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Abstract

Being aware of challenges the Gaza Strip faces, and the existing crises on
different levels: environmental, political, social, economic and especially the energy
crisis, that creates a large gap between reality of life in the Gaza Strip and indicators
of livability, as well as official international and local statistics that warn of the Gaza
Strip's non-livable area over the next few years, in this sense, scientific research and
practical initiatives should be supported to review all policies of urban planning and
built environment according to the concepts of livability and sustainable

development.

Objectives: In order to achieve above goal in an environment that is subject to
many challenges such as the Gaza Strip environment, this study focuses on exploring
concepts of livable communities, developing a conceptual framework that highlights
the objectives and principles of livability and identifying its indicators and
measurements. In addition, the study is an attempt to apply livability policies in the
Gaza Strip reality by proposing recommendations that draw a potential vision to
build livable Gaza Strip. This study is also an inspirational start for all interested
planners, researchers and architects to do more researches, as well as to be a simple
theoretical reference for decision-makers to support any future policies or projects

targeting the urban environment, social and economic sectors in the Gaza Strip.

Methodology: The study is based on descriptive and analytical approaches and
collecting evidences and relevant data to be presented gradually starting with
theoretical debate of livability and its related topics and the Gaza Strip conditions,
then analytical approach where livability indicators were assessed in a study area,

“Southern Remal”, in Gaza city.

Findings: Finally, the study reached many results and recommendations, the
most important of which is understanding of all aspects of livability, which will form
a strong knowledge base for adopting strategies and effective policies that enrich
work plans that target urban and housing projects in the Gaza Strip. These steps lead
undoubtedly to enhance the quality of life there.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Context

The quality of life is a key goal of all human societies since ancient times, and
the human nature is always striving to develop itself and improve the environment
around it in order to meet its needs and achieve its aspirations. The quality of life
within the community is one of the objectives of livability. The relationships and
daily interaction between the people of a society is necessity for the survival and
growth of this society, so the community that strengthens and supports these
relationships will reap the benefits, the most important are prosperity and
development.

In this context, livable communities support this interaction between different
generations. On the other hand, these communities provide various services to them,

where an integrated environment for living, survival and prosperity will be created.

Therefore, the studies and scientific research through this perspective have great
importance these days, with a very high growth rates in terms of population,
especially in the developing world and the consequent deterioration at all levels and a
severe shortage of environment resources etc. All that is alarming danger to mankind
in different regions around the world, including Gaza Strip - the case study of this
research- which has very high population density and growth rates, as the latest
statistics indicate that the population there is more than two million people, this rapid
growth rates, with a series of crises in the environmental, economic, social and
political levels, have led to many urban problems, as well as insufficient level of
services and challenges that may be difficult to overcome. Unfortunately, these
problems negatively affect the quality of life of individuals and communities.

This study focuses on exploring conceptual framework that highlights the
concepts of livability and livable communities: objectives, priorities, principles and
also to highlights its indicators and measurements. The study is an initial attempt to
apply livability policies in the reality of Gaza Strip to provide the best

recommendations that draw a potential vision for building a livable Gaza Strip.



This chapter introduces the key ideas and thinking behind this thesis and the
issues it aims to address. It introduces the research problem, significance and

objectives of the study and defines the scope of the work undertaken.

1.2 Research Problem

The Gaza Strip suffers from many crises and difficult challenges that put
residents' life at risk. Under the siege imposed on it for more than 10 years and under
the punitive measures, livability indicators deteriorate year after year at different
levels, which is consistent with the predictions of international organizations where
reports have been prepared and alarm the danger about the possibility of life in Gaza
Strip over the next few years. So, this study was carried out to assess livability
indicators in one of the neighborhoods of Gaza City, the largest city in Gaza Strip.
For this purpose, the study aims to propose the conceptual framework of livability as
non-common locally or in Arab world, as well as to assess the concepts' indicators in
the reality of daily life in the Gaza Strip, in order to form a comprehensive vision,
which enables the researcher to make the necessary recommendations and achieve
the overall objective of the study.

1.3 Research questions

Question 1: What are the concepts of livability and to what extent these concepts
intersect with the Gaza Strip conditions.

Question 2: What are the main livability indicators influencing the daily life in the
Gaza Strip.

1.4 Scope

This study focuses on the concepts of livability and all related aspects, and to
what extent the reality of the Gaza Strip intersects with these issues to make the
necessary recommendations for future livable the Gaza Strip. Therefore, the
geographical location of the case study is “Southern Remal” neighborhood in Gaza
city, while researcher depends on all collected data until the date of thesis

preparation.


http://www.cs.stir.ac.uk/~kjt/research/conformed.html

1.5 Significance of the study

The importance of the study is due to the fact that it is one of the few studies in
the Arab world that discusses livability from many aspects. Also due to scarcity of
specialized studies in this field at the national level, which focus on an important
region in our country, where the Gaza Strip suffer from deterioration and hard crises.
Hence there is a need for a comprehensive study of the livability and its’ relationship
with the Gaza Strip reality at the present time, which is limited in size and has high
growth rates. These conditions are alarming danger in the future and emphasize the
urgent need for such study.

Working to remove the expected danger is one of the top priorities that efforts
must be made towards achieving it. The solution can not be initiated without
sufficient knowledge of the concept, its principles and indicators etc., where this
knowledge will significantly help and support decision-makers and researchers in
shaping a potential vision for a livable Gