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ABOUT THE WEGENERATE PROJECT

tKS tNeeSOn waASAIVEYNITASR 68 Ala yrYSs asSsSia
co-creation in the urban regeneration processes. It fully embraces the paradigm shift from
building for the people to building with the people. Wecities, citizens, communities,
busiresses, researchers, and practitionegstake ownership of the urban regeneration
processes and coreate together sustainable, peoptentric, accessible, and beautiful

neighbourhoods.

This project is based on the stories of four neighbourhoods and their communities located in
different parts of Europe. Although they are at different stages of development and are facing
different urban challenges, they share the same vision of positiaage. WeGenerate will
help them to reinvent themselves and in the process find new values and opportunities.
WeGenerate sets oubn a journey to find the right ingredients and recipes for sustainable
and inclusive urban regeneration that can create lasfing positive impacts within the

neighbourhoods and beyond.

The process will be highly participatory with close collaboration with the city administrations
as well as the citizens, local communities, and businesses. Advanced digital applications (such
as Digital Twins, Metaverse and extended reality) will be implalsd and experimented

with to support decisiormaking and stimulate citizen engagement. Expertise in Social Science
and Humanities is called upon to foster social innovation and participatory actions across the
project. In addition to technological and@al interventions, the art and cultural dimensions

will be drawn on in the careation processes. Four sustainable and peagetric
neighbourhoods will be realised by the end of the project, the legacy will be upheld through

replication by five Fellowities and others, who are inspired by the WeGeneration stories.

The Urban Regeneration Model of WeGenerate project aims to drive these cities enhancing
urban sustainability, reducing carbon footprints while improving residents' quality of life, by
implementing targeted actions and policies addressing built environmemwgsting in

renewable energy, improving mobility, and optimizing resources management.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Urban regeneration in European cities is at a critical juncture. While sustainability has been a
priority since the late 20th century, achieving fair and inclusive green urban transitions
requires a holistic vision, integrated planning, andovativedigital tools. The WeGenerate
Demos align with EU urban sustainability policies and emphasize inclusiveness, equity, and

integrated urban impact assessment frameworks.

This report provides a comparative analysis of Cesena, Cascais, Bucharest, and Tampere
Demos across key urban performancéndicators (KPIs) including primary energy,
socioeconomic conditions, mobility behaviour urban accessibility, environmental
consciousnesssafety and security and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. rEperted
insightshighlight strengths and weaknesses in each city, offesperificrecommendations

for improving sustainability anliveability.

The findings reinforce the importance iotegrated,inclusive andtailoredstrategy planning
in urban regeneration. Cities need to adopt a mattalar approach that aligns local actions
with EU policy frameworks, ensuring sustainability transitions are both effective and

equitable.

The WeGeneratelmpact Mode] defined in D7.4, aims to supportthis vision on people
centricsustainable neighbourhood transitisivy defining themethodologicaframeworkfor
impact assessment composed by a setki®lscoveringmain urbandomain categories In
regard toKPs$ descriptions, D7.1 includes detailedlculationmethodologiesand definitions
of all parametersand type data required for the crossdemo analysis.In addition, D7.2
focused on providinghe standardised data measurement and processing protedaich

suggess general approache®f data monitoring.

In D7.3,a set of 10 KPIs proposed toarticulate the crossdemo comparisorat the pre-

intervention phaseas part of the baseline data collection and calculation proeggsthe

1J. Salom, I. {. S3dzNI | yR W&o al OWEGEneratd IBipakt ®Sdullfod SuStaintbie dnalusive
bSAIKO2dzNK22R OLYAGAFEO0ZE . I NDSEt2YyFS HAHNO®
2ho t2fel 2dz2 Wo / K2 NB LI2 I Y A-BtardardisgdDath Meastlerndit@ard IPrdcessiags St A G
t NPG202t ¢ HAHNOD
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aim to assess the evolution comparing to subsequent phases of the prb@cthispurpose
a data collection packagmr the preintervention phasewas produced composed by an
overview parameter table linked tspecificl0 KPIscalculation excesheetswhich integrates

D7.1formulasand guidelines for data collection (see sectiof from this report).

As the last step, demos baseline dataene collected in separate excel sheeand late
compiled in a summary table to allow the production of graphical outputs as well as
developing the comparative analysihkis process required and intense coordination between
partners to pravide consistency to data processing and calculation outconie data
collection process conducted by demizssbased on various data sources and approaches
according to KPIs requirements, such as: statistical databdseal surveys, energy
certificates, municipal reports, etdhe complete list oflata sources iaccordinglydetailed

in eachdemo section(please see summatgblesof KPIs resul)s

It is important to highlight potential biases or limitations encountered through the data
collection process for the prmtervention phasein relation tosignificantlydifferent demo
contexts and boundariesalthough these areonsistentin terms ofdatasetscollectionand
sourcesdentification Additionally, data collection followed slightigljustedmethodologies

(or different boundaiesalso in relation with cityeveldata), and these differencesave been
considered while progressing in tlieossdemo baselinecomparison Readers should keep
these biases and limitatiors in mind when interpretingthe I y I { @uttdm&sBased on

obtainedKPIlgesults

Figurel illustrates the overall KPIs outcomdsr the baseline conditionef WeGenerate
demos The representation of valuesdonefrom a comparative perspectiyerhere theunits
intervalsused to show each KPI result aiegedaccountingfor the maximum value acrosall
demos in such a wathe graphic helps taomparativelyoutline high,moderate,or low level

of performance in each case.
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1€ SUSTAPIABSE NEGHGURMOODS

Cesena Cascais

ENERGY

SERV. & AMEN. % 71.43

SERV. & AMEN. % 42.77

O o™
WGP

Bucharest Tampere

SERV. & AMEN. % 57.14

CAIaNEDSy SNEIYRG RAF £ DNI LIRS GASYNGASHFoA2YWE YLWONBR 2 dzi 02 YSa
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Comparative Insights
Energy and Environmental Performance

T According to available dat&esena demo seems having the lowest primary energy
consumption inrelation to building stock areg116.4 kWh/m? per year), primarily
due to a significant buildings surface accounted, but also, it suggests a low energy
intensity average profile although, based on age of construction, the energy
performance of the building stock could be assumed asigiily efficientRegarding
the GHG emission KPI results, Cesena Demo counts with the highest absolute
OmMdon9bTt 13/ hiSIjk&@SIENDVD !''a +020SYSYUA2YySF
over 90% of total emissions, but whenatehg it to the built environment area, Cesena
5SY2 NBYlIAya 6AGK GKS f 2 sbbillings).aDOhidNdie o Hc ]
project implementation, Cesena demo will assess integrating more accurate data and

estimations by using the digital twin under ddopment.

1 Cascais and Bucharest demos show moderate energy efficiency in kthigt
environment (124.4 and 173 kWh/m2 per year, respectiveligcounting for total
DID SYAraaArzya |ylfearasr o02GK RSY2aQ 2dz
performance (both calculations, absolute values and per building area), but results
suggest there is room for improvements in mob#Higtated emissions and waste

management (both components over 20% of overall GHG emission).

1 Tampere demo shows high energy consumption in buildindse to intense building
energy demand (267 kWh/m2 per year), which reports data of single infrastructure
(railway station). Instead¢  YLISNSE RSY2Qa @G2GFf DI D SYAZ&
absolute result(1.72:11 3/ hi Sljk Yu &SI NDX o6dzi GKA&a NBYI!I
other demos results when relating it to the building area under analysis (206
13/ hi S| bdingsS. lEXEntually, the selected building stock would be revised
to align with other dem& & LJI NIY L O G aRIRSAD LINR OSaad
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Transport Behaviour & Accessibility

1 In WeGenerate demosar dependency seems remaining high for Cesena (62)5
and Cascais (666), while this is low for Bucharest and Tampershowing higher

reliance on sustainable mobility modé0 %and over 60 % respectively).

1 Tampere demo offers high accessibility rate (%3, meaning that the urban facilities
assessed satisfy all defined universal accessibility criteria checklist, which facilitates
citizens movement and urban efficiency, wherdascharest has the lowest score
(14.8%), indicating a need for improved accessibility in transport networks and other

infrastructures.

Socioeconomic & Sociahclusion

1 Cesena (71.4%) and Tampere (57.1%) demos score the highest in socioeconomic
conditions, which isevaluated through the access to services and amenities KPI,

suggesting stronger local economies and sociakbahg.

1 Cascais demo (42.8%) seems scoring low in secamomic conditions highlighting
the need for better access to services and investments, which, eventually, could be

due to economic disparities at municipal level across neighbourhoods.

1 Safety and security perception is moderate across all citieth Tampere showing
the lowest crime rate and Cesena some urban security concerns. Cascais presents a
more balanced profile but highlights the need for better access to services and

economic investments.

Asgeneralinsights from crosslemo analysisthe following recommendations are extracted:
Cesena: Prioritizing Building Efficiency & Green Mobility

1 Enhance building energy retrofits and renewable energy adoption to mitigate the
gSAAKG 2F (GKS o0dzAft RAy3IaQ LISNF2NXIyOS 6.

emissions.
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1 Expand public transport options and the usage of cydhfirgistructure, to enhance
accessibility and social inclusiveness, but also to limit GHG emissions, as outlined

insights from a comprehensive analysis of mobility and social KPIs.

1 Improve urban greening initiatives to offset high emissions, but specially to increase

sociability and citizens wellbeing.

1 Enhance both safety perception and participatory opportunities through community
programs and urban edesign initiatives (although current results are based on

limited samples, future data collection processes would mitigate this issue).
Cascais: Renewables Integration, Sustainable Transport & Waste Management
1 Cascais exhilsimoderate energy consumption but low renewable energy reliance.

1 Opportunity to reduce transport emissions by expanding public network and active

mobility solutions.

1 Exploring option to boost recycling rates and adopt circular economy strategies
together with energy efficiency and renewable energy integration would allow for

impactful urban regeneration outcomes.

1 Support socioeconomic development (e.g., through job creation programs) would

benefit social welfare and sustainable behaviour.

1 Improve accessibility to urban services and infrastructures would increase

inclusiveness and participatory perception.
Bucharest: Enhancing Sustainable Transport & Urban Accessibility

T Invest in urban mobility solutions and natubased solutions to decrease GHG

emissions while enhance environmental consciousness.
1 Improve pedestrian and cycling infrastructure for better accessibility.

1 Enhance waste management efficiency and Strengthen policies on water and energy

efficiency to lower emissions.

Tampere: Addressing Built Environment, Waste Emissions & Socioeconomic goals

14
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T Optimize waste management strategies and energy efficiency by integrating

renewable energies in the built environment to reduce emissions.

1 Expanding green infrastructure and sustainable mobility initiatives should enhance

liveability and sustainable citizens behaviour.

1 Addresing socioeconomic disparities with targeted social programs may enhance

inclusiveness and participatory perception.

1 Maintain leadership in urban accessibility and public transport.
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CONTENTS

1. Intro - Towards peopleentric sustainable neighbourhoods

Inclusiveness, integrated planning and digital tools are highlighted as key drivers for the
2 SDSYSNI (S 58Y2aQ FOUAz2ya LXIFyaod Ly GKAA
together with innovative research and demonstration actionséilaecome the priorites of

urban regeneration processes, in alignment with EU policies on urban sustainability.

The idea of environmental sustainabilday urban levels already stablished in EU cities since
the late 20" century, althoughambitioussustainableargets require defininga holistic vision
that allows articulaing comprehensivestrategieswhich can drivefair and inclusivegreen
urbantransitions As80 % of the European population live in citiésis necessaryo apply
integrated approachs for urban regeneratiomccountingat adjustablescales which may
enable launching successful sustainable policies and incentives at city, district or

neighbourhood levels

As we continue into the 21st century, the traditional laws (indicative or obligatory) regarding
environmental issues such as levels oHGG emissions, air pollution, noise, waste
management or water quality, have been complemented with long term commitments

related tothe mitigation ofthe climate change.

European cities traditionally have a different configuration and structuoen the sprawl city
models imported primarily from the United States during the 1950s and the 1¢&8fmspted
fromthesoOl f £ SR W! Y{BINBudbeyhigHighdsd that evelEuropearcities have
been unable to avoid the cultural dominance of teprawl urban model. TheEU Wban
Agendasthe Green Deal,the Bauhaus partnershipr other initiatives promotingimportant
urban planningsustainabletransformations whilst being wdely accepted on a theoretical
basis, havehardly been adopted at large scalg or not reached yetmany city contexts

(medium/small sizeindustry-based urban economiegtc.)

As a matter of fact, as we enter into the secaqhrter of the 21st century, one of the main

obstacles that theEuropeancities will continue facing would besustainableenergy and

16
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climate neutralitytransitions Thisis interconnected withhow to deal with andransforming

areas of the cities created during the last few decades.

European urban areas, which used to be seen as a conglomerate of societal problems are now
recognised as an asset for transformative change. Urban regeneration presents unique
opportunities to revitalise disadvantaged areas and turn them into vibrantusnet, and
sustainable neighbourhoods where people want to live and put down roots. Nonetheless, the
process is not without criticism as urban interventions can sometime bring about adverse
consequences such as social exclusion and gentrification. Althabgin regeneration is a
placebased process, where effective strategies and actions are shaped by specific local
context, strengths and weaknesses, successful projects do share some key commonalities.
However, there is a lack of largeale and exportable experiments to provide sufficient
evidence on the success factors and barriers. Urban regeneration is considered a powerful
tool for inclusive and sustainable recovery, better understanding of the process to optimise

efforts, maximisesynergies and miniraé costly mistakes is the need of the hour.

Throughoutthe application of WeGenerate Impact Modelirban regeneration planare
aimed to drive our demos and fellovcities towards peoplecentric sustainable
Y SAIKO 2 danE@nBafoasQ

1.1. Applying the WeGenerate impact model

The WeGenerate project developed a common framework as part off Ditfich brought

G23S0KSN) 1S58 RSyz2aQ aidGl18K2f RSNA | YR SELISNJI

define a comprehensive Impact Model for Sustainable Inclusive Neighbourhoods.

This framework, which aligns with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Impact
framework assessment of Built for People (B4P) partnership althgpoundary conditions,
and specific quantitative and qualitative KPIs, spans the entire sustainability spectrum at the

neighbourhood level. It encompasses metrics related to energy, mobility, environment, social

SWod {Ff2YZ Lo [ & { S3dzNI - WeGdReratédmpact Mbllel far Sdstibablé i@ciidie 6 f S
bSAIKOo2dzNK22R OLYAGAFTfO0ZéE . I NODSE2ylFZ HAaHn®
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aspects (such as quality of life and citizen engagement), accessibility, circularity, and digital

innovations, ensuring a robust and wedlunded evaluation of urban regeneration processes.

The multidimensional Impact Model (IM) of the WeGenerate project goes beyond
conventional evaluations focused solely on environmental, economic, and social parameters.
It emphasizes a communityased approach and aims to capture lelegm impacts of
sustainable transitions in urban regeneratiby allowing not only to measure traditional
performance indicators but also to assess how effectively urban interventions empower
communities, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and create enduring positive efteatls at

local and broadescales.

By aligning with EU policies on urban sustainability, WeGeneeatéorces a holistic, mukHi
level approach that accommodates diverse urban contexts, from large metropolitan areas to

smaller, medium size cities.

In the context of Peopk€entric Sustainable Neighbourhootise Impact model is organised
through 6 KPIs categoriesnergy, environment, social inclusion and citizen participation,
sociaeconomics, sustainable mobility, and integrated urban regeneratiaimed at driving
dzND Iy NBISYSNIGA2Y LINE 2SO0 aitlusivelaadSiategMtSd/ ( &
perspective ensuring a comprehensive evaluation of sustainability interventidiee IM
establishedh set 0f20 core KPIswvhich will be uniformly asssed across all Demasgether

with a seriesof 13 optional indicators to be tailored to specific local contexigure 2

provides an overview of Core KPIs (in bold) and optional indicators.
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In summary, the WeGenerate Impact Model represents a holistic and dynamic approach to
urban regeneration. It seeks to transform conventional sustainability assessments by
embedding inclusiveness, integrated planning, and digital tools into the evaluation
framework, ensuring that urban transformations are equitable, comprehensive, and aligned

with longterm climate neutrality and sustainability goals.

1.2 DataQollectionand Calculation Toolr KPIs delivery
Throughout the first project implementation period as part of Work Package 7 (WP7)
activities, the project has intensively collected baseline data to capture thénpeevention
context and conditions across the Demos. The process is inherently padigipatvolving
close collaboration with city administrations, local citizens, communities, and research
partners. These initial urban assessments are aimed to support action plan design, decision
making processes and foster citizen engagement ensuringutbain regeneration initiatives
lead to attractive, resilient, and affordable levarbon lifestyles and inclusive
neighbourhoods.
In D7.3, a set of 10 KPIs is proposed to articulate the -ctes® comparison at the pre

intervention phase, as part of the baseline data collection and calculation process with the
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aim to assess the evolution comparing to subsequent phases of the project. The baseline KPI
set islisted below:
¢ | ovil S\ a1S @ TR ITA SY tanyss

Energy Total primary energy balanagKPI 1.1

Environment GHG Emissions PerformarcEPI 2.1

Social inclusion and citizen| Sociabilityg KPI1 32
EEIIEREOT Demographic CompositionKPI 3.4
Safety and SecurityKPI1 3.5

EnergyEnvironment Consciousnes¥KPI 3.6

Socieeconomics Access to Services and AmenitidsPl 4.1

Sustainable mobility Transport Behaviout KP1 5.1
Urban Accessibilitg KPI 5.2

Renewal Walkin@®pen spaceg KPI 5.5

ENERGY

.
o

% RER (October 2025)
% Net Energy/Net Power (October 2025)

\9 ENVIRONMENT

#%* Air Pollution (October 2025) * Cycling path supply (October 2025)

oF SOCIAL INCLUSION AND CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
©a0 ** Democratic Process (October 2025)

SOCIO-ECONOMICS

SUSTAINABLE MOBILITY

a
26

=

INTEGRATED URBAN REGENERATION
«¢* Urban Heat Island (October 2025)

CAIaBNEDSYSNI (S Iy oib OBR S@NEF G SN SBh 2 y

The demobaselinecharacterisatiorphasefocused on (i) @mpleting baseline data provision
and ensuring higkguality KPIs calculation process across demo ;s{igsanhancing digital
data collection tools to streamline assessment procesaed (iii) rengthening collaborative
efforts among stakeholders to implement scalable, impactful urban regeneration strategies.

Thedata collectionand processingevolvedaroundsevenmain steps:
20
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1. To establish which KPIs are possible to be obtainetie pre-Intervention phase.
According to the Impact Model definition (D7.1) and the monitoring protocol (D7.2),
a set of 17 KP[sossibleto be collectedvas identified.

2. A narrowprioritization process was developed to define the 10 initial indicators for
demos baseline assessment.

3. A Datecollectionpackage is produced to support KPIs calculations, which is composed
by (i) Overview parameters tablEigure4) and (ii) standardize@xcetbased tools
(Example inFigure5), which integrates guidelines for data collection as well as
automated formulas for KPIs delivery.

4. Regarding the demos and WP7 coordination process, sevelatkebal meetings and
workshops were conducted to open discussions on challenges, by addressing
obstacles and streamlining the data collection process.

5. Compiling a summary table with full sets of KPIs from demos to support the
production of visualisation graphics through a dedicated python code.

6. Draftingof D7.3{ 4 NHzZOU dzNAy 3 GKS RStEAGSNIotS G2 |7
impact assessment goals.

7. The finalized D7.3 report is scheduled for submission within theefhorting period

including the quality review process.
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S

Where:
Ep o = the total
Eptatexpi

Paers

Epsor - Z‘ E .ot deli Z'I':p.:w..-xm

[ Paora®) Wasseos(t) -

primary energy, [kWh/ m? y|;

CALCULATION +

D | Perpi®  Werpaass 0 -

Ep torders — delivered total primary energy per energy carrier i, [kwh/ m?® y];
exported total primary energy per energy carrier i, [kWh/ m? y];
the delivered power on site or nearby for energy carrier i, kW) m?];

Woaer rae ¢ — the total primary energy factor (-} for the delivered energy carrier i;

GUIDELINES

[kWh/m?® y]

ey ]

123 ~ ﬂr =+5UM(D24:D26)
] C E H M a
Buildings (B)
Building [Classified according | Building uses [Dption 2): Single Familiy house, Block 2 Exported electricity | Source of Tource of e | source of Tource of Fource of [INENAE FE
to Dptios 1) of flats, Shops, etc. Bl (] energy KWk, dyear] | information information | MATURALBAS ;. ;| thermal OIL information | PISTRICT HEA information
E E E
PUBLIC BUILDINGS - SUCTOTALS of of of of
| sy s . setovis
J—rp—
L smarqy Factmr par snarqy carriari [kWh_FE/EWL_FE]
Neighborhood (Option 1)
KPI1.1- — total primary energy for electricity (N
Main Building typologics 1 Eosar P v g il #DIV/0!

CAIpBNEDSYSNI (1S KkYEHDESRZRE DOMDONK & & i |

Co-funded by

the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

O 218t B1@e2 ¥

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).

23



m °D7.3 Report on the cross -demo
‘,{}!QQ?QE@E baseline comparison

2. Demo-site summary KPI results

2.1.CesenaDemo
The Italian Demo site is callddgneRailway Statiomeighbourhoodand islocated in the
north-eastern Italian city of Cesena. The site area is situated in the north of Cesena city centre
and extends across th&nconaBolognarailway line the built environment form is mainly
composeddf mediumhigh density building fabric with a prevalence of pasgtr buildings.
¢tKS /SaSyl 5S8SY2 F20dzaSa 2y MNSgbOwyhod@land he 3 G KS
Cesena railway station district, which are physically divided by railway tracks. As part of the
2 SDSYSNI S LINRP2SOGz AdG FAYa (2 &dzZLJLl2 NI dzNDB | )

climate neutrality by 2050 through impactful interventions.

Key thematic areas include integrated planning, social innovation, energy efficiency,
adzadFAYylrofS Y20AtAdes YR AYLI OO FaaSaavySyidd
Improve connections between the two districts as a city gateway.

Enhance the quality, accessibility, and usability of public spaces.

Promote sustainable mobility by influencing travel habits.

Strengthen social cohesion throughrticipatory engagement.

= =2 =2 =

Raise awareness of environmental sustainability and energy efficiency.

To achieve these goals, four action packages have been designed, complementing ongoing
municipal projects and ensuring a coordinated, ldagn impact. Transformationactions

included in the demo action plan assmmarisedn TablelTable2.
¢ oM SSaSy ¢!505RHF 2N ! NBDIYy wSIASYSNIoe2y 2F +A3JYyS bSAITKO2dzNK2 2R

Rega. .
9 Description of tasks
Actions
Action Al TaskALBE S@St 2L I NBISYySNIilAzy YBIi&KkeQ202@®&Sbia g
actors in a participative perspective.
Action A2 Task A2.Raise awareness on the active mobility concepy.,organisation of
workshops/roundtables to favour a mindset change in transport habits.
Task A2.2mplement a parking solution for Park & Ride facilities customised for the Cesena Dem(
Action A3 Task A3.Experiment smalcale (also temporary) greening intervention through the uslewf
impact materials, caleveloped with the local communitye.g.,co-design workshops with experts.
- Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
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Regen.

Actions Description of tasks

Task A3.2Jse of microclimatic simulation to evaluate greening intervention and installation of
environmental sensors to monitor outdoepnditions. The ENMhet (or equivalent) simulations will b
carried out in the OFF_LINE Laboratory of UNIBO with an advanced workstation composed of di
components ite.thermal sensors, higpberformance computer, etc.) for running the simulation.

Task A3.Develop an urban digital platform (Digital Coffee Room) where all the relevant news, ing
and data on environmental, energy and ecological themes are communicated to citizensRditynay
station Demo will act as an experimental district where aipgratory transition process is taking off.

Action A4 Task A4.Test the use of the Digital Twin to support decisinaking process and users' engagemen
the potential building renovation of Vigne Neighbourhoddcus onINA-Casablock.

CAIaNEY2 | NBIYdeyA ORISR (85 KAIKEAIKGA a2 AyOfdRS GKS
63ANI LIKAOAY { SNGYINIRNENT YLEKMD otz $h BME Y NBRE2 Y HSRILEZ NI | f 0
¢l oofpS/ SEASYYWA S R+AIYZFbSAIKO2dZNK22R P
Demog general key data
Land area Population Building stock area
65 ha 2,752citizens 524,347m?

The effective population accountefdr the KPIcalculations corresponds to the total number
of residents living in the VigARailway station area. As the Railway station area has mainly a
public use (train/bus stations, schools, tertiary, etedsults basedon population-related

parametercan lead to an underestimation of the real number of users in the area.
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Preintervention KRdare calculated as part of thaitial project implementation ashown in Figure4

¢l ontbS/ SaSyt NBBYSWWRNIASIyw B 8 | yR dRI G a2dNDSa

ID KPI Result Source
KPI 1.1. - https://sace.regione.emili@omagna.it/Login.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2f
Total primary Energy - https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it/mokaApp/apps/CBLGEXT/index.ht
[KWh/m? year] 10 - https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?titte=Energy _consumption_in_households
KP12.2 | GHG emissions 1 37E+07 - https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it/mokaApp/apps/CCOMPL/index.hi
[kgCQ/m2-year] 2null
KPI 3.2 | Sociability- People's perception of thenclusivenesg - Qurveyfor stakeholder representativeassociatios active in the demareg,
of the community 3.2 residents, high school studes)titizens.
[Likert scale]
Sociability - t S2 LJX SQa LJ- NI A
groups/networks
[Likertscale]
3.2
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ID KPI Result Source
KPI 3.4 | Demographic Composition Age group
[#, %] Less than 15 years 322
From 15 to 29 years 369
From 30 to 49 years 667
From 50 to 64 years 609
From 65 to 84 years 616
85 years or over 159
Gender
Female 1,400
Male 1,342
Education level
Preprimary, primary and lower secondary
. 1,234
education (levels @)
Upper secondary and paesecondary non 1005
tertiary education (levels 3 and 4) '
First and second stage of tertiary education
1,342
(levels 5 and 6)
Nationality
Demo country national 2,344
Foreign national 398
Employment status
Employed 1,382
Unemployed 76
Other 1,284
Source:

Wi yFAREBY T adzy AOALI f AlGRQ

6 NB T & NE yStison & ¢
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ID KPI Result Source
- http://dati -censimentipermanenti.istat.it/
KPI 3.5 | Safety and SecurityTraffic incidents rate change | - Qurveyfor stakeholder representatives: associatgactive in the demo area
per thousand population] iDL residents, high school students, citizens.
Safety and Security Firerelated incidents rate Data were provided by Cesena Local Police. They refer to the intervent
change [% per thousand population] 2l the Railway area during the year 2024
Safety and Security Crime rate [% per thousan Data were provided by Cesena Fire Brigate. They refer tmteeventionsin
population] S the VigneRailway area during the year 2024
Safety and Securityt S2 L SQa LISNIDS https://gis.unionevallesavio.it/portal/apps/opsdashboard/index.html#/b05
the community [Likert scale] 2.40 04aee852495d840a60b8db978df9
Safety and Securityt $2 L SQ&  L3ScNdD/g https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it/mokaApp/apps/INCSTRA/index.html?
in the community [Likert scale] LY
KPI 3.6 | Energy and Environmental Consciousnd3sople's - urveyfor stakeholder representatives: associatiactive in the demo area
energy and environmental consciousness 4.6 residents, high school students, citizens.
Energy and Environmental ConsciousndgRscycling - https://ambiente.regione.emilia
rate change 68.70% romagna.it/it/rifiuti/informazioni/Iniziative
Energy and Environmental Consciousnester comunicazione/campagna_rifiuti_9a_edizione
consumption intensity change [llyepersor >.02E+04 - Hera SPA. Reference year 2021
KPI1 4.1 | Amenities and Services Access - Google maps
[%, #] 71,43% - Municipal DDBB/maps
28
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https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it/mokaApp/apps/INCSTRA/index.html?null
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ID KPI Result Source
- https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it‘/mokaApp/apps/UVSTECEST
L5/index.html?null
KPI'5.1 | Transport Behaviour
[%, #] Privat dri
rivate car (driver or 62%
passenger)
Public transport (bus) 12%
Pu_bllc transport (tram, 5%
train, underground)
Bicycle 3%
Walking 17%
Shared escooter 0%
Sources:

- Local Survey

[km?]

L5/index.htmI?null

KPI5.2 | Urban Accessibility - https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.itmokaApp/apps/UVSTECEST
20% :
[%, #] ° L5/index.html?null
KPI5.5 | Renewal of Walking and Opspaces . - https://servizi.comune.cesena.fc.it/fmokaApp/apps/UVSTECEST
.14

Co-funded by
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Regarding KPI1 1.1 arikiPI2.1 ¢ BU component,hie data collection process conducted Ggsenalemo is based othe regional database for
Energy Certificates and the GIS open map from the MunicipaitiastralDDBRB. The data processig approackd a reliable assumptioto

disaggregatehe obtainedtotal PE value for thdemobuilding stocky applyinga share per energy carridrased orstatistical data:

1 Residenciallypology Including the bare of energy carriersindicated by Eurostat for Italian householdSnérgy consumption in

households Statistics Explainedee Table 1).

Tertiary and publitypologies Usingthe datasource fom the EOB EU Building Stock Observateriatabase Domain: Energy / Subject: Final

Energy / County: Italy). Thisageneric share for all buildings, but thetspologies are less representative in the demo area.

The radial graplon the next page shows all KPI values groupgdategoryand compared to demos results averagge
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Figure? illustrates the overall KPI outcomes for the baseline conditioritk@Cesena Demo.
The representation of values is delivered from a comparative perspective, where the unit
intervals used to show each KPI egflectingthe maximum value across all demdkeradial

graphicrepresentationhelps to show high, moderate, or low levslof performancefor all
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2.2 Cascais Demo
The Portuguese demo case is calddabidecheneighbourhood and is located in the central
western Portuguese city of Cascadcabideches a diverse urban centr@utlined in blue),
O2YLINRAAY T GFNA2dza O2YYdzyAlASas AyOfdzZRAy3I (
l £t OL6ARSOKS¢ 62dzif AYSR Ay 3INBSyuvs aokKz2z2fax |
cultural venues.
¢CKS adzyAOALItAGE 2F /I alOktAaa FftAIya oAGK GKS
and a 55% reduction in net greenhouse gas emissions by 203@y strategy involves
promoting renewable energy production and electrification across various industries. Special
emphasis is placed on publjicivate partnerships for energy communities, particularly in
social housing areas, to combat energy poverty aontribute to the EU Solar Energy

Strategy.

The Alcabidechaeighbourhoods the focus ofhe Cascais demaimed at mitigating energy

poverty and improving building comfort through energy communities. This involves:

- Conducting a social, technical, and economic analysis to assess building conditions,
energy flows, and energy povergvels.

- Developinga regeneration model for Socially Inclusive Decarbonization, including the
installation of photovoltaic systems on rooftops of five municipal buildings (two with
batteries, three withoutatterieg and three Ehargers.

- Engagingcitizens through participatory planning, governance models, and digital
applicationsADigital Twin will be implemented to integrate data on buildings, energy
production, consumption, and flows, enabling better decismaking and citizen
engagement. This will be complemented by local awareness workshops to promote

social equality and cognre change.

The project benefits from collaboration witthe four key clusters (Social Innovation,
Integrated Planning, Sustainable Mobility, and Energy in the Built Environment) and

coordination with other EU projects to address challenges and enhance impact.

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
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Alcabideche
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lR2LIIAY 3 GKS yIYS G{20Alf ySAIKO2dzNK22R
objective of this demo is to promote an urban regeneration model through the integration of
the energy communities involving citizens and local stakeholdersrder to achieve this
different locations have been identified for the installation of the energy communities.
¢ opBS 20K A@l SSRSYRI IO @ FREAKS 2 dZNK22 RO

Democ general key data

Land area Population Building stock area
40 ha 2,800 citizens 205,351 M

As part of thelWeGenerateapproach Demo planned actiorare revisedandimplementation

roadmapis set upas aninitial step ofthe projectdevelopmentas indicted inTable6.
¢l octhS/ | A0IA@QotBAEIVEENI ! NB Iy wS3ISYy SNl o2y 2F 1 fO0F6ARSOKS bS

RegenActions Description of tasks

IA1- Contextualization pIannincTaSk Al.1 Assess the energy use and provide a set of retrofitting solutions

impact assessment of the

i ] Task Al.2 Evaluation of the related ongoing actions in Cascaispdanthing of the action
intervention measures o ]
to be taken within the framework of the project

33

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
the European Union European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA). Neither the European Union nor the granting
authority can be held responsible for them.




D7.3 Report on the cross -demo
baseline comparison

RegenActions

Description of tasks

IA2 - Evaluation of energy
poverty level, of the built
environment quality and indoo|

comfort conditions

Task A2.1 Characterization of the population involved, and evaluation of energy pov

and energy literacy level.

Task A2.29 @I f dzZ A2y 2F GKS NBaARSydaQ

policies and evaluate where the EV chargers will be more useful

G NI

Task A2.3 Development of a framework for urbaegeneration with input from the

Innovation Hub

IA3- Implement an active citize
energy community with a
customised smart energy
metering and management
platform that allows the sharin|

of energy between 'prosumers

Task A3.2! aaSaavySyd 27% / OFAaQ Df26lf | 2N

building rooftops

Task A3.2 Evaluation of the potential capacity to be installed in the 5 municipal build
and of the percentage of excess energy that can be shared with the social housing

buildings

Task 3.3 Planning of the energy community according to existing policies and regulg

Task 3.4 Inauguration of the first PV systems giving information to the residents abo

how an energy communityworks, how they can join and what they can benefit from it

working as an urban energy la

Task 3.5 Recruiting members for the REC

Task 3.6 Ask for the permits to create the REC to the responsible authorities (DGEG

receive the response (4 months waiting period)

Task 3.% Installation of batteries in 2 higher capacity PV systems and of 3 EV charg

the most useful locations

A4 - Develop and test the use ¢
Digital Twin in assessing the
potential of creating a citizen
energy community in the

neighbourhood

Task A4.1 Development of a 3D model of the neighbourhood buildings to incorporats

the Digital Twin

Task A4.2 Integration of the production and consumption data in the Digital Twin

Task A4.3Development of an App or web baspldtform to be used by citizens and infg

them of the potential and benefits of being part of an energy community in Cascais

IA5 - Promoting campaigns for

awareness raising and capacit
building of citizens about mudti
benefits of sustainable, inclusi

and accessible neighbourhooc

Task A5.1. Developing an information campaign before the creation of the energy
community, presenting their benefits. Engaging with project stakeholders with a first
presentation of the project followed by bilateral meetings (T.A.5.1.1). Targeting sped
intervenient that can reach out to and help on spreading the message to the rest of {
community and creating a neighbourhood tutor that is the contact point with social
housing residents (T.A.5.1.2) Information campaign targeted to social housingntssids

through available digital tools, flyer distribution and faceface events (A5.1.3)

Co-funded by
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RegenActions

Description of tasks

Task A5.2 Developing workshops for exreation with the different groups of citizens

involved in the project

Task A5.3 Education and awareness campaigns: creating an environment that facilit
households living in energy poverty to adopt and sustain ensagyng practices. This
involves enhancing energy literacy through community programmes and fostering s

networksthat promote collective action.

model towards all social

17 municipalities

IA6- Replicate the regeneratiorTask A6.22 NA G Ay 3 27F | alayp&2Ré t N2 Oald O&BSR | &

neighbourhoods in Cascais as
well as the Lisbon Metropolital

)Area in collaboration with othe|

in other neighbourhoods (with the description of obstacles and how they were overc

'Task A6.2 Characterization of the different social neighbourhoods in Cascais and thg
Lisbon Metropolitan Area, and Identify social neighbourhoods with similar characteri
to Alcabideche

Co-funded by
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Preintervention KPIs are calculated as part of the initial project implementatichasnin Figure?.
¢l oTB5 A OF S NSy (i SNIDSYwRydztyd & & y R RE G 32 dNDSa o
ID KPI Result Source

KPI 1.1. - Energy Certificates
- https://www.dgeq.qgov.pt/pt/estatistica/enerqgia/eletricidads

/consumaopor-municipic-e-tipo-de-consumidor/

Total primary Energy

124 - https://www.dgeqg.gov.pt/pt/estatistica/energia/gas
[KWh/m? year]
natural/consumos/
- EMAC DDBB
- AlcabidechdParish DDBBs
KPI 2.2 GHG emissions - Data from Census 2011 (%)
[kgCQ/m? year] - CELE 2013020

- https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/ Clima/CELE/Tab
as_Fatores Calculo/tabela PClI FE FO_2013.pdf

- https://www.ersar.pt/pt/setor/factos-e-numeros#k=#|=207(
- https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/ Clima/lnventariog
[FE_GEE_Eletricidade 2024 final.pdf

- EMAC DDBBs

- Local Waste Management DDBBs

- https://www.isa.ulisboa.pt/ceabn/uploads/docs/projectos/I
tree/Lx

Tree RELATORIO SERVICOS ECOSSISTEMA CEABN ISA |

pdf

6.16E+06

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).
the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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https://www.dgeg.gov.pt/pt/estatistica/energia/eletricidade/consumo-por-municipio-e-tipo-de-consumidor/
https://www.dgeg.gov.pt/pt/estatistica/energia/eletricidade/consumo-por-municipio-e-tipo-de-consumidor/
https://www.dgeg.gov.pt/pt/estatistica/energia/gas-natural/consumos/
https://www.dgeg.gov.pt/pt/estatistica/energia/gas-natural/consumos/
https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/_Clima/CELE/Tabelas_Fatores_Calculo/tabela_PCI_FE_FO_2013.pdf
https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/_Clima/CELE/Tabelas_Fatores_Calculo/tabela_PCI_FE_FO_2013.pdf
https://www.ersar.pt/pt/setor/factos-e-numeros#k=
https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/_Clima/Inventarios/FE_GEE_Eletricidade_2024_final.pdf
https://apambiente.pt/sites/default/files/_Clima/Inventarios/FE_GEE_Eletricidade_2024_final.pdf
https://www.isa.ulisboa.pt/ceabn/uploads/docs/projectos/lxtree/Lx-Tree_RELATORIO_SERVICOS_ECOSSISTEMA_CEABN_ISA_NOV2022.pdf
https://www.isa.ulisboa.pt/ceabn/uploads/docs/projectos/lxtree/Lx-Tree_RELATORIO_SERVICOS_ECOSSISTEMA_CEABN_ISA_NOV2022.pdf
https://www.isa.ulisboa.pt/ceabn/uploads/docs/projectos/lxtree/Lx-Tree_RELATORIO_SERVICOS_ECOSSISTEMA_CEABN_ISA_NOV2022.pdf
https://www.isa.ulisboa.pt/ceabn/uploads/docs/projectos/lxtree/Lx-Tree_RELATORIO_SERVICOS_ECOSSISTEMA_CEABN_ISA_NOV2022.pdf
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yj{ggggg[ggg baseline comparison
ID KPI Result Sources
- https://www.cm-almada.pt/viver/intervencaeambiental
climae-sustentabilidade/arvores/grevilleeobusta-grevilea0
- https://mytree.itreetools.org/
- https://repositorio.unifesp.br/server/api/core/bitstreams/cc
703dcf750a4506-a025db3fcc7fb206/content
- https://florestas.pt/saibamais/quata-capacidadede-
sequestrede-carboncdasespeciedlorestais/
- https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030626
1914003626
KPI 3.2 Sociability- People's perception of the
inclusiveness of theommunity 391
[Likert scale]
Sociability-t S2 LJX SQa LJ
local groups/networks - Qurvey for stakeholder representatives: associatiactive in the demo area|
[Likert scale] residents, high school students, citizens.
2.06

