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Abstract

This paper assesses the implementation and usest@afirgability indicators (Sl) in local
governance contexts in Portugal. The need to amdlys development of local Sl is
considered critical, given the lack of researchitemunderstanding of how, when and by

whom S| are implemented and used, particularlyhiem Portuguese local governance



context. The first aim of this article is to magpexences of Sl in Portugal by assessing
how many local councils developed indicator systamd when, and the major driving
forces and general features of those systd@ims.second aim is to analyse and compare
7 case studies, in further detail, to explore tlwwegnance factors that influence
indicator success and how indicators are used nwiical contexts. Two particular
conceptual frameworks were applied to structureaedh and analysis. Based on a
national survey and case study methodology, firglireyeal that local Sl in Portugal
are still in early stages of development. Wheré&le been designed earlier, there has
been a lack of political commitment and vision, aadneed to overcome local
government malfunctioning more than the complex tatdss of sustainable
development governance. Applying both conceptuainéworks enabled to present
critical lessons on the relationship among goveradactors and types of uses when
implementing Sl in Portugal and to suggest the evadti this integrated analysis for

other governance contexts.

Keywords — sustainability indicators, sustainable developimecal governance, local

government, Portugal
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1. Introduction

Several attempts have been made to develop befmation systems and indicators to
improve decision-making in public administratiogcél governance, environmental
sciences, among others (Hezri and Dovers, 2006 fdtion of an evidence-based
government has provided further impetus to theifgraltion of performance indicators to
inform policy delivery and development (Solesbuwiyed in Hezri and Dovers 2006) and to
generate public debate, especially in relationdyp issues such as sustainability and the
way government policy affects outcomes. This chare&es what Wong (2006) calls an
information intensive governance reginvath the search for improved methodologies to
develop the most appropriate and best indicatoagifG et al., 2012; Lundberg et al., 2009;
Evans, 2005; Flood, 1997). The improvement of imf@tion systems for decision-making
is mostly driven by a rational and technical pecsipe that envisages a straightforward
relationship between better indicators and bettdicies or policy outcomes (Holman,
2009). This expert oriented approach on indicabtas received more focus and attention
for a longer period of time, as is the case fortanability indicators (Lyytiméaki et al.,
2014; Bell and Morse, 2011).

By sustainability indicators we mean quantitativegaalitative data that assess and bring
together multiple areas of concern regarding sperlironmental, economic, institutional
and spatial development. Nevertheless, intensiweudsions around the sustainability
indicators ‘industry’ (Hezri and Hasan, 2004) dfetent territorial levels have generated
distinct theoretical and practical approaches frim technical one. Two particular
approaches have emerged to question the way inhwihidicators are developed and

applied, experienced and used (e.g., Bell and M@®&%1) and to question if and how they
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effectively improve decision-making: the ‘particip@’ or public-oriented and the
‘governance’ or process-oriented approaches (folassification of these approaches see
Moreno Pires, 2014 or Holman, 2009). On the ‘pgoéittive’ approach, several authors
have been discussing indicators and their inhet@mtions between the role of science
(experts) and the role of lay knowledge (layman{l ane need to build participatory
indicator processes (Holden, 2011; Mineur, 2007artsy 2005; Innes and Booher, 2000).
Others discuss the need to develop context-depersgstems instead of ‘technical’ and
harmonised indicators (Moreno Pires et al., 2014hID 1997) or how to best take
advantage of participatory approaches to desigitatats while coordinating them with
top-down ones (Ramos et al., 2014; Holden, 201&dRe al., 2006; McAlpine and Birnie,
2005). On the ‘governance’ approach, several agthote the need to analyse the obstacles
for institutionalisation and updating of indicataad the need to understand the use and
influence of indicators at different territorialades and by different stakeholders (Krank et
al., 2013; Holman, 2009; Gahin et al., 2003; Plasti002).

This research explores governance approacho sustainability indicators because it
considers critical to see indicators beyond tedinar participative tools. They have a
steering potential to influence governance contakthe same time that their effective use
is influenced by those contexts. As such, it ttiesunderstand and assess the factors,
obstacles and challenges of developing sustaitbabihdicators in existing local
institutional arrangements and how these limitamilitate indicators’ implementation and
use. By institutional arrangements we refer to dbeof actors, organizational structures,
formal and informal procedures, rules, routinedtuces and knowledge that govern the
actions around S| work (based on the concept ditutisns provided by March and Olsen,
1989). In particular, this research empirically maddes the Portuguese institutional local

context given the dearth of research regarding tineerstanding ofif and how
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sustainability indicators are implemented and usdtie country. The need to identify and
analyse the development of local Sl in Portugal aia® emphasised by the Portuguese
Environmental Agency (APA) when launching the Pguese Sustainable Development
Indicator System (APA, 2007). Thus, the first aifntlus paper is to gather background
information for accurate mapping of local expereswith Sl in Portugal by answering the
following questions:

(RQ1): how many local councils have developed seddity indicators and when?

(RQ2): what are the major driving forces and gernéeatures of those systems?
Given the lack of research on the understandindna, when and by whom SI are
implemented and used (e.g., Lyytimaki et al., 20€kdank et al., 2013) and to further
advance the theoretical and practical positionihghese processes in local governance
contexts, this paper then delves into a second aimalysing and comparing seven
Portuguese case studies in detail and poses tweajcestions:

(RQ3): what governance factors influence indicatagccess (in reference to the

capacity to implement and maintain indicators otiare)?

(RQ4): how are indicators used within local govemnna contexts?
Following the introductory section that frames tiesearch context and aims, section 2
discusses the literature and identified needs &uate sustainability indicators’ efficacy,
use and influence on decision-making and policyh® context of governance (Moreno
Pires, 2014; Bell and Morse, 2011; Hezri and Dqgv2@96). It combines the conceptual
frameworks of Moreno Pires and Fidélis (2012) andzid (2004) to assess Sl
implementation processes in local governance cttxd their impacts on indicator use.
Subsequently, section 3 explains the methodolodiicas chosen to address the research
guestions of the paper. Section 4 provides thelteesfi a national survey directed at all

Portuguese local councils to map Sl projects ardfitidings of the deeper comparative
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analysis undertaken in seven case studies. Segtaiacusses the findings and section 6
presents conclusions and recommendations to syssemtae theoretical and practical

contributions of the research on local Sl in Paatug

2. The steering potential of sustainability indicabrs in local governance and their
different uses

The critical meaning a$teeringin the context of governance, as given by StoRé0qQ, p.
98), recognizes that “government cannot impos@altgy but must rather negotiate both
policy and implementation with partners in pubpcivate and voluntary sectors”. To steer
means to ‘guide’, to ‘direct the course o8teeringadvocates suggest that it involves
governments learning to establish a framework fibecéve collective action (Stoker,
2000). The issue of what approaches to use to gte@rnance processes becomes key and
therefore the role of sustainability indicators cm®es an interesting tool to study. Gonzaléz
and Healey (2005) underline the need to place relsehat attempts to identify processes
and tools for governance transformation to assésnywhere and how steering initiatives
may take place.

The governance approacko SI therefore seeks to understand and explanwdhy the
development of S| steer governance arrangementssidistainable development. As
processes surrounded by specific institutional eutural frames, in given historical and
geographical contexts, the development of indicatoay strengthen coordination between
different actors across different scales; enforematratic and communication channels;
bring new actors to sustainable development palicimprove or hinder trust in and
efficiency of policy actions; or, may contribute tnhance the accountability and
legitimacy of those actions (Moreno Pires and Fsdé012; Holman, 2009). Evidence

from several studies (e.g., Holden, 2013; Terr@& Astleithner et al 2004; PASTILLE,
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2002) has contributed to a new understanding otdmdlicting roles of indicators in local
governance but have also pointed to the limitedlloglevance of indicators, to the lack of
institutionalisation and support, and the lack ommitment towards sustainability in
general (e.g., Cassar et al., 2013).

In this view, the normative framework developed Mgreno Pires and Fidélis (2012)
provides a critical tool to assess and comparestbering potential of SI in complex and
volatile governance contexts. This framework (sebld 1) evaluates: (1) thmature of the
indicator system(scope of the indicators; implicit or explicit tifn@me of the system;
coherence among the defined roles for the indisattireir intended aims and target
groups); (2) overall responsibility for the indicator systerfpolitical commitment;
operational responsibility; sensitivity to politicghifts); (3) government coordination on
working with the indicators(sector or horizontal coordination among publicosest
regional or vertical government coordination; tmag); (4) stakeholders’ involvement
(multi-stakeholder involvement; participation megisms; feeling of ownership and trust
among actors); (5link to local plans or strategiegperformance of indicators; stable
funding schemes); (d)nk with (inter)national networkgcapability to learn from other
experiences); and (Hommunication across social groufiadicators as new knowledge

that may reinforce or disrupt power relations) (Btus Pires and Fidélis, 2012).
Insert Table 1 here

While this framework was tested in one Portugueseiaipality (Moreno Pires and Fidélis,
2012), it lacked a broader application in distiggivernance contexts to be able to
understand Sl within key dynamic governance facttrsir relationships in distinctive
contexts, and to distinguish patterns and trendk tanbuild upon them. Applying this

framework to several Portuguese case studies aliovgsructure theoretical and practical
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contributions of governance factors that influeimziicators’ implementation over time and
answer research question 3 (RQ3) set out in Settion

The other core research question (RQ4) reflectthemeed to assess how sustainability
indicators are used within different local goverceutontexts. The work of Hezri (2004)
provides a critical classification of indicatorlig@ation to clarify the possible multiple users
and uses of local indicator systems. Drawing onr@uabsson’s (2003) work and on the
literature of public policy, evaluation researcld aknowledge utilisation’, Hezri (2004, p.
366) typifies different policy learning outcomes dartonceptualises an interesting
taxonomy of five possible uses for indicators: Ifigtrumental use- when indicators are
used for action and problem solving and directlfluence decision outcomes; (2)
Conceptual use— when indicators change a user's understandinga oproblem
(enlightenment); (3T actical use- when indicators are used either as a delayctgias a
substitute for action or to deflect criticism; @ymbolic use- when indicators are used as a
sign or symbol of some other reality (to give rlist&c assurances so that decision-makers
maintain appropriate attitudes); and, @glitical use— when the content of indicators
becomes ammunition to support a pre-determinediposf a user.

Several authors argue that policy-oriented indicadgstems such as expert based
approaches are more likely to result imstrumental usee.g., in concrete actions,
programmes or plans, or in specific policy or mamagnt decisions, new agendas or in
comparisons with other contexts (Hezri and Dove2f06; Rosenstrom 2006;
Gudmundsson, 2003; Flood, 1997).

On the other hand, community-based (or bottom-ppy@aches to indicator programs or
state-of-the-environment reporting are more likéty promote conceptual, tactical or

symbolic uses. Change througbnceptual usenay occur over a period of many years,
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even though it is a very important effect (Hold2609; Rosenstrom, 2006; Gahin et al
2003; Gudmundsson, 2003).

Symbolic useoccurs when indicators are used to justify whdtcgpenakers want to do
(Rosenstrom, 2006) and to legitimize their actidhss very close tolitical use It can
also be related ttactical usein the sense that ongoing or pending indicatotesys are the
justification for inaction (Gudmundsson, 2003).

Our interest is to understand how these dynamiorétieal frames can help us to answer

the main research questions in the Portuguesextonte

3. Methodology

3.1. Background to the Portuguese local context

Portugal has 308 municipalities with an averag82600 inhabitants each. Most of the
criticism directed at local governments is concdmh their organizational structure and
culture, which blocks transversal and multidisciply approaches to local development
and weakens transparency, democracy and aggreg@itgcbns for sustainability (Fidélis
and Moreno Pires, 2009; Nogueiro and Ramos, 2014¢. fragmented nature of urban
policies with an implicit variety of urban agend@mingues et al 2004) is reflected in
many political and practical domains. In the ca$eurtban regeneration policies, both
Breda-Vazquez et al(2009) and Baptista (2013) conclude that differentities, at
different territorial levels, through different paerships and sector practices tend to
weaken ‘cross-fertilisation’ for institutional amalicy learning and innovation and ‘entice
antagonism through instances of everyday governdBegtista, 2013, p. 50). As in the
case of Local Agenda 21 (LA21) the spread of expers without national government

support and weak implementation outcomes and felpwprogrammes have been
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undermining long-term efforts of local strategieswvards sustainability (Fidélis and
Moreno Pires, 2009).

Nevertheless, the National Sustainable Developimeintator System and, particularly, the
regional system of Sustainable Development Indisdtar the Algarve (Mascarenhas et al.,
2014) are two good examples of projects that dg@esloindicators aiming to assess
sustainability paths and to horizontally and vetticharmonise data and information. They
have sought to combine ‘expert-oriented’ approacketh participatory initiatives,
challenging traditional relationships amongst goweent entities and other stakeholders,
fostering new governance arrangements and new taamglito change administrative and
political cultures (Ramos and Caeiro, 2010). Inespf this, they still strive to be regularly
updated and to disseminate their results. They @aseunsuccessful in providing a strong
impetus or general orientation for the local lewespecially in the absence of line support
from the National Government (Moreno Pires et2014; Mascarenhas et al., 2010hese
features contextualise the delicate cultures ofllgmlicy assessment, monitoring and
communication in the country (Breda-Vazquez et 2010; Fidélis and Moreno Pires,

2009).

3.2. The national survey

A national survey directed at all Portuguese lamaincils was conducted in order to map
local Sl projects and answer the first two reseagciestions (RQ1 and RQ2). The
guestionnaire was developed by the authors andjriesito explore: the existence of an
indicator system targeting sustainable developmientthe local council; year of
establishment and update frequency; areas of conagnving-force; main goals;
responsibility for the system; information sourcearget group; and communication

strategy. The questionnaire (see Appendix 1) wesnded to be exploratory, simple and
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brief, to get a higher number of responses fromugoese local councils and to identify as
many experiences with local sustainability indicatas possible. All 11 questions were
closed questions, some of which with multiple plolgsanswers.

