium-Low Medium-High High N
educational educational educational educational > . L
attainment group attainment group attainment group attainment group g ';" § g E © 3 -
Mean Median | Mean | Median | Mean Median Mean Median S92 | 855|885
(D) |(QR) |(sD) | (GR) | (sD) | (1GR) (D) [(Qr) | 26| &%3Z|ds5

New Domain 1 36.36 39.28 43.83 44.64 51.78 50.00 42.26 41.07 0.295 0.287 0.335

Outdoor public spaces, Recreation and (16.13) (21.42) | (21.99) | (41.07) (15.99) (28.57) (19.75) (34.82)

Nature Features (N=14)

New Domain 2 71.07 72.72 67.35 65.90 65.49 68.18 81.62 80.68 0.009 0.006 0.068

Architecture & Building Characteristics (8.92) (9.09) (9.44) (13.63) (18.00) (36.36) (7.90) (12.50)

(N=11, excl. profile)

New Domain 3 31.36 27.50 36.59 35.00 34.54 32.50 44,79 42.50 0.146 0.101 0.044

Sidewalks & Barriers (lack of) (N=10) (17.36) (22.50) (14.06) (17.50) (10.112) (15.00) (14.35) (15.62)

New Domain 4 42.67 43.05 40.65 37.50 50.00 50.00 51.73 54.16 0.044 0.037 0.013

Pedestrian & Cycling Environment (N=18) (9.74) (15.27) (8.67) (11.11) (11.45) (15.27) (12.09) (17.70)

New Domain 5 43.63 37.50 37.50 35.00 44.09 45.00 53.75 56.25 0.099 0.229 0.072

Neighborhood and Ethnic Identification (16.52) (25.00) (10.36) | (17.50) (9.63) (17.50) (21.01) (43.75)

(N=10, excl. profile)

New Domain 6 42.24 39.70 52.80 54.41 49.86 50.00 59.92 60.29 0.001 0.002 0.000

Maintenance and Appearance (N=17) (7.83) (13.23) (11.77) | (14.70) (9.98) (17.64) (9.40) (15.07)

New Domain 7 72.95 72.50 54.09 57.50 60.00 57.50 50.83 51.25 0.001 0.002 0.002

Safety (lack of security-related features) (11.22) (15.00) (17.33) | (20.00) (11.23) (17.50) (10.83) (16.25)

(N=10)

New Domain 8 66.04 69.11 69.78 66.17 68.85 67.64 79.41 77.94 0.009 0.012 0.003

Physical Disorder (lack of) (7.36) (8.82) (11.89) | (17.64) (9.68) (14.70) (8.29) (9.55)

(N=17, excl. profile)

New Domain 9 55.41 53.84 55.59 55.76 58.60 57.69 46.79 46.15 0.014 0.023 0.058

Social Contact & Social Disorder (lack of) (8.37) (13.46) (9.03) (19.23) (10.90) (21.15) (6.15) (5.28)

(N=13, excl. profile)

434




APPENDIX XV: Typology of Domains for CyNOTes v2.0

New Domain 1
Outdoor public spaces,
Recreation and
Nature Features (N=14)

New Domain 2
Architecture & Building
Characteristics (N=11, excl.
profile)

New Domain 3
Sidewalks & Barriers
(lack of) (N=10)

New Domain 4
Pedestrian & Cycling
Environment (N=18)

New Domain 5
Neighborhood and Ethnic
Identification (N=11, excl.

profile)

New Domain 6
Maintenance
and Appearance (N=17)

New Domain 7
Safety
(N=10)

Def: destinations and facilities
open to the public, conveniences
and comfort features in outdoor
public spaces & characteristics of

surrounding scenery

Def: building attributes,
permanent, not easily changed
(including parking
arrangements and driveways)

Def: characteristics of
paved walking paths and
obstacles in the
environment, difficult to
overcome or off-putting
to pedestrians/ cyclists

Def: features that hinder or
promote an environment
conducive to pedestrian or
cycling activity

Def: unique features that
give definition to
neighborhood, including
visible signs/ advertisements
and displays tailored to a
specific ethnic group

Def: current condition of
buildings, grounds, public
spaces, that are not
permanent, can change

Def: physical
indicators of level of
protection from
harm one might
expect

Merged: Amenities for outdoor
public spaces (old domain 1) and
Recreational Uses/ Public Spaces
(old domain 13) and some items
from Landscaping/ Nature
features (old domain 7)

Same as old Domain 2 with
some items from old Domain 6
Land Use

Merged: Barriers (old
domain 3) and Sidewalks
(old domain 15)

Merged: Cycling
environment (old domain 4)
and Pedestrian Environment

(old domain 11)

Merged: Neighborhood
identification (old domain 9)
and Ethnic Identification (old

domain 5) and Signs/
Messages (old domain 16)

Same as old Domain
Maintenance and
Appearance with some
items from Landscaping/
Nature features

Same as old Domain
14 with one
additional item

B29, B30, B35, B36, B37, F1, F2,
F4, F5, F6, F7, F9, F10, F11

A1 (Profile), A2, B10, B56, B57,
D1 (Profile), D2, D3, D4, D5,

B11, B12, B16, B17, B19,
B21, B22, B23, B24, B33

B1, B2, B4, B6, B7, BS, B9,
B13, B18, B20, B25, B26,

B45, B46, B47, B48, B50,
B51, B53, B54, B55, D23, E6

B31, B34, D6, D7, D8, D9,
D10, D11, D13, D25, D26,

D21, B52 (safety),
D16, D17, D18, D19,

D12, D14, D15 B32, B41, B42, B43, B44, E1, E2, E3, E8, F12, F13 D20, E4, E5, E7
H15
New Domain 8 New Domain 9 Old Domain Old Domain Old Domain Old Domain Old Domain
Physical Disorder Social Contact & Land Use Landscaping/ Parking & Smell/ Pollution/ Noise Social Profile
(lack of) Social Disorder (lack of) Nature Features Driveways

(N=17 excl. profile)

(N=14)

Def: characteristics than render
environment unsightly and
potentially unsafe

Def: People’s activity and
behaviours, that indicate
positive social contact and/or
lack of social disorder

Number of items
included in new Domain
2 and some excluded

Some items included in new
Domain 1 and some in new
Domain 6

Some items included in new
Domain 2 and some in new
Domain 3

Some items included in
new Domain 8 and some
excluded

Def: Profiling of
people and activity
(no scoring)

B14, B15, B38, B39, D24, E9, H1,
H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8
(Profile), H9, H10, H11, H12

F3, G1, G2, G6/G7, G13, G14,
G15, G16, G17, G18, G19, G20,
G21, G22

F8, G3, G4, G5, G8,
G9, G10, G11, G12

Not included in any domain (N=12):

B3: Conditions of street surfaces (normally, in Domain 18 Streets/Traffic)
B5: Roadworks in progress (normally, in Domain 18 Streets/Traffic)
B27: Steepness (normally, in Domain 11 Pedestrian environment)
B28: Public transport (normally, in Domain 1 Amenities for outdoor public spaces)
B40: Germ “hot spots” (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)

B49: Other languages (normally, in Domain 5 Ethnic Identification)

C1: Commercial (normally, in Domain 6 Land use)
C2: Institutions (normally, in Domain 6 Land use)
D22: Stray cats (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
D27: Farm animals (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
H13: Loud music (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)
H14: General noise (normally, in Domain 17 Smell/Pollution/ Noise)

New classification of CyNOTes items after (a) merging theoretically-relevant Domains and/or (b) excluding items due to low internal

consistency with other items in their Domain or other theoretically relevant Domain and/or items with no or very low variability.
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APPENDIX XVI Place Standard tool Booklet

MeTakivicelg: Meprdenpa
& NodnAacia

Tuppetoxn & aicBnua R o N
eAéyxou o

—_Anpécia Zuykowwvia

_ KukhodoprakH kivnon &
.-\ Suvarétnta otdBpeuon

N

®povrisa & cuvtiipnon

AloOnua aopaleiag ..-s Bpopol & Snuoaiot xwpol

Tavtétta & aiodnpa tou |, .4+ - Quoiké neptBdAiov &
QVAKELY \ Xwpot npacivou
Avvatdmta Kowwvu(r']ﬁ \* 3 " ) ’ ; G
enadic Y w S MNouwyvidt & Spaotnprotnteg
MotétnTa o-révaon{ & N Yi/toéou,éq, QAVECELC &

Torukn KowéTnTa N e SLEUKOAUVOELG
Epyaoia & tomkn
oLKovopia

To epyoireio “IIpdtomn yertovid” amoterel éva Tpémo a&lordynong Tng yerToviag 1N TG

KOWVOTNTOG.

Hopéyer éva dounpévo miaiclo oto omoio pmopei va Paciotel n cu{HTNCN YOP® OO TV TOLOTNTA

TOV TEPPAALOVTOG LOG TEPLOYNG.

Emutpénel va okereite TOG0 To UGIKA YOPUKTNPICTIKE U10G YELTOVIAGS (OTTmC, Yio Tapdderya, TO
QLOIKO TEPIPAALOV, TOVG INUOGIOVG YDPOLS, TOVG TPOTOVS UETOKIVIIONG TTPOG TO KEVIPO TNG
OANG), kabdg emiong Kol TG KOWMVIKEG TTLYEG NG YEUOVIAG (Ommc, Yoo mopdderypa, T
duvatodTNTA AVATTUENG KOWOVIKAV ETaPOV). Meléteg £yovv deiet T 0 TPOTOG e TOV 0moio eivat
dopnuévn e YEITovid, 1060 a1enTikd 660 Kol AEITOVPYIKA, Kol To aloOnuate wov dnuovpyet

OTO GTOWO TTOV KATOIKOVV Kel £X0VV EMOpaoT] GTNV VYEiN Kol 6TV ToldTNTo {MNG TOV ATOUMV.

To epyodeio Topéyel KaBOINYNTIKEG TPOTPOTEG Y1 VoL KATELOVVEL TN GLITNON LE TPOTO TOV VL
EMTPENEL VO EEETACEL KOVEIG TIG SAPOPEG TTVYEG TNG YELTOVIAG HE CLOTNUATIKO Kol LeBOSIKO
tpomo. To epyareio evtomilel Ta BeTikd oTotryeio piog mepLoyng, KOOMS Kol To YOPUKTNPIGTIKA TOV
xpnlovv Peitioong. Emopévog, pmopei va ypnowomombel oto miaicto g agloAdynong g
TOLOTNTAG TOL TEPPAALOVTOG TNE YELTOVIAG Kail va. on N oEL Le anTd TOV TPOTO GTOV TPOGOIOPIGUO

TPOTEPALOTNTOV.
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To epyaieio givor ebkodo otn YpMoN HE UNdevikd kO6GTOC. AmoteAeitar amd 14 KOpleEg EpMTNOELG
01 07T0{EG KAADTTTOVY GTOLYEID, TOGO TOL PLGIKOV GGO Kol TOV KOW®VIKOL mepPdAiovtog. [a tnv
KGOe pOTNOT, TAPEYOVTOL GUUTANPOUATIKEG SIEVKPIVIGTIKEG EPOTNCELG MGTE VO, bITofonncovy
omv a&loAdynon g ouvykekplévng dudotoong. Otav amavinBodv ot 14 epmtioslg, Ta
OTOTELEC LT UTOPOVV VO LETAPEPBOVY GTO KUKAIKO O1dypapijLo, TO omoio potdlel pe mu&ida M
16T apdyvNs, MOTE VA AmOTLTMOEL TO GLVOAKO TPOPIA LG YELTOVIE, OTMG Y10 TAPASELY LA QLTO

mov gpeavifetar 6tn Tponyoduevn celida.
INari givon onpavtikg n yerrovid;

Ot ouvinkeg oto guputepo mepPdriov oto omoio fodpe Kot epyalOUOCTE £€(OVV GMUOVTIKY
enidpaon oty mowwtnta ¢ {on poag. H Pertioon tov mepiBdiiovtog g yertovidg pmopet va
cvoupdrer ot SacpdAion TG evefilog TOV KOTOIK®V Kol GTNV OVIWETOTIOY TOV VGOV
evkapldv. H amotdnwon Tov vpioTauevoy aAld Kot SUVNTIKOV «TEPLOVGLOKAOV GTOYEIMVY» LL0G
YEOVIAG elval OMUOVTIKY] GTO TAOIGIO NG ANYNG OTOYELUEVAOV OTOPACE®V KOl TNG
0pBoLOYIOTIKNG KATOVOUNG TV TOPWV GTY| PACT) TPAYUATIKOV ovaykdv. Xe Bdbog xpovov, avuti

N TPOGEYYIoT Sl0c@UAIlEL KAADTEPA OTOTEAEGUATO.
Mowog propei va, xpnoLUOTONGEL TO EPYUAELD;

To epyaleio €xel oxedlootel pe Tpdmo dGTE va pumopel va ypnoipworombel amd 6Aovg - dToua,
KOWOTNTEC, KPATIKEG VIINPEGIES, OUAOEG TOATMV KOl OPYUVOUEVE GUVOAN (0EAOVTIKEG KO UN)-
KEPOOGKOTIKES OPYUVDGELS) OAAA Kot ToV 1010TIKO Topéa. [Tapdlo mov eVOEXOUEVMS Ol SLAPOPES
OLadEC Ko POPEIC Vo BELOVY VO ¥PNGILOTOMNGOVY TO EPYAAEID Y10 SIUPOPETIKOVG AOYOLS Kol VTTO
OLOPOPETIKEG  TTEPIOTACELS, TO gPyoleio emitpémel va  avamtuylel pe cLOTNUOTIKO KoL

OTTOTELECUATIKO TPOTO GLAAOYIKOTITA, KOl OOLTOUENKT) GUVEPYAGIAL.
eproyn vo a&rordynon

H yprion tov gpyareiov dev e€aptdtor and to péyeboc 1 tov TOmO TG TEPLOYNG VIO AELOAGYNON.
Eivol xatdddndo yio kowdtnteg o€ aoTIKO KEVIPO 1) OE OypoTKEG TePLoyEs. Mmopel va
YPNOLOTOINOEL e 0VaPOPE GE CUYKEKPIUEVES YEITOVIEG E1TE OKOLLOL KOL LLE OVOPOPA GE OAOKAT PN
Vv TOAN N TV KowdtnTa. Mmopei va ypnoyomonfet yio v a&loAdynon YETOVIOV Tov ivat
TANPOG OVETTUYUEVEG, OMMG KOl Yo YELTOVIEG Tov Ppickoviol 610 oTAd0 TOv GYESLUGHOD
avantuéng. Ocot Ba 1o ypnoiponocovy Yo vo aEloA0YGoVY OUOSIKA Lo TEPLOYT|, TPETEL VO

TPOGIIOPIcOVV EK TOV TPOTEPWOV LE CAPNVELD TO OPLOL TNG TEPLOYNG VIO a&LoAdYN o).
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Oodnyieg yproels Tov epyaireiov

Ba ypelootel vo KEAVETE TA TO KATO:

e  An\®ote molog/ot gioTte KOl TO AOYO Yo TOov omoio ypnouomoieite o epyadeio. Ileite av
GUUTANPAOVETE TO GTOLXELD OC ATOLO 1) OG EKTPOCMOTOG OLASOGS, KOl ATOGAPNVIOTE T YEOYPAUPIKA
opla NG TepLoyng mov o afloloynoete (m.y. yettovid, vopia, ONHOG, TOAN).

e Amovinote otnv Kabe epdtnon divovrag Pabuoroyia oe kKiipoka amd o 1 péypt 1o 7 o¢ mpog
0 meplBmplo Peitioong mov Oeswpeite OTL VWAPYEL OC TPOG TN CLYKEKPUWEVN TTLYN TOV
a&loloyeitat, 6mov to 1 avtictoyel o€ «ueydro mepbdpio Petioong» (emouévwg, n kardotaon wg
TPOS OTH TH TIVXN OV 0OC 1KAVOTolEl koBolov) kol t0 7 avtiotoyel og «uikpd mepdmplo
Bektimone» (emouévawg, eiote 1010iTEPa IKAVOTOINUEVOS/N 0o Kpivete w¢ Betirl avth Ty o).

o T v kaBe egpmTNOoT TAPEXOVTOL VTOPONONTIKES SIEVKPIVIGTIKEC EPMTNCELS YL VO OOG
BonBnoet va amavinoete 610 KOpro epdpe. Edv cvpminpovete v agloldoynon oc opdda Oa
TPENEL TPDTO VO, GLUPOVNCETE PETOEL oG Yia TN Babporoyio mov Ba dmoete. Ymapyel xdPog 610
KATO PEPOG Y10 VOL KOTOYPAWETE TOVG AOYOLG Y1 TNV OIAVINGT GOG.

e Ortov Ba éxete amavioel o OAEG TIG EPWTICELS, CNUEUDOTE TO GNUELD TOL OVTIGTOLYEL 0T
Babuoroyia mov dmwcate 6g KAOE Lo, Ao TIC GTAGEIS GTO KUKAIKO Oldypappa (10T apdyvng).
210 Topdderypo, (oTn TPOT™ GEASA), 1| EPOTNON WG TPOg TIC «Metaxvnoelgy Pabuoroyndnke pe
5’. H erdpevn epdtnon og mpog tn «Anuocia cuykowvavioy faduoroyndnke pe ‘6°. Tpapn&te pia
YPOLUN Y10 VO GUVOEGETE KADE OMIUEID [LE TO ETOUEVO OTTMOC TPOYMPUTE.

o  Otov oloxinpwdei 6Ao TO SLOypOUUO, WTOPEITE VO HEAETNGETE TO OMOTEAEGUN OTMG
Sopaivetol omd T0 GULVOMKO TPOPIA Kol VO ATOPAGIGETE, e CLVAIVEST OV TPOKELTOL Y10l OUAdaL,

TOLEG E1VaL O1 TPOTEPALOTNTEG KO Ol OTOUTOVIEVEG OPACELG.