Co-funded by
the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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https://www.cm-almada.pt/viver/intervencao-ambiental-clima-e-sustentabilidade/arvores/grevillea-robusta-grevilea-0
https://www.cm-almada.pt/viver/intervencao-ambiental-clima-e-sustentabilidade/arvores/grevillea-robusta-grevilea-0
https://mytree.itreetools.org/
https://repositorio.unifesp.br/server/api/core/bitstreams/cc703dcf-750a-4506-a025-db3fcc7fb206/content
https://repositorio.unifesp.br/server/api/core/bitstreams/cc703dcf-750a-4506-a025-db3fcc7fb206/content
https://florestas.pt/saiba-mais/qual-a-capacidade-de-sequestro-de-carbono-das-especies-florestais/
https://florestas.pt/saiba-mais/qual-a-capacidade-de-sequestro-de-carbono-das-especies-florestais/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306261914003626
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0306261914003626
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ID KPI Result Source
KPI1 3.4 Demographic Composition
[#, %] Age group

Less than 15 years 424

From 15 to 29 years 480

From 30 to 49 years 742

From 50 to 64 years 586

From 65 to 84 years 491

85 years or over 76

Gender
Female 1,465
Male 1,335
Education level
Preprimary, primary and lower secondary educaticd
1,556
(levels 62)
Upper secondary and pasecondary nortertiary 679
education (levels 3 and 4)
First and second stage of tertiary education (levels
565
and 6)
Nationality

Demo countrynational 2,516

Foreign national 284

Employment status

Employed 1,177

Unemployed 118
Other 1,505

Co-funded by
the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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ID KPI Result Sources

Sources:

- Alcabideche Parish DDBBs

- Census 2021
https://tabulador.ine.pt/indicador/?id=0011609

KPI1 3.5 | Safety and SecurityTraffic incidents
rate change [% per thousand 2.84::

population]

Safety and SecurityFirerelated
- Survey forstakeholder representatives: associations activg
incidents ratechange [% per thousan 161

" the demo area, residents, high school students, citizens.
population]
- Cascais municipal leveData from 2022

Safety and SecurityCrime rate [% pe

_ 29bn ¢ il - At Parish Level71 (Bombeiros de Alcabideche)
thousand population]
Safety and Secuript S2 L) SQa
perception of safety in the communit) 3.21

[Likert scale]
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ID KPI Result Sources
Safety and Secuript S2 LI SQa
perception of security in the 3.83
community [Likert scale]
KPI 3.6 Energy and Environmental
ConsciousnessPeople's energy and 3.71
environmental consciousness . . .
: - Questionnaire survey to stakeholder representatives: ac
Energy and Environmental o _ N
_ _ 19.40% association in the demarea, residents, students, regular citizens
ConsciousnessRecycling rate changg o
- EMAC (2024), municipal level
Energy and Environmental
ConsciousnessWater consumption 1.73E+04
intensity change [l/yeapersor]
KPIl 4.1 Amenities and Services Access Alcabideche QGIS map
42.77%
[%, #] ’ OpenDDBBst local level
KPI5.1 Transport Behaviour
[%, #] . .
Private car (driver or 66%
passenger)
Public transport (bus) 20%
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ID KPI Result Sources
Puplic transport (tram, 0%
train, underground)
Bicycle 2%
Walking 11%
Shared escooter 1%
Sources:
- https://lwww.cascais.pt/sites/default/files/anexos/gerais/new/pedu_casca
1.pdf
KPI 5.2 Urban Accessibility - Alcabideche QGIS map
[%, #] 18% - https://data.cascais.pt/geral/mobilidade
KPI15.5 Renewal of Walking and Open space 0.09 - Alcabideche QGIS map
[k?] '

The radial graplon the next page shows all KPI values groupgdategoryand compared to demos results averagge

Co-funded by

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).
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https://www.cascais.pt/sites/default/files/anexos/gerais/new/pedu_cascais_1.pdf
https://www.cascais.pt/sites/default/files/anexos/gerais/new/pedu_cascais_1.pdf
https://data.cascais.pt/geral/mobilidade
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Figure9 illustrates the overall KPI outcomes for the baseline conditions of Cascais Demo. The

representation of values is delivered from a comparative perspective, where the unit intervals

used to show each KPI result aeflectingthe maximum value across all demos. The radial

graphic representation helps tshow high, moderate, or low levels of performance for all

KPlIs.

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
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2.3 Bucharest Demo

The Romanian demo case is call@pen Campus for Neighbourhood and Climate
neighbourhood and is located in District 2 of the Romanian capitalof Bucharest The
demo site has a mix of uses, such as residential building bhattksinglefamily apartments
public schools anthe UTCB campus, retailores and small business It is characterised by

a built environment composed of mixed architecture, including nfaltiily residential
buildings from the communisera, the UTCB campus, and residentiadgée-housing units

from different periods.

The Action Plan and Implementation Roadmap for Buchaesiooutlines a comprehensive
strategy for urban regeneration with a focus on sustainability, inclusivity, and innovation.
lf A3YSR 6AGK (KS 9Ne(nl ardASinartACRigs, the nitiative fiksvid (0 S

make District 2 a model for sustainable urbaansformation.
Keyobjectives andtrategies

1 Transformation ofthe university campus to an open, green, and community
integrated spacéy encouragngpublic engagemerthroughconnecting the academic
sphere with the local community.

1 Integration of energy efficient & renewableenergy solutions such asphotovoltaic
systems and groundater heat pumpsnd the creation o&n energysharing platform
to establish a localized microgridlso,usedigital twin for energy monitoring and
predictive analgis

9 Sustainablanobility action will be developed toeduce privatecar relianceand to
improve bike lanegnstallEV charging stations and expanded walkways.

1 Community engagement & economic revitalization by involvng residents and
stakeholders through educational programs and consultatitmgedesign public
spaces for cultural and recreational activities.

1 Buildingretrofitting & climate resilienceto improve energy efficiency and seismic
resilienceby implemening high-performancemeasures as well as taldress urban

heat island effects and air quality deterioration.

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
the European Union European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA). Neither the European Union nor the granting
authority can be held responsible for them.
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Impact area

Green spaces

Intervention buildings

1 - Public school

2 - UTCB canteen

3 - UTCB students dorm
Impact area buildings

Parking lot

Streets

Tram line

Intervention area

3 : N
0% 50 100
A TR A

CA IdamMBIzOK I NB @ahiLISyS Y2l Y LJdz&

¢ oyt HzOK I NBc B eR RY i |

2F 1 £ Ol 6ARSOKS bSAIKO2dz2NK22R D

Demog general key data

Land area

Population Building stock area

3 ha

3,630citizens 72,647 nd

As part of the WeGenerate approach, Demo planned actions are revised and implementation

roadmapis set up as an initial step ttie project development as indicted ifable9.

¢l o HzOK I NB&wiS @ASay2R ! Osa 2y F2NJ ! Nbty wS3ISySNIszy 27
RegenActions Description of tasks
_ Task Al.Btudent Engagement for Canteen Retrofit Concept: Organize workshops and intera
AlDevelop @odesigned | 5 855r2y4a (2 Ayg@g2t @S addRSyida Ay akKhLAYy3I Gf
deep retrofit solution for
the local student canteen | Task Al.Review of the Technical Project of the Canteen: Examine existing technical plans to
and energy smart building| alignment with deep retrofit requirements, including energy efficiency and sustainability goals.
environment through
urban sharing ecosystems| Task Al1.3 Data _Colle_ction: Gather relevant data (e.g., baseline energy use, building condition
inform the retrofit design and monitor subsequent performance.
Task A2.CoDesign Activities with UTCB Students: Collaborate with student groups to identify
improvements and sustainable design ideas for public spaces on campus.
) Task A2.Engagement Activities with Students, Residents and School Children: Conduct outre
A2 Smart and sustainable | and community sessions and activities, incorporating diverse perspectives into the regeneratig
regeneration of local plans. Synergy with NBS EduWorld project
community public spaces
within andoutside the Task A2.3VeGenerate Requirements for UrbanWRmject: Define and document the specific
university campus. YySSRa FT2NJ 2SDSYySNIGSQa AYLI OG FNBIFS SyadzNg
Task A2.4 Gsupervision (WeGeneratélrbanWiseand Campus Verdprojects) of implementation
activities:Oversee the physical transformation of selected public spaces, ensuring fidelity to-th
designed plans and sustainability criteria.
; Task A3.Bhared Energ@entreTechnical Solution Design: Involve technical and research team
A3 Develop a sharing - A .
platform (Shared Energy designing the Shared EnergyS y Utéeknieal framework and operation model.
Centrg for Sha““g the Task A3.2 Terms of Reference (ToR) Drafting and Bid PrepaRatpare the functional and
energy produced in the technical specifications, followed by bid documentation for potential contractors.
44
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Regen Actions

Description of tasks

campus with the
neighbourhood.

Task A3.3 Implementation Activities and Installation of the ESC Systems: Install and integrate
necessary infrastructure for energgneration, storage and distribution in the intervention area.

A4 Digital Twin
Development and Testing
for Assessing the Potentia
of GHG Emission Reducti
and the Creation of an
Energy Community in the
Neighbourhood

Task A4.BtakeholdeEngagement: Identify and involve private and public entities and commur|
members to define requirements and gather user feedback for the DT design.

Task A4.Neighbourhood 3D Model Design: Create a digital 3D model covering key buildings &
urbanfeatures to serve as the foundation for the Digital Twin.

Task A4.Bensors Network Design and Installation: Plan and deploy sensors ftintealata
collection (e.g., energy use, environmental conditions) feeding into the Digital Twin.

Task A4.8uilding Energy Simulations: Use simulation tools (e.g., IES VE) to explore different
buildinglevel efficiency scenarios, integrating Fraunhofer data for lasgate analyses.

Task A4.5 Simulation of energy systems in the intervention and impact areas

Task A4.6 Urban Environment Simulations: Employ environmental modeling (e.gm&iNidl
assessieighbourhoodlevel conditions and incorporate findings into the Digital Twin.

Task A4.7 Development of DT platform, ToR and Tefery' | £ AT § GKS LJX | GF
specifications, draft the Terms of Reference and launch the procurement process for advance
system components.

Task A4.8/onitoring Activities with DT: Continuously collect anthlysesensor data to refine
performance, track GHG reduction potential and other indicators.
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Preintervention KPIs are calculated as part of the initial project implementati@hagnin TablelO.

¢ oMas dzOK I NB atiNgy/ §BND S ¢w @y dzAYd & &F YR REGF 32 dNDSE o

ID KPI Result Source
KPI 1.1. . - SNRTL
Total primary Energy _
173 - Energy Audits
[KWh/m?-year] .
- CPE archetype buildings
KPI1 2.2 | GHG emissions - Municipal DDBS8
[kgCQ/m2-year] - District 2Cadastre
4.60E+06 - CAD archetype buildings

- https://legislatie.just.ro/

KPI 3.2 | Sociability- People's perception of the

. . . 3.5
inclusiveness of the communiflikert scale] Survey for stakeholder representatives: associations activ]
Sociabilityt S2 LJX SQ& LJ NI A OA the demo area, residents, high school students, citizens.
. 3
groups/networkgLikert scale]
Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).

the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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ID KPI Result
KPI 3.4 | DemographicComposition Age group
[#, %] Less than 15 years 462
From 15 to 29 years 442
From 30 to 49 years 1,241
From 50 to 64 years 687
From 65 to 84 years 698
85 years or over 101
Gender
Female 1,957
Male 1,673
Education level
Preprimary, primary
and lower secondary 436
education (levels @)
Upper secondary and
post—_secondary non 1873
tertiary education
(levels 3 and 4)
First and second stage
of tertiary education 1,274
(levels 5 and 6)
Nationality
Demo country national 3,556
74

Foreign national

Employment status

Employed 2,301
Unemployed 20
Other 1,309

Co-funded by
the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).
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1D KPI Result

Sources:
Municipal DDBBs
District 2 Cadastre

http://statistici.insse.ro

https://insse.ro

https://www.recensamantromania.ro

KPI 3.5 | Safety and SecurityTraffic incidents rate change

: 0.83::
[% per thousand population] 3

Safety and SecurityFirerelated incidents rate

. 0.49': - Qurveyfor stakeholder representatives: associatgactive in the demo
change [% per thousand population] ’ _ o
area, residents, high school students, citizéhational Statistics (INSS

064 | 2023 TRN104F

Safety and SecurityCrime rate [% per thousand

population] o
_ _ - - https://isubif.ro
Safety and Securigt S2 LJ SQa LIS ND
in the community [Likert scale] 383
Safety and Secuript S2 LJ SQa LIS ND
3.67

security in the community [Likert scale]
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ID KPI Result
KP1 3.6 | Energy and Environmental Consciousnd3eople's
. . 2.83
energy and environmental consciousness - Qurveyfor stakeholder representatives: associatgactive in the demo
Energy and Environmental Consciousness area, residents, high school students, citiz&istrict 2 Internal Data 202
. 24.44% . .
Recycling rate change ° | - National Statistics (INSSE) 2023
Energy and Environmental Consciousneéskater
. . . 4.11E+04
consumption intensity change [l/year -person]
KPI1 4.1 | Amenities and Services Access - Municipal DDBBs
79.64% L
[%, #] - District 2 Cadastre
KPI1 5.1 | Transport Behaviour
[%, #] . .
Private car (driver or 18%
passenger)
Public transport (bus) 21%
Puphc transport (tram, 21%
train, underground)
Bicycle 5%
Walking 28%
Shared escooter 8%
49
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[km?]