A draft of the questionnaire was pretested in Seper 2008 with a set of selected
individuals from the academy and from local cowcilhe pretest enabled to adjust some
guestions, ratified the final questions and assksbe overall simplicity, quality and
feasibility of the questionnaire (Robbins, 2008heTsurvey questionnaire was then
distributed by post in October 2008 to the politiaders of all 308 Portuguese local
councils. In February 2009, it was sent by emadltdocal councils that had not replied to
the first round. This approach boosted the numbeesponses to 161, about 52% of the
Portuguese municipalities from the seven NUTSIIridoclature for Statistical Territorial
Units) regions (Fig.1). This response rate was drighhen compared with typical public
administration response rates (Hu and Olshfski,82@@ similar surveys in the country
(Nogueiro and Ramos, 2014), probably due to thelsty of the questionnaire.

Insert Fig.1 here

The majority of responses (63%) were from small iwipalities with less than 25,000
inhabitants, a reflection of their greater numbeonsidering the size of Portuguese
municipalities; 15% (24/161) from municipalities tivi 25,000-50,000 inhabitants; 9%
(15/161) from municipalities with 50,000-75,000 afitants; and, 13% (20/161) from
municipalities with more than 75,000 inhabitantsesEriptive statistics were used to

explore the results, following recommendations byeater and Cook (2000).

3.2. Selection, data collection and analysis of tloase studies
To answer our core research questions (RQ3 and ,R@})selected seven case study

municipalities, based on the survey questionnasellts and on the application of several
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criteria. The most important criterion was theneframe of the experience with the
indicator system. In order to be able to assesspementation and use of sustainability
indicators in local contexts through time, it wascessary to focus on processes with at
least 3 to 4 years of experience. Only indicatacpsses that had started before or around
the year of 2005 were considered. From the 30 iiieshiocal councils that had developed
Sl (see section 4.1), 12 met this first criteridnsecond criterion aimed to choose cases
that gathered somevidence of success the development or operationalization of the
indicator system over time (4 cases: Oeiras, Opddora and Palmela) or in the
implementation of the project driving-forces (3 estsRedondo, Mindelo, Aveiro) (Moreno
Pires, 2011). Together, seven cases met our regeits and provided some diversity
regardingpopulation dimensiardriving-forces for the indicatorandfeatures of the system

(see Table 2).
Insert Table 2 here

These case studies are considered critical case$eq represent the oldest experiences
and some of the few existing projects in a coumiith a general local context of weak
monitoring culture and fragile implementation ofsassment tools. They can also be
considered as maximum variation cases, in the siragdhey are crucial experiences to
obtain “information about the significance of varsocircumstances for case process and
outcome (e.g., cases that are very different in dimeension such as size, form of
organization, location or budget)” (Flyvbjerg, 2006.230): they are inserted in very
different municipalities with different contexts dcarthey are developed under different
projects and follow different rationales (Table 2).

Several documents were collected for all of theecstsidies (from the minutiae of local
authorities’ meetings, to brochures, internal artémal reports, local plans or strategies

and all the relevant written material). In additiomerviews were conducted with the most

10
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relevant actors involved in the indicator processegotal, 30 semi-structured interviews
were conducted between March 2008 and June 208%e fasted 50-75 minutes and were
recorded and transcribed. All elected politicians8) were interviewed in person: Mayors
(n=3), Deputy-Mayorsr{=3) and Environmental Councillore%2). In Oporto and Palmela,
it was not possible to interview politicians, altighh several attempts were made. As for
municipal employees n€l2), interviews were conducted in person with: dseaf
departmentsnE2), senior officers responsible for the indicasystem (=4) and other
senior officers involved in indicator workn£5, 1 by email). Key stakeholdera={0)
involved in the indicator process were also inmad in person, except in 3 cases:
external experts or consultantse=(5, 1 by email); non-governmental environmental
organizations =3, 1 by telephone); local company in Mindele=1, by telephone), one
citizen in Redondo nEl). It is acknowledged that there are some metlogoal
drawbacks to understand the full potential of thle of the indicators in local governance
processes. In one way, it would be desirable t@rigw many more people or
organisations, namely outside the sphere of looaegqment. Even so, in the majority of
the cases, indicators were not regularly disclagethe public, thus the perceptions of
citizens or other actors would not be so relevanthis research. Nevertheless, in some
cases, we had the opportunity to interview peopbt tvere somehow involved in the
process of developing the indicators but not asitip@ins, public staff or
consultants/experts. Though interviewing technigwesied, these had no particular
significance for research findings. Finally, sonwditcal positions were not possible to
hear directly from elected politicians. The optimas to complement the analyses with
other relevant written material (minutiae of lo@althorities’ meetings, written political

discourses, etc.) in order to allow for a compaeafierspective.
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The normative framework to assess the role of I&ah governance contexts developed
by Moreno Pires and Fidélis (2012) and the taxonadindicator uses of Hezri (2004)
helped to shape the subsequent qualitative datactioh and to structure and organize
data-gathering and analysis to answer RQ3 and RQ4.certain extent, it helped to avoid
the drawback of massive volumes of general, unfedtaksata that could have overwhelmed
the research. Therefore, both the works of MoremesPand Fidélis (2012) and Hezri
(2004) were considered as starting points, to dg#h the data, to frame interview
qguestions, to listen to interviewees, and to thamkalytically about qualitative data
(Charmaz, 2004). An interpretative researcher cotoly qualitative analysis attempts to
describe and understand the experiences lived gnp@p of people, trying to learn how
they construct their experiences through theiroasti intentions, beliefs, and feelings.
Therefore, the researcher should not be limiteghreconceived concepts or hypotheses
(Charmaz, 2004). Bearing this in mind, NVivo wagdigor coding and data analysis that
facilitated self-analysis of qualitative data gadteand of previous categorization coming
from both frameworks.

Finally, in order to summarize and structure treults for every criterion of the framework
of Moreno Pires and Fidélis (2012) and the usesrtamy of Hezri (2004) in each case-
study, and to facilitate their visual interpretati@ nominal qualitative scale was designed
and used. Even running the risk of oversimplifioafi the purpose of this scale is to
simplify the findings analysed in Section 4 andtranslate them into a few words (see
Table 3), based on the qualitative assessment domwery case study. As such, we
assessed the performance of each criterion or dgped of use, i.e., the way its ideal
outcomes (see criteria aims in Table 1 and typekgif use on Section 2) are more distant
or close to its practical or empirical findings,caaling to 5 different categories: Very

Weak, Weak, Moderate, Strong and Very Strong.
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Generally, when the empirical findings are verytahs$ from or lack strength to achieve the
ideal outcomes of a criterion (e.g., scope of thdicators), the performance of that
criterion can be categorised &ery Weak(e.g, focusing only on one sector within a
limited temporal and geographical frame). In opposj when the empirical findings are
very close or show potential to achieve the idest@mes of a criterion, the performance
of that criterion can be categorised ¥ery Strong(e.g., broad scope of indicators,
integrating several areas of concern across tirdespace). The categoModeratemeans

that the empirical findings of that case study @eéher too close nor distant to the ideal
outcomes of that criterion (e.g., some areas anme meglected then others within a limited

geographical or temporal frame).