Mmropet va vTapEOVY TEPIMTMOCELS OOV 1) EPMTNON VO LNV GOG PUIVETOL GYETIKN 1 Vo ccBdveoTe
OTL OV EYETE APKETEC TANPOPOPIEC Y10, VO, ATTAVTNOETE. 1€ QVTEG TIC TEPIMTOGELG €ite Oa Tpémel val
OKEQPTELTE TNV TTEPLOYN OV a&LOAOYEITE OC LEPOG LG ELPVTEPNG TEPLOYNG, Eite Va PfeParmbeite OTL

UE KATOo10V TPOTO £X0VV ANeOel vIOYN 1 UTOYELS TOV PEADY TN KOVOTNTOC.
Amoteléoporao

To dudypoupo 7OV TPOKVLATEL €ivol EOKOAN KOATAUVONTO. ATOTUTMVEL GUVOAIKG TO TPOPIA TNG
TEPLOYNG, TOCO MG TPOG TIG TTVYES YOl TIG OTOIEC TTAEL KAA, OGO Kol Yol TIC TTUYEG OOV LILAPYEL
nepdoplo Pertioong. Eav o weployn a&loroyndnke Ogtikd, tOTE T0 GLUVOAKO GYNUO TOL
TPOKVTTEL 6TO O1dypappe Oo givar o yepudrto, kot Oo TpoekTeiveTe TPog TV EEMTEPIKY TEPIUETPO
TOV KOKAOVL (Ow¢ oT0 TOpdderyua, otny wepintwon e «Anuooia Lvykorvaviagy). Edv po teployn

a&lohoynonke Ayotepo Oetikd, T0TE TO GUVOAKO oynua Ba eivor PKpOTEPO, KOL O KOVTA GTO

439



KEVTPO TOL SLYPAUUATOG (0TS PAIVETOL OTO TOPAIELYUA TTHY TEPITTWOH TWV « YTOOOUDYV, OVEGEWV

KOl OlEDKOADVGEDVY).

Agv vrapyetl onpeio avaeopdc 1 ELdyoTo amodektd TpoTLTO. To epyaieio ypnoponolgitol yio va
OTOTIUYOEL TO TAEOVEKTAILOTO KOl OETIKA GTOLYEID LI0G TEPLOYNS KO Y10 VOL VOOEIEEL TTEPLOYES OTTOV

ypelaletar avaAnyn oxeTIKNG dpdong
I1éte ypnowonoreitan 10 epyareio;
To epyaieio propel va fonbnoet oty enitevén mowiimv otdyw@v.

Ot dnpoTtec/KovoOTNTEG PLTOPOVY VO, XPNOLOTOGOVY TO EPYOLEio Yl v a§LOAOYGOVV TO. OETIKA
OTOlELD TNG TEPLOYNS TOVS KOl TIG TTVYES TToL ¥pNLovv Bedtimong. Avti 1 dpaoctnpotta pmopel
vo gumintel 610 mAoiclo Tng evpiTtepNg ovlNTNoNng Y. TNV OVAYKN avodlopdpe®ONG Kot

avalmoydvnong LG TEPLOYNG.

O apyés Tomkig 0VTOOWIKNGY 1/KOL KOWOTPALieS GOTIKOD GYEOLOOHOL UTOPOVV Vv
YPNOUYLOTO|GOLV TO EPYOAEID GTO TANIGIO TOV TPOYPUUUATIGHOV TOV SPAGE®V KOl TOV KaBoplopoh
TPoTEPAOTNTOV. Ol avamTuElaKég apyEg LITOPovV Vil TO YPNCLOTOGOLY Yl TNV a&oAOYN o1 TV
OVOYK®V NG KOWOTNTOG 6TO TANICI0 TG avafaduiong TV YEITOVIOV OGTE va. dtoo@aiilovv éva

KOAO TEPIPAAAOV Y10, TOL ATOUN TTOV OLOLUEVOVY GE QVTEC.
Thv pmopel va yiver otn cuvéyera;

To epyodeio «[Ipdtuzn yeitovia» omoTeAel LEPOG U0 DlEPYACTag, Kot OYL TO TEAKO amotéAespa. H
drodtkacio Ogv TELEIDVEL e TN YPTON TOL QPO TO EXOUEVO GTASL0 B0 NTOV VO, AVOAOYIGTEL KOveElg
TOlEC gukapieg dnuovpyodvtar Yy va avortuybel mepaitépo 1 ov{ntnon, yrilovtog ota
amoteléouata TG a&loAOYNoT Kol GTIG GY£0ELS TTOL OMovpyYHOnKay 610 TAAIGL0 TG ¥PNoNG TOV

gpyoreiov.

To epyaieio emtpémet TNV a&loAOYNGN TG YETOVIAG UE GUGTNUATIKO TPOTO, Kot 6€ Babog ypdvov,
070 TAaic10 TG mapaKoAoONoNg ™G e£EMENG Kat Tov Pabpov Bertimong. [ va a&lomomBodv oto
EMOKPOV 01 SUVATHTNTESG TOL EPYUAEiOV, KOAO glvar va Kataypdgovtat ot Adyot yia T Badpordynon.
Me avtd tov Tpémo kabopifovtal mopdAAnAa ot TPocdokieg TV aTou®@V Yo T Peitioon g

YELTOVLAG,.
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Metaxiwvioeic: Hepratnpo ko Iodniocio

To mepmdtnuo kKo 1 TodnAacio ivol guepyeTikd yo. TV vyeia Kot To wepPaiiov. Evydpiotec kot
ac@oAgic dtadpopés pmopov va vBapphivovy 1o mepmdTnpa Kot TV Todniacia.

Topa, ckeQTeite TN YErTOVIA TNV 070l aSlohoyeite Kol dlepoTnOsite:
H yertovia pov mapéyel apketéc KaAg ToL0TNTAS OLUOPOUES OTTOV PUTOPD VO TEPTAUTIOM

KOl VO, TOONAUTI|GM IE EVKOALL;

Topa BabBporoyrote T yerrovid cog amd to 1 péyprto 7, 6mov 10 1 aviictoryel oe «peydro mepdmpio
Bertiooong» Kat 10 7 o€ «puikpo mepO@pLo Pertimoncy. Znuewwote ™ faduoroyio cog oty «muéiday.

Mrnopeite va AaPete vréyn To To KaT® oty aélordynon cag:

®  Ymhpyovv opkeTEG O10OPOUES Y10, TEPTATN IO Kol TOdNANGio;

o O meloi kot o1 TOdNAATEG £YOVV TPOTEPAUIOTNTO GE GYECT] UE TO OVTOKIVITO Kol To GAAD péca
cLYKOWV®VING;

o Ovvplotaueveg S10dpoUEG GLVIEOVY AUEGO KOL EUPOVAC TO dLdpopa. onueia Tov Oa NOelav va Tave
01 KATOLKOL TNG TEPLOYNG, OTWS GYOAELD, KATAGTALATO, TAPKO 1] GTAGELS dNUOGLOG CLYKOVMVING;

e FEival ot d10dpopég oe KaAN KaTdoTooT, oodnTikd mpaieg Kot evyaploTeg;

o Ot dwdpopég e&umnpetodv TIC avaykeg OA®V, aveEapTNTMG NAKIOG 1] EMTEGOL KIVNTIKOTNTOG, Kot
Kk00000V TOPEYOVTOL OVECELS, OTIMG TAYKAKLO Yot EEKODPACT, Yi0 OGOVG UIopEl va TIC ypetdlovTal;

o O15100poUéG EUTVEOLY OGPAAELD KOO’ OAT T SIAPKELX TOL YPOVOL KOl GE OAEC TIC DPES TNG NUEPAS;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0Youg yia T fabuoloyia mov ddcarte.
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Anpécro XZvykowvovia

H mpéofaon oe afldmoteg Kol OKOVOUIKA GUUPEPOVGEG VANPECIES dNUOGIOG CLYKOW®OVING HE KOAN
GLVOESOTNTA Etval oNUavTIKN Yo omoladnmote kowotnta. 'Eva kahd oot dnpoctag cuyKotvaoviog
€vOapPOHVEL TOLE KOTOIKOVE VO LETOKLVOOVTAL LE TPOTOLG OV EIVOIL EDVOTKOTEPOL Y10, TO TEPIPAALOV.

Topa, oke@teite T YerTovid v omoia aloloysite ko depotnOeite:

Ta péoa oNMPocLOS GVLYKOIVOVIONG EEVTNPETOVV TIS AVAYKES HOV;

Topa pabuoroynote ) yertovid cag amd to 1 péypr to 7, 6mov 10 1 aviiotoryel og «peydro teprdmpro
Behtiooong» kot to 7 o€ «uikpoé wEPO®PrLo BerTimoncy. Inuewwaote T Pabuoroyia cog oty «mwu&idoy.

Mrnopeite va LaPete vroyn ta mo kGt oty agloidynon coc:

o  Ovvanpecieg Mpoclog cuykowmviog eivatl cuyvég kot aSIOTIGTES

o  Metapépovy TovG KAToikovg TG Kowvotntog kel mov BéAovy va mdve;

o Ta péoa dnudclog cuykowvmviag etvat ac@ain kot e0KOAN TPOGPAGLULA GE OAX TO ATOUA, OVEEUPTITOGC
NAkiog 1 ETTEdon KIVNTIKOTNTAG;

e O otdoelc Tov Acopopeinv Bpiokovtal 6€ TPAKTIKA ornueio Kol 6€ KOVTIVI amdGTOCN amd T GTiTIo
Kol VTApYoLY Kaicuata 6TIg GTAGELS Yo EKEtVOVG oV Ta. Xpeldlovrat;

e Ot ctofuol TV Aeweopeiov SHOETOLY UTOPAITNTEG GVEGEIS T.Y. TOVOAETEC, GCPUAEIS YDPOLG

61a0pELON G ALTOKIVATOV Kot onpeio pUAAENS TodNAdTWV;

"Exovv 6A01 TV 01KOVOLIKT] SuVATOTITO VAL YPNCLOTOGOVV TIS VAN PEGIEG ONUOGLOG CLYKOVOVING

To oynuota Kot 01 VTOJOUES Elval KOANG TOLOTNTOG KOl GUVTNPOVVTOL ETUPKNOC;

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug AO0Yovg yia ) fabupoioyia mov ddcarte.
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Kvklo@oproxi] kivnon kot AvvetotnTto 6tadpsvong

H vrepBolikn kivinon otovg dpodpovg uropel va Tpokarésel TpofAnpata e dtopa mov {ovv, epyalovtal
N emokéntoviot (o teployn. Eva opyovopévo 0dikd cuotnpa kukiopopiog, e oxetikés dievbetnoelg
G TPOG TN OTABUEVOT), EMTPETEL GTO ATOLN VO KIVOUVTOL GTIV TEPLOYN UE ACPUAN TPOTO KOl VO £XOVV
pio Betikn epmeipio.

Topa, cke@teite T YerTovid TNV omoio afloroyeite Kan digpoTnOeite:

Topa Pabporoynote T yertovid cog oo to 1 péypr to 7, 6mov 10 1 avtictoryel o€ «peydro meptdmplo
Beitioong» kot to 7 og «uikpd wEPLO®@PrLo BerTimoncy. Znuewnaote T Pabuoioyio oty «mvu&iday.

Mrnopeite va Aafete vréyn o mo kdto oty aglordynon coc:

o O mefol &yovv mPoTEPALOTNTA GE GYECT] LE T AvTOKIVITA KoL TNV GAAN 0d1KY| Kivnon;

o Tiemidpaon &xer n 0d1kn kivnon oty vyeia Kot gunuepia TV Katoikov (okepteite to 06pvPo Kot
TNV TOLOTNTO TOV AEPQL);

o Tlopéyetan duvatdtnta otdbucvong oe acpaleig Tomobeaisc;

o XpnoonoloHvTol OTOTEAEGUATIKG KOO0 LETPO EAAYIGTOTTOINGTG TNG 001KNG KIvNoNg Tpog OPEAOS
™G KOWoTNTaG;

o  Ymdpyovv vrepPoilkd mTOALG OLTOKIVITO UE OTOTEAEGHO TNV KUKAOQOPLOKT GLUGOPNOT GTNV
TEPLoYM;

Mmropeite va KoToypayete Toug A0Yovg yia ) fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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Apopotl ko Anpdocior ymdpor

Ta ktpuo, ta a&lobéata, Ta 0poOCTLL, Ol YDPOL TPACivov, To onueio BEac, Kol YEVIKOTEPO TO PLGTKO
tomio cupuPdAovy TN SLOHOPPMOOT] EVOC EAKVLOTIKOL TEPPAAAOVTOS Kol TPoodidovy €va Wdaitepo
yopoaktipa oe po meployn. H dwwpdpemon tov guowkold yodpov pmopel va Ponbnocel emiong otov
TPOCAVOATOAMGLO TV OTOUMV GE U0 TEPLOYN.

Topa, cke@Teite TN YELTOVIA TNV 07T0i0. 0Sl0loYEITE KON drep@TnOcite:

Ta kT1ipro, o1 dpépot Kot o1 dNEocLot yOPot VVOETOVY £Vvo, EAKVGTIKO KOl VY apLoTo TEPLfdiiov
Y10, TOVG KOTOIKOVG KOl TOVS TTEPUCTIKOVG;

21 ovvéyela, Pabpoloynote ) yertovid oag and o 1 péypr to 7, 6mov 1o 1 avticToyel o «peyairo
nepldoplo Pertioong» kot 10 7 oe «ukpoé weprOmpro Pertiooncy. nueidote ) Pabporoyia cog
oV «TTLEId Y.

Mropeite va Aafete vroyn ta mo KdTo oty aélordynen cog:

e Ta kmipa /Kot o1 SNUOGIOL XDPOL SNUOLPYOVV UL0L EVXEPIOTN EUTELPiD Yot OGO SLLUEVOLY OTN
TEPLOYN KO TOVG TEPACTIKOVG;

e Ymdpyovv 10taitepa OeTikd cToyyEia, OTMS IGTOPIKA KTHPLO, TOTKG 0pOGTUE, ONUOCIEG TAATEIEG 1)
QLOIKA oTolyEln, Ta omoin Kévouv TN TEPLoYN asONTIKA O EAKVLGTIKN;

e H nopovcia gykataielepévoy kmnpiov, avaélorointov otkonédmv 1 vrepfoitkod Bopvpov ot
TEPLOYN APUPOVY OTO TNV EIKOVA TG YELTOVIAG Kol EXNPEALOVY apynTiKa TNV umelpio Tov Oa giye
KOVEIG;

e To dounpévo mepifariov, 1 otkodoptkn dappvduion Kot ot dtabéotpeg dtadpouég fonbodv ta dropa
VO TPOGOVATOAMGTOVV GTY| TEPLOYN;

e  Mmopei va €yet kaveic Oetikn gpmepia and v yertovid ave&aptnTog edv etvar Bpddv, Kad’ OAn ™
SLAPKELN TOV £TOVG, 1) KOO KOl 08 KOKEG KOPIKEG GUVONKEG;

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug Ad0yovg yia ) Babporoyio mov ddoarte.
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Duoko Tepipairov kKol X@por Tpacivov

To @uowd mepIfdAlov avoaeépetal o TapKa, daoTm, APadia, PloTomovg, pvdkia kKot GAAN LOATIVO
otoygela, oAAG emiong oe OEVIPOPUTEUEVOVS OPOLOVS Kol GAAOVS €0IKE OLHOPPOUEVOLS YDPOLG
Tpacivov oty akpn tov Spoumv kot tov melddpopmv. Ta @uowd ctotyela oe pio meployn elvon
EVEPYETIKA TOGO Y10, TO Arypla (DOl KO TOLALG 0G0 KOl Y10 TOVG avOpMTOVS 0oL PEATIOVOLV TN TOLOTNTO
TOV aépa Ko Exovv OBeTikn enidpacn oty vyeio Kot oty gueia TV KOToiKmV.

Topa, cke@Teite TN YerTOVIA TNV omoia agloroyeite Ko deptnOsite:
"Eyo npocPaon 6 Kaifg mo10TNTOS QUGIKO TEPLPaiiov
K0l {OPOVS TPAGIvo;

21 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote t yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
nepldaplo fertioongy» Kot 10 7 og «uikpo6 neprd@pro Pertimoncy. Znueunote T Pabporoyia cag otnv
«vEId.

Mrnopeite va AaPete vréyn o To KdT® oty aéloidéynon cag:

®  YTApyEl TOIKIAID PUOIK®Y GTOLYEIDV KOl YDPOV TPOUGTVOV GTNV TEPLOYN;

e Ymapyovv gvkaipieg yia Ta dropa vo Ephovy og EmAQN LE TN GUON;

o O dbéoyot ydpot Tpacivov gival EAKLOTIKOL, KOAG GUVTIPIIEVOL Kol S100ETOVV OVEGELS Y10 OGOVG
T1G ypetdlovTa, Yo ToPAdEy Lo ToryKOKLoL;

e H mapovcio vrepPoiikod BopOfov N KoKNg mowdTNTOC 0épa Ogv EMITPEMEL OTA (TOUM VO
guyop1eTNHoVV AV TOVE TOLG YDPOLG;

e O dwbéoor ympol mpacivov &givor mTpooPacipol 6e OAoLG aveEupTHTOS MAKING, EmTESOL
KvnTikoTTag, POAOL, EBvikOTNTOC, OpNOoKEVTIKOV TETOONGEMY 1 6EEO0VOAKOD TPOGUVATOAIGHOV;

e O vgiotduevol ydpot Tpacivov Bo cuveyIGOLY VO VTATOKPIVOVTOL GTIG OVAYKEG TOV KATOIK®OV TNG
TEPLOYNG KOl GTO PEALOV;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0YoLg yio T fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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IMoryvior kor ApaoTproTnTES

Mo kaAn yertovid evBoppovel To ool vo ToiEOVV KOl EMTPENEL GTOVG EVIAIKEG VO ATOAAUPAvVOLY
dpaoctnprotTeg avayvyns, doknong 1 adintiopod. Ot evkorpieg yro moyvidl Ko ovayvyn HTopovy vo
BeAtiwoovy v mowdtnTa (NG Kot TV vYEio Hog.

Topa, oke@teite T YerTovid v omoia aloloysite ko depotnOeite:
"Exo npécPaon o€ S14Q0opovg y®dPovg 6ov TapEovToL EvKaLpieg
YO TOLYVIOL, dPUGTPLOTNTES KOL YUY OY®Yio;

21 ovvéyeln, Pabporoynote  yertovid cog omd to 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
neplddplo Pertiooncy Kat 10 7 e «uikpo aEPLO®@pLo Pertimoncy. nueiwote ™ Pabporoyia cog otnv
«mu&iday.