ID KPI Result
Sources:
- Municipal DDBBs
KP1 5.2 | Urban Accessibility - STB (Bucharest Transport Society)
[%, #] % Local DDBBs, field survey
KP15.5 | Renewal of Walking and Open spaces - Demo site CAD
0.04

The radial graplon the next page shows all KPI values groupgdategoryand compared to demos results averagge

Co-funded by

the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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Figurellillustrates the overall KPI outcomes for the baseline conditions of Bucharest Demo.
The representation of values is delivered from a comparative perspective, where the unit
intervals used to show each KPI resultaiectingthe maximum value across all demos. The

radial graphic representation helps stowhigh, moderate, or low levels of performance for

all KPIs.
Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
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2.4 Tampere Demo
The Finnish demo case focuses on revitaliging Y LIS NB Q & , a/ nfix@dase aréaywithNJS
residential, commercial, educational, and cultural faciliti€ee project aims to benefit a
diverse population including residents, businesses and visitibesinner city populationis

around 41,000 inhabitants; the selected dem®@ahas2,811 residents.

The urban regeneration model envisionedy Tampereis guided bya shift from mobility
focused on speed to "accessibility:' e.how manypeople can safely and comfortably reach
the area Social inclusivitgnd climate neutrality are citgriorities. Byaddressing disparities
in walkability experienceaims toenhance both aspestat the demo level WeGenerate

Tamperedemo integrates diverse experiences to create a more inclusive, accessible and

liveable city for all seasons and age groups.

CAaIdaB YLISNE/ 58¥2 / Sy G NB obSAIKG2dzNK2 2 R

¢ oMbl YLISNGB SEYRI Gl 2F | £t OL6ARSOKS bSAIKO62dINK22RD
Democg general key data

Land area Population Building stock area
6 ha 2,811 citizens 8,855 n¥
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The selected demonstration sites aim to enhance the city's attractiveness:

i Station Area Green Public SpagcA developing area suitable for testing digital tools
and urban experiments before reconstruction.

1 Central Square (Keskustori) & Laikunlava OferStageg Historic spaces lacking a
strong identity targeted for revitalization through tactical urbanism.

1 Culture District¢ A conceptual area integrating cultural, commercial and historical

spaces to strengthen identity and improve walkability using digital tools

¢tKS 2@SNIftt 32Kt A& G2 SyKFEyOS GKS OAGe
technology and tactical urbanism.
As part of the WeGenerate approacthie Demo planned actions are revised and

implementation roadmapis set up as an initiaphase of the project implementation as
indicated in Tablel2.

¢l oMdaS ¢ YLISNROoRYWHFNI ! NIy wSIASYySNIe2y 2F GKS /AlGe |/ SyGNB

Demo Sites Framework RegenerActions
Station Area Green | Tampere City Al. Towardghe metaverse; creation
PublicSpace Strategy and utilization of digital twins

Central Square incl.| DataDriven City for A2.Engagement of citizens ino
Laikunlava opefair | Citizens developmen| creation of a walkable and safe city
stage programme centre

A3.Use digital twins to simulate
safety and CO2 emission levels relat
to people flows and to support the
walkability

A4. Measure weHbeing and life
satisfaction, domains of
Environmental, Socieconomic and
Safetyrelated weltbeing factors

A5. Economic incentives and
campaigns for residents to increase
walkability and reduce their own
carbon footprint based on simulation
results from the digital twin.

Sustainable Urban
Mobility Plan

Roadmap for Carben
Neutral Tampere
2030

Culture Walk at
Culture District

Tampere Metaverse
Vision 2040
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Preintervention KPIs are calculated as part of the initial project implementati@hagnin Tablel3.

¢ oMdBl YLISNEt BiSy2S NS yw@ydzAYid 4 4 yR REFEGF &a2dz2NDSao

LB Title Result Source

KPI Total primary Energy 067 - Energiateollisuus 2025:

1.1. [KWh/m?-year] https://energia.fi/wp-

KPI 2.2l GHG emissions content/uploads/2025/01/Sahkovuosi
[kgCQ/m?2-year] 2024 20250115.pdf

- Statistic Finland 2024, energy import and
1.71E+06 export, quantity
PxWeb- Select table

- Regional opebDBB
en GB Open Data Tampere

KP1 3.2 Sociability: People's perception of the inclusiveness

the community 4.86
- Well-being survey of Tampere 2023

[Likert scale] _ _ o o
- Strategic Projecd S@St 2LIJYSy U U

Sociability - t S2 LJ SQ4& LJF NI A (

(0p))

user test workshops (3 events in 2024)
groups/networks 4.75

[Likert scale]

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA).
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L5

~

¢AGE S

a dzt

KPI 3.4

Demographic Composition

[#, %]

Age group
Less than 15 years 190
From 15to 29 years 1,048
From 30 to 49 years 663
From 50 to 64 years 471
From 65 to 84 years 181
85 years or over 259
Gender
Female 1,487
Male 1,325
Education level
Preprimary, primary
and lower secondary 508
education (levels @)
Uppersecondary and
ortary ecucation. 1161
(levels 3 and 4)
First and second stage
of tertiary education 1,122
(levels 5 and 6)
Nationality
Demo country national‘ 2,632

Co-funded by

the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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L5 [¢AGE S wSadz
Foreign national 179
Employment status
Employed 1,507
Unemployed 137
Other 1,168
Sources:

- {GF GA&dA O aof-cbarge StatigtiealdatabashsSFaavo 202
(Open data by postal code area), TaplRopulation structure 2023,
viewed 30.1.2025

- Tampereen keskustan seurantajarjestel(@2@23) / City of Tampere
database for tracking changes in statistics in the city centre

- { GF GA&dA O aof-charge StatigtiealdatabashsSFaavo 202
(Open data by postal code area), Tabldouseholds” disposable moneta
income 2023, viewed 30.1.2025.

- Statistics by area in Tampere, City of Tampere 2024
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrljoiMDc4MTkxM2YtZmVkMy00Z\
OLWIXM{MIN[VIMTU2N2MOMZ2E 11liwidCI6ImMRKZTVKYzEyLWJKM2MtN
NiOANWNILTMOMzYXxZWZIOWFEKNCIsImMIOjl9
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- Statistics Finland (2023) 11ra Citizenship according to sex
municipality, 1992023

- Statistics Finland 2022 with help from the Knowledge managem
unit in Tampere

- KELA, Finnish social security authority 2023
https://raportit.kela.fi/ibi_apps/WFEServlet?IBIF_ex=NIT100AL

Safety and SecurityTraffic incidents rate change [9 o
noon
per thousand population]
— — - Well-being survey of Tampere 2023
Safety and SecurityFirerelated incidents rate
nbnm 3| - Statistics on road traffic accidents, Statistics
change [% per thousand population]
Finland, Whole city, 2024
Safety and SecurityCrime rate [% per thousand
KPI 3.5 HPpp :| - Emergence service College. Tilastokeskus,
population]
_ _ - Offences and infractions, 2023, Tampere city
Safety and Securipgt S2 LJ SQa LISNOS
4.73 PxWeb- Select table
the community[Likert scale] _ )
_ _ _ - Sense of Security survey, City of Tampere, 202
Safety and Securipgt S2 LJ SQa LISNDOS 374
in the community [Likert scale]
(Pl 3.6 Energy and Environmental Consciousnd3sople's " - Energiavirastd energy authority 2023
energy and environmental consciousness - Statistics Finland, 2021
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L5 |¢AGES wS & dz G
Energy and Environmental ConsciousndRecycling
45%
rate change
Energy and Environmental Consciousnéséter
o . 4.01E+04
consumption intensity change [l/year -person]
KPI 4.1 Amenities andServices Access - Tampere City Centre Vitality calculating report
[%, #] 2024 | Tampereen keskustan kaupallinen elinvoima
raportti, elinvoimalaskenta 2024
58 % s -
- Tampereen keskustan seurantajarjestel(@823)
/ City of Tampere database for tracking changes in
statistics in the city centre
KPI 5.1 Transport Behaviour
[%, #] Private car (driver or 349
passenger)
Public transport (bus) 22%
Puphc transport (tram, 220
train, underground)
Bicycle 6%
Walking 15%
Shared escooter 1%
Sources:
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L5 |¢AdES wS a dz
- Tampereen keskustan asiointitutkimus 2024
- LIIKENTEEN KEHITYS TAMPEREELLA VUONNA 2023
Liikennemaararaportti
- https://tampereenilo.fi/likkuminenja-vapaaaika/
KP1 5.2 Urban Accessibility - Nysse, 2025
[%, #] S8% - VR, 2025
KPI 5.5 Renewal of Walking and Opspaces - Calculation tool:
[km2] 0.02 https://www.mapdevelopers.com/area_finder.php

The radial graplon the next page shows all KPI values groupgdategoryand compared to demos results averagge

Co-funded by

the European Union Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.
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Figurel3illustrates the overall KPI outcomes for the baseline conditions of Tampere Demo.
The representation of values is delivered from a comparative perspective, where the unit
intervals used to show each KPI resaftectthe maximum value across all demos. The

radial graphic representation helps stiowhigh, moderate, or low levels of performance

for all KPIs

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
the European Union European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA). Neither the European Union nor the granting
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3. CrossDemo Baseline Comparison

As general approach to run creBe&mo analysis, differences between the demo areas, the
quality of the data and the multiple data sources are accourftsdwhen analysingand

comparing KPI outcomes, interpreting possible caaseRdrafting recommendations.

3.1.Energy category

3.1.1. Total primary energy balancekPI 1.1

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts determine neighbourhood

energy performance. The current assessment is developed from the angle of tharpri
SySNHe& o6FftlyOS 2F RSY2 | NaHeidQumindrdsethe festis & G 2 O
obtained through thedata collection and KPI calculation process:

¢l omab2 G f t NA.YIH INBy QNSNS ONRP &4 n RSY234

ID Name Units Cesena Cascais Bucharest | Tampere
1 ¢ Energy
Total building surfaceém?) 524,347.22 | 205,351.34| 72,647.74 8,255.50
kpi1,1 | rowlPimary | ep 1164 1244 1730 267.4
Energy Balance

1.1 EP - Total Primary Energy Balance

== Mean: 170.3
267.4

250.0

200.0 +

150.0

[kWh/m2-year]

124.4
116.4

100.0

50.0 4

0.0 T T T T
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere

gy SNEREGSE I yOS O2YLI NBR T2NJ (KS

CAIdaNB L modm ¢20GFf t NAYI NE
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The graph presents the Total Primary Energy Balance acros¥Vie@eneratedemo sites:
Cesena, Cascais, Bucharest, and Tampere. It highlights the variation in energy consumption
(kWh/mzyear) across demosproviding insights into the energy efficiency strategies

implemented in each city.

In general,the total primary energy per fin Tampere is due tdhe demo boundary
conditions, heating intensity and low total surfaces included in the analysis (mainly railway

station building).

The results obtained from the data collectiprocessn Cesena, Cascais and Buchadeshos
areconsistent yet theyillustrate differencesbased ortheir specific energy intensigyrofiles
The highesenergyconsumption in Bucharest demo is duettee demandintensity in the
heating seasonalthough the demo site features high urban compacityand highrise
multifamily buildings with lower total surfaceshis is in contrast with thEesena and Cascais
demosthat havelower urban compacitgandare composed by single houses and/or medium

size multifamily buildings with larger building surfaces.

The Total Primary Energy Balance graph and table illustrate the energy performance of four
demo sites: Cesena, Cascais, Bucharest, and Tamjperdifferent contextand boundaries
(total demo areapopulationand buildingstock surfacg helpsinterpreting energy balance

acrossdemos
Cesena DemeEnergy Performance:

- 116 kWh/m2-year representing the lowest result across the four demos
although the cause is due to lemtensityenergy demand rather thagfficient
energy performance ofhe building stok.

- Largest demo area (650,000 m?) with a substantial built environment
(524,347.22 m?), meanirtdpat lower energy intensity demangrofilesbenefit

a largescale urban setting.
1 Insighs:

- The assessment ofthe energy performance in buildings and potential

renovationscenarios wilsupport furtherlarge-scaleretrofitting strategies
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- Actions focusing onlntegration of microclimatic urban simulations,
participatory engagement and digital platformall optimizebuildingsenergy
useascomplementary outomes

- Cesenabuilding stockshowsmoderate energy intensity demanger square
meter, aligning well with its urban regeneration goals and climate neutrality

ambitions.
Cascais DemeEnergyPerformance:

- 124 kWh/m2-year, slightly higher than Ceseateamo which suggess a higher
demand intensity due to residentialbuilding typologypredominance When
comparingBucharest and Cascaigsultsseemaligned with demo contexts
and boundariesWhile Cascais building stock msostly composed by single
family homes (the total building surfaces over 2@D0 m?), the energy
consumption for heating is not as high as compared to Bucharest (173
kWh/m?y) even though that the population and total primary energy
consumptionwhen it comes tduildingsis similarin both demos.

- Demo area: 400,000 m2 with a built environment of 205,351.34 m2.
T Insights:

- Focus on renewable energy production, social housingrgy communities,
and electrification.
- Installation of photovoltaic systems, energy governance models and digital

engagement tools.

- The Alcabideche neighbourhood demo effectively integrates solar energy

strategies and social inclusion, contributing to lower energy consumption.
Bucharest Demo Energy Performance:

- 173 kWh/m2-year, still below thaveragebut higher than Cesena and Cascais.

- Smallest demo area (30,000 m?3) with a built environment of 72,647.74 m2,

T Insights:
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- Climate conditions witlzolder winters and hotter summers, leading to higher
energy demand for heating and cooling.

- Aslargescale energy retrofits and efficiency strategies are still in early stages,
energy performance may not yet be optimized.

- While performing better than the average, additional building renovations,
renewable energy integration and mobility changes could helpeduce

energy consumptioevenfurther.
Tampere Demo Energy Performance:

- 476 kWh/m2-year, significantly above the mean.
- Deviation: +253.7%, indicating the highest energy consumption.
- Demo area: 60,000 m?, but with a much smaller built environment

T Insights

- Cold climate conditions drive higher heating energy demand.