4. Findings

4.1. Findings of the national survey

A total of 81% (131/161) of the municipalities amsed that they had not developed any
integrated indicator system targeting sustaingbiisues. Only 19% (30 municipalitis
declared having developed or being engaged in dpwa a specific comprehensive
system for its local context.

Nevertheless, several municipalities answered althbugh they do not have transversal
indicator systems, they have different sector systaiming to monitor trends of particular
areas or plans. From these, some municipalitieg weslved in social indicator systems
(35 cases); sector plans (18 cases, includingh&iance, plans for the prevention of forest
fires); Quality Management Systems (13 cases); lanmental Management Systems (5
cases); Land-Use Planning Reports (6 cases) orsoth@ cases).

Regarding the 30 municipalities that confirmed hgvideveloped specific sustainability

indicator systems (see Fig.2 for their regionatrdistion, by NUTSII regions), several
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considerations can be made: 47% (14/30) of therexqes are from small municipalities
with less than 25,000 inhabitants, while 23% (7/8@ from cities with more than 75,000
citizens, including the two major cities of Lisband Oporto.

The systems were developed mostly in 2008/9 (158@)most of those developed before
2008 stated that the indicators were being upd@d@d5 municipalities). This means that
developing Sl is a recent phenomenon (the oldestator system was developed in 2002)
with a growing interest. The most common areasoatern for the indicators systems were
energy (25/30) and jobs, income and consumption3(B4and the least addressed areas
were justice (10/30) and forests (9/30).

From the identified initiatives, 63% (19/30) coremiedd LA21 implementation in the
municipality as a majodriving-force (Fig.3), with very few experiences targeting the
development of indicator systerper se without being attached to any specific plan (4

cases).

Insert Fig.2 and Fig.3 here

From the several possibigals for developing the indicator systemsspondents pointed
towards: the need to evaluate current local comakti(27/30); to support and inform
planning and decision-making (24/30) and to moratgpecific plan or strategy (23/30). Of
lesser importance were goals such as: the creafiompportunities for public debates
(12/30); the introduction of new working routinas the local council (10/30); meeting
legal requirements (8/30); and, changing the allonaof resources of established policies
(6/30).

As for the responsibility for the system, 12/30esastated a multidepartment team from the
Local Council, 10/30 stated that it belonged toirgle department, 2/30 to only one
municipal employee, 2/30 to other options and 4@0Onot answer this question. The main

data sources were Local Councils (25/30), the Bodse National Statistics Institute
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(22/30) and other public organisations (22/30). &desser extent other sources were
considered: private and/or non-governmental orgaioiss (11/30), the media (5/30) and
6/30 from other sources.

Most respondents indicated sevaralin target groupslocal municipal employees (20/30),
politicians (19/30), general public (17/30) and &olesser extent specific local sectors
(12/30) or others (3/30). Finally, when asked alibatestablishedommunication channels
to disclose indicators, 16/30 stated printed docus)el4/30 the local council website and
5/30 stated the media. Yet, in most cases, infoomanay not be found easily nor is it
openly available in the websites, as stated.

Some of those experiences deserve close atterasifothey are strategic for the general

research problem.

4.2. Findings from the analysis and comparison ohe case studies

From the selected seven case studies, two typaslagie be distilled according to their
success or operationalisation. The cases of Reddvinhmlelo and Aveiro are considered
less successful because they were unable to apeahsie or even update their indicator
systems after they were defined (see Table 2). Aderstandwhy indicators were not
successful or used anevhat the main governance obstacles for their effective
implementation were, we primarily focused on thesge studies (Section 4.2.1). The other
set of cases - Oeiras, Oporto, Mora and Palmelaupg successful cases that were able to
maintain and operationalise the indicators in qaitdynamic manner and are therefore
analysed subsequently to understand their achiausnaed uses (Section 4.2.2.), as well

as their limitations and governance obstacles {@edt2.3.).

4.2.1. Why did some of the local sustainability indators not succeed?

15



372

373

374

375

376

377

378

379

380

381

382

383

384

385

386

387

388

389

390

391

392

393

394

395

396

In Redondo, Mindelo and Aveiro the processes oigtesy and choosing indicators were
driven by participatory strategies related to LARedondo and Mindelo) or a Local Plan
for Environment and Sustainable Development (Aveifgee Table 2). Nevertheless,
indicators were essentially considered as a proeédask of these processes to reinforce
technical credibility to the local strategy andked public participation in their choice. The
predominant rational discourse on indicators preeskiby all interviewees of these case
studies emphasised the need for expert inputs veloe the indicators. They consider
expert knowledge as more important than other tygdarowledge. Because of this, key
actors - such as municipal employees, who haveor with the indicators, or other local
actors - were excluded from the discussion abouttwimdicators to choose as only
external experts were involved (except in the cakeé\veiro, where some municipal
employees made contributions to the system) (sbe T

In addition, interviewees unanimously agree thatgéneral public does not have a specific
interest for such issues nor do they have the adedmowledge to add positive insights.
Citizens have the right to be informed but no neede involved. This rationale implies
that no other kind of power or influence over tmegess is granted to the general public or
to other local actors.

Similarly, interviewed politicians perceive sustlility indicators as monitoring
instruments with technical specificities that shiblbé dealt with, or are better dealt with, by
experts. Three politicians even stated they alrdadyw their territory well enough for
efficient decision-making and therefore rely onith@vn individual knowledge. Several
municipal employees added that politicians are Uimgito risk developing an assessment
tool that may make local policies and their outcermehat do not depend entirely on local
actions — more transparent (while possibly damagegy political image). In fact, weak

political commitment and support towards these dathir systems undermined the
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possibility of providing indicators with the necesg instruments and resources to be
institutionalised when ‘competing’ with other locdtategic issues (see Table 3).

The implementation of the indicators was therefurelered by the lack of stable funding
and by the fact that criteria used to choose theators such as ease of data collection or
feasibility and low implementation costs, were alseglected. Furthermore, the non-
assignment of clear responsibilities to specificrspas (Mindelo) or departments
(Redondo) to coordinate the project, or the assegiinto sector departments with weak
transversal influence and distant from the MayorBuence (Aveiro) demonstrate a lack of
interest in these indicator systems. This deterchihe indicators’ institutional sensitivity
and the lack of capacity and interest in intermadgjzroutines and procedures for data
collection and analysis. The lack of ownership naipal employees have of the indicators
has left them with no motivation to overcome theesal obstacles of such a demanding
technical challenge (see Table 3).

Many interviewees, from several case studies, msed that the complex and bureaucratic
way Portuguese local authorities work, as well Bs malfunctioning and lack of
communication between services, departments andcipahemployees also impeded the
successful operationalization of the indicator eys. This was further aggravated by the
consequent lack of articulation of actions and paognes between sectors and the lack of
transparency in the processes. In addition, thallimgness to disseminate data within and
between departments further undermined sector owdrdn inside local councils (see
Table 3).

Another issue raised in the interviews was the laiclcaining on sustainable development
issues. Training programmes in local councils foonsasic management/administrative,

procedural or legal aspects, where sustainable|@@went issues are not particularly
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relevant. Working with sustainability indicatorsshaot changed this reality, which, to
some extent, determines the need for external 8gpend support.

A final key obstacle observed by three intervieweess the absence of financial
incentives, formal support and/or guidelines frdra tentral government. This was felt as
a major hindrance in steering new local practigesti@ngthening the (few) existing ones.
Furthermore, almost all interviewed municipal enygles indicated as a major obstacle the
non-existence of national platforms or networksptomote awareness, support debate,
sharing of knowledge and experiences on local sudidity indicators.

From this, it was possible to assess that becadwsesystems were not updated or
monitored, they were of no concrete use. Evendfdlwas recognition that some data was
available, indicators were ignored and, consequettiey had little chance to influence
policies or decision-making at any level (admirastre, technical or political). Moreover,
conceptual changes caused by the indicators weyesuperficial as they were unable to
add further concerns to local sustainability debates the design of the indicators was too
centred on external experts’ perspectives and teahconcerns, they were unable to
empower other groups, to foster debate, to raisgreavess or to encourage behavioural

changes, within and outside the local council (Eaigle 3).
Insert Table 3here

In conclusion, evidence shows that projects inghasse studies were only developed to
respond to a specific stage of a broader stratégy, have not received political

commitment, financial support or interest from nuippal employees.

4.2.2. Major outcomes and uses of successful losalstainability indicators

In contrast with the case studies presented in grevious section, the successful

experiences of implementing sustainability indicatim Oeiras, Oporto, Mora and Palmela
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have received political support and substantial atable funding. They were mainly
developed not to monitor a particular strategyomal plan, but as projects on their own,
aimed at evaluating and monitoring local sustaiaalgvelopment.

They were empowered by the feeling of ownershigit¢aies, behaviours, beliefs,
motivations and personal involvement) of the camation teams, as well as by the high
level of awareness and training on sustainable Idpaeent issues of those teams (see
Table 3). Their perseverance and dedication endhtrd to overcome many problems and
obstacles (proclaimed by many as inhibiting anysjiids initiatives to build and update
local indicators) with innovative solutions, withmple and original actions and sometimes
with costly procedures for data-gathering: “somesmwe have to make things up, for
instance, internships or other solutions to oveosome of these flaws [to obtain
information] (...) and to face our difficulties” (latview 30).

In fact, one of the key factors for indicators’ezffive operationalization appears to be the
setup of coordination teams composed of municipgpleyees (specifically allocated to
work with the indicators) with external expert inpuand support. This allows the
coordination teams to establish routines and pro@sdto collect and analyse information
and to enhance the capacity to internalise andutishalise these processes.

The most positive outcomes from the institutioralen of these indicators can be
summarised in three critical aspects. First, theebgpment of Sl has improved not only the
availability of new data at the local level, bushaso brought new information capacities,
and standardised and integrated data collection aralysis procedures for decision-
making.

A second critical outcome was the fact that theettgwyment of indicators has provided
room for new internal working relationships amonginicipal employees, for more

coordinated actions between different departmedntsl, more integration and coherence
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471 Dbetween different areas at the local council. #oasllowed new ways of working or
472 networking to evolve, which facilitated planningdadecision-making towards sustainable
473 development, as indicators were placed in depatsnenth a strategic organizational
474  position, directly supervised by the Mayor (excaptthe case of Oeiras). This major
475 outcome gains strategic importance since sectaiz@al) integration is one of the most
476 important criticisms to Portuguese local governnsgstems.

477 A third aspect is related to the capacity of somgepts to stimulate new networks outside
478 the local council with the improvement of communmi@a channels with other Portuguese
479 municipalities (Oeiras and Oporto), the enforcemenseveral informal networks with
480 governmental and non-governmental local actorsipply local data (Oporto and Palmela)
481 and to foster several international contacts (nya@porto and Palmela).

482 In addition to these institutional and cultural shas, an assessment of the uses of these
483 indicator systems provides other perspectives. Mb#te uses were related to instrumental
484 uses (see Table 3). Although indicators remain inastide the local council sphere and at
485 lower and technical levels of decision-making, anbar of examples of instrumental uses
486 can be summarized: from changes in evaluation gulae monitoring procedures (e.g., in
487 evaluation procedures of environmental educaticatesgies in Oeiras), to the incorporation
488 of indicators into planning activities (e.g., thevelopment of a Social Diagnosis or of a
489 Sustainable Strategy for Oporto or the Educatioar@h for Palmela), or the influence of
490 administrative and technical procedures (e.g.tHermanagement system of Mora), to the
491 comparisons with other cities (e.g., at the Euradesel in Oporto, at the national level in
492 Oeiras).

493 Regarding conceptual uses, they were mostly fourtirwthe indicator coordination
494 teams and to a lesser extent within some deparsmantthe local council level.

495 Nevertheless, few conceptual uses were found withie local council and local
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community levels (see Table 3). Coordination team®porto and Palmela recognised
how useful the experiences had been to learn alooat problems and challenges of
sustainable development and to think about facsissues never raised before (e.g., the
contrast between quantitative and qualitative datacerning criminality in Oporto). In
Mora, responses included better understanding wf@rmmental problems. In Oeiras, it
provided an opportunity for debate among municg@lployees and with several other
local councils involved in the indicator projecin@® the indicator system is part of a
national network project named ECOXXI — see Tabtw RMoreno Pires et al., 2014) and
for raising awareness of local needs.

Symbolic uses were mainly evaluated through ingsvgi with elected politicians in Mora
and Oeiras (since in Oporto and Palmela it waspogsible to interview politicians) and
through several discursive elements provided byiomel employees about the elected
politicians’ attitudes or positions in their loa@uncil. They were categorised as symbolic,
political or tactical uses, when legitimizing actsothrough indicators, persuading others of
a particular view of problems and their solutiosgpporting a pre-determined position or
serving political discourse purposes (Hezri and é&@sy 2006; Rosenstrom, 2006; Hezri,
2004; Gudmundsson, 2003). Nevertheless, there itthes dvidence of their use at the
highest policy levels, although indicators were stantly requested for many political
meetings or debates (see Table 3). Only in Mo pdiiticians state that indicators would
be used to prepare the next electoral programmeciiwimey did). The findings may,
therefore, provide an incomplete picture sinceaswot possible to interview many elected
politicians.

Once the users have been identified, it is unanaoiguo state that the local government

sector is the main actor influenced by the indicatoject. The uses are therefore limited to
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governmental spheres and have played a limited nolesteering local governance

arrangements. We further explore the reasons ingkesubsection.

4.2.3. Main obstacles to the steering governancepeeity of sustainability indicators

The experiences of Oeiras, Oporto, Mora and Palmida faced some obstacles that
prevented indicator implementation and use fromthRr steering governance
arrangements. They were ineffective in generatyngegies to disclose the indicators to
the local community, although it was not a negleéassue. Communication strategies had
been mainly targeting local council department®ew effective internal disclosure of the
indicator system as a whole was not done), lackkigrnal visibility and strategies to reach
the general public (except in Oeiras and in th& frears of Oporto’s project) (see Table 3).
Consequently, indicators were ineffective in ragspublic awareness about sustainability
to inspire behavioural changes, collective actiond aalue shifts or to generate new
debates, discussion forums or participative medmasito embrace the challenges of local
sustainability. If results are not disseminated/tbannot be used by actors other than local
governments.

Another fragile aspect was the non-involvementoafl stakeholders in the design of the
indicators; participation of external actors wasimial (see Table 3). Participation was
reduced to internal procedures for experts andipufficers to discuss indicators, which
reflects a traditional governmental approach, distaom the concept of governance. Broad

participation of local actors was not even recogphias an issue, as we have seen.

5. Discussion

The national survey findings allowed answering te first research questions of this

paper. The first one regarded the number of logahcils that implemented Sl systems and
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when. It was possible to characterise a generalingiof few and recent local experiences
with Sl in Portugal, though with some evidence lofws progress. The second research
guestion considered the driving forces and gene@ures of those systems. The great
majority of the experiences was mostly driven by2llAprocesses, an expression of the
recent increasing number of LA21 strategies incwentry after 2005 (Fidélis and Moreno
Pires, 2009) and in close relation with the findirgd Nogueiro and Ramos (2014). Those
systems are quite broad in scope with importangésradf evaluation, decision-making
support and monitoring of local plans and trendssgonses tend to stress different target
groups and communication channels for the indisatout most information was not easily
confirmed in the websites of those local councils.

Through the analysis of the seven case studies [fossible to gain knowledge on the
diversity of governance factors that have conteduto (un)successful experiences at the
local level (third research question) and how thiselated to the different types of uses
assessed from the indicator systems (fourth relseprestion).

Table 3 briefly summarizes these empirical findiagsl makes possible to understand the
factors contributing to the (un)success of expeesnwhile stressing the patterns that need
to be challenged in order to improve the use aedrstg potential of Sl in governance for
sustainable development. Whereasriature of the indicator systeim positively assessed
in all the case studies — revealing good attemptscdver broader issues of local
development, supported by long-term visions andtikedly good coherence among the
roles defined for the indicators, their intendechsiand target groups (see Table 2) —, the
same can not be assumed for other criteria. Regatte criteria opolitical commitment
sensitivity to changdeeling of ownershipndfundingthey clearly impact on the ability of
the indicator system to be institutionalized andréifiore used, showing that negative

contributions of these criteria lead to the negat@pacity to maintain these systems and to
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no instrumental or symbolic uses. Similar conclosiare stressed by Cassar et al. (2013)
pointing to a general lack of support of the inthea and a general lack of local
commitment to sustainable development. This findiagparticularly important since
Lyytimaki et al. (2014) stress that few studieséhaddressed the use, and particularly the
non-use, of sustainability indicators. The relagtoip between those governance factors and
the non-use of indicators is perceptive in the iRprése scenario.

At the same time, the current lack of approachethatlocal level targeting bottom-up
initiatives or involving different actors does neflect the recent trend in the literature (and
practice) of cross-fertilisation of approaches theo countries (Holden, 2013; Holden,
2011; Reed et al., 2006; Gahin et al., 2003). Afhsthe room for manoeuvre of indicators
to challenge new networks, to foster new interastiand resource linkages within the
community were fragileln fact, multi-stakeholdeprocesseandparticipation mechanisms
are transversal negative factors in all the casdies. There has been a trend to develop
and use Sl to improve information systems for dentsnaking and efficiency of local
governments, driven by a rational and technica$pestive of indicators (also assessed by
a positive evaluation of tHenk to local plans or strategiesnd the majority of instrumental
uses found). This has also led to assume expewlkdge as the only required type of
knowledge to develop indicator systems. The setocimore efficiency without broader
stakeholder involvement can weaken the credibiéibd legitimacy of the indicators,
diminish the probability of multiple uses (Hezricalovers, 2006) and, above all, the
efficacy and accountability of local governmentsile/tacting alone towards sustainable
development. The steering potential of indicataysnegotiate with other partners, to
communicate across social groupgo promote effective collective action is signifntly
diminished in Portugal, leading to a weak capaoitysustainability indicators to change

values (conceptual use) or to promote multiple diffdrent uses.
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Regardinggovernment coordinatiom almost all projects, indicators have not beekdd

to concrete regional or national strategies, gaaistargets. Relationships between
neighbouring local councils in regional issues Ksws sustainability indicators) are
uncoordinated, not allowing synergies and commdortsf towards more harmonized
actions. Interviewees underlined how difficultstto work in inter-municipal partnerships
and how this obstructs policy learning, effectiveoiination and tactical, symbolic or
political uses. They highlighted the lack of in@réor SI by the majority of the Portuguese
municipalities, a cultural deficit of evaluation ggedures and rivalry between local
councils. The lack of political commitment to suppeoegional projects, the general
malfunctioning of regional development agencies, @he non-existence of administrative
regions that could enforce regional coordination gastainability were also mentioned.
Some of these features were emphasized by Maseaenlal. (2010) when analysing local
councils in the Portuguese region of the Algarve.

Finally, as noted by Nogueiro and Ramos (20fr4)ning and awareness-raising initiatives
regarding sustainability are weak and can be crtwiatimulate political commitment and
foster community debates on these matters. Moreolsarning throughlinks with
(inter)national networkss important, since almost all of the experienass developed in
relative local isolation, strongly focused on tleetggular context of their municipality, with
little effort to learn from participating or beinmvolved in national or international

networks.

6. Conclusions and recommendations
Sl processes in Portugal have a minor expressidéocal contexts with a small number of
experiences identified at this level of action. Bieleless, the case study research on the

earliest experiences in the country allowed to ssseveral local governance factors and
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patterns that need to be challenged to improve ube and steering potential of
sustainability indicators. Moreover, applying battnceptual frameworks of Moreno Pires
and Fidélis (2012) and Hezri (2004) to the casdystasearch improved the understanding
of how implementation processes of Sl affect thenlper of possible users and the different
types of use that result from them. This shows helevant for research on the role of
sustainability indicators is to investigate theatieinship between the type of uses and the
type of governance factors around implementatioocgsses by using both conceptual
frameworks in an integrated and complementary wiy.test this approach in other
contexts outside Portugal would foster a criticeibate on the steering role of indicators for
governance towards sustainable development.

In the Portuguese case, it was possible to askassSt systems have not contributed
significantly to strengthening the dialogue betweldferent levels of government, to the
expansion of new networks, to bringing new locdbexcto decision-making processes or
improving communication with the local communitygaeding sustainable development
issues and therefore promoting few conceptual admrand value shifts on different
stakeholders together with few symbolic uses. Nbedé#ss, some experiences have
demonstrated how they critically challenged andngled local government capacities and
did contribute to shaping policy integration witlew institutional arrangements across
departments, new working routines, new data cotlecand analysis cultures and several
instrumental uses within local councils. The maballenge remains in the transposition
and dissemination of these efforts outside thel Igogernment sphere to create more room
for SI to steer Portuguese local governance fortagwable development. Two
recommendations stemming from the evidence predeimethis paper are that local
authorities need greater support from the Nati@mlernment to carry out such initiatives

and that a network or common platform needs torbated for local governments and civil
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society to exchange knowledge, foster training mognes and to enable learning from
other experiences.