Mmropeite va Lafete vroyn T T0 KATO 6TV aSloAdynon cog:

o Ti gvkoupieg vdpyovv Yo GUUUETOYN GE dPACTNPOTNTEG AOKNONG Kol yuyaywylag; (pumopeite va
OKEPTEITE GUYKEKPIUEVEC OPADES OTOU®V, OGS TALdL, £PMPOVG, NAMKIOUEVOVG, TOLOLY LE ovammpieg
KTA.)

o O1 51040101 YDPOL KO DTOSOUES Y10 TOLY VIOl Kol Wyuyaymyio ivol KaANG Tol0TNToC, e KUAO eTinedo
GULVTHPNOTG KO YPTGLULOTOOVVIOL GTO HEYIGTO TV SUVOTOTHTMOV TOVC;

o O d1Béoyol ydpot Kot VTOSOUEG etvat EDKOAN TPOGPAGLLOL KOl OIKOVO LKA TTPOGLTOL GE OAOVG;

e Emupémovv ota moudid g yerrovids vo Peltidoovy Tig de€l0TNTEG TOLG KO VO OTOKTHOOLV
avtonemoifnon Katd tn SLAPKELN TOV TALYVIO0V;

e H xowdtmra Bewpet Beticd vo mailovv ta tandid o £@TEPIKOVS YDPOVG;

o O1y®pot Kol 01 EYKATUCTACELS £ivOl TPOGPAGILOL Kot EUTVEOLV Ao ac@dAelag aveEapTNT®S TNG
MPOG TNG NUEPAS KOL TNG EXOYNG TOL YPOHVOV;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0YOLG Yo T fabupoloyia mTov ddcarte.
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Ynooopéc, AvEcELS KOl ALEVKOAOVOELS

Ol VTOJOUEC, OVESES KOL OLEVKOADVGEIC OVOPEPOVIOL GE OAo. €Keival TTOL &€ivol omapaitnto otV
KaOnpepvoéTTa pog Kol TNV KAvouv o euxdptotn. Avtég pmopel vo mepopBAvouy KoTooTHLLOT,
oyoAeia, Ppeporopkos otabuovg, PifAlodnkeg, watpeion AAAL Kol YDPOLG €0TIOGTG, OOV UTOPOVUE VO
Byobpue yio poynto, yio Totd Kot va, cuvavticovpe gilove. H tpdofacn oe T€T01€¢ £YKATAGTACELS Ko
AVEGELC EIVOL GIUOVTIKT Y10 TN SICQAALGT] MG DYI0VG KOl OMOKANp®UEVNG CoNG.

Topa, oke@teite T YerTovid v omoia aloloysite ko depotnOeite:
Ov vT000pEG KOL 0L AVEGELS TTOV VTTAPYOVY GT1) YELTOVLY
eEVTNPETOVV TIS OVAYKES 1LOV;

2 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote t yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
nepldaplo fertiooncy» Kot 10 7 og «uikpo6 neprd@pro Pertimoncy. Znueunote ™ Pabporoyia cag otnv
«vEId.

Mrnopeite va Aapete vroyn ta mo Kdto oty agoidynon coc:

o  Y@apyovv oTNV TEPLOYN VTOOOUEG OV VO KOADTTOLV TIG OAQOPES OVAYKEG TMV KAToikwV (Yl
pnéonon, wrpucég e£eTdoELS, YmVLa, XOALP®OT KAT.);

e Mmopobv OlolL va TIC YPNOWLOTOMGOLY OaveEUPTTOS MAKIOG, @OA0OL, eBvikdOTnTOg, £mmédOoV
KvnTikotTTog, Opnokeutik®@v nenoldncewmy 1 6eE0VAALKOD TPOGOUVAUTOAGUOV;

o Ot gykataoTdoelg Kot ol avEceLg Ppiokovtal o€ KovTivi andotacn Kot eivat e0KoOAN TPoSPAcipES;

e Eivoal koArg moldtntag kot £4ouv £vo KOAO ETIMEDO GUVTNPNONG;

e Ot &yKaTOCTAUCES KOl Ol OVEGELS YPNOUYOTOOVVTOL GTO HEYIGTO TV JUVOTOTHTOV TOLG KOl
vrootnpilovv &éva vylég tpomo Long;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0Yovg yia T fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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Epyocio kor Tomuk owkovopia

O1 mo1oTIkéG BETELC EpYAGIOC TPOGPEPOVY GNUAVTIKA TAEOVEKTUATO Ol LOVO (G TTPOG TO ELGOOT L0 CALG
Kol HEGM TNG KOWMVIKNG ETAPTS, TOV GO LOTOC TS TOVTOTNTOG KO TG EPYACLOKNG tKavoroinong. Mia
EUNUEPOVCH TOTIKY OWKOVOUia TPOGPEPEL gvkatpieg £pyodoOTNoNGg Kot OMpovpyel ) dvvatdtnra va
avamtuyOel OAOKAN PN M TEPLOYN GE TOALO TPOGEAKVGTG KOWVMOVIKNG dPaoTNPlOTTOG.

Topa, oke@teite T YerTovid v omoia aloloysite ko depotnOeite:

21 ovvéyeln, Pabporoynote  yertovid cog omd to 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
nepldaplo fertioonc» Kot 10 7 og «uikpo6 neprd@pro Pertiooncy. Znueunote ™ Pabporoyia cag otnv
«mu&iday.

Mmnopeite va Adfete vroyn To To KATO 6TV 0EOLOYN 6N GOG:

®  YTAp)EL OLKOVOUIKT] OpOCTNPLOTNTO OTT TEPLOYT, 1 OTOie cLUPAAEL 6T dNpovPYia ddpopwv BEcEY
gpyooiog;

®  YTAapYouV EVKOIPIEC EKTAUOEVTIKEG, TPAKTIKNG eEGoknong ) €0eAoVTIGHOD Yo avamTtuén de&loT TV
Kol BeATimon TG EPYOSOGIOTNTOS TOV ATOUMYV;

e Ta dropo g KowOTNTAG £XOVV 1GEC gVKALPIES EpYOdOTNONG, XMPIG dlakpicels Adym nikiog, pvAov,
ebvikdmTag, OpnoKkevTiK®V TENOBNGEDY, GEEOVAAIKOD TPOGAVUTOAGHOD 1) OVIKOVOTNTOGC;

e Apactnplomolobvtal otnv mTEPOYN Ypopeia e&evpeong epyociog kabdC Kol OIKOVOUIKE TPOCITA
ynmayoyeio doTE TO ATOHO VO LTOPOLV Vo, Bpovv kal va dtatnprioovy pia 8omn epyaciog;

e Ymapyovv gukaipieg Kol Y®Pol MGTE va 10puhohv Kot va ovartuyBoby TOTKEG ETYEPNCELS;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0Youg yio T fabupoloyia mov ddoarte.
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IMowotta otéyaong kal Tomkn kKowvétnTo

H Sw0éoyieg emioyég otéyaong o pio meployn (Y. LOVOKATOWKIEG, TOAVKOTOKIES, UE EVOIKIO, TPOG
TOANGN KTA.) Tpocdlopilovy TGO T dNpoypaPlkn chHVOEST TG KOWOTNTOS (TT010VG TPOGEAKVEL) OGO Kot
TN YEVIKOTEPN KOV Kot KOVATOUpa piag meployns. Eivol mpotindtepo po Kowvotnta va Tpoceépet
TOWKIAEC EMAOYEC Y10 KOANG TOLOTNTOG KOTOWKIEG, KATOAANAES Yo OWKOYEVEIEG OAAG Kol Yio dTopa
SLOPOPETIKMY NAIKIOV KOl EIGOOTLATOV.

Topa, cke@Teite T YerTOVIa TNV omoia aSloloyeite Kan diepwtnOsite:

21 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote t yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
nepldaplo fertioong» Kot 10 7 og «uikpo6 meprd@pro Pertiooncy. Znueunote ™ Pabporoyia cag otnv
«vEId.

Mmnopeite va Adfete vroyn To To KT 6Ty 0&lorloynon cug:
e H ouaotikn dtoppHOucn eivarl BeTikd yopaxtnpiotikd e TEPLOYNG;
®  YTAapyovVv KaTOIKiEG KOANC TOLOTNTOG Ko S10pOPmV EWMV Y10, GAOVG TOVG TOTOVE TV VOIKOKLPLDV ;
o Q¢ mpog 10 KabeaTMOC KTOlkNoNG (KOTOIKIEG TPOG EVOIKINGN, WO10KATOIKN G, KAT) DTLAPYOLV SIAPOPES
EMAOYEG TTOL EELINPETOVY ATOUA LUE OLULPOPETIKES OVAYKES, AVEEAPTNTMOG EIGOOT LATOGC;
o Ta dwwpopetikd €idn KOTOKUDY GUVLTAPYOVY GE APUOVIKO KAILL,;

e To g0pog TV SBECIU®Y EMAOYDV GTEYAONG EMITPEMEL GTO. ATOLO VO TOPAUEIVOVV GTNV TTEPLOYN
QKOMO KL OV 01 OVAYKEG TOL VOIKOKLPLOU OAAGEOLY 1) EVDGM TA, ATOUO, LEYAADVOLY NATKIOKAL,

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug Ad0yovg yia 1 Babuoioyio mov ddoarte.
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AvvaTéTNTO KOWVOVIKNG ETOONS

To aicOnua amopovoong umopel va givar emPBraPEG yio TNV vyeia kat tnv gvueio poag. Mo koA yertovid
TopEXEL TOKIALL YOPOV OOV PIoPEel KAVEIS VO GLVOVTIGEL AAAL ATOLM KOl VO TEPAGEL XpOVo pali Toug.

Topa, cke@Teite TN YErTOVIA TNV 0mroia adloroyeite kKo depTnOsite:
Yrdpyovv evkoipieg Kot POl Tov TPOdyovv
TNV KOWVOVIKI ETOQN e GAA0 GTONO TG KOWVOTNTOGS

21 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote t yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avtictoyel o «peydro
neplddplo Pertiooncy Kot 1o 7 e «uikpo aEPLO®@pLo Pertimoncy. nueiwote ™ Pabporoyia cag otnv
«TvEId.