- ¢ YLISNBQa RSY2 aAidsS Aa KAIKEE@ dzNBIFyAl S
and cultural buildings.

- While the digital twin and smart mobility initiatives aim to optimize urban
sustainability, energy consumption remains high.

- The high energy demand is largely climdteven, but future interventions
could focus on enhancing building energy performance, integrating

renewables and improving heating efficiency.
Highlights:

1 Cesena and Cascais lead in energy efficiency, with large demo areas benefiting from

integrated sustainability strategies.

1 Bucharest showkigherconsumptiondue to the heating seasomlemandbut hasa
room for improvement indeep retrofits programmes and renewable energy

integrationin the built environment
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1 Tampere has the highest energy demand likely due to harsh winters and heating
requirements, but its digital transformation efforts could drive futusnergy

efficiency improvements.
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3.2 Ehvironment category
3.2.1. GHG Emissions PerformanmgdéPl 2.1

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts determine neighbourhood
energy GHG emissions performance. The current assessment is developed framglthefa
the GHG emission performance of demo areas which includes: (i) Building use stage, (ii)
Mobility Use stage, (iii) Water consumption, (iv) Waste management, (v) Renewables, (vi)

Green surfaces and (vii) Offset from Trees.

Table15 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process.

¢ oMgBl D 9YAdaaAz2y t SNBANNIIEOS ONBtAA mORSY2a

ID Name Units Cesena Cascais | Bucharest | Tampere

2 ¢ Environment

Environmental Performance

GHG Emissions
Performance

kg CQeqly 1.37E+07) 6.16E+0§ 4.60E+06| 1.71E+06

GHG Building Use | o caeqry 1.24E+07 | 2.55E+06 | 2.47E+06 | 3.27E+05

stage (BU)
GHG- Mobility
Use stage (MU) kg CQeqgly 8.42E+05 | 1.99E+06 | 1.08E+06 | 4.94E+05
GHG- Water
KPI2.1c Consumption (WC] kg CQeqly 454E+04 | 1.59E+05| 4.91E+04 | 3.71E+04

Absolute
Values GHG- Waste

Management (WS)

kg CQeqgly 6.56E+05 | 1.54E+06 | 1.03E+06 | 8.26E+05

GHG- Renewables

Use stage (RESU)| K9 CO8alY 1.18E+05 | 2.00E+04 | 0.00E+00 | 0.00E+00

GHG- Green

Surfaces (UG) kg CQealy 9.83E+04 | 5.16E+04 | 9.95E+03 | 2.10E+04

GHG- Emission

offset TreegUT) kg CQeqgly 1.62E+04 | 5.25E+03 | 5.00E+03 | 3.92E+02

GHG Emissions | kgCQeq/y m?

Performance | -buildings 26.20 30.02 63.37 206.61

KPI2.2-per o 2
m? building | GHC Building Use) kgClealym® | 4 2, 12.44 33.94 100.00
stage (BU) -buildings
area
GHG- Mobility kgCQeqly m?
Use stage (MU) | -buildings 1.61 9.68 14.81 59.81
66

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
the European Union European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA). Neither the European Union nor the granting
authority can be held responsible for them.



%ﬁ:& D7.3 Report on the cross -demo

WeGenerate baseline comparison
GHG- Water kgCQeqly m?
Consumption (WC]| -buildings Ul it Ui G2l
GHG- Waste kgCQeqly m?
Management (WS] -buildings 125 7esll ety Leaciy
GHG Renewables| kgCQeqly m?
Usestage (RESUY -buildings 028 By Dl e
GHG- Green kgCQeqly m?
Surfaces (UG) | -buildings 0 e C a8
GHG Emission | kgCQGeqly m?
offset Trees (UT)| -buildings BIeE) Bise eiier Giiek
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ONBIlI1{R2¢6ya 002§2Y OKINILIUVO®

S F2dz2NJ RSY?2
2gAy3a 020K

2.1 - GHG Emissions

el

O

—

E

]

ol

Q

o

oh

e —== Mean: 6.54
Buidling Use stage (BU)
Mobility Use stage (MU)
Water Consumption (WC)

Waste Management (WS)
Renewables Use stage (RESU)
Green Surfaces (UG)
Emission offset Trees (UT)

Percentage Contribution

100

75 1

50 1

Percentage (%)

25 1

Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere

CAddpDB D SYXHA&A?2TY dzilSytRP LIazNENDY I R2 6 Y
In general the result obtained from Cesendemo reflect a large demo area mainly
constituted byresidential building typologiesOn the contrary Tamperedemo includes a

largeinfrastructure(railway station)wvith a highenergyconsumption profile

Regarding the results from Bucharest and Casdaisos these could be interpreted
differently accounting for the baselineconditions: Bucharest demo idefinedas a compact

urban-area, mainly composed byultifamily buildings (over 7000m? of building surfaces)
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Thissuggest8ucharest having better energyefficiency due to centralizedheatingsystems
althoughthe demo hasigher energydemanddue climate and cultural context$here isa
notable difference betweenthe building surfaces (Cascais over 200.009, however,the

estimatedGHG emissiorere similarin both demos

DI D 9YAAdAR2Y &z20S OI £ dzS a

| SAaRBIVAE KS KA IKS amid oSBT ASAj yk&Y u@ S I N
7 In absolute valuesCesena has the highest GHG emissions, more than triple the

average

T Building Use (BU) dominatesver 90 %), contributing significantly to its carbon

footprint.

T Mobility Use (MU) § % and Wate management(WS @.7 % are secondary

contributorsandremain relatively low.

1 The minor emission contributions are from Waer consumption (WS), but also
emissioroffset componens-Renewables (RESU) Green Surfacesdhif@)rees offset
(UT) represent a minoGHGreduction,suggesing a lower integration of sustainable
mitigation strategies.
/' Aa@ISNga ARI y3S SyYmpaaRpByai §ljk Yué S ND
T Building Use (BU) accounts for 4@6%f emissions.

1 Mobility Use (MU) is the second largest source (~35)9 highlighting transport

related emissions.

1  Waste Management (WS) (24%) is notably high, suggesting inefficiencies in waste
handling.

1 Green Surfaces (UG) and Emission offset Trees (UT) contribute minimally, indicating

limited carbon sequestration initiatives.

. dzOK | NB&[i2 RSENI2SYA daA2ya 6ndcn9bnc 13/ hi SIHKYuy

T Building Use (BU) still dominates (5304, but at a lower level than Cascais.
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T Mobility Use (MU) (23.3%) is substantial, reinforcing the need for loarbon

transport solutions.

T  WaterConsumption (WC) and Waste Management (WS) ¥Rdre more prominent
than in Cesena, suggesting Bucharest has a different emissions profile, possibly due to

urban infrastructure differences.
¢l YLISNECRSY2246Sa0 SYrAdaarzya o6mdtrm9Ibnanc 13/ hi S
1 Building Use (BU) (19%) is the lowest among all sites.

1 Waste Management (WS) contributes almost half (4%), making it the most

significant emission source.

T Mobility Use (MU) (29.36) is also notable, aligning witimaterelated transport

challenges irscandinaviamgities.

1 Green Surfaces (UG) and Emission offset Trees (UToj22lp mitigate emissions,

suggesting better integration of carbon offsetting solutions compared to other sites.

Aiming at comparing GHG emission, results have been normalized by total building surfaces
in each demo; this helps interpreting thealuesfrom an overall GHG emission balance
perspective, but also how the various components perform/contribute differently across

demos.
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2.1 - GHG Emissions per Building Area
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3.3.30CIAL INCLUSION AND CITIZEN PARTICIPATION CATEGORY
3.3.1. Sociabilityg KPI 3.2
The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow

comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts determine sociability

aspectsn the four demos

Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werdesummarises the results obtained

through the data collection and KPI calculation process.

¢l oMdE2 OAl 0 A fINB& dzf YitAL cONR && n RSY2 4

ID Name Units Cesena Cascais Bucharest | Tampere
3 ¢ Social Inclusion and Citizeparticipation
Democracy
People's
perception of .
the inclusiveness Likert 3.20 3.91 3.5 4.86
of the scale
KPI3.2 community

Sociability 82 L% 808
participation in | Likert 3.20 206 3 475
local scale
groups/networks

The KPI 3.2tuses on the assessmentsguicial participation level at demo neighbourh@od
throughtwo indicators: (ifPeople's perception of the inclusiveness of the community, and (ii)
t S2LJ SQ& LI NIAOALI GA2Y Ay f20Ff 3INRdzZLIAKY S( g2

During the preintervention phase, with the aim to enable comparing KPIs outcomes based
on reliable baseline data, survegbdemos population were conducteavith key stakeholder
representatives and population groups; but also, when possible, city statistere

extrapolated toreflect thedemosboundaries.

Thedatasourcesvere defined accordingly to demos stakeholder netwsandthe available

DDBBin particular:

Cesena: Key stakeholders survdimited population survey
1 Cascais: Population suryegxtensive representatiothroughlargecampaign

Bucharest: Key stakeholders survelysited population survey
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1 Tampere: Population survesombined with large campaigmata as well adimited

number ofresponsesollectedthrough participatory actions

The Figurel7 presentssocialdata across the four demo sitdecusing on twoqualitative
indicators both scored on &-point scale, providing insights into community engagement and

social cohesion in each location.

3.2 Sociability Participation
People's perception of the inclusiveness of People’s participation in local
the community groups/networks
5 49 47
4 3.9 44
3.5
3.2
32 3.0

3 3
4 <
(=] =}
2 =
° °© 2.1

21 27

14 14

0 0

Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
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1 Tamperedemo (4.9) has the highest perception of inclusiveness, suggesting a strong

sense of community and effective effotts promote social equity

1 Cascais dem(8.9) follows, indicating a fairly positiperception, likely influenced by

its social housingetrofitting programsand participatory planning initiatives.

1 Bucharestlemo(3.5)showsmoderate inclusiveness perceptiowhich aligns witlihe

engagement strategy focumnd effort for participatoryco-designas part ofBucharest
demo action plan
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1 Cesenademo (3.2) scoresslightly lower, despite its strong urban regeneration
initiatives, suggesting room for improvement in fostering a more inclusive community
This perception in Cesena can be related to the fact that the railway #&eaot

perceived asn inclusivaurban context

Insight: The strongest sense of inclusivensssms tobe perceivedn the Tamperedemo,
while the Cesenademo may addressmore targeted social engagement efforés already

envisioned withirtheir existingaction plan
t S2LJ SQ&a t I NIAOALI GA2Y Ay [20Ff DNRdzLJAKkbS( g2

1 Tamperedemo (4.7)alsoseemdeadngin this indicator suggestindiigh community

engagement and participation in local initiatives.

1 Cesenademo (3.2) also performs well, aligning with its participatory engagement

strategies within the WeGenerate project.

1 Bucharestdemo (3.0) scoresslightly lower, indicating moderate involvemenof
citizensin local networkswhich alignsvith the ambitiousdemoengagement strategy

plan

1 Cascaislemo(2.1) scoreshe lowest, despite its efforts in social housing and energy
communities, suggesting potential barriers to engagement or the need for further

community-buildinginitiatives

Insight: Whilethe Tamperedemo seens excelingin participation, Cascaidemo results
suggestthe need for strengthenng these aspectspointing to a possible gap between

community initiatives and active citizen engagement.
Highlightsand opportunities.

1 Cesenaemo: Strengthen social engagement strategies to align urban regeneration

with community participation.

1 Cascaislema: Focus on bridging the gap between inclusiveness perception and actual

engagement, possibly through more participatory workshops.
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T Bucharestlemo: Encourage greater participation in community networks to reinforce

social cohesion.

1 Tampere demo. Leverage its strong social participation to further advance

sustainability and energy efficiency measures.
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3.3.2. Demographic CompositianKPI 3.4

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts could eventually affect the

demographic compositions in eademo.

Table17 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process:

¢ oMeBSY23INI LIKAO O2YNBéHdbR2Y | INRaddo RSY24

ID Name Units Gesena| Cascais| Bucharest| Tampere
3 ¢ Social Inclusion and Citizen Participation
Community
Age group
Less than 15 years 322 424 462 190
From 15to 29 years| 369 480 442 1,049
From 30 to 49 years| 667 742 1241 664
From 50 to 64 years| 609 586 687 471
From 65 to 84 years| 616 491 698 178
85 years or over 159 76 101 259
Gender
Female 1,400 1,465 1,957 1,487
Male 1,342 1,335 1,673 1,324

Educationevel

Preprimary, primary

KPI3.4 b i and lower secondary| 1,234 1,556 436 508
Demographic| -omodraphic education
" Composition
composition Upper secondary and
post-secondary 1,005 679 1873 1,181
education
Firstand second stag) 4 5, | ggg 1274 1,122
of tertiary education
Nationality
Democountry 2,344 | 2516 | 3556 2,620
national
Foreign national 398 284 74 191
Employment status
Employed 1,382 1,177 2301 2,577
Unemployed 76 118 20 234
Other 1,284 1,505 1309 0
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3.4 Age group
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
1.7% 58% 15.0% 278 1279 28% 6.7% 9.2%
17.5% 19.2% 6.4%
13.5% D 122%
17.2% 37.3% 16.7%
20.9% 18.9%
24.3%
22.2%
° 26.5% 3#2% 3.6%
Less than 15 years From 30 to 49 years From 65 to 84 years 85 years or over
From 15 to 29 years From 50 to 64 years

CAJduz8S Y2 INDARWNE A 2HS YAtNR dzZLJ RAAGNAR o dzab2y | ONR&aa GKS ¥F2dzNJ RSY

Age Group Distribution:

1 Each pie charshows the dem@opulation dataset categorized into six age groups.

1 The largest age group varies across charts, waimarkable differences in the
proportions of younger and older populations.

