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FOREWORD 

While considerable knowledge is available for transport telematics1 -related issues in the EU, in the area of environment telematics the empirical basis is unsatisfactory.  For central and east European countries (CEE), little or no information on the current status and framework of the implementation of telematics is available. 

CAPE (Co-ordinated Action for Pan-European Transport and Environment Telematics Implementation Support) is a European Union (EU) funded project that aims to encourage the greater use of telematics or Information Society Technologies (IST) in the EU and central and eastern Europe. The project intends to generate a number of products that will serve both local self-governments across Europe, and help the European Commission facilitate the implementation of IST solutions at the municipal and district level. 

CAPE’s goals are twofold: 

First, the project aims to benefit local self-governing authorities in central and eastern Europe and the EU by raising their awareness to telematics applications and facilitating their implementation at the local level. 

In CEE countries, CAPE will target those local self-governing authorities who have an immediate need for applying efficient and low-cost telematics systems in the areas of transport and environment. For the EU countries, CAPE will focus on those authorities not yet fully aware of the potentials of advanced telematics for environmental management. 

Project results will be disseminated through: 

completion of a good-practice inventory in environment and transport telematics;

conferences serving as dissemination events; 

workshops that serve as an opportunity to exchange information and experiences, and build networks between the EU and CEE; 

an Internet webpage which serves as part of the related dissemination activities (accessible under  http://www.rec.org/ist/cape). 

Secondly, CAPE will extensively survey, quantitatively and qualitatively, the needs, priorities and frameworks among CEE and EU local and regional public authorities for transport and environment telematics implementation.  This report presents the results of one of four surveys, namely the quantitative examination of the status and priority for environment telematics applications in the ten EU accession countries.

It is hoped these survey results will assist in improving the understanding of local CEE self-governing bodies, their priorities and activities, and will also help in preparing future targeted support actions in the field of information society technologies/telematics. Through this, it is hoped to encourage future CEE involvement in the European Union’s 5th Research and Technological Development Framework Programme, and consequently a better environment. 

The CAPE partners
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INTRODUCTION



Background

�Introduction

CAPE (Co-ordinated Action for Pan-European Transport and Environment Telematics Implementation Support) is a European Union (EU) funded project that aims to encourage the greater use of telematics or so-called Information Society Technologies (IST) in central and eastern Europe and the EU.

A key objective of CAPE is to survey, both quantitatively and qualitatively, the needs and priorities among CEE and EU local and regional self-governing authorities for transport and environment telematics. 

In this respect, a qualitative examination of the organisational, technical and legal frameworks, related policies and priorities has been undertaken for each of the EU accession countries within central and eastern Europe.  These countries include: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. 

Complementing this, two quantitative surveys (based on questionnaire submissions) of the status and priorities for telematics solutions in central and eastern Europe (CEE), and a third for the EU have been prepared�:

Status and Priority for Transport Telematics Applications in CEE;

Status and Priority for Environment Telematics Applications in CEE;

Status and Priority for Environment Telematics Applications in EU.



Methodological Background of the Quantitative Surveys

For the quantitative surveys, questionnaire mailing was based on a thoroughly researched database of contact persons within public authorities�. In compiling this, the following sources were relied upon: 

data researched systematically by consortium partners (The Regional Environmental Center for Central and Eastern Europe - REC (Hungary), International Society for Environmental Protection - ISEP (Austria), Prague Project Institute - PPI (Czech Republic) and Gestionnaires Sans Frontières - GSF (Romania);

complementary data extracted from the European Local Government Organisation database. 

In order to ensure survey representation, approximate target numbers for mailing were determined by the relative share of population for each country in relation to the overall population of the respective CEE/EU regions. For the CEE countries, surveys were translated by the consortium partners into the ten respective languages in order to facilitate responses�.  The questionnaire (see Annex 3) was largely based on multiple-choice questions, thereby enabling the simple extrapolation of data from each respondent.  

Survey mailing was undertaken during August/September 1998, and responses consequently entered into a Microsoft ACCESS database during October/November 1998.  The consequent reports summarising the results of these surveys were compiled during December 1998, and finalised during spring 1999.
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Executive summary



This report presents the results of the survey on the status and priority for environment telematics applications in the ten accession countries of central and eastern Europe. The results are based on a questionnaire which was sent in ten languages to 556 local and regional self-governing public authorities. The mailing was based on a genuinely researched and representative database of decision-makers, which is also accessible online under: http://www.rec.org/REC/Databases/LocGov/LocGovFind.html

Methodology and Representation

The questionnaire was answered by 147 authorities (26 percent). In general, the survey sample can be regarded as representative. With respect to the total population size of the CEE countries, only Latvia and Poland seem to be slightly underrepresented. In some countries (Czech Republic, Latvia and Estonia), larger authorities of more than 200,000 inhabitants are under-represented. The vast majority of the questionnaires were returned by local self-governing authorities. Only 4 percent of the questionnaires were returned by regional authorities.  The majority were answered by those decision-makers responsible for environment issues, and only a small number were answered by other members of staff and elected representatives.

The trends and general results of the survey are presented within the following pages of the Executive Summary, and elaborated in more detail in the respective chapters of this report.  The results are frequently compared with those of the equivalent survey performed in the EU countries.  Wherever any deviations from the general trends were observed, these are presented according to the following categories and hierarchy:

Geographically: for Central Europe (including Poland, Czech Republic, Slovak Republic, Hungary); South-East Europe (including Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia); and for the Baltic States (including Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia); 

By public authority size: either for those authorities governing not more than 50,000 inhabitants; for those authorities governing between 50,000 and 200,000 inhabitants; and for those larger authorities governing over 200,000 inhabitants;

1st wave and 2nd wave accession countries.



Factual Information on the Environment

The state of the environment as perceived by the ten accession countries’ local self-governing bodies can be characterised in the following way:

Twelve percent breached (some) domestic critical air quality levels in the last 12 months; 

Compared with self-governing authorities in the EU, the use of filtering installations among the main polluters is low. Only 19 percent of their CEE counterparts responded that almost all plants have filtering installations; 

Only about 20 percent of the ten accession countries’ self-governing authorities claimed almost all households are connected to a sewage system. Among EU public authorities, this is true for every second authority.

The annual growth rates of domestic waste within the accession countries are high (8 percent). In South-East Europe and in large authorities, the growth rates are even higher (10 percent). 

Compared to EU countries, the proportion of recycled and incinerated waste is still very small. On average, only 2 percent of domestic waste is incinerated, and 3 percent is recycled. However the levels of recycled and incinerated waste vary considerably within the CEE region.



Key Problems and Policy Areas

According to the survey, the most important environmental problems are to be found in the area of waste management, followed by wastewater management and air pollution. 

The most pressing problems in the short-term for authorities within the accession countries are similar to those of the EU. Waste-related problems were most frequently cited, including the following acute short-term problems: increasing levels of domestic waste, illegal waste dumping, the disposal of hazardous waste, and the treatment of sludge from wastewater plants. Traffic emissions and noise pollution are most commonly identified as very important long-term problems. In particular, in ”Central Europe” as well as in larger authorities, these problems are significant. And not only accession country authorities, but also authorities from the EU believe traffic related problems can only be solved through a long-term strategic approach. 

In many environment related areas, the level of policy action among CEE public authorities is found to be fairly low. Environmental policies are mainly implemented in the areas of sewage treatment, waste reduction and waste recycling. Policies for the reduction of traffic emissions and for the remedy of contaminated land sites are found to be in place in less than one third of public authorities. With regard to environmental policies, first wave accession countries are generally more advanced than second wave countries, mainly due to their obligations to adopt environmental policies and standards closer to those of the European Union. However, many authorities intend to develop environmental policies. In areas such as the ”reduction of traffic emissions,” ”support of waste recycling” and ”promotion of waste reduction” about 40 percent of authorities would like to develop policy strategies in the coming years. 

Although the standard of environmental policy is often not very high, the majority of respondents believe their achievements in this respect to be positive. About two thirds of the surveyed decision-makers stated their environmental policy has either been successful in improving environmental conditions or has made some progress.

Impact and Relevance of Technology

In comparison to EU authorities, environmental decision-makers in the ten accession countries respond more positively to the opportunity presented by IST/telematic solutions for problem-solving, and consider their impact more significant. Nevertheless, both EU and CEE authorities are in agreement as to the areas where impact will be greatest, namely:

improving the decision-making process; 

improving internal education and training opportunities; 

enhancing public awareness of environmental issues. 

The problem-solving capacity of telematics is considered to be fairly limited in areas, such as ”reducing noise pollution,” ”reducing negative effects of transport” and ”preventing soil pollution.” However, the potential of telematics systems in contributing to solving the most important problems is seen very differently. While the significance of telematics for solving long-term problems (noise pollution, traffic emissions) seems to be very low, 45 percent of CEE public authorities believe telematics can help to improve waste management, which is also identified the most important environmental problem in the short-term. 

Among the accession countries’ public authorities, a need clearly exists for more detailed information on the use of modern technologies in the area of the environment. One quarter of the surveyed authorities claimed to have only a basic knowledge of the concepts of environmental technology and 14 percent of respondents mentioned they have too little knowledge or no knowledge at all. The highest demand seems to be among smaller authorities, where the level of expertise is below average.

Expected Benefits and Obstacles in Using Telematics Technology

With regard to the benefits of using IST technology, no clear trend emerges within the CEE countries. However, ”improved planning and decision making” and ”improved internal communication/work flow” are among those benefits mentioned most frequently by CEE local government. 

As in the EU, authorities in the accession countries consider insufficient public funding to be by far the most important obstacle to telematics uptake in the environment field. The difficulty in supplying up-to-date and relevant information is another key obstacle for self-governing bodies in the EU and accession countries. Other important obstacles are seen to be the lack of institutional co-operation, legal problems and the lack of qualified staff. 

Internal Use of Telematics Systems

The availability of environmental data is often unsatisfactory and therefore hinders the implementation of telematics technologies. In particular, the survey revealed data concerning ”traffic noise,” ”non-point sources of pollution,” ”traffic flows,” ”hazardous waste deposits” and ”energy consumption” is often unavailable.  In general, the availability of environmental data is much better within larger public authorities. The ranking of future data acquisition priorities is in line with the most pressing environmental problems. Authorities primarily intend to focus their efforts on improving the provision of environmental data on air pollution and hazardous waste deposits. 

In comparison with EU authorities, the use of information technology to handle and analyse environmental data is considerably limited. Modern technologies are in general only available within about 10-20 percent of the authorities in the CEE countries. However, many authorities are about to implement these technologies or are planning to promote them in the future. The future demand for technologies to support data handling and analysis is very high. Around 70 percent of the surveyed authorities intend to improve the use and the integration of electronic databases for example. 

The use of telematics applications in the environment field is extremely limited, compared with those authorities surveyed within the EU. However, an increasing number are already partly implementing telematics-like technologies. The ”full use” of such technologies can mostly be found in the area of waste management and in groundwater monitoring�. The application of telematics is generally more advanced in larger authorities, as is interest for its more intensive use in the future. A clear will exists to increase the implementation of telematics applications. 

More than 70 percent of the surveyed authorities in the accession countries would like to use telematics to ”support waste management.” Other high priorities for telematics applications include:

Decision support systems (41 percent);

Modelling of ambient air quality (40 percent);

Air quality forecasting (39 percent). 

General interest in implementing new environmental IST applications seems to be much higher in the CEE countries, since the percentages of those authorities mentioning future priorities are far above those of their EU counterparts. 

As regards basic technologies, more than 40 percent of the surveyed CEE public authorities have Internet access and use e-mail systems�. Technologies like GIS and aerial photography are used by less than 10 percent. Although the current use of Geographic Information Systems and analysis of aerial photographs is not very widespread, the demand for these technologies is expected to be high in the coming years. E-mail and Internet are also likely to be used more intensively in the future. 

Delivery of Information and Public Services

The current level of information dissemination at the local self-governing level is given to be fairly high, in particular relating to areas like ”environmental awareness,” ”waste reduction,” and ”drinking water quality.” However, there is no data available as to the quality of this information. Public authorities intend to improve information dissemination according to the survey, especially in areas, like ”air quality forecasting,” ”waste reduction” and ”general awareness raising”.

The most common technical platforms for the delivery of environmental information are the local press, radio and television. Half of the surveyed authorities in the accession countries claim to supply environment related information by telephone/fax, and 20 percent by e-mail or Internet. The right to request electronic data on environmental topics was deemed possible in 43 percent of local public authorities. However, the real exercising of this right is probably much lower. In only 9 percent of authorities, citizens can use basic interactive services (for example, in making suggestions to public administration or participating in planning processes) via e-mail or Internet. 

Financing of Environmental Technologies and Services

The most common sources of funding relied upon for implementing new technologies were self-governing authority’s own funds (91 percent). Forty-nine percent mentioned implementation of information and communication technologies was financed by national or regional funds. Private sector contributions still seem to be a marginal source of funding, since only 12 percent of the surveyed authorities relied on private funding. European Union funding (for example, the PHARE Programme) was used in nine percent of surveyed cases. 

Future Interests

The level of future interest in environment telematics applications is given to be very high among public authorities in the accession countries. The following environmental areas have attracted most interest:

domestic waste management (97 percent);

treatment of hazardous waste (77 percent); 

environmentally friendly transport management (76 percent).

As regards the nature of their application, self-governing authorities indicate high interest in many categories, including the following:

public environment information systems (90 percent);

decision support systems (80 percent);

data exchange (69 percent);

metadata/data handling issues (67 percent).

In addition to the application of telematics, public authorities in the accession countries indicate interest in obtaining more information on measures for ”raising public awareness for the environment” and undertaking ”environmental impact assessment.” 
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1:   FACTUAL INFORMATION ON THE ENVIRONMENT

A series of key indicators were included in the survey to obtain an overview of the status of the environment, and the level of environmental policy action within public authorities in the EU accession countries. These included:

critical air quality levels breached within the last 12 months;

use of installations for filtering in industry plants and central heating stations;

percentage of households connected to a sewage system;

incidents of insufficient drinking water quality;

levels of domestic waste. 



The analysis of these key environmental indicators is not meant to provide a detailed description of the status of the environment in the different accession countries. However, by means of these, it is possible to compare the relative state of the environment and to establish how much progress has been achieved in the development of environmental policy.

1.1  Air quality 

Public authorities were asked to report on compliance with critical air quality levels (according to their own national laws) over the last 12 months. As can be seen from Figure 1, 12 percent of authorities answered they had been obliged to warn the public for breaching certain critical air quality levels. Among South-East European authorities (Bulgaria, Romania and Slovenia), compliance with critical air quality levels is poorer, with 18 percent of authorities breaching critical standards. Compliance is poorer in larger towns, owing generally to the greater number of pollution sources. Almost one third of larger authorities (serving over 200,000 inhabitants) answered they had experienced critical levels within the last year, whereas only 4 percent of smaller authorities (serving less than 50,000) stated that they had breached air quality standards within the past 12 months..

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: Critical air quality levels breached in the last 12 months (by region and authority size) 

�EMBED Word.Picture.8���

1.2  Installations for filtering

With regard to the use of installations for filtering dust and gaseous emissions, almost every second authority (47 percent) cited filtering equipment is not extensively used among the main local polluters within their geographic responsibility. 

Figure 2 shows the practice of filtering dust and gaseous emissions in South-East Europe and in the Baltic states seems to be much lower than in Central European states. Some 60 percent of authorities in Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia, and the Baltic States claimed filters are not extensively used, while only about one third of the authorities from Central Europe indicated filters were not used. 

It is also clear the use of installations for filtering in industrial plants is far less widespread within smaller towns. Only 11 percent of towns with less than 50,000 inhabitants indicated almost all industrial plants were using installations for filtering.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2�: Use of filtering in industry plants and central heating stations (by region and authority size) 
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1.3  Sewage treatment

In about every fourth authority, less than 30 percent of the households are connected to a sewage treatment system. Among the Baltic states and in South-East Europe, this is the case for about 40 percent. Figure 3 also reveals that the lack of sewage treatment seems to be a problem more characteristic of smaller authorities. While in only 15 percent of the small authorities almost all households are connected to a sewage treatment system, this is the case for every 2nd large city. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �3�: Percentage of households connected to a sewage system (by region and authority size)

�



1.4  Drinking water quality

According to the survey results, authorities from the Baltic States fail to ensure the availability of sufficient drinking water quality moreso than their central European counterparts (see Figure 4). Twelve percent of all authorities in EU accession countries stated they experienced incidents of insufficient water quality during the last 12 months, whereas the figure was much higher (24 percent) within the Baltic States. In contrast, only five percent of Central European authorities experienced incidents of insufficient water quality.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �4�: Incidents of insufficient drinking water quality in the last 12 months (by region)
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1.5  Domestic waste

According to survey responses (see Figure 5), the levels of domestic waste within the EU accession countries increased by 8 percent in 1997. Among larger authorities in particular, the increase of domestic waste is above average (10 percent). In South-East Europe, the 1997 increase in domestic waste was slightly higher than the average for all the accession countries (at around 10 percent). Conversely, the increase in the Baltic States was lower at approximately 6 percent.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �5�: Increase of domestic waste in 1997 (by region and authority size)
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1.6  Domestic waste treatment

Landfilling is the most common means of waste management in the EU accession countries, and the cheapest available option. According to the survey results, more than 80 percent of domestic waste is landfilled and almost 6 percent is not collected at all (see Figure 6). On average, only 2 percent of domestic waste is incinerated, and just 3 percent is recycled. However, the rates of recycling and incineration vary within the EU accession countries. Among Central European authorities, 4 percent of domestic waste is incinerated and almost 5 percent is recycled, whereas in the Baltic States and South-East Europe, virtually no waste was found to be incinerated or recycled.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �6�: Treatment of domestic waste (by region)
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1.7  Summary 

The analysis of the key environment indicators has shown that:

Twelve percent of the surveyed authorities indicated some critical air quality levels were breached during the last 12 months, according to their own national laws. This percentage cannot easily be compared with those statistics collected for the EU countries (as part of a separate survey), since in EU standards tend to be stricter.

The use of filtering installations among the main polluters is low. Compared to EU countries (where 62 percent of the surveyed authorities declared almost all plants are equipped with installations), only 19 percent of authorities in the EU accession countries answered almost all plants have filtering installations. 

Just 20 percent of public authorities in the EU accession countries claimed that more than 90 percent of households are connected to a sewage collection system. Within the EU, this appears to be the case for those households within every second authority.

The low use of filtering and sewage collection systems in South-East European countries and the Baltic states possibly indicates a poorer state of the environment, a lower standard of environmental policy or action, and/or less priority toward environmental issues. While the same can be said for smaller towns, this figure does not take into account the use of cleaner production technologies, the number of polluting sources requiring filtering technology, or the use of household facilities for wastewater treatment. 

Growth of domestic waste in accession countries during 1997 was found to be high (8 percent). Generally, in South-East Europe and among larger authorities, growth rates are even higher (10 percent). 