Mrnopeite va LaPete vroyn ta mo kdto oty aoidynon coc:

®  YTAapyovv y®dpot Tov dNUovPyoLV evkalpieg ota ATopa va cuvavtnfovv;

®  Ymndpyet mokidio Sobéoiumv xOpmv GuVELPESNS e GAAD ATOLLO TG YELTOVIAG, OTMG EGMOTEPIKOL OGO
Kol eEmTEPKOl YMPOL, E0KE SUUOPPOUEVOL Y10 OVTOV TOV GKOTO (7). KOWOTIKO KEVIPO KTA.) M
dromoy,

e Avrtol o1 ydpot umopohv va, ypncIoTotn0odV Ge SIUPOPETIKES MPEG TIG NUEPES, KOO’ dAn TN didpkeln
OV XPOVOL Kot aveEaPTNTOG KALPIKOY GLVONK®OV;

e Anuovpyovvtor evkoipieg vo Ppebovv kol vo yvoplotouv HETOED TOUG ATOMO OO OAEG TIC
TANBVCOKES OUAOES TNG KOWVOTNTOG KOl atd S10pOPETIKEG KOVATOVPES N LE SLopopeTIKS VITOP0OpO;

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug A0Yovg yia T fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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TovtéTNTo Kol AlGON U TOV «aVI|KELY»

H ewdva pog yerrovidg, 1 1otopion TG 0AAG Kol Ol QVTIANYELS TOV GAA®V YU LT UTOpohV va
eMNPEACOVY KOl T dikd pog cuvancOnuato. ATd T GAAT, Lo YELTOVIGL LE GYLPT TOMIKY| TAVTOTNTA
pumopel g amotélecuo vo KOAMEPYNGEL AGHNIATA VIEPPAVELNS YL TV YELTOVLY, Yiot TO HEAN NG
KOWOTNTOG KOl TPOC TOV 1610 TOV E0VTO LOG.

Topa, ckeQTeite T YerTovid TNV onoia aflohoyeite Kot diepoTnOeite:

H yertovid pov el Oetiki) TavtdTNTo KOl VidO® 6TL OVIIK® £0®;

21 ovvéyela, Babpoloynote ) yertovid oag and to 1 péypr to 7, 6mov 1o 1 avtictoyel o «peydiro
nepldoplo Peitioong» kol 10 7 oe «uIkpo wEPrO®pro Pertimoncy. Inueidote ™ Pabuoloyia cog
oV «TLEd Y.

Mrnopeite va Aapete vréyn o mo kdto oty aglordynon coc:

o O xoopog PAémet BeTikd avTn TN YELTOVLAL

e FEival yvoot 1 otopio, 1 KANpovopd Kot 11 KOLATOUpa TNG YETOVIAS Kot amoterel Adyo BeTikdv
cuvoeOnuUdT®V Yo To. dTou. ;

e ApaoTnplomolohvTal TOTIKEG OUAdES Kol OTKTLO Kot GUUPBAAOVY OGTE TOL UEAT TNG KOWVOTNTOG VO,
aicBdvovtot 6Tt PIropovV vao GUUUETEYOVY BETIKA GTN YELTOVIAL TOVG;

e Ta dropa vidBovv cuvdedepéva e TOVG YelTOVES TOVG Kot TV 110 TNV KOWOTNTa, OTT010 KoL 0V £ivort
70 VIOPOPO TOVG (EKTALOEVTIKO, EIGOONIUATIKO KTA);

e  Olot ta dropo vidBovv OTL avikovy kol givol HEAN VTG TG KOWOTNTOG, aveEapTnT®s NAKIG,
@OAOVL, eBvikOTNTOC, OpNOKEVTIKAOVY TENMO1ONCE®MY, GEEOVAAMKOD TPOGOVATOAIGUOD T} AVIKOVOTITOG;

Mmropeite va KoToypayete Toug AOYovg yia T fabpoioyio mov ddoarte.
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AloOnpo acparerog

To aicOnuo acpdielog Tov eunvEeE Lo TepLoyn UTopel va emdpdoet BeTikd otnV gueéia TV 0TOUWOV, EVO
avtifétog to aicOnuo avacedielag propel va mpocsdopicel Tov TpOTO LE TOV 0noio AEITOLPYOLV Kot
KvoOvtol ta dtopo o€ o Teployn. Mio KoAd oyedlacévn yeltovid umopel va dtac@alicet To aictnua
UOQUAELNG KOl VO TEPLOPIOEL TNV EYKANUOTIKY] KO OVTIKOIVMVIKT GUUTEPLPOPA.

Topa, oke@teite T YerTovid v omoia aloloysite ko depotnOeite:

Are0avoponr oG 6€ AVTI TN YELTOVIA;

21 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote tn yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
neplddplo Pertiooncy Kot 1o 7 e «uikpo aEPLO®@pLo Pertimoncy. nueiwote ™ Pabporoyia cag otnv
«mu&iday.

Mrnopeite va LaPete vroyn ta mo kdto oty agloidynen coc:

o O dwdpopég amd 10 €va PEPOS 6To GALD EVTOG TNG MEPLOYNS EIVAL AGPAAEIS Kol TOAVGUYVAGTES GE
SLOPOPETIKEG DPEC TNG NMUEPAG Ko KB’ OAT T S1apKELR TOV YPOVOU;

e  Ymapyovv ToAvcOYVOoTO KNP Ue 00 TPOG TOLG AVOIKTOUE dNUOGIOVE YDPOVG OVTOS DOTE VA
gvVioyVEL 6TO dTopa TO aictnua acedielog;

®  YTApYOouV KEVEG KO EYKATOAEAEWUUEVEG KOTOIKIEG KO EIVOIL GUYVI 1] AVTIKOWVOVIKT GUUTEPIPOPE. N N
EYKANUOTIKOTNTO OTT| YEITOVIE,

e Ta dropa ccBlavovtatl ac@oAn TOGO GTO GTiTL TOLG OGO Kot OTAV PpioKOVToL EKTOG OTITION;

e H yertovid eivor ac@oing yw 6Aovg, aveSaptntmg nikiog, eOAov, gBvikoOtnTog, OpNOKELTIKGOV
nemoldncemv, 6e£0VOAKOD TPOGAUVATOAIGIOD 1| AVIKOVOTNTAG;

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug AO0Yovg yia ) fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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DpovTion kKol ZovTipnon

O1 KOAG TEPUTOMUEVES YEITOVIEG UTOPOHV VAL dNUIoVPYHooVY BETUKd GUVOIGHNLLOTO GTO ATOLO, EVE OVTEG
mov Ogv €yovv €va KaAd emimedo @povtidog Kol cuvINPNoNG Hmopolv va odnynoovv 1o avtifeto
amotédeopa. H emapkng cuvtipnomn g YEITovViAg Kol TV DTOSOU®MV TG divel TO PVLpO OTL LITAPYEL
EMOPKNG LTOGTNPLEN (0O TOV KPATIKO PNYOVIoUO OAAY KoL atd TOVG GUUTOAITES) Kol £XEL (OC ATOTEAEG LA
T ATOUA VO OKEQTOVTOL BETIKG Y100 TNV TTEPLOYT 6oL {OoUV.

Topa, cke@Teite TN YerTOVIA TNV omoia agloroyeite Ko deptnOsite:

21 ovvéyeln, Pabpoloynote t yelrtovid cog omd o 1 péypr 1o 7, 6mov 10 1 avrictoyel o «peydro
nepldaplo fertiooncy» Kot 10 7 og «uikpo6 neprd@pro Pertiooncy. Znuewwote ™ Pabporoyia cog otnv
«vEId.

Mmnopeite va Adfete vroyn To To KT 6Ty 0&lorloynon cug:
Y7rapyetl yevikotepa £vo, KOAO EMIMESO GLVTHPNOTG TOV SPOPOV VTOJOUDY, OTTMG TAPKA, dINUOGIOL
YDOPOL Kot SNUOGLES TEPLOVGIEC;
Yrdpyovv cvykekpiuéva mpoPAnpate otn yertovid, Ommg okovmidw, Pavdoiopol 1 axabapcieg
OKVA®V;
Y7rapyovv KaTaAANAEG O1EVOETAGEIC Y10, AVOKOKAW®GT Kol omdppiyn oKLUPAA®V Kol 1] GUALOYT TOLG
elval KoAd opyavopévn Kot GUGTILOTIKY;
O Tomikég apyéG, Ol GTITOVOIKOKUPNOES Kol Ol KATOWKOL YVOPILouv TIG VTOYPEMCELS TOLG KOl
Aappdvovv Tig avdioyeg opacelg Otav glval omapaitnTo;
Yrdpyet Tomikdg 6OVOEGOG KATOIK®Y KoL £XEL OMOTEAECLATIKT OPACN;

Mmropeite va KaToypayete Toug AOYovg yia T fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.
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Yoppetoyn Kot aicOnpa eréyyov

O1 KATOKOL TNG TEPLOYNG TPETEL VAL UTOPOLV Vo, eKppalovv v dmoyn tovc. H cvppetoyn tov moMtov
o™ AWM amoedcemV Kat 1o aicOnpa 4Tt £xouv AOY0 OTIG 161 YNGELS Y10 PEATIOTIKESG aALAYEG GLUPAAEL
otV evduvdumon g kowotntoc. To aicOnua eréyyov Bonda ta dropa va BAErovv ™ Lon pe Betikd
pért.