1 Whilethe Tampere demo showthe highest percentage othe youngerpopulation
the Cesena dembasa biggerproportion of the older population,andthe Bucharest
demoillustrates a higherproportion of the middle agel population

1 The share of individuals aged 85 years or over is consistently the smallest across all
datasets middle-aged and workingige groups showarying distribution across the

demos.
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3.4 Gender
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
51.1% 48.9% P 47.7% o 46.1% - 17.1%
Female Male
CAIdaSBE Y23INI LIKAO QAGYIREND RYXaVNR Odzoa2¢ | ONRP&AaA (GKS F2dz2NJ RSY2a

Gender Distribution:

1 Each chart presenta proportion of males and females. The female population

percentage is slightly higher in dbkmodatasets.

1 The variation in gender proportions is mirtaut follows a consistent trend.

3.4 Education level

Cesena Cascais

122%
20.2%

55.6%
24.2%
52.3%
28.1%

re-primary, primary and lower secondary education (levels 0-2)

Bucharest

Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (levels 3 and 4)

Tampere

18.1%

35.6% 39.9%

42.0%

First and second stage of tertiary education (levels

CAIWaBBS Y23IANI LIKAO Q@QSRUDEDEYY f BOS(

Education Level Distribution:

RAAGNXOdze2y I ONRPaa GKS

T 2 dz

1 The charts show the population divided into three leusjseducation
1 The share of individuals with higher education (tertiary level) differs across the

datasets with the Tampere demdnavingthe highestproportion.
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1 The grapk showvarying proportions relative t@rimary and secondargducation;

Cesena an®8ucharestiemos respectivelyjllustrate higher proportionsof those

3.4 Nationality
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
14.5% 10.1 20% 6.4%
85.5% 89.9% 98.0% 93.6%
Demo country national Foreign national

CAIWaBB Y23INI LIKAO Q@QgYbR¥AS2AVEYRAAGNAOAd 2y | ONRaa GKS F2dzNJ RS

Nationality:

1 The majority in each group are nationals of the demo country, faithign nationals
making up a relatively small percentage.

1 TheBucharestpie chart shows the lowest proportion of foreign nationals (2],
while the Cesena Dembas the highest (14.%).

1 This data may indicate patterns in migration, residency, or citizenship status among

different groups.
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3.4 Employment status
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
36.1%
165 2.1% 41.5%
04% h 53.7% 53.6%
63.4%
0.6%
2.8% 42% 4.9%
Employed Unemployed Other

CAIWaBB Y23INI LIKAO Q@B8YLR2RYSyGVYH&lllddza RAAGNAOdze2yY I ONR&aa (KS

Employment Status:

1 The proportions of employed, unemployed, and other categories vary across groups.
The differences suggestusingfactors such as economic conditions, educational
background or industry variations.

1 TheBucharest dempie chart shows a significantly higher employment rate (88)4
compared to the othersbut also theunemployed group is slightly higher the
Tampere demo4.9 %)followed closelyby the Cascaisiemo (49 %)
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3.3.3. Safety and SecurityKPI 3.5

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oconomic contexts determine safety and

security aspects in eacdemo.

Table18 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process:

¢ oMgbl TSGé | yR RPddn G2 || ®NRPaadp RSY2a

ID Name Units Cesena | Cascais | Bucharest| Tampere
3 ¢ Social Inclusion and Citizen Participation
Community
Safety and Security 18.17 2.84 0.83 0.30
Traffic incidents rate
Safety and Security
Firerelated incidents |:': 2.54 1.61 0.49 0.01
rate
KPI3.5 Safety and Security 6.90 29 46 964 255
Safety and | Crime rate
Security [t § 2 | jflerSeqtion of Likert
safety in the 2.40 3.21 3.83 4.73
. scale
community
t S2LX SQa L .
L Likert
security in the 2.20 3.83 3.67 3.74
. scale
community
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3.5 Safety and Security
Safety and Security - Fire-related incidents
Safety and Security - Traffic incidents rate rate Safety and Security - Crime rate
132 25 30 4 295
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People’s perception of safety in the People’s perception of security in the
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Figure23presents safety and security indicators across the four demotsi@esena, Cascais,

Bucharest, and Tampere:
1. Traffic incidents rate (% per 1,000 people).

2. Firerelated incidents rate (% per 1,000 people).

w

Crime rate (% per 1,000 people).

4.t S2LX SQa& LISNOSLIA2Z2Yy 27F5pintscllé)e Ay GKS 0O2YY
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Safety Indicatos (Traffic, Fire, and Crime Incidents Rates)

1 Cesenalemohas the highest traffic and fireelated incidents rateslightlyabove the
other cities. This could be attributed tarban density, mobility challenges, and road
infrastructure issuesbut also tomethodology of data collectiorthat includesalso

minor domestic inciders within the reported data

1 Cascaisemohasahighercrime rate, while other cities have negligible reported crime
incidents. Despite its strong urban planning and social innovation efforts, this suggests

persistent security concerns that might stem from see@nomic factors.

1 Bucharest and Tampedemosreport very low or negligible safety incidents across all

categoriessuggestingvell-managed infrastructure and public safety measures.

Key Insight: Cesergemoresults suggesbpportunitiesto strengthentraffic and fire safety
policies while Cascaisafety conditions affecting NB & A Rs8cyirilyap@rceptions may
requirefocusedmitigationactions In addition, this KPI may requibeingreviewedto include

more detailedrequirementson collecteddata.
People's Perception of Safety and Security

1 Tamperedemo scores the highest in both safety (4.7) and security (3.7), reinforcing

its lowincident rates and strong social cohesion.

1 Cascais and Buchared¢mosreport moderate perceptions of safety and security,
fA1Ste AyFtdzSYyOSR o6& /IaOFAaQ ONRYS NI GS
improving safety measures.

1 Cesenademo scores the lowest in both categories (2.4 for safety, 2.2 for security),
aligning with its higher traffic and fineelated incidentsThis perception in Cesena can
be related to the fact thatn generalrailwaystations surroundingare not perceived

as the safest

Key Insight: Tampedemois perceived as the safest and most secure, while Cesena struggles

with both actual and perceived safety issues.
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Highlights

1 Cesenadema Opportunitiesto reviseand to strengthenroad safety measures, fire
prevention strategies, angocialprograms to enhance public confidence and security

perception.

1 Cascaiglemao Mitigating crime rates through social programs, dod stronger law

enforcement engagement.

1 Bucharestdema Maintain a steady approach to urban security while enhancing

community engagement for safety improvements.

1 Tampere dema Leverage its strong safety and social cohesion to further its

sustainable and energgfficient urban development goals.

3.3.4. Energy and Environmental ConsciousrdsB| 3.6

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oconomic contexts determine safety and

security aspects in each neighbourhood.

Table19 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process.

¢l oMdgBy SNHE YR 9YOANRYVYSYNBadzZ @ aI00RBA Y S&aRSY2A o0 dcC

ID Name Units Cesena Cascais Bucharest | Tampere
3 ¢ Social Inclusion and Citizen Participation
Community
People's energy
and Likert 4.6 371 2.83 4.6
KPI3.6 environmental | scale
Energy and consciousness
Environmental| Recycling rate | % 68.70 19.40 24.44 45
Consciousnesy Water 3
consumption mriyear 50.2 17.3 41.1 40.1
) . -person
intensity
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3.6 Consciousness
People's energy and environmental
consciousness Recycling rate Waler consumption intensity
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Figure24 evaluates environmental awareness and resogrcensumption across the four
demo sitesbased on:(i) People's energy and environmental consciousness (&rpaint

scale) (ii) Recycling rate (%)Vater consumption intensityng®/ year person.
Energy and Environmental Awareness

1 Tampere and Cesendemos seem leadng in environmental consciousness (4.6),

indicating strong sustainability awareness efforts.

1 Cascaisglemofollows at 3.7, while Bucharest has the lowest score (2.8), suggesting

room for improvement in environmental education and awareness campaigns.

Insight: Tampere and Cesemzmos results suggesstrong environmental engagement,

aligning with their urban regeneration and sustainability projects.
Recycling Rate

1 Cesenademo has the highest recycling rate (68%), reflecting effective waste

management policies.

1 Tamperedemofollowswith 45.0%, indicating a moderate but solid recycling culture.
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1 Cascais demo (19%) and Bucharest demo (224) lag behind, suggesting a need for

stronger recycling incentives and public engagement strategies.

Insight: Cesena leads in waste managemerhije Cascais and Bucharest need improvement

in recycling infrastructure.
Water Consumption Intensity

1 Cesendas the highest water consumptioB@m?person), potentially due to lifestyle

habits, industrial activity, or local water availability.

1 Tampereand Bucharest have moderate consumption, while Cascais{/pérson) is

the most watetefficient.

Insight:Cesena high water consumption suggests a need for conservation strategies, while

Cascais demonstrates better water management.
Highlights

1 Cesena: Strengthen water efficiency programs to reduce water consumption, despite

its strong recycling performance.

1 Cascais: Improve recycling practices and environmental engagement while

maintaining moderate water consumption.
1 Bucharest: Enhance awareness campaigns on resources efficiency and recycling.

1 Tampere: Implement water conservation and resource efficiency strategies given its

high resource use despite strong sustainability awareness.
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3.4 Scio-economic category
3.4.1. Access to Services and Amenige&Pl 4.1
The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow

comparing how different boundaries and so@oconomic contexts impact the access to

services and amenities in eadbmo.

Table20 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process.

¢F HABO0SAE (12 CYNHEAAWBX&L (X% F ONRAE n RSY2a

ID | Name Units | Gesena | Cascais| Bucharest| Tampere
4 ¢ SociecEconomics
Socieeconomic

KPl14.1| Access to services and Amenities % 71.43 42.77 79.64 57.14

4.1 - Access to Services and Amenities
== Mean: 62.7
. 79.6
714
7 57.1
100.0
2 42.8
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Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
Deviation from the Mean Value per Demo-Site
20.0 A
g
&
]
=
£ 00
g
&
Z
& 200
T T T T
Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere

CAIWI®OSaa (2 { SANIBEKLISENID SYRI |13YSS ¢ By RNIBASTE\R ey REtY R o 2 WEH |

89

Co-funded by Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
the European Union European Union or the European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA). Neither the European Union nor the granting
authority can be held responsible for them.



mﬁ:& D7.3 Report on the cross -demo

WeGenerate baseline comparison

Figure 25illustrates access to services aramenitiesacross the four demo sites. It also
presents the deviation of each site from the average value (62)7 The following

observatiors can beextracted:
1 Bucharesteads insocioeconomidndicators

- With the value of 79.6%, Bucharest stands out as the highest performer,
exceeding the average by 188
- This aligns with Bucharest's performance in other social aspects, such as its

moderateparticipation in sociability metrics and strong perception of security.

1 Cesenalemoshowsa goodsocioeconomicstrength through accessible services and

amenities

- At 71.4%, Cesena is 8% above theverage
- This is in line with its urban renewalfforts in the VigneRailway Station
Neighbourhood aimed at enhancing accessibility, social inclusion and energy

efficiency.
1 Cascaislemosuggess challengego providehigh access teervices anémenities

- With only 42.8%, Cascaidemois below the averageZ0.0% deviation).

- This is consistent with efforts to combat energy poverty in the Alcabideche
neighbourhood through renewable energgpmmunitiesand social inclusion
programs.

- Cascais also ranked low in community participation (2.1 in local networks) and
perceived safety (3.2), suggesting broader social challenges.

1 Tamperedemoseemsslightly below average which couldpossiblyleadto revision of

its urban plars. Revisionof baseline dataouldprovide further insights.

- Tampere registers 57 %,with a small deviation 0f5.6% from theaverage

- Despite its moderate socioeconomic performance, Tampere excelled in
sociability participation (4.9 in community inclusiveness, 4.7 in network
participation) and safety perception (4.7), indicating strong community

engagement despite economic disparities.
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Highlights

The socioeconomianalysighrough theKPF Access to services and amenitegns well with
the previous findings. Bucharest and Cesedamos appear to have more stable
socioeconomic conditions, whereas Casasno faces significant challenges despite its

sustainability efforts.

Tamperedemo shows a balanced approach, leveraging strong community participation
despite moderate socieeconomic disparitiesFuture interventions, particularly in Cascais,
could focus on economic resiliencejrcularity, and deeper integration of social policies

alongside its energy initiatives.
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3.53JSTAINABLE MOBILITY CATEGORY
3.5.1. Transport BehaviouwKPI 5.1

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts affect the transport

behaviour regarding the share of transport mode in the four neighbourhoods analysed.