Compared with EU countries, the proportion of recycled and incinerated waste is still very low. On average, only 2 percent of domestic waste is incinerated and 3 percent is recycled. However, the levels of recycled and incinerated waste vary considerably within the EU accession countries.
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2:   KEY PROBLEMS AND POLICY AREAS

In addition to analysing environmental indicators, authorities' opinions regarding environmental problems and their approaches to dealing with these were sought. In an open question, respondents were first asked to name the three most pressing environmental problems, followed by a "multiple-choice" examination of the most important problems. This section presents the results of these questions, and thus serves as a basis for evaluating to what extent authorities in the EU accession countries might rely on telematics applications to manage their most pressing environmental problems.



2.1  Key environment problems

Results for the first open question indicate the most important environmental problem to be the management of domestic waste (see Figure 7). But while almost one quarter of respondents cited this to be their most acute problem, wastewater management was listed by some 22 percent of respondents as the most pressing issue. Sixteen percent meanwhile cited air pollution as the priority problem. Other problems included soil pollution/landfilling (12 percent) and provision of drinking water (10 percent).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �7�: Most important environmental problems
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The second survey question on priority environmental problems looked to ascertain whether these were:

not important at the moment;

short-term problems (to be solved in the next 2-3 years);

long-term problems (which may take many years to be solved);

priority areas for future policies. 

Responses showed again the most pressing problems (to be solved in the next 2-3 years) are those relating to waste management (see Figure 8). For almost 50 percent of authorities in the EU accession countries, the rising levels of domestic waste are given to be a very important short-term problem. 

Other important short-term problems selected from the list of multiple answers were indicated to be: 

illegal waste dumping (44 percent);

treatment of sludge from waste water plants (39 percent);

disposal of hazardous waste (34 percent). 

The above short-term problems were ranked higher by public authorities within South-East and Central Europe.  Details concerning short-term problems of secondary importance were indicated to be:

Traffic emissions; 

Surface water pollution;

Groundwater contamination; 

Noise pollution. Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �8� Short-term environmental problems (by region)

�

Further examination of the responses to the multiple-choice question show the following issues were most frequently mentioned to be important problems which may take many years to be solved: 

traffic emissions (66 percent of the surveyed authorities);

noise pollution (49 percent); 

domestic heating (43 percent). 

In particular, among medium-sized and large authorities as well as within Central European authorities, the importance of traffic emissions and noise pollution as problems are rated even more highly. It is interesting also to note "traffic emissions" and "noise pollution" were identified as important long-term problems that could not be solved in the space of a few years. It would appear authorities believe traffic related problems require a long-term strategic approach.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �9�: Long-term environmental problems (by city size)

�

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �10�: Environmental problems at the long term (by region)

�

Among those environmental problems not currently perceived as being important, were the following:

Groundwater contamination (72 percent);

Industrial accidents (72 percent);

Waste from heavy industry (69 percent);

Surface water pollution (66 percent);

Lack of drinking water purification (66 percent).

The question may be slightly misleading, however, by labelling as not being important, those issues which (as revealed by earlier questions) clearly are major concerns within the EU accession countries. 

Concerning future environmental policy priorities, improving waste management ranks most highly. Reducing the rising levels of domestic waste was named by almost 40 percent of all authorities to be a priority issue during the coming years. In South-East Europe, the figure was even higher (47 percent). 

Other major priority areas for authorities in the EU accession countries were revealed to be:

prevention of illegal waste dumping (34 percent); 

reduction of traffic emissions (33 percent);

improving the disposal of hazardous waste (27 percent).

Future priorities differ slightly within the Baltic States and include: hazardous waste disposal (38 percent), followed by domestic waste management, domestic heating and heat generating stations (each 33 percent).  Larger authorities show the greatest level of concern, indicating future policy priorities to include: traffic emissions, destruction of natural habitats, sludge and contaminated soils. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �11�: Priority areas in future environmental policies (by CEEC-region)

�



�2.2  Summary

The perceived environmental problems can be summarised as follows:

The most pressing problems relate to waste management, while in the EU, they concern transport.

With respect to the most pressing short-term problems, EU accession countries, consistent with their EU counterparts, cited waste-related problems most frequently, including: increasing levels of domestic waste, illegal waste dumping, disposal of hazardous waste, and the treatment of sludge from wastewater plants. These were all considered to be acute problems in the short term. 

Traffic emissions and noise pollution were most commonly identified as very important long-term problems, and conversely, not short-term problems. In Central Europe in particular, as well as within larger authorities, these problems are particularly significant. 

Cities and regions in the EU accession countries, as well as in the EU, believe traffic related problems can only be solved though long-term strategic approaches. 

Groundwater contamination, industrial accidents, waste from heavy industry, surface water pollution and the lack of drinking water purification are among the least important problems.

Improving waste management and reducing traffic emissions are the major policy priorities. 



2.3  Policy areas

Having examined the most important problems among the authorities and regions of the accession countries, one can look at the implementation of different policies in response to these (see Figure 12). For this reason, decision-makers were asked to indicate the extent of policy action in different environmental areas. 

With the exception of watewater treatment, environmental policy actions are not widely implemented.

Three out of four authorities indicated a policy exists in the area of wastewater (sewage) treatment. Only about half or less responded policies operate in the field of waste reduction or waste recycling. Policies for the reduction of traffic emissions and for the remediation of contaminated land sites have been developed among less than one third of the responding authorities.

However, many authorities are planning to implement environmental policies in the near future. Approximately 40 percent of authorities indicate policies for the "reduction of traffic emissions", "support of waste recycling" and "promotion of waste reduction," while not implemented, are planned.

According to the survey results, authorities from the first wave accession countries are generally more advanced with respect to implementing environmental policies than those of the second wave countries. As can be seen in Figure 12, over 40 percent of those authorities from first wave accession countries have stated policies on reducing traffic emissions, whereas only 14 percent of authorities within second wave accession countries have the same. Clearly, the first wave accession countries have already started to adopt environmental policies and standards closer to those of the European Union.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �12�: Environmental policies in operation (by order of accession)
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2.4  EffEcTiVENESS of environmental policy

Public authorities in the accession countries were also asked to rate the effectiveness of their environmental policies. 

The analysis shows this self-assessment to have been fairly positive. Almost 60 percent believe, in spite of slow progress, they are progressing in the right direction. Another 17 percent are convinced their environmental policy has been successful in improving environmental conditions, while some 20 percent rate their environmental policy negatively. Eleven percent believe they have partially dealt with some issues, but have yet to address the real problems. Some 12 percent of all authorities believe their environmental policy has made little progress over the last three years. 

As can be seen in Figure 13, particularly those authorities from Central Europe believe their environmental policies have been successful. Within Central Europe, 29 percent of the surveyed authorities tend to believe their environmental policies have shown positive results, whereas only 8 percent of authorities from the Baltic States and none of the South-East European authorities think they have been successful in improving environmental conditions.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �13�:Personal judgement of the efficiency of environmental policies (by region)
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2.5  Summary 

The overall status of environmental policy can be described as follows:

In many environment related areas, the level of political action among authorities in the EU accession countries is fairly low. 

Policies for the reduction of traffic emissions and for the remediation of contaminated sites are implemented in less than 1/3 of authorities in the EU accession countries. 

Environmental policies are mainly implemented in the areas of sewage treatment, waste reduction and waste recycling.

First wave accession countries are generally more advanced in implementing environmental policies than second wave countries, which is most likely due to their obligations in adopting environmental policies and standards closer to those of the European Union. 

Many authorities intend to develop environmental policies. For areas like "reduction of traffic emissions," "support of waste recycling" and "promotion of waste reduction" about 40 percent of the authorities who responded would like to develop policy strategies in the coming years. 

Although the standard of environmental policy is often not very high, the majority of public authorities believe the achievements of their environmental policy to be positive. About two thirds of authorities stated their policy has either been successful in improving environmental conditions or has made some progress.





�
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3:  IMPACT AND RELEVANCE OF TECHNOLOGY

The objective of this part of the survey was to clarify how authorities in the EU accession countries rate new information and communication technologies in dealing with environmental problems. Results show the short term impact (2-3 years) of modern technologies varies for different areas of environmental policy. 



3.1  Impacts of telematics systems on environmental management

According to Figure 14, expectations are highest for an improvement in information collection and dissemination and environmental education�. Some 56 percent of surveyed decision-makers believe information and communication technologies will help improve the decision-making process, while 54 percent stated that new technologies will have positive effects on internal education. The survey results show those authorities from South-East Europe in particular believe telematics will help improve the decision making process (77 percent). 

Other areas in which public authorities expect to be strongly influenced by new technologies include ”enhancing public awareness of environmental issues” (49 percent) and ”prevention or better management of emergencies” (46 percent). 

Perception among decision-makers for the problem-solving capacity of telematics applications varies. While its impact in improving waste management was rated by 45 percent of respondents, only 13 percent assumed telematics could help reduce air pollution. Only 10 percent of the surveyed authorities believed information technologies could have a significant impact in reducing the negative consequences of transport or minimising noise pollution. 

Other areas where the impact of information technologies was considered to be low include:

”preventing soil pollution” (19 percent);

”protection of bio-diversity” (24 percent);

”rational use of natural resources/energy” (25 percent).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �14�: Significant impacts of information and communication technologies in the next 2-3 years 
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3.2  Personal expertise

Survey respondents were also asked to rate their level of expertise in applying modern technologies in the area of the environment (see Figure 15). While 25 percent mentioned they were aware of all technology concepts of practical relevance, 34 percent believed they have a good understanding of some key environment technology application areas only. Knowledge of some basic concepts was mentioned by 27 percent of the respondents, while approximately 14 percent of respondents believed they have ”too little knowledge” or ”no knowledge at all” of environmental technologies. 