Topa, cke@Teite TN YELTOVIA TNV 07T0i0. 0Sl0loYEITE KON drep@TnOcite:

Mov mapéyeTan 1 EVKEIPIN Vo GURPETEY® 6T MY OTOPAGE®Y Kol VO GVUPIL® OGTE TA
TPayYRaTe vo, 0ALAEOVY TPOS TO KAAVTEPO;

21 ovvéyela, Pabpoloynote ) yertovid oag and o 1 péypr to 7, 6mov 1o 1 avticToyel o «peyairo
nepldoplo Pertioong» kot 10 7 oe «ukpoé weprOmpro Pertiooncy. nueidote ) Pabporoyia cog
oV «TTLEId Y.

Mmnopeite va Aapete vroyn to mo kot oty aSlordynon cog:

e Ta dropo €ovv TV gukaipio. Vo, CUUUETEXOVY OTN AYN OTOQAGEDV Yo, {NTAUOTO TOV TOLG
ennpeaoovv;

e O)lot umopolv va GUUUETEYOVVY, Y®PIC dlokpicelg AOYm NAKiog, puAov, eBvikdTnTag, OpNOKEVTIKOY
eModnce®V, 6EE0VOAKOD TPOGAVATOAIGLOV 1| AVIKAVOTNTAG;

o Ot TomKég apYES KoL VN PEGIEG EMTPEMOVY GTA ATOLO VO ELTAOKOVY EVEPYD;

e Opyoviopol ko popeic, OTMG TOTIKES aPYES AVTOOTKNONG, VINPETIES VYEING 1) TOAEODOKES OPYES,
ouvepyalovtal evepYa e To LEAT TNG KOWVOTNTOG Y10 VO, KOTAVOTGOLV TIG OVAYKES TOVG;

e Ot kdtokol yvopilovv ¢ vo Tpofaiovy Ty Gmoyn Tovg Kot aeddvovtal 0Tt ol avAYKEG TOVG
€100KO0VYOVTOL;

Mropeite vo KaToypayeTe Toug A0Yovg yia T fabupoloyia mov ddcarte.

454




0 epaTON O6TO

,

”.

MWGCUTE GTNV KA

o

1w TOV

,

padporoy

’.

NGELS, CNUELDGTE TNV

Aeg TIC gpOOTY
o1

I3

.

TOV OTTOVTIGETE O

(0]

7

7

1 w6t apayvng.

-

aypoppa wov povdlel pe moéioo

7

e

e

GVTIGTOL0 GINEI0 GTO O KATM

vroaono
Lol 'g monAd3

Nzonnyorng
® N3o03n0 H3rlogou

vilnomon linuoy
SluonAzio mlnooy

Supous

Js1lugrdlaondg g g1y “alnammon malinoioany

non1ondu 10dmy
8 noyyegidsu onon®d

maxlan
nol orilgoio g valirornoy

10dmX 1010011lig 78 101l0dy Mmzyodon oriligory

K

Uonzrigpio v1lnoipang \:

uoldlu d
13 LoUnpi Loimdogoypiny oudlrano 13 peRAOID

: noXAzyz
oInemoNAnz vrooriuy oriugoio g UXoiarring

" um_ouﬁwwo_ﬂ_.w Suomayzg oxdmgd3u g
PTARUCL INSOUADIOIIN SminonzA nor SLing Suar yidodu oa

:0non3sA luniodyy

455



IpotepardotnTeg Y10 opdion

Iowe kOpra CnTipate wov (prlovy arrayn £yete eviomiost;

Ioweg 00 Aéyate gival ot Tpels KUPLEG TPOTEPOLOTNTES; O 1 TAV YPOLUO VU TIS KATAYPAWYETE TLO KATM.
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Texvoloy1ko

TR
] [ [TavenmoTuo
KUmnpov

Hpotepardotnres yro dpaon

Ioweg evépyereg 1| Opacels TPEMEL VoL YIVOUV Y10 VO AVTIUETOTIGTOVV QUTES OL TPOTEPULOTNTES;

Mo k4T, 00 fTOV YPNGILO VO ATOPLONTCETE TIS TPELS TTLO CNUAVTIKES 0TO OVTES TIG OPAGELS 1] EVEPYELEC.

Empéiero EAAnvkilg petaopoong:

Tupa Noonievtikig & Aedvég Ivetitovto Kdmpov ywo tnv Hepifparriovriki) kor Anpocio Yyeio

Xyoh] Emotnpov Yysiog

mmm—  TeXVOAOYLKO
] [ [MavemoTno
Kumpou

NHS
—

Architecture &

“YP” 4 | Scottish Government
Design Scotland Health P | Ricghatias na h-Alba
Ai\laoruchdgs Dealbhadh na h-Alba Scotland o N gov.scot

@ Crown copyright 2017
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APPENDIX XVII Place Standard Short Version

«IIpéTomn yerTOovVia»
To wpoPik TS d1KIG POV YELTOVIAG KOl TEPLO@pPLOo BerTimvong

To epawtnuotoloyio «llpotomn yeitoviay eival Eva 01e0vEG epyaleio alloAdynong T To10THTOS TOD
wepifarloviog g yertoviag. Amotedeitar amo 14 EpWTHOEIS 01 OTOIES AVAPEPOVTOL TOTO GE TTVYES TOV
PLOIKOD KOl dOUNUEVOD TEPLPBAAAOVTOS 000 KO TOD KOLVOVIKOD TEPLBALIOVTOS THS YeIToVIAS. Aev
vrapyel owatn 1§ Adbog amavinon. To epyoaleio ypnoyiomoieitol yio vo, OmOTOTMGEL TIG OETIKES TTUYES
KOl TO. TAEOVEKTHUOTA UIAS PEITOVIAS OG0 KOL VIO, VO, OVAOEICEL TIG TTUYES TOV EVOEYOUEVS YPHLODY
Peltionons ueow aveAnyng ayeTikng opacHg.

AvoQopika pg TN 01K 60g YELTOVIA, amavTINoTE 6€ KGO o and T 14 gpotioseis (emdpevn
oglida) divovrag PaBporoyia amd 1o 1 péypr 1o 7 pe Paon ™ kpion ocog ywo 10 TEPLODOPLO
Bertimong mwov Bcmpeite 0TL VITAPYEL WG TPOG TN GLYKEKPLPEVY TTVYN OV aSloAoyEiTaL, OTTOV :

To 1 avtiotoyyEl o€ «ucydio wepifmpio feltimenc»
(emopéveg 1 KATAGTAGT (OG TPOS GUTI T1) TTVYN OEV 60 LKOVOTOLEL KO.OOAoV)
Ko
To 7 avticToyel 6g «puikpo6 meptddpro fertioonc»
(emopéveg, eioTe 1010ITEPO IKAVOTOUNUEVOS/N 0OV KpiveTe Mg 1WaiTepa OETIK VT TN TTVYN).

Mg Baon ™ padporoyia wov Oa ddoel 0 KGO dNUOTNG 6TV KAOE EPOTNGI), ATOTVTAOVETAL TO
GUVOMKO TPOPIA TNG YELTOVIAG 6TO 7O KATM KUKAMKO odypappd, To ortoio Qupilel w6to apdyvne.
INoe ™y kdBe oy mov aoloysitor wapéyovror vTofondNTIKES OLEVKPIVIIGELS OTO OYETIKO
Bipirapaxt To omoio copmepriapfdavere oto dxero. apéyerar g OdNyog Yo va cog fondncer
VO OTOVTICETE OTO EPOTINUOTO KOl UTOPEITE VO TO KPOTIGETE Yo OwKN] cag ypron. AEN
XPEIAZETAI NA ENIXTPA®EI. MAPAKAAQ NA EINIXETPA®EI MONO TO IHAPON
4XEAIAO EPQTHMATOAOTITO.

Mpotunn yetovid:

1o ipodil tTng Swkrig pou yertovidg Metaxwioeig: Neprérmpa

& neplBwpro BeAtiwong & NMoSnhacia
Tuppetoxi & aiobnpa - A .
eAéyxou L — . o - __:‘.Iﬂl]uomuiwmlmwa
, , 5 . Kukhodoprakr kivrion &
ovtiba & p - : H .
Dp a & cuvtijprion “or P ‘__._\'-‘ Suvardmra otélpsuon
L3t
AioOnpa acddadrewag (.., [ : NN Apopol & Snudoiol ywpol

Tavtémta & aiocbnpatou |, S
QVIKEW NN

ey, Quowe nepiBaiiov &
" Xdpolnpacivou

AUVOTOT T KOWWWVIKIG L

enadric * MNayvidt & SpacnprLoTnTeg

Nowtnra otéyaonc & __“¥moSopéc, EyKaTaoTacELS
KoWwoTnTa T & avécElg
Epyavia & toruki
owovopia
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"Exovtac voyn to mepiffdiriov g OIS 6ac yeLTovidS, avapmTnOeite Yo Ta mo KITO® Ko
KUKA®DOTE TOV OplOnd mov OvTIoTOLEl 6TNV amdvTInen 60g 6mov 10 1 avriotoyel 6 «ueydro
nepld®pro fertioono» Kol 1o 7 avtioTolyel o€ «KPO TEPLO@pLo PerTimonc»:

1 Merakwnoelg: Neprnatnua kat NodnAacia 1234567

H yeltovid pou TapEXel apkeTEG KAANG TOLOTNTOG SLASPOUEC OTIOU UMOopW VA TIEPTIATACW 1 Vol
nodnAatiow Ue eukoAia;

‘ 2 Anpooia Zuykowwvio ‘ 1234567
Ta péoa dSnuodoLag cuyKovwviag eEUTTNPETOUV TIG AVAYKEG LOU;