Finally, evidence shows that most of the obstatdéle implementation and use of local Sl
in Portugal are related to a lack of political cortment and vision, as well as to the
malfunctioning of local governments, more so thiam tomplex obstacles of governance

for sustainable development.

Note:
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Table 1 —Conceptual framework to evaluate the role of $natility indicators in local governance

contexts

Governance Element

1. Nature of the
indicator system

2. Assigning overall
responsibility

3. Government
coordination

4. Stakeholders'
involvement

5. Link with local plans
or strategies

6. Link with
(inter)national networks

7. Communication with
society

Criteria

Scope

Timeframe

Coherence

Political
Commitment

Sensitivy to
Change

Sectoral
Coordination

Regional
Coordination

Training

Multi stakeholder

Participation
Mechanisms

Feeling of
Ownership

Performance

Funding

Learning

Communication

Aim
Broad scope indicators. Effort to integrate several
areas of sustainable development (across time and
space)
Stable indicators within a long term vision of
sustainable development
Coherence between the function, aim and target
group of the indicators

High support and commitment from the Mayor or
the executive political board

Indicators not vulnerable to political shifts (st
institutionalisation)

Strong horizontal coordination and integration of
activities and policies within local government
departments (promoted by the indicators)

Strong vertical integration with other government
levels in indicator-related projects or sustainable
development policies

Different training programmes regarding indicators
and sustainable development issues

Broad involvement of different stakeholders outside
the local government

Large number of mechanisms/techniques to
promote the participation of different stakeholders

Strong feeling of ownership by the stakeholders

Strong integration of the indicators in the targsts
local plans/strategies

Solid local budgets and stable funding schemes

Close involvement in other national/international
indicator-related projects

Broad and different communication channels

Source Moreno Pires and Fidélis (2012), p. 610.



Table 2— Comparative features of the sustainability iathc systems in the case studies

Municipality
Population®

Name

Date’
Last Updated

Driving-Force

Main Goals

Target Group

Dimensions
of SD

Redondo
6676

Sustainability Indicators
of Redondo

2005
2005

Local Agenda 21

To monitor the actions
proposed by Agenda 21
Action Plan and assess
progress towards SD for
the whole municipality.

Not explicitly defined. It
is implicit that all sets
are for all stakeholders
involved in the LA21
process ( citizens, local
organisations, local
decision-makers).
Divided in 4 subsets
with different
dimensions. They cover

Mindelo
3.402

Sustainability
Indicators of Mindelo

2005
2005

Local Agenda 21

To monitor evolution
of local environmental
conditions as well as
the impact of the
implementation of the
LA21 Action Plan for
local sustainable
development.

Local population, local
organisations and
companies, as well as
local councils.

Mainly focused on
Environment and

the areas of territory and Land-use Planning.

institutions; population
and social conditions;
economic activity;
environment and energy

The DPSIR model is
used to support the
conceptual framework

Aveiro

73.100

Matrix of Local
Sustainable Development
Indicators

2005
2005

Local Environmental and
SD Plan

To assess the plan
performance and the local
authority actions and to
evaluate the city
environmental conditions.
To help to define - and
monitor - clear targets or
tendencies for each action

The intention of the
strategic plan is clearly
directed to citizens and
other city stakeholders, but
target groups for the
indicators are not explicitly
defined.

Divided in main areas of
environmental and social
issues. The initial PSR
model was abandoned

Urban Quiality of Life

QOeiras
172 021 216 080
ECOXXI
2005 2003
2007 2011

ECOXXI project

To set up a permanent
To participate and to  information infrastructure
be part of a national  to identify and monitor
programme for local ~ evolutionary trends, to
authorities regarding  determine technical
the development of SI. intervention strategies and
to support decision-
sustainable making, as well as to be a
development policies potential platform for the
and consolidate an discussion of urban
information system for problems and the
planning and decision- development of concerted
making. strategies among different

To evaluate local

actors.

ABAE, citizens in

Broad scope,
involving several

model.

Indicators of the

Monitoring System on Integrated Management

Urban Audit Project Management Sysde

To monitor targets, goals
and the general policy of
the IMS; to provide
background information
for decision-making and
to disclose information
to several stakeholders
(mainly internal but also
some external)

Mainly decision-makers
and officers. For some
specific indicators there
are specific target groups second level, indicators are to
(such as workers,
citizens, suppliers, local
parishes, etc.)

Oporto local council,
general and the local  different local
authority (officers and actors/institutions and
politicians) citizens

Broad scope, involving
environmental and four main areas:
institutional issues and Environmental Conditions;
also to a lesser extent Collective material

social and economic  conditions; Economic
issues. Use of the PSR conditions; and, Society

Basic environmental
issues and limited social

Palmela
62 820

Indicator Set for Land-Use
Monitoring of Palmela

2004
2011

Land-use planning and
monitoring

To set up an information
infrastructure to support
decision-making and monitor
cultural, economic, social
and environmental territorial
dynamics, as well as citizens’
satisfaction level in certain
domains and the quality and
efficacy of municipal
management and
administration. At a second
level, it is meant to inform
citizens about local trends.

The most important target
group is the local council and
its internal structure. At a

be provided to other local
actors/institutions and
citizens.

Broad scope, involving six
main areasSocial Cohesion;
Collective Facilities;
Economic Sructure;
Municipal Management and
Administration; Land Use
Planning; Population and the
Environment.



Type of
Indicators

N° of Ind.

Responsibility for
the Project

Stakeholders
involved

Communication
Strategy

List (divided in Subsetl:
83 performance
indicators; Subset2: 5
indicators to evaluate
the global action plan
performance; Subset3:
72 SD indicators (using
the PSR framework);
Subset4: 10 European
Common Indicators.
170

Team of experts and
LA21 Strategic
Commission 21

Broad range of actors in
the LA21 process but a
very expert-based work
around the indicators,
with almost no actors
involved apart from
experts

Not considered nor
defined.

Yin 31/12/2008 (Source: INE, 2009)
2 Census 2001 (INE, 2001)

3 Year of Establishment

List (divided in 16
guantitative and 2
qualitative indicators)

18

Team of experts,
LA21 steering-group,
and ultimately, the
ENGO itself.

Broad range of actors
in the LA21 process
but a very expert-
based work around the
indicators, with almost
no actors involved
apart from external
experts and the
coordination group.

There should be a
revision of the
indicators selected in
the Action Plan every
two years. However,
no mechanisms were
developed to collect
any data. The
indicators were never
updated or disclosed.

List (divided in 1
qualitative and 42
guantitative environmental
indicators and 31
quantitative social
indicators)

74

The Environment Division
of Aveiro's Local
Authority

A very expert-based work
around the indicators at
first, and then with the
involvement of different
public officers from the
local council

There was a precise
timetable for indicators'
collection and report from
2006-2010 but was never
accomplished. There was a
short reference to the need
for the dissemination of
'information’, but the way

it should be carried out was
not clear, nor if they are for
external or only for

internal management
purposes.

List (defined by
ABAE)

23

The Environment
Department of Oeiras
Local Council

Indicators were
defined and given
externally by the
ECOXXI project

ABAE national
publication and
dissemination of the
final index;
dissemination on the

local media and within

departments by the
local authority.