Although many authorities appear to be aware of the advantages of applying information and communication technologies, analysis of the levels of expertise has shown there is a need to disseminate and provide more detailed information on the use of modern environmental technologies environment. This need seems to be particularly high among smaller authorities, where the level of expertise is below the average. 



�Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �15�: Personal level of expertise concerning environment technology use (by city size)
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3.3  Summary

The main survey results relating to the perceived impact of information technologies are as follows:

The general belief among EU accession country authorities’ with regard to the impacts of telematics technologies is positive, especially in comparison with their EU counterparts, where decision-makers rank the significant impacts of environment telematics technologies much lower. 

However, both EU accession and EU countries appear to be in agreement over those areas where telematics technologies will have the greatest impact. 

Telematics application technologies are most significantly expected to improve the decision- making process, internal education and training, as well as to enhance public awareness of environmental issues. 

The problem-solving capacity of telematics is considered to be fairly limited in areas, such as ”reducing noise pollution”, ”reducing negative effects of transport” and ”preventing soil pollution”. 

However, the potential of telematics technologies in contributing to solving the most important problems is seen very differently. While the significance of telematics for solving long-term problems (noise pollution, traffic emissions) seems to be very low, 45 percent of authorities believe that telematics can help to improve waste management, which according to earlier statistics is identified to be the most important environmental problem in the short term. 

Among authorities in the EU accession countries, there is a real need for disseminating more detailed information on the use of modern environmental technologies. One quarter of authorities stated they are aware of some basic concepts relating to environmental technologies while 14 percent of respondents mentioned they have too little knowledge or no knowledge at all. The highest demand seems to be among small authorities, where the level of expertise is below average

�



�



4:   EXPECTED BENEFITS AND �OBSTACLES IN USING TELEMATICS TECHNOLOGIES

In order to understand what authorities in the EU accession countries expect to gain from information and communication technologies, and where the major difficulties lie in their implementation, respondents were asked to rank the five major benefits and obstacles relating to their use in administrative work. The statistical mean for each variable (benefit/obstacle) was calculated (1=highest value). 



4.1  Benefits

No single area stands out above others in terms of the benefits expected from the use of environmental information technologies. Among those technologies considered most valuable, were the following�:

”Improved planning and decision-making processes” (2.3);

”Better internal communication and work flow” (2.7);

”Greater cost efficiency” (2.7).

Other important benefits expected from the use of telematics systems were given to be:

”Generally higher rate of enforcement of regulations” (3.0);

”Greater awareness of environmental issues” (3.1).

Benefits that might be considered of secondary importance included:

”Better citizen access to environmental information” (3.2);

”Better co-operation with other institutions” (3.2);

”Better technical integration” (3.3);

”Improved authority image” (3.8).

The major benefits expected from the use of information technologies differ between the EU accession countries and the EU, with the exception of ”improved planning and decision-making processes” and ”higher quality of public services”, which are considered by all authorities to be among the key advantages of telematics.

It is worth mentioning, understanding among the ten accession countries of the value of telematics technologies in improving access to environmental information is not widely appreciated, in contrast to their EU counterparts. 

�4.2  Obstacles

The wider implementation of modern information and communication technologies within the EU accession countries faces a number of obstacles. By far the most substantial of these was revealed to be insufficient finance (1.8), which was also given to be the most important obstacle amongst EU authorities�.  Other major constraints were indicated as follows:

”Difficulty in supplying up-to-date and relevant information” (2.9);

”Legal problems” (3.0);

”Problems related to institutional/interdepartmental co-operation” (3.0);

”Lack of qualified staff” (3.1);

”Technical problems” (3.2).

Besides financing, limited local experience and knowledge related to telematics solutions are among common listed obstacles, the latter two of which might easily be solved through related support actions. Additionally, local and regional bureaucracy, poor co-operation between the various actors and lack of public-private partnership are other key obstacles. 

The following items are considered to be obstacles of minor importance:

”Lack of political support” (3.3);

”Lack of awareness of services on part of the citizens” (3.4);

”Opposition from polluters” (3.5);

”Complexity of new services” (3.8).

Given that a lack of political support is not listed amongst the key obstacles (in contrast with EU authorities), it might be concluded that the further implementation of telematics applications in the environment field is generally supported by decision-makers. But with regard to the limited financial resources, the actual implementation of modern technologies may not necessarily rise significantly. 

4.3  Summary

Concerning the benefits and obstacles relating to the use of telematics, it can be concluded:

Telematics applications offer many benefits with no single benefit emerging ahead of others. However, ”Improved planning and decision-making” and ”improved internal communication/work flow” are among those benefits most frequently cited among authorities in the EU accession states; 

Not only among CEE authorities, but also within the EU, insufficient public funding is considered by far the most important obstacle to environment telematics uptake; 

The obstacle in supplying up-to-date and relevant information represents another key hurdle in implementing telematics applications within both the EU and its accession countries; 

Other important obstacles are seen to be the lack of institutional co-operation, legal problems and lack of qualified staff. 

�



5:   INTERNAL USE OF TELEMATICS SYSTEMS

One of the key objectives of this questionnaire was to ascertain the internal use of environment related telematics systems within the EU accession countries and to gain an understanding of future priorities. Public authorities were first asked to give some details on the availability of environmental data and the technologies used to handle and analyse this data. They were subsequently asked to outline the internal use of telematics systems and the application of basic technologies. This information is expected to support the development of targeted strategies for the dissemination of results and good practices in the telematics field. 



5.1  Data availability

For the implementation of any new environment telematics system and service, the availability of key data on environmental conditions is necessary. Three possible responses were offered to a question intended to survey the availability of environmental data within the accession countries (namely; sufficiently available, partly available, and not available). In addition, respondents were asked to mention their future priorities for environmental data provision. 

As regards the availability of data to local authorities, Figure 16 reveals that 85 percent of authorities believe they have sufficient data on environmental legislation,� while relatively good availability of data relating to ”land use” (59 percent), ”main pollutants of drinking water” (57 percent) and ”meteorological conditions” (51 percent). For most other areas, the general availability of environmental data can be considered extremely poor. 

The lack of environmental information was particularly identified for the following areas:

”Traffic noise” (17 percent);

”Non-point sources of pollution” (22 percent);

”Traffic flows” (26 percent);

”Hazardous waste deposits” (31 percent);

”Energy consumption” (35 percent).

Comparing the availability of environmental data by authority size, information on drinking and surface water quality, weather conditions and air pollution is generally less available within smaller towns than larger cities. In the field of air pollution, for example, only 31 percent of small authorities cited data is sufficiently available, in contrast to 64 percent among larger authorities. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �16�: Sufficient data availability (by authority size)

�

An examination of those areas, where no data is available, shows that 41 percent of authorities have no data on traffic noise. Almost every third respondent also indicated data on ”traffic flows” and ”non-point sources of pollution” was unavailable. 

Figure 17 shows where future priorities lie amongst authorities with regard to environmental data collection and storage. Improving resources of air pollution data was referenced as the major priority, with 72 percent of authorities citing plans to ameliorate the quality and quantity of data available. 

Other priorities were seen to exist in the following areas: 

”hazardous waste deposits” (43 percent);

”surface water pollution” (36 percent);

”non-point sources of pollution” (36 percent). 

Comparing geographical regions, no significant anomalies from the average figures presented above could be identified. Looking by city size, however, show the use and demand for environmental data is much higher among larger authorities, especially those serving over 200,000 inhabitants.

�Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �17�: Future priorities in acquisition of environment-related data (by authority size) 

�



5.2  Technologies for handling environmental data

In examining those technologies used by public authorities within the EU accession countries to handle and analyse environmental data, the survey reveals use and implementation is very limited. Between 10-20 percent of the surveyed authorities indicated the following technologies were available�:

”electronic databases” (20 percent);

”integration of archival records of past states” (18 percent);

”visualisation of data in maps/graphics” (17 percent);

”data exchange network with other institutions” (10 percent);

”integrated or linked electronic data bases” (10 percent).

Concerning regional variations, the availability of technologies for handling and analysing data in the Baltic States compared to the Central and South-East European regions tends to be higher. Larger authorities meanwhile tend to rely more commonly on the use of databases and integrated or linked electronic databases.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �18�: Availability of technologies for data handling and analysis (by city size and region)
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Many authorities indicated they are in the process of implementing technologies to handle and analyse environmental data or are planning to use them in the future. Some 46 percent of all authorities indicated they have partly implemented the visualisation of data within maps/graphics while 36 percent indicated they are partly using electronic data, but that technology support is still incomplete. 

Regarding future priorities for data handling technologies, authorities (as shown in Figure 19) appear to be focusing their attention on ensuring better use of electronic databases. Some 72 percent of authorities declared the use of electronic databases will be a priority within future policies while 68 percent rate the integration of electronic databases as a future priority. Still, 57 percent of the authorities are also planning to push forward the visualisation of data in maps/graphics, and 56 percent intend to improve data exchange networks with other institutions. 

Technology priorities are quite evenly distributed among CEE regions and among authority sizes. 

�Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �19�: Priority areas in future data handling and analysis technologies
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5.3  Summary

The main findings concerning the availability of environmental data and technologies show:

The availability of environmental data often seems to be unsatisfactory and is therefore an obstacle to the implementation of telematics services. In particular, data concerning ”traffic noise”, ”non-point sources of pollution”, ”traffic flows”, ”hazardous waste deposits” and ”energy consumption” often seems to be unavailable. 

In general the availability of environmental data is much better in larger authorities. 

The ranking of priorities for future data acquisition is in line with the most pressing environmental problems revealed in previous sections. Authorities primarily are looking to focus their efforts on improving the provision of environmental data on air pollution and hazardous waste deposits. This shows that in general authorities are aware of the need for collecting good environmental data for the sake of sound environmental management.

In comparison with EU authorities, the use of information technologies to handle and analyse environmental data is fairly limited. These technologies are in general only available within 10-20 percent of the surveyed authorities in the accession countries. However, many authorities indicate they are about to implement related technologies or are planning to use them in the future. 

The general availability of technologies seems to be higher in large authorities as well as among those authorities from the Baltic States. 

The future demand for technologies for data handling and analysis is very high. Around 70 percent of public authorities wish to improve the use and integration of electronic databases. 



�5.4  Telematics applications

Figure 20 indicates to what extent environmental management is supported by information and communications technologies. 

Survey results clearly reveal the use of telematics is not yet widespread amongst public authorities in the EU accession countries�. Those areas experiencing the highest use of technologies are waste management (13 percent) and monitoring of groundwater quantity and quality (8 percent). 

Concerning regional anomalies, with the exception of “groundwater monitoring” and ”modelling of air quality”, the use of telematics technologies in the Baltic States, especially in the field of waste management and decision support systems seems to be more advanced than in other CEE countries. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �20�: Full telematics use in environment policy areas (by CEEC-region)
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Nevertheless, many public authorities within the EU accession countries have already begun to implement telematics applications for environmental management. More than 35 percent of all authorities for instance cite they are already partly using ”information and communication technologies” for waste management and for monitoring the quality and quantity of groundwater�. 

In other environmental areas too authorities have started to employ telematics solutions. Between 20-30 percent of authorities are partly using telematics for the improvement of decision support (30 percent), for modelling of ambient air quality (24 percent) and for air quality forecasting (23 percent).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �21�: Telematics use in environment policy areas (partly implemented)
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Concerning future priorities for telematics use in supporting environmental policy, 71 percent of respondents answered they intend to use telematics applications to support waste management. Other future priorities include:

”Decision support systems” (41 percent);

”Modelling of ambient air quality” (40 percent);

”Air quality forecasting” (39 percent). 

Within larger authorities, telematics applications are more highly valued than in smaller authorities, particularly in the field of modelling and forecasting of ambient air quality. Some 90 percent of authorities serving over 200,000 inhabitants consider modelling of ambient air quality as a major application area for telematics (see Figure 22).

The Baltic States are particularly keen on using telematics for comprehensive waste management, modelling of ambient air quality and monitoring of groundwater.  South-East European authorities conversely indicate strong interest in employing telematics for the ”management of contaminated site remediation.”

�Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �22�: Future priorities for telematics use for environmental policy areas (by region and authority size)
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5.5  Basic technologies

Concerning the use of basic technologies, some 43 percent of environment departments within the surveyed authorities in the ten accession countries enjoy Internet access. Some 40 percent can use e-mail systems�. 

The availability of GIS technology is not as high, with only 8 percent indicating access to GIS, and one fifth of authorities claiming to ”fully” utilise aerial photography. 

It can be seen from Figure 23, the availability of technical systems seems to be much better within the Baltic States than among authorities within other EU accession countries. The same can be said for larger authorities, where the use of technical systems, such as e-mail or Internet is more commonplace. 

�Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �23�: Basic technologies fully available to environment departments� (by region and authority size)

�

Despite the limited use of GIS and analysis of aerial photographs, their importance is widely appreciated and expected to grow. Every second authority, according to the results presented in Figure 24, see the utilisation of GIS a future priority, and more than 40 percent indicated the analysis of aerial photography should be given particular attention. As regards the use of e-mail and Internet, about half of the surveyed authorities believe the use of these basic communication means will be of major importance in the future. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �24�: Future priorities for the introduction of technical systems (by authority size)
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�5.6  Summary

In terms of the current use of telematics systems and other technologies, the survey revealed:

Use of telematics in the environment field is very limited, compared with EU authorities. However, an increasing number are already partly using new technologies. 

Full use of such technologies can mostly be found in the area of waste management (13 percent) and in groundwater monitoring (8 percent). 

The application of telematics technologies is generally more developed in larger authorities, as is interest for its further use in the future. 

A clear will exists to intensify the implementation of telematics technologies. More than 70 percent of authorities would like to use telematics to ”Support waste management.” Other priorities for telematics use are as ”Decision support systems”, ”Modelling of ambient air quality” and ”Air quality forecasting” (all around 40 percent). 

General interest in implementing new environment telematics applications seems to be much higher in the EU accession countries compared with the EU. 

Regarding the use of basic technologies, more than 40 percent of authorities enjoy Internet access and use e-mail. Technologies like GIS and aerial photography are used by less than 10 percent.

Although the current use of Geographic Information Systems and analysis of aerial photographs is not widespread, the demand for these technologies is expected to be high in the coming years. E-mail and Internet are also likely to be more widely used in the future. 

�



6:  DELIVERY OF INFORMATION AND PUBLIC SERVICES

Information content, public services, and the kinds of media and technical platforms relied upon for delivery were examined within this survey. The objectives of this part of the survey were to gain an overview of the current technical frameworks for information dissemination and also the potential for the wider application of telematics systems for the delivery of environmental information. 

Most respondents appear to have adopted an extremely broad definition of the term ”service.” In interpreting results within this section, it can therefore be assumed that for the indicated services, information is in principle available, but conversely may not be disseminated on a regular basis for the entire geographic area. 

6.1  Dissemination of information

More than four out of five authorities claim they disseminate general information to increase environmental awareness and information on waste reduction� while seventy-five percent of respondents stated their authorities provided the public with general advice on environmentally sound lifestyles and information on drinking water quality. ”Air quality forecast” information seems to be the area where the provision of information services is poorest (39 percent). 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �25�: Environmental information provided to the public
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Consequently, ”Air quality forecasting” is seen to be one of the highest priority areas in environment related information policy (among 53 percent of authorities). Other priority areas included: 

”Information to increase environmental awareness” (50 percent);

”Information on waste reduction” (49 percent);

”Key local air pollutant levels” (44 percent).

6.2  Public participation and transparency

The vast majority of surveyed authorities in the EU accession countries indicate the opportunity exists for the public to make suggestions to city councils (95 percent) and to request public documents (88 percent)�. Approximately four out of five authorities claimed citizens can participate in planning processes or may request municipal services. Requesting electronic data on environmental topics was deemed possible among 43 percent of the surveyed authorities. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �26�: Delivery of public services
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According to the survey it also appear the availability of electronic data will increase, since 78 percent of public authorities indicated this as a future policy priority. Other environment-related interactive services play a secondary role in future policies. The improvement of municipal services or participation in planning processes, for example, is seen by approximately 40 percent as a future priority.



6.3  Technical platforms for information delivery

As the status of public information service provision in the ten EU accession countries is considerably different to that of the EU, delivery ”media” also included radio/television, and telephone/fax, in addition to the Internet.

The most common technical platforms used to disseminate information among local authorities were revealed to be the local press, radio and television. Some 88 percent of authorities stated information is disseminated via the press, radio, and television.  Almost 75 percent of respondents indicated citizens enjoy the right to receive written responses to personal requests for information. Half of the surveyed authorities claimed to supply environment related data by telephone/fax, and 20 percent by e-mail or Internet (see Figure 27).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �27�: Technical platforms for information delivery�
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The main media relied upon for ensuring interactive services between citizens and public administration were indicated to be written or personal requests (98 percent), followed by telephone/fax (64 percent) and local press, radio and television (58 percent). E-mail and Internet by contrast is not yet widely used to disseminate information (only 9 percent indicated this was common practice). 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �28�: Technical platforms for service delivery
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6.4  Summary

Most authorities claim to provide environmental information, in particular related to promoting ”environmental awareness,” ”waste reduction,” ”drinking water quality.” However, little data is available as to the quality of this information. 

Information on ”air quality forecasting” is disseminated by 39 percent of the surveyed authorities. 

Authorities intend to improve information dissemination especially in those areas, where they expect the greatest demand: ”Air quality forecasting,” ”Waste reduction” and ”General awareness raising.”

The most common technical platforms for the delivery of environment related information are the local press, radio and television. Half of the authorities in the ten EU accession countries’ claimed to supply environment related information by telephone/fax and 20 percent by e-mail or Internet. 

The right to request electronic data on environmental topics was deemed possible among 43 percent of the authorities. However, the real exercising of this right is probably much lower. 

Within only nine percent of authorities, citizens can rely on ”interactive services” (for instance, in making suggestions to the authorities or in participating in planning processes) via e-mail or Internet. 

� 



7:  FINANCING OF �ENVIRONMENT TECHNOLOGIES AND SERVICES

The most common source of funding relied upon for implementing information technologies were indicated to be the authority’s own funds (91 percent), while 49 percent indicated technologies were financed by national or regional funds�. One third of authorities have to some degree financed new technology applications through the ”Reinvestment of revenues or earmarked taxes or fines,” while 18 percent mentioned the use of new technologies was supported by EU-funds. 

Private sector contributions still seem to be a marginal source of funding, since only 12 percent of the surveyed authorities indicated they had relied on private sources. The same can be said for non-EU funding (for example, World Bank sources), which were relied upon by only 7 percent of all authorities (see Figure 29).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �29�: Sources of funding
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8:  EUROPEAN COOPERATION

A personal opinion was solicited with regard to the effect of EU-accession on the general condition of the environment. The vast majority of respondents (some 80 percent) believed EU accession would have a positive effect on the environment, while few believed negative effects would be predominant�. 

Among the most positive consequences of EU-accession, 80 percent of authorities expect the enforcement of environmental legislation to become more effective and the availability of information on environmental conditions�.  Some 69 percent believe Pan-European experience exchanges will increase, and almost 65 percent expect citizen-demands, for example, for better information and services will rise. 

Among the anticipated negative consequences, the introduction of more complex legislation (rated by 50 percent of respondents) and more complicated administrative procedures (26 percent) were indicated. Other possible negative impacts like ”stronger opposition from industry” and ”deterioration of the environment due to the adoption of West European lifestyles” seem to be marginal. 



Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �30�: Expected consequences of EU-accession for environmental policics
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9:  FUTURE INTERESTS 

The future interests of EU accession countries’ with regard to telematics applications were solicited.  The objective for this being to help better organise and prepare future dissemination events including conferences and workshops, as with those organised under the auspices of the CAPE project during 1999. Besides this, respondents were also asked to indicate their future interests in terms of general environmental policy, as well as the mechanisms through which they would like to learn more about environmental information technology applications. 

9.1  Telematics applications

The major interest, as far as telematics applications are concerned, can be seen in the field of domestic waste management, in which almost all authorities (97 percent) stated an interest�. 

Demand for further information in other areas also seems to be high, including:

”treatment of hazardous waste” (77 percent);

”environmentally friendly transport management” (76 percent); 

”monitoring and forecasting for groundwater quality” (71 percent). 

Authorities from the Baltic States indicated particular interest in learning more about telematics applications for supporting waste management, environmentally friendly transport management and monitoring/control of groundwater. South-East European authorities indicated high interest in applications for ”monitoring and forecasting of air quality” and ”management of contaminated land.” ”Central European” authorities conversely indicated lower interest in the above areas. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �31�: Future interests in telematics applications (by region and authority size)
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9.2  Technologies

With respect to technologies, respondents indicated an interest in learning more about public environment/community information systems. Ninety percent of authorities registered an interest, while 80 percent also indicated an interest in obtaining more details related to decision support systems�. 

Other indicated priorities include: 

data exchange (69 percent); 

metadata/data handling issues (67 percent); 

Geographical Information Systems (63 percent).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �32�: Future interests in technologies (by region and authority size)
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9.3  General interests

Regarding some of the more general issues relating to environmental management, it can be noted that interest for technologies related to ”raising public awareness” (95 percent) and undertaking ”environmental impact assessment” (88 percent) seems to be very high.� 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �33�: Future interests in general topics
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9.4  INFORMATION EXCHANGE

In addition to conferences, respondents indicated targeted training sessions (81 percent) and technical on site visits (75 percent) would help them in learning more about environment telematics applications. Good practice guides or training manuals (69 percent) and staff exchange programmes were also indicated as being of value (66 percent). These results confirm the CAPE-project’s approach to disseminate good practice examples and to organise conferences and workshops concerning telematics applications.

9.5  Summary

Interest in the use of environment telematics applications in the future appears to be very high amongst the EU accession countries. 

Greatest interest for telematics use in the future appears to be in the areas of ”domestic waste management,” ”treatment of hazardous waste,” and ”environmentally friendly transport management.” 

Interest in telematics applications among EU and EU accession countries’ authorities appears to be fairly similar. 

As regards telematics technologies, EU accession countries’ authorities indicate very high interest in all areas, and in particular, in ”public environmental information systems” and ”decision support systems.” ”Data exchange” and ”meta-data/data handling issues” are other areas of particular interest. 

In addition, public authorities in the EU accession countries indicate an interest in obtaining more information on technologies for ”raising public awareness to the environment” and for undertaking ”environmental impact assessment.” 
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ANNEX I: SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Prior to conducting the aforementioned quantitative survey, a contact database was generated. This was established to include full references to some 2000 local government environment and transport liaisons and/or experts, both across the EU and CEE countries. The data was researched, selected and compiled during the summer of 1998 by the project consortium, while the survey results were compiled during November/December 1998. The methodology for this process is outlined below.

Database Creation

In establishing the CAPE contact database of public authorities, data was collected in the following manner:

The consortium partners from CEE countries (The Regional Environmental Center, REC (Hungary), Prague Project Institute, PPI (Czech Republic) and Gestionnaires Sans Frontières, GSF (Romania). systematically researched local and regional authority contacts on the basis of their own established communication links. This approach was preferred because personal contacts were i) considered key to producing comparatively high return rates and, ii) public authority reference directory sources for the EU accession countries are not of comparable quality and reliability. The REC, GSF and PPI thus solicited the identity of authorities and contact persons relying on their regional and country offices. In many cases, persons were telephoned to verify contact details.

Data for the EU countries was extracted from the European Local Government Organisation (ELGO) database. In order to complement the systematically researched data sources with randomly selected data from missing or underrepresented countries and sectors, POLIS acquired the ELGO database from Newmedia Publishing for exclusive use within the CAPE survey. 

The ELGO database is the only available systematic source of local and regional government information covering Europe. ELGO includes full contact information and population figures from all layers of local and regional government in all European countries. For the EU, POLIS acquired the following data:

Chief Executive Officers in authorities with between 20,000 and less than 100,000 inhabitants for all ten accession countries. 

Responsible officers in environment and transport departments of authorities responsible for populations above 100,000 for all countries.

Selection Process

The following criteria were defined in assessing which data to include in the database:

Contact details, based on direct and personal contact with local authorities. National contact points were used to confirm names and contact details of representatives. 

All data systematically researched by project consortium members had preference over any data from ELGO as it was considered to be of higher quality and reliability.

Established target numbers for local authorities in all countries in order to ensure a representative sample in terms of country-size and authority-size within countries. 

The mailing focused on larger and medium-sized authorities, since small authorities were considered less likely to have sufficient financial resources, responsibility and other means for implementing telematics systems. 

The mailing database should be representative for all levels of local and regional government in order to allow general conclusions to be drawn and for adequate representation of large and small authorities in each country. 

To ensure a representative sample was included, approximate target numbers for each country were determined by the relative share of population for each country in relation to the overall population of each region. 

In finalising the data sample, two approaches were adopted:

Project partner representatives met with targeted numbers on the basis of their own specific local knowledge of authorities. Although not strictly a random sample resulted in a scientific sense, the sample cane nonetheless be considered a fair and representative selection of authorities in each country.

Data from the ELGO database was added. A random sample was drawn for transport contacts in the accession countries where an insufficient number of contacts could be made available. The resulting ELGO mailing database contained a randomly selected ”stratified sample” of local and regional authorities. It can be considered representative of all levels of local government institutions in all countries. 

Mailing and Data Entry

Rupprecht Consult (RC) provided an English version of the questionnaire, while consortium members provided national language versions on that basis. For the accession countries it was considered essential to translate into all ten languages. All translations were prepared/proof-read by native speakers. Partners were advised to pay special attention to producing identical layouts of questionnaires and to correctly interpret specific terms, even “telematics”.

The burden of mailing was split within the consortium. The questionnaires were accompanied by a cover letter introducing the CAPE project and the benefits of participating in the survey. Questionnaires were mailed in September/October 1998. 

For data analysis, a Microsoft ACCESS-data entry mask was supplied by RC, while data entry was performed by the REC, GSF and PPU and finalised November 1998. 
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ANNEX II: SURVEY RESPONSE AND REPRESENTATION

The CAPE survey questionnaire on environment telematics was mailed to 556 authorities within the ten EU accession countries, with 147 responses collected by the survey deadline. Figure 34 below indicates the individual response rates on a country-by-country basis which totalled more than 26 percent. This is considerably higher than for comparable surveys and was above the optimistic target of 20 percent. Return-rates vary between 45.5 percent in Lithuania and 21 percent in Romania. Looking at the geographical dispersion of responses, approximately 54 percent came from Poland, Czech Republic, Slovak Republic, Hungary (the Central European countries) with Polish authorities representing 27 percent of the total number of questionnaires received. Twenty-eight percent of responses were returned from authorities in South-East European states (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia), while 18 percent were returned from the Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania).

1st wave accession countries (Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovenia) are represented by 53 percent of the responses.

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �34�: Sample size and response rate

Country�Sent�Received� percent of Received��Bulgaria�46�15�32,6%��Czech Rep.�61�16�26,2%��Estonia�11�3�27,3%��Hungary�50�16�32,0%��Latvia�14�3�21,4%��Lithuania�44�20�45,5%��Poland�183�40�21,9%��Romania�105�22�21,0%��Slovak Rep.�28�8�28,6%��Slovenia�14�4�28,6%��Total�556�147�26,4%��

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �35�: Sample size
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Figure 36 clearly shows the percentage of small authorities with less than 50,000 inhabitants having participated in the survey is relatively high. Almost 20 percent of the surveyed authorities have less than 25,000 inhabitants and for about 47 percent of the authorities, population numbers do not exceed 50,000. The share of medium-sized authorities with populations between 50,000-200,000 is about 44 percent. Large authorities with more than 200,000 are represented by approximately 10 percent of all responses. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �36�: Size of authorities in the sample (by region)
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A comparison of the survey sample with respect to the ELGO sourced elements� indicates the survey results are representative. Referring to the total population of South-East European states (related to the overall population of the accession countries), South-East Europe is well represented in the survey sample. The same is true for Central European states. Baltic states are somewhat over-represented, due to high response rates, especially from Lithuania. Latvia, however, is underrepresented. For the South-East and Central European regions, country representation is well balanced, except for Poland where the response rate was below average. 