Table21 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process.
¢l oHEE NI y & LJ2 NIY t. ISqpRmmd2idaNd + ONR &4 n RSY24
ID Name Units Cesena | Cascais | Bucharest| Tampere
5 ¢ Sustainable Mobility
Travel patterns
Private car (driver or 62% 66 % 18% 34%
passenger)
Publictransport (bus) 12% 20% 21% 22%
Transport Public transport (tram, 0 0 0 0
KPI5.1 Behaviour % | train, underground) > % 0% 21% 22%
Bicycle 3% 2% 5% 6%
Walking 17% 11% 28% 15%
Shared escooter 0% 1% 8% 1%

5.1 Transport behaviour

Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
12% 17% 1.0%
17.4% 11.2% 18.1% y * 15.0%
1.6%
3.5% 0% 6.0%
5% 0%
o
e 0% 28.2%
20.6%
625% o 66.0% 220%
4.8%
20.6% 22.0%

Privale car (driver or passenger) Public transport (tram, train, underground) Walking Shared e-scooter

Public transport (bus) Bicycle

ChA IWatBIl v & LIDNI dpNBMIE NOSFE KIS SEAKE NS 2FAUNRYRBIFRI I MNBRS &
Figure26 shows modal spliaicross the four demo sitesategorizing the usage of different
transport modes including private cars, public transport, bicycles, walking, shaseabters

and other modesThe following tservationscan bederived
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High Private Car Usage in Cascais and Cesena
1 Cascais (66.%) and Cesena (62b) have the highest dependency on privetes
1 ¢KAA O2NNBfFGSa gAGK /I a0l x2a%deligion®dowd &2 OA 2
the averagein KPI4.1- Access to services and amenijiesd its urban layout, where

reliance oncars may be necessary due to inadequate public transport infrastructure.

1 Cesena, despite a stronger socioeconomic performance o8&bove theaverage,
also has limited alternative transpamodesadoption, possibly due to cultural habits

or a lack of strongustainable mobilityncentives.
Balanced Transport Modal Split in Bucharest and Tampere

T Bucharest has a more balancedodal splitwith 20.6 % of people using public
transport (train/tram/metro) and 28.26 walking, reducintipe reliance on private cars

(only 20.6%).

1 Tampere follows a similar pattern, with only 3484df peopleusing private cars while

public transport and walking account for 44 combined (22 each).

T This aligns with higher sociability participation in Tampere, where people engage more
in local networks (4.7) and perceive their communities as more inclusivert (4.9)
suggesting that better walkability and transit access contribute to stronger social

connedions.
Low Bicycle and Shared Mobility Adoption

1 Bicycle use is minimal across all sites, with onl@#li8 Bucharest and 4% in Cesena,

suggesting a lack of cycling infrastructure or cultural preference for other modes.

1 Shared escooters appear in Bucharest (06§ and Tampere (09), but their adoption

is not significant.
Public Transport Usage and Energy Performance Correlation

T Bucharest and Tampere, where public transport is more widely uabdu( 44 %
modal share Tamperand about41 % in Bucharest), also show lower primary energy
balances pesquare metethan Cascais.
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1 Cascais, with high private car usage %P also had a relatively high Total Primary
Energy Balance (124 kWh/m2s)ggestinghat increased car dependency impacts

energy consumption.
Social and Environmental Implications

1 Tampere, which rankiie highest in community inclusiveness, safety perception and
environmental consciousness, also has the most diverse transport modal split,

balancing public, private, and active transport (walking, cycling, eswbeters).

1 Cesena, while strong in socioeconomic indicators, shows low alternative mobility

adoption, potentially affecting its lortgrm sustainability goals.

1 Cascais, with high car dependency and lower social engagement, may benefit

significantly from improving publitansportand active mobility infrastructure

Highlights

1 Cascais and Cesena need more investments in public transport and cycling

promotional campansto reduce car dependency and improve urban sustainability.

1 Bucharest and Tampere have more balanced mobility systems, which contribute to

lower crime rates, higher sociability and stronger energy efficiency.

1 Policies encouraging shared mobility and active transport could improve health, social

engagement and sustainability, particularly in Cascais and Cesena.

3.5.2. UrbanAccessibilitg KP1 5.2

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts determine the urban
accessibility KPI, which assesses the level of satisfactidanmsregardingthe universal

accessibility criteria.
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Table22 summarises the results obtained through the data collection andckRulation

process:
¢ oHEEND Yy | OO0SagnBadAaiia + INRaPpoOom RSY2a
ID Name Units Gesena Cascais Bucharest | Tampere
5 ¢ Sustainable Mobility
Accessibility
kpis.2 | YPan % 20.0% 17.6% 14.8% 580 %
Accessibility

Figure 27 showsthe urban accessibility levels across the four demo sites through the
assessment of universal accessibility criteria across demo infrastructure and urban features,

with the average of 22.06 accessibility.

Each site's deviation from thaverage highlights its relative strength or weakness in

accessibility. The followingpnclusions can be drawn

1 Tampere demonstrates the highest accessibility (3004 abovethe averagé,
significantly exceeding theverage value. This suggests welkveloped urban

infrastructure, efficient public services and strong connectivity across the city.

T  While Cesena is close to the averageq %), its accessibility is still slightly low. This
could indicate some limitations in urban infrastructure or connectivity gaps in specific

areas.

1 Cascais has moderate accessibility scet® ) suggesting potential challenges in
reaching urban services conveniently. Possible factors include urban sprawl, reliance

on privatecarsor insufficient infrastructure in certain areas.

1 Bucharest has the lowest accessibility ratiF(8 %) indicating challenges in urban
infrastructure, connectivity or availability of services. This could mean longer travel

times, fewer public transport options or inadequate urban planning.
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5.2 Urban Accessibility
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HigHhlights:

1 Tampere excels in urban accessibility likely benefiting from-stelttured city

planning and transport networks.

1 Cesena and Cascais show room for improvement possibly due to localized

infrastructure gaps.

1 Bucharest faces significant accessibility challenges suggesting the need for

improvements in urban mobility and infrastructure planning.
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3.5.3. Renewal of Walking and Open spacdsPb.5

The following section focuses on the analysis of the demos baseline conditions to allow
comparing how different boundaries and so@oonomic contexts determine the availability

of walking and open spaces in eatgmo.

Table23 summarises the results obtained through the data collection and KPI calculation

process:

¢l ovfaBl t 1Ay 3 {LRGPEHOENS adzf G& | ONRPaa n RSY24&

ID Name Units Cesena Cascais Bucharest Tampere
5 ¢ Sustainable Mobility

Active modes & health

Walking and

km? 0.140 0.085 0.037 0.023
Open Spaces

KPI15.5

Figure28showsurban areas dedicated twalking and open spaces across the four demo sites
in km2, reflecting the total land area dedicated to public open spacesvahationamong
the cities highlighd differences in urban planning strategies, land use priorities and

population density.

1 Cesenalemohas the largest amount of open space, aligning with its extensive demo

area and sustainability focus.

1 Cascaisemofollows with a significanproportion of open space, which aligns with its

integrated planning efforts and commitment to social inclusion and energy efficiency.

1 Bucharestind Tampere have comparatively smaller open space areas, possibly due to

higher urban density or lardse constraints.
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5.5 Walking and Open Spaces
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These differences suggest that Cesena and Casmaigsprioritize open public spaces as part

of their urban development strategies while Bucharest and Tamgemosmay face spatial

limitations or different urbanization approaches
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CONCLUSIONS

This analysis consolidates insightsr energy performance, sociability, safety, sustainability,
transportation, accessibility, socioeconomic conditions and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across
Cesena, Cascais, Bucharest and Tampere. Each city's strengths and weaknesses highlight key areas for

tailored urban improvement strategie¥heFigure29 summariseKPlscomparison acrosthe 4demos:

Comparison of KPIs across demo-sites
1.1 Total ! 3.6 Energy and 4.1 Access to 5.5 Renewal of
Primary Energy él}:jgggs i 3.2 Sociability 3.555;ifﬂytyand Environmental Services and 5';'11;?"1};13“ Aicigfgﬁ?ty Walking and
Balance E : Consciousness Amenities Open Spaces
173.0 267.4 | 137 L7 49 47 182 25 295 4.7 38 - 46 46 | 687 50.2 79.6 81.9 S80 01
- g £
714
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Cesena: High Energy Use, Car DependenBuidingRelated Emissions
Strengths:

T Moderate urban accessibility (2@) suggests reasonakieobility infrastructure but
room for improvement in alignment witthe defined action plan.

1 Moderate socioeconomic performance (724), above the mean.

T Medium EP performance in building sector (116 kWh/m?2 year) indicating low demand
in line with prevalentesidential typology.

T From the preliminary surveresults a strong environmental consciousness emerged

(4.6/5).
Challenges:

1 Highest GHG emissioris37] 3/ hi Sk Yu&SIFNbL X YIFIAybdwer FNRBY
90%).

1 High car dependency (62%) with low use of public transport and bicycles.

71 Relatively low perception of safety (25)/

T High water consumption and low urban accessibility indicating inefficiencies and
potential areas for improving sustainable resources use and enhancing urban

liveability.
Highlights:

T Further improwng buildingsenergy efficiency through retrofitting and renewables to
support large scale strategies.

1 Expand public transport options and active mobility to reduce car reliance.

T Urban greening initiatives to offset emissions in line with defined action plan.

1 Improve safety perception through urban design and community programs.

Cascais: High Waste & Transport Emissions, Moderate Energy Efficiency

Strengths:

A

1T a2RSNI 4GS DI D SYA&daAz2ya , lbutmovechdlénced aclosk/ hi S|

sectors.
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1 Public transport usage is relatively high @@Mus, 11.26 train).
1 Decent safety (3.2/5) & security (3.8/p¢rception
1 Good energy efficiency (124 kwh/mz year), below dverage
Challenges:
1 Lowest socioeconomic performance (4263, below theaverage
T Significant transportelated emissions (31.%) and waste emissions (244).
1 Recycling rate is low (19%), possible inefficiencies in waste management.
1 Moderate urban accessibility (179%), below theaverage
Highlights:
1 Boost waste management initiatives (higher recycling rates, circular economy).
1 Expandsustainable mobility solutions (cycling infrastructure, electric buses).

T Address economic disparities through job opportunities and social programs.

Bucharest: Balanced Emissions, but Transport & Accessibility
Strengths:

1 GHG emissiond n ®c n9bnc | 3k imdderaty vaidS dked evenly
distributed.

1 Diverse transport use: 20% public transport, 20.86 walking.

1 Crime rate is relatively low, supporting urban security.

1 Moderate energy consumption (173 kWh/m? yeanglicatinggoodefficiency.
Challenges:

1 Belowaverage urban accessibility (124, limiting ease of movement.

T High reliance on mobility emissions3(3%), stressing transport inefficiencies.
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1 Waste management & water consumption emissiorsvef 24 %) indicate

inefficiencies.

T Low GHG emission offset contributions, showing opportunities to increasan

greeningsolutions and renewable energies integration.
Highlights:
T Urban green infrastructure and renewables integration to offset GHG emissions.
1 Expand public transport network to reduce car dependency.
T Improve pedestrian infrastructure to support active mobility.

1 Strengthen waste and water efficiency policies to optimize urban resource use.

Tampere: Leading in Inclusivenedsjt High Energy Demand and Waste Emissions
Strengths:

1 Balancednodal split(34% cas, 22% public transport, 2% walking).

T Best urban accessibilitg %), well above thaverage

T High socioeconomic performance (%), though slightly below the average.

1 Lowcrime rate andyoodsafety perception are great assets for social inclusiveness.
Challenges:

1T [26Sali o6a2ftdziS DID SYrAaarzya omdtrm9bnanc |

surfaceanddespite high energy consumptiai buildings
1 Wasterelated emissions are disproportionately higt®(1%).
1 Socioeconomic score is slightly below the average.

1 High buildingenergy demand (267 kWh/m? yearNthough, this value could be
revisedby accounting for theesidentialbuildingstockin the demo areg, to align the

context assessment with other demos
Highlights:
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T Enhance waste management efficiency (improve recycling, circular economy).
1 Expand green initiatives and active mobility to offset emissions.
T Address socioeconomic gaps through inclusive policies.

1 Enhance environmental consciousness and participation for inclusive urban

regeneration.

Strategic Priorities addressed in Action Plans

Each city demonstrates distinct urban strengths and challenges, which are addressed in
targeted action plans. Each city faces unique challenges and opportunities in achieving

sustainability.

The following priorities, extracted from the analysis of the KPIs set of baseline conditions in

2 SDSYSNI S RSyYz2azs ' AY (s2andimplaninfation procksseR ®Y 2 a Q

support impactful transformations:

1 Cesena dempFocus on building energy efficiency and promotion of sustainable

transport to reduce emissions.

1 Cascais demdmprove waste management and expand sustainable transport options

to tackle key emission sources.

1 Bucharest demo Enhance urban greening, accessibility and public transport to

improve sustainability.

1 Tampere demo Optimize walkable and open spaces, waste management and
socioeconomic policies while maintaining strong social inclusiveness and sustainable

mobility performance. Additionallgssesshe built environment performance.
Next steps

A continuous coordination between Demos and WP7 partners will be set according to the
data collection andprocessingplan (seeFigure4, it proposes a calendar for the different

phasesf the monitoring phase® the finalKPI analysiseporting) .
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Inorderto complete the setof 10pra Y  SNIISY G A2Y Yt L& F2dndi KS RS
olFlaStAyS O2YLI NRA&2Y QX AlG 61 & LINPidededten (2 L2
KPIs(as indicated in theFigure3). The current approach is to coordinatiee crossdemo

baseline assessment as a live procealbng 2025 to allow a comprehensive baseline

characterisatiorfor a robustfinal impact assessment (pre & post interventions comparison).

Asthe last step of the process (M47ye foreseedrafting2 ¥ (0 KS 5Sf a@&aMI ot S
ProjectandCross SY2 LYLJ OG0 ! a4aSaayYSy i-femscommamcondgni f £ Ay
thepostA Y 0 SNIBSYy A2y LIKIFaAS a ¢St f -pbskcomparsan). RSY 2 a

Qx

Figure30 shows an example @& mock uptime seriesthat will be produced during the final

crossdemo impact assessment.
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