‘ 3  KukAodoplakn kivhon kat Suvatdtnta ctdbpsucng ‘ 1234567
To 061kd clotnua Kol oL SleuBeTAOEL; WC TPOC TN otaBueuon e€UMNPETOUV TIC AVAYKEC TWV
KOTOLKWVY KOl EMUTPEMOUV OTA ATOLO VO SLAKLVOUVTAL OTN YELTOVLA UE aodAAELQ;

‘ 4  Apopol kat Anpdciol xwpot ‘ 1234567
Ta KtrpLa, ot SpopoL Kol oL SNUOCLoL XWPOoL CUVOETOUV £va EAKUCTIKO KOl EUXAPLOTO TiepLBAAAOV
YLOL TOUG KOTO(KOUG KOl yLa TOUG TIEPALCTLKOUG;

‘ 5 @uowko neplfaAiov Kat Xwpol mpacivou ‘ 1234567
Exw mpodoBacn o€ KaAng molotntag Gpuoiko mepLBAANOV Kol Xwpoug mpaacivou;

‘ 6  MauwyvidL Ko ApaoTNPLOTNTEG ‘ 1234567
Exw mpooPaocn oe S1adhopouc XwPOoUG OTIOU TIOPEXOVTOL EUKALPLEG yLa TTayvidL, SpaoTneLOTNTEG
Kot Puyaywyia;

‘ 7  Ymobouég, AVEDELG Kol ALEUKOAUVGELG ‘ 1234567
Ot untodopEg (m.x. kataotTipata, oxoAeia, me(ddpouol) Kat oL avéoelg 1 SLEUKOAUVOELS (TL.X. KAdoL
QTTOPPLUUATWY, OVAKUKAWGN, KTA) TTOU UTLAPXOUV 0TI YELTOVLA EEUTNPETOUV TLG AVAYKEC LOU;

‘ 8 Epyaocia kot TOMIKK) OLKOVORio ‘ 1234567
H ToTmiKA olKovopia gival avemTuypeévn (.. KOTAOTAUATA Kal payalld o€ KOVTLV amootoon) Kol
OL ETILXELPNOELG TTOU SpaCTNPLOTIOLOUVTAL TIAPEXOUV TIOLOTLKEG OE0ELG EPYAOLAC VL0 TOUC KOTOLKOUG;

‘ 9 Mowtnta otéyaong Kot Kowvotnta ‘ 1234567
H owkiotiky StopplBuLon (m.X. moLdTNTA TwWV OTITIWY, MoKl emloywyv otéyaong, VPog Twv
evolkiwv) oTn TEepLo)I UMOOTNPLLEL TLG AVAYKEG TNG TOTILKA G KOWWOTNTOG;

‘ 10 AuvotoTnTo KOWWVIKNG ETOPNG ‘ 1234567
YIAPYOUV EUKALPLEC KAl XWPOL KOWVWVLKAC ouvavooTpodng e Toug yeltoveg;

‘ 11 Tavtotnta Kat AioOnpo Tou «aVAKELY» \ 123465867
H yeltovid pou €xet BTk TaUTOTNTO KoL VIWOW OTL avAKw £6w;

|12 AlcOnpa aodpaleLog |1 234567
AlcBdvopal achaArg og AUTHA TN YELTOVLE;

\ 13 @povrtida kat Zuvtipnon \ 12345@6:7
Yrniapxel emapkng dppoviida Kal cuvtrpnon ota KTrpLa Kal otoug SnUOCLoug XWPoUG;

| 14 Suppetoxn kat AioBnua EAéyxou |1 234567
Mou Tapéxetal n eukalpia vo CUHHETEXW otn Stadikaoia AnPng anodpdcewv Kal va cUPBAAW
WOTE TA MpAyHATa Vo 0AAAEOUV TIPOG TO KAAUTEPO;
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ow xvpia {nTpata wov ypnlovv ariayn £xete evronioer; [loweg Oa Aéyate eivan or

TPELG KOPLEG TPOTEPULOTNTES;

Ioweg dpaogig TPpémer va Yivouy Y10 Vo, GVTIHETOTLIGTOVV AUTEG OL TPOTEPULOTITESS

INUEWDOTE TIS TPELS TLO CNUOVTIKESG TLO KATO;

1. Asgite Tnv mo KdTO 6KAA

Jkedteite OTL otnv Kopudrp TG OKAAOG elval ol TAéov
TUPOVOMLOUXEG YELTOVIEG, EVW OTO KATW MEPOG €ival oL TAEov
UNOBOOULOUEVEG YELTOVLEG.

Av okedteite tnv mowdtnTa TOU GUOLKOU, SOUNUEVOU Kol
KOWWVLIKOU TepLBAAAovtog TnG SLKKG o0G YELTOVLAG, oL Oa TV
TonoBsToUoatE O AUTH) T OKAAA O oX£on LE AANEG YELTOVLEG;

2. Eiyate cvppetaoyel og mponyovpevn épevva tov TEIMAK
pe 0épa v «IlowdtnTo Zmg TOV KATOIKOV TG AERECOV»;

NAI [ OXI [
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Kowoviko-onpoypa@ikd Xapoktnpiotikd

S I ] O 2 HAKi® e ETQOV
Avdpag  luvaika

3.  Ymnkoortnta |:| Kutrpiakr |:| AN (mapakaAw dnAware)
4. Oikoyevelakn D D D |:| D

KaTdoTaon . . Alageuypévog/n . .

Mavtpepévog/n EAelBepog/n T¢ BIGOTAON Xnpog/a >e oupBiwon
............... TTaidiar KATW 6. ApIBOG HEAWV OIKOYEVEIOG TTOU
5.  ApiBu6g Taidiwv Twyv 18 Sdlapévouv oTo iB10 OTiTI (CUUTTEPIA. TOU aToa
............... mTaidia dvw €auToU 0ag) H
Twyv 18
[l [l
7. Ekmaideuon D D I:l i Evio/ D .
Kapia ANUOTIKG FupVaoio /\UI'(SIO ] Ko)\)\sv|9 METG1TTUXI’C(K€§
Texvikn ZxoAn MavemoTAuio OTTOUdEG

8. KabegoTwg D D |:| D

gpyod6Tnong MAApNg Mepikn ., .

aTracyoAnon atmacyxoAnon Avepyog/n Aev epyddopa

9. Toug TeAeuTaioug 12 pAVEG AVTIMETWTTICOTE SUOKOAiIEG 600V apopd oTa TPEXOVTa £§0da TOU ,\E .lo:||

VOIKOKUPIOU, OTTWG TTANpwUR Aoyopliaopwy, ayopd gI8WV TTPWTNG AVAYKNG, ETTIOKEYN CE YIATPO, KTA; X
10. Moéoo kaipd D |:| |:| D |:|

KOTOIKEITE OTNV 13 35 5.10

mapouoa AlyoTepo atd 1 xpovo Svia SvIa Vi Mavw amé 10 xpdvia

d1gvbuvon; Xp Xp Xp
11. I&16kTNTNH/

€voIKIofOuEVN D D |:|

KATOIKid ; 1816KTNTN Evoikialopevn AMO i

O 0 O ]

12. Tomog oikiag MoAukaToikia pe

MoAukaToikia pe Ailyotepa a1md

Avegaptntn oikia  Hupi-ave€aptntn oikia 8 SlayepiopaTa

MepioodTepa amd 8
diauepioyata

EYXAPIZTOYME IIOAY I'TA TH ZYMMETOXH XAX!
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( Abstract

Background: The "Place Standard Tool” (PST) offers 2 practical framework for structuring conversations about physi-
cal and social dimensions of Place which impact on health and well-being. The aim of this study was to survey citizens'
perceptions of Place across diverse settings in Cyprus. While the PST has been extensively used in the context of com-
munity engagement, its properties as a measurement tool haven't been explored.

Methods: An open call was addressed to citizens to rate their neighbourhood environment acrass the 14 PST itemns
(1: large to 7: little rcom for improvement). Exploratory factor, cluster and regression analyses were used to explore
the dimensionality of the scale, depict neighbourhood profiles and explore differences in ratings according to socio-
demographic characteristics, area-level census indicators and residents’ assessment of neighbourhood social position
(10-step ladder).
Results: With the exception of safety (M =44, SD = 1.7), 492 participants {mean age 42, 50% residents for > 10 years)
from 254 postcodes (21.7% islandwide) did not rate other features favourably, with lowest scores for influence and
sense of control” and *public transport”, A stepwise pattern of dissatisfaction was observed along the social position
continuum both for features rated less as well as more favourably (e.g. social contact). For instance, among partici-
pants who placed their neighbourhood at the three top steps of the ladder, 48.8% gave a low rating for “influence
and sense of control’, while the equivalent figure was 81.0% at the bottom three steps (OR=4.5,95% C123,86). A
clear dimensionality of Built (6 items, Cronbach’s a =0.798), Physical (3 items, a=0.765), Social (2 items, a=0.74%) and
Service (3 items, a = 0.58) environment was identified. A social gradient was evident according to census measures
of socio-economic disadvantage (e.g. pre-1980 housing, single-parent households) with larger differences in terms of
| the built than the social environment.
Condausions: The study profiled the variability and documented the inequity in the health-related neighbourhocod
environment across Cypriot communities. The readily interpretable dimensionality of the scale supports its construct
validity, allowing calculation of composite scores. The PST can be used as measurement tool in research as well as
| public health practice to advocate for neighbourhocd initiatives which support and enhance citizens' participation.
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