With respect to representation by city size, for most states, different city sizes are well balanced�. In Estonia, Latvia and the Czech Republic, responses from large authorities of more than 200,000 inhabitants were not received. In Estonia, the capital Tallinn did not respond, while in Latvia, only small authorities of less than 50,000 inhabitants participated in the survey. In the Czech Republic, the three largest cities were not included. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �37�: Representativeness of the survey sample �

�

The vast majority of questionnaires were answered by local authorities. More than half of all responses (52 percent) originated from municipalities forming administrative parts of a larger regional body. 38 percent of the questionnaires were returned by independent authorities. The percentage of regional authorities having responded to this survey is very small. Only 4 percent of all questionnaires were received from regional authorities, consisting of several dependent municipalities (see Figure 38).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �38� : Institutional function of the authorities in the sample (by region)

�

Four out of five respondents belonged to authority administrations (see Figure 39). Most of these persons were civil servants responsible for environmental issues. Another 10 percent were members of staff directly responsible to the mayor or chief executive, while 5 percent were elected representatives. 

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �39� : Role of persons having responded (by region and authority size)

�EMBED Word.Picture.8���



�Summary

Overall, responses to the CAPE survey on environment telematics in the ten EU countries can be regarded as:

Representative in geographical terms. Referring to the total population size of the surveyed countries, only Latvia and Poland were slightly underrepresented in the survey. 

Well balanced in terms of authority size. Larger authorities were only missing from the Czech Republic, Latvia and Estonia. 

Acceptable in terms of the role played by respondents (i.e. mainly technical rather than political decision-makers), and in terms of the institutional function of the responding authorities.
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ANNEX III:  SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

CAPE-PROJECT 

SURVEY ON ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT IN CENTRAL EUROPEAN CITIES AND REGIONS:�1000 decision makers state their priorities!

Please take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire which will help us to understand your authority better, the range of environmental problems you currently face, and your use of information and communication technology.

Please respond by__________and return the completed questionnaire to the following address:





or fax to: 

Background information on your area and organisation.

� AUTONUM �1.� Please give the following basic information for your city (or region)!

Name of authority:�	 Country: 	

Institutional function of your organisation? ( Tick the most appropriate box, please! 

( an independent city (not subject to a larger regional authority)�( a regional authority (containing several dependent municipalities)�( a municipality (administratively subject to a larger regional authority)

( Other function	 (( Please specify).

Population of city (or region) �:	 (( Please specify).

� AUTONUM �2.� Please provide some information on your organisation! ( Estimate the following figures, please:

Number of employees (white collar only) 	 (( Please specify).

What is your organisation’s total projected expenditure this year? ca. 	 currency: 	

� AUTONUM �3.� What is your role or primary responsibility in your organisation? ( Tick only the most appropriate box, please! 

( I am a manager or expert in the department which is responsible for ... 

( Environmental issues	( Public health

( Technical services/ information technology	( International affairs

( Economic development/ urban regeneration	( Building/ town planning/ architecture

( Other department 	 (( Please specify).

( I am a member of staff directly responsible to the mayor, chief executive etc.

( I am an elected representative (e.g. mayor, councillor, chief executive) 

( I have another role 	 (( Please specify).

Some facts on the state of the environment

� AUTONUM �4.� How would you rate the use of installations for filtering dust and gaseous emissions among the main polluters (e.g. in industry and central heat generating stations)? ( Tick one box, please!

( filtering is not extensively used 

( between one third and two thirds of all plants

( almost all plants have it



�� AUTONUM �5.� Were there any critical air quality levels breached during the last 12 months (i.e. the responsible authority was legally obliged to inform the public)? ( Tick one box, please!

( No

( Yes, on 		 days. (( Estimate a figure, please!)

� AUTONUM �6.� What is the percentage of households connected to a sewage treatment system in your city (or region)?

ca. 	% (( Estimate a figure, please!)

� AUTONUM �7.� Were there any incidents of insufficient drinking water quality during the last 12 months (i.e. the responsible authority was legally obliged to take immediate action)? ( Tick one box, please!

( No

( Yes, on 		 occasions. (( Estimate a figure, please!)

� AUTONUM �8.� What was the annual increase/ decrease in domestic waste in your city (or region) in 1996/97?

increase 1996 ca. +	 %  OR: decrease 1996 ca: - 	%  (( Estimate a figure, please!)

increase 1997 ca. +	 %  OR: decrease 1997 ca: - 	%  (( Estimate a figure, please!)



� AUTONUM �9.� What proportion of domestic waste in your city (or region) is ...?(( Estimate approximate figures, please!)

land filled: 	ca. 	% 

incinerated: 	ca. 	% 

recycled/ composted: 	ca. 	% 

not collected: 	ca. 	% 

Key environmental problems and policy areas

� AUTONUM �10.� What do you feel are currently the three largest problems related to the environment in your own city or region (in order of priority)? ( Please give a few keywords!

Our most pressing problem is: 	

Our 2nd most pressing problem is: 	

Our 3rd most pressing problem is: 	

� AUTONUM �11.� This is a list of some common environmental problems. How is your authority dealing with these?�( Tick all applicable boxes for each area, please! 

�This is not an important problem �for us at the moment.�This is an important problem, which ...�This will be a �priority area �in future policies.����... we can solve in the next 3 years.�... will take many� years to be solved.���low air quality due to pollution from:

	traffic emissions 	(	(	(			(	�heat generating stations 	(	(	(			(	�domestic heating 	(	(	(			(		�industrial production 	(	(	(			(	

noise pollution 	(	(	(			(	

lack of high quality drinking water due to: 

surface water pollution 	(	(	(			(	

ground water contamination 	(	(	(			(	

lack of drinking water purification 	(	(	(			(	

treatment of sludge from waste water plants 	(	(	(			(	

disposal of hazardous waste 	(	(	(			(	

rising levels of domestic waste 	(	(	(			(	

illegal waste dumping 	(	(	(			(	

waste from heavy industry 	(	(	(			(	

treatment of hospital waste 	(	(	(			(	

contaminated soil (e.g. from industrial sites) 	(	(	(			(	

destruction of natural habitats 	(	(	(			(	

industrial accidents/ emergencies 	(	(	(			(	

natural disasters (e.g. floods) 	(	(	(			(	

other (( )	(	(	(			(	

other (( )	(	(	(			(	

� AUTONUM �12.� Are there policies in operation in the following areas in your city/ region ? ( Tick one box for each area, please! 

��Yes�No, �but planned�No�(not planned)��reduction of traffic emissions 	(	(	(	

control/ reduction of industrial pollution 	(	(	(	

increasing levels of sewage water treatment 	(	(	(	

promotion of waste reduction 	(	(	(	

support to waste recycling 	(	(	(	

remedy of contaminated land sites 	(	(	(	

protection of natural habitats 	(	(	(	

� AUTONUM �13.� How would you personally judge the efficiency of your authority's environmental policies? (Tick one box for each area, please!

( We have made little progress over the last 3 years.

( We have been dealing with some effects only and have not addressed the real problems.

( We have made slow progress but we are going in the right direction.

( We have been successful in improving environmental conditions in most key areas.

Impact and relevance of technology

� AUTONUM �14.� What do you personally believe the impact of information and communication technologies might be in the next 2 - 3 years? ( Tick one box for each area, please! 

The impact will be ...�� ... in these areas ...�Low�(i.e. no or very little �actual change)�moderate

(i.e. some benefits �are expected)�significant�(i.e. major improvements�will be achieved)��reducing air pollution and green house gases	(	(	(	

reducing noise pollution 	(	(	(	

reducing negative effects of transport 	(	(	(	

safeguarding sufficient supply of drinking water 	(	(	(	

improving waste management 	(	(	(	

preventing soil pollution 	(	(	(	

using natural resources/ energy more rationally 	(	(	(	

preventing or better managing emergencies	(	(	(	

protecting bio-diversity 	(	(	(	

facilitating cleaner production in industry 	(	(	(	

enforcing environmental legislation 	(	(	(	

improving internal education and training opportunities 	(	(	(	

better/ more effective decision making 	(	(	(	

enhancing public awareness of environmental issues 	(	(	(	

Internal use of telematics systems.

� AUTONUM �15.� Which data for your city (or region) do you have direct access to ? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!�

�data�sufficiently �available�data

incomplete �data�not �available�This will be a �priority area �in future policies.��main pollutants of:	air 	(	(	(			(	

		drinking water 	(	(	(			(	

		surface water	(	(	(			(	

hazardous waste deposits	(	(	(			(	

large industrial polluters 	(	(	(			(	

non-point sources of pollution 	(	(	(			(	

traffic noise data	(	(	(			(	

meteorological conditions	(	(	(			(	

traffic flows	(	(	(			(	

natural resources/ habitats	(	(	(			(	

land use/ land cover 	(	(	(			(	

energy consumption 	(	(	(			(	

environmental legislation 	(	(	(			(	

other data (()__________________________ 	(	(	(			(	

other data (()__________________________ 	(	(	(			(	

� AUTONUM �16.� What technologies do you have available for handling and analysing data? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!



�Technology sufficiently availability�technology �support �incomplete�technology

not �available�This will be a �priority area �in future policies.��use of electronic data bases 	(	(	(			(	

integrated or linked electronic data bases 	(	(	(			(	

integration of archival records of past states	(	(	(			(	

data exchange network with other institutions	(	(	(			(	

visualisation of data in maps/graphics	(	(	(			(	

other (()_______________________________ 	(	(	(			(	

� AUTONUM �17.� In your area, are information and communication technologies used for the following applications? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!