List (divided in 9
environmental , 22 from
collective material
conditions, 17 economic
and 20 social quatitative
indicators and a qualitative
assessment of the citizens'
perception of quality of life
in the city for one year -
2003)

68

Studies and Planning Unit Working Group and IMS

of Oporto's Local Council

A very internal work
around the indicators with

the involvement of experts with the involvement of

and different public
officers from the local
council

Strong communication
channels (reports, website,
seminars and conferences)

during the first years of the There was not a defined
communication strategy
in general. Instead, there
are several mechanisms
to report some indicators

project (2002-2004) but
lack of feedback
mechanisms since 2005.
The project was under
revision and the
enforcement of the
communication strategy
was one of the biggest
aims.

List (divided in Safety
and health of workers
(13 indicators) and
Environment (23
indicators)

36 (in 2006)

Responsible

A very internal work
around the indicators

experts and different
public officers from the
local council

(mainly the ones
required by law).

128 quantitative indicators
and two qualitative surveys
of the citizens' perception of
quality of life in the city
(2004 and 2008).

128

Unit for Studies and Quality
of Palmela's Local Council

A very internal work around
the indicators with the
involvement of experts and
different public officers from
the local council

The internal communication
strategy was enforced by the
channels created by the
indicator infrastructure and
reinforced by an
organizational restructuring
in 2007. Ineffective tools to
communicate with citizens.
The project aimed to enforce
an external communication
strategy.



Table 3— Summary of the empirical findings for each erge and case study

Governance Element Criteria
1. Nature of the
- Scope
indicator system
Timeframe
Coherence

2. Assigning overall

- Political Commitment
responsibility
Sensitivy to Change

3. Government

o Sectoral Coordination
coordination

Regional Coordination
Training

4. Stakeholders'

. Multi stakeholder
involvement

Participation
Mechanisms

Feeling of Ownership
5. Link with local

. Performance
plans or strategies
Funding
6. Link with (inter) Leaming

national networks

7. Communication

] . Communication
with society

Instrumental Use
Conceptual Use

Symbolic Use

Indicators Systems Never Updated

Redondo

Moderate

Very Strong
Weak

Very Weak
Very Weak
Very Weak

Very Weak
Weak

Weak
Weak
Very Weak

Moderate

Very Weak

Weak

Very Weak

Very Weak
Weak

Very Weak

Mindelo
Strong

Very Strong
Strong

Moderate
Very Weak

Strong
Very Weak

Moderate
Weak
Weak
Weak

Moderate

Very Weak

Weak

Weak

Very Weak
Weak

Very Weak

Indicator Systems Updated

Aveiro Oeiras Oporto Mora Palmela
Strong Moderate Very Strong Strong Very Strong
Very Strong Weak Very Sgon Moderate Very Strong
Weak Strong Strong Very Strong Strong
Weak Weak Strong Very Strong  y\&irong
Very Weak  Very Weak Strong Btro Strong
Weak Moderate Moderate Very Strongery Strong
Very Weak Moderate Moderate Wea  Moderate
Moderate Very Strong Strong Moderate Strong
Weak Weak Weak Weak Weak
Weak Weak Weak Weak Weak
Weak Strong Very Strong  Very Stronery Strong
Moderate Moderate Moderate §tron Moderate
Very Weak Strong Very Strong rw8trong  Very Strong
Weak Very Strong  Very Strong Weak Modgerat
Weak Moderate Strong Weak Very Weak
Very Weak Moderate Strong Siron Strong
Weak Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Very Weak  Very Weak * Strong *

Note: see Section 3.2. for the explanation of the qualéascale adopted (Very Weak, Weak, Moderate;rgtr&¥ery Strong).

* Difficult to assess
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Fig.2 — Local sustainability indicator systems by NUT&¢jion
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Fig.3 —Loca sustainability indicator systems by main driving-forces
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Local sustainability indicators in Portugal: assessing implementation and use in

gover nance contexts

Highlights:
1. A survey maps Portuguese implementation of locstlasniability indicators;

2. In-depth and comparative analysis was done forriluBoese case studies;

w

Implementation and use of indicators are limitedybyernance factors;

4. Evidence shows lack of political commitment andpstakeholder involvement;

o

Indicators improve governments’ efficiency, butsléscal governance.



Survey questions

L ocal Council of Date

Contacts of Respondent:

Name Organizational Role

E-mail Tel.

1. What type(s) of Indicator System(s) exist in the Local Council? Yes
Environmental ]
Social ]
Economic ]

Quality of Life
Sustainable Development (integrated system targetiultiple areas of development)[ ]
Other(s) (specify): ]

o o o 5

If the answer was NO for the Quality of Life and/or Sustainable Development Indicator Systems and thereis
no other multi-sector indicator system in the Local Council the questionnaire ends here.

2. Date of establishment of the Indicator System (month/year):
/

3. What areas are assessed in the Indicator System?
Health
Criminality
Poverty
Population
Jobs, Income and Consumption
Economic Activities
Education and Training
Participation and Culture
Justice

Institutions

Ar, Water or Waste
Energy
Nature Conservation
Green Spaces
Urban Environment
Transports and Mobility
Land Use

Forest

Other(s) (specify)

DDQDDPD;H]DDJUDJDHD

4. Theimplementation of the Indicator System wasdriven by the:
Implementation of Local Agenda 21
Preparation of an Environmental Municipal Plan
Preparation of a Municipal Plan/Strategy (specify):

Implementation of an Environmental Management Syste
Implementation of a Quality Management System
Participation in the Social Network Programme
ECOXXI Programme
European Common Indicators’ initiative
Participation in European Union Project (specify))
Other(s) (specify):

A AARES

5. 1sthelndicator System being updated regularly?
Yes

No [[] Lastupdate (month/year)
5.1. If YES, with what frequency isdata collected?
Every day [
Several times a year 1
Annual 1
Other (specify): 1

1/2



6. The main goalsfor the establishment of the Indicator System were:

Monitoring of a Plan/Strategy

Legal Requirements

Education and awareness raising

Other(s) (specify)

A municipal employee

A department (specify)

Other(s) (specify)

Local Council

INE (National Statistic Institute)

Public Organizations

Media

Other(s) (specify)

Local political decision-makers

General population

Other(s) (specify):

Intranet

Local Council Website

Media

M
Monitoring of a specific problem (specify) ]

[1
Establish comparisons (spatial/temporal) 1
Assess current conditions (diagnosis) 1
Planning and decision-making requests 1

[]
Communication/Information disclosure to the popolat

[]
7. Who isresponsible for the Indicator System?

|_|

B
A multi-departmental team (specify) ]

[
8. What arethe main data sourcesfor the Indicator System?

(1]

0
Private and/or Non-Governmental Organizations 1

[]

!
9. Whoisthetarget group for the Indicator System?
Local Council municipal employees .

[

_ pu : []

Various activity sectors (economic, cultural ageats.)

(1
10. How are Indicators communicated and disclosed?

[]

[]
Reports/Publications (paper version) 1l

[]

[]

Other(s) (specify)

2/2