�fully �technology�supported �partly supported/

on a trial basis only��not �available�This will be a �priority area �in future policies.��modelling of ambient air quality	(	(	(			(	

air quality forecasts	(	(	(			(	

monitoring of quantity and quality of ground water	(	(	(			(	

management of contaminated site remediation	(	(	(			(	

comprehensive waste management	(	(	(			(	

decision support system	(	(	(			(	

tracking and tracing of dangerous goods transports	(	(	(			(	

other (()_______________________________ 	(	(	(			(	

� AUTONUM �18.� Which other technical systems are available within the environment dept. of your authority? ( Tick one box per area and tick whether this is a priority in the future, please!

�fully �available �partly available

on a trial basis only��not �available�This will be a �priority area �in future policies.��electronic mail system 	(	(	(			(	

Internet access 	(	(	(			(	

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 	(	(	(			(	

analysis of aerial photographs 	(	(	(			(	

� AUTONUM �19.� How would you rate your personal level of expertise in applying modern technology in the area of the environment? ( Tick one box only, please! 

( 	I am aware of all concepts of practical relevance.

( 	I have a good understanding of some key areas.

( 	I know some basic concepts.

(	I have too little or no knowledge of environmental technology.	

Delivery of public services/ and external communication.

� AUTONUM �20.� What information and services does your authority provide to the public? And which technical platform are you using to deliver them? ( Tick all relevant boxes for each item, please! 

Our citizens can get the following �information or services:                   ��in writing/�personally�by telephone/�fax�through�local press�radio/ TV��electronically (e.g. Internet)�This will be a �priority area �in future policies��key local air pollutant levels 	(	(	(	(			(	

air quality forecasts 	(	(	(	(			(	

drinking water quality 	(	(	(	(			(	

advice on environmentally sound lifestyle	(	(	(	(			(	

information on waste reduction 	(	(	(	(			(	

env. impacts of large infrastructure projects	(	(	(	(			(	

general info to increase environmental awareness 	(	(	(	(			(	

advice on environmentally sound business practice 	(	(	(	(			(	

legislative texts regarding the environment	(	(	(	(			(	

other (()	(	(	(	(			(	

other (()	(	(	(	(			(	

�Our citizens have access to the following �services:                  ��in writing/�personally�by telephone/�fax�through�local press�radio/ TV��electronically (e.g. Internet)�This will be a �priority area �in future policies��Request electronic data on the environment 	(	(	(	(			(	

order municipal services (e.g. collection of toxic waste) 	(	(	(	(			(	

make suggestions to council/ register complaints 	(	(	(	(			(	

participate in planning processes 	(	(	(	(			(	

request public documents (e.g. environmental reports) 	(	(	(	(			(	

other (()	(	(	(	(			(	

other (()	(	(	(	(			(	

Expected benefits and obstacles of using modern technologies.

� AUTONUM �21.� What are the 5 major benefits that you expect from using information and communication technologies in the area of the environment? �( Please rank the 5 crucial issues in the order of importance (1 = highest ... 5 = lowest)!

Rank 

		greater cost efficiency	

		improved internal communication / work flow

		better cooperation with other institutions

		improved planning/ decision-making

		higher rate of enforcement of regulations

		generally higher quality of public services

		better access for citizens to environmental information/ more ”transparency”

		improved outside image of authority

		better technical integration

		greater/ improved awareness of environmental issues

		others 	  (( Please specify). 

� AUTONUM �22.� What are the 5 major obstacles that you face in using information and communication technologies in the area of the environment? �( Please rank the 5 crucial issues in the order of importance (1 = highest ... 5 = lowest)!

Rank 

		insufficient public funds

		legal problems

		problems of institutional/ interdepartmental cooperation

		difficulty in supplying up-to-date and relevant information

		lack of awareness of services on the part of citizens

		technical problems

		complexity of new services

		opposition from polluters/ lobby groups

		lack of political support

		lack of qualified staff

		others 	 (( Please specify).

Financing of environment technology and services.

� AUTONUM �23.� How much is your organisation planning to spend this year on environment-related information and communication technology infrastructure, equipment, software, etc. (excluding internal costs and training)? 

( Please give an approximate figure! 	currency: 	 	

� AUTONUM �24.� Which are the 3 main sources of funding your authority has mainly used in implementing new technologies in the past? ( Tick the 3 most relevant boxes, please!

( National/ regional funds		( Non-EU funding (e.g. World Bank)�( Own funds of the authority		( Reinvestment of revenues/ earmarked taxes or fines�( EU funding (e.g. PHARE, Structural Funds)	( Private sector contributions

�Consequences of European integration 

� AUTONUM �25.� What do you personally feel are the consequences of EU-accession for your country in dealing with environmental problems? Please tick all appropriate boxes

( more complex legislation		( more efficient enforcement of environmental legislation�( increased complexity of admin. procedures	( better information on environmental conditions

( stronger opposition from industry	( pan-european experience exchange

( deterioration of the environment due to	( higher demands of citizens (eg. better information, services)

the adoption of West European life styles

� AUTONUM �26.� Overall, do you expect that EU-accession will be positive or negative in relation to environmental conditions? 

( more positive		�( more negative		�( in balance

Future Interests.

� AUTONUM �27.� The CAPE project will be organising several conferences and workshops in the next 12 months. Which issues would you like to see on the agenda of these events? Please state your priorities! ( Tick one box per item, please!

�key area �of interest�not essential now ��applications

	monitoring and forecasting of air quality 	(	(	

	monitoring and control of ground water 	(	(	

	river information systems 	(	(	

	remediation/ management of contaminated land sites	(	(	

	domestic waste management 	(	(	

	treatment of hazardous waste 	(	(	

	local emergency support systems	(	(	

	risk assessment techniques and systems 	(	(	

	”green production” in industry 	(	(	

	environmentally friendly transport management 	(	(	

technologies

	advanced data acquisition technologies 

	(e.g. satellite remote sensing) 	(	(	

	advanced modelling & simulation techniques 	(	(	

	data exchange (e.g. transborder/ across hierarchies) 	(	(	

	Geographic Information System integration 	(	(	

	multimedia data integration 	(	(	

	public environment info systems 	(	(	

	decision support systems 	(	(	

	metadata/ data handling issues 	(	(	

general

	environmental impact assessment/ scenario analysis	(	(	

	modelling energy/ transport demand 	(	(	

	raising public awareness for the environment 	(	(	

	sustainable transport planning 	(	(	

	institutional issues (e.g. transborder cooperation) 	(	(	

other 

	(()	_______________________________	(



� AUTONUM �28.� In addition to attending conferences would you be interested in participating in any of the following activities? �( Please tick all appropriate boxes!		

Targeted training sessions.

Technical exhibitions.

Staff exchange programmes.

Technical on site visits.

Receiving good practice guidelines/ training manuals.

E-mail discussion forum.

�Thank you very much for participating in this survey!

� AUTONUM �29.� Would you like to receive any of the following? ( Please tick all appropriate boxes!

the final report of this survey

further information on the CAPE project

   invitations to future events as ...

speaker/ exhibitor

participant

( If yes, please give the contact details of the person to receive it:

	

Name:		

Organisation:		

Postal address:		

		

Email:		

� AUTONUM �30.� Would you suggest other persons to receive invitations for participation in future events?

( Please provide their contact details below!

Do you have any additional comments? ( Please, write them below (if necessary, add a new page)!



1 Telematics or Information Society Technologies (ISTs) describes the application of telecommunication technologies to the world of informatics.  Products and services are intended to support the collection, storage and dissemination of information.  Ultimately these benefit the decision-maker and society, and consistent with European Commission policy, contribute to realising proposals for the Creation of a User-friendly Information Society

� Outside the CAPE project, two comparable surveys on general and transport telematics use are available from the European Digital Cities (EDC) project, another support action of the Telematics Application Programme of the EU.

� For further information on procedures for the questionnaire survey see: Annex I.

� For further information on the survey response and representativeness see: Annex II.

� These statements are based on personal perceptions of the respondents.

� The fact that 40% of the decision-makers responded that they have Internet access and use e-mail does not necessarily reflect the actual level of use, but only reflects the general availability of these technologies. 

� The basis for percentages is n=146

� The basis for percentages is n=105

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=139

� Again it is likely that respondents have based their answers on a wide interpretation of information and communication technologies. 

� The basis for percentages is n=137. These percentages only give some information on the general availability of the technologies, but do not reflect their actual use. 

� ”Fully available” means that the technology is perceived to be fully used or in principle available, rather than used by all employees. 

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

�The overall percentage of the media behind the labels exceeds the percentages for the single services, since the question allowed multiple responses.

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=145

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� The basis for percentages is n=147

� For more explanations on the ELGO database see Annex I.

� Due to the lack of any data reference source, the authority size distribution in the ELGO database is used. 

� Figures of the ELGO database on the number of medium-sized and large authorities are grossly misleading, because they include regional authorities, which were excluded for the CAPE survey. 

� If you prefer you can answer anonymously. 

� Please note: Urban authorities please answer for your own authority´s urban geographic area. Regional authorities please answer for your authority´s entire area of responsibility. 

� Please include also data made available by other organisations for your own area! 
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General info to increase environmental awareness	85%

Info on waste reduction	84%

Advice on environmental sound lifestyle	75%

Drinking water quality	75%

Key local air pollutant levels	71%

Legislative texts regarding the environment	71%

Environmental impacts of large infrastructure projects	70%

Advice on environmental sound business practice	58%

Air quality forecasts	39%





Make suggestions to council/register complaints	95%

Request public documents 	88%

Participate in planning process	80%

Order municipal services	77%

Request electronic data on the environment	43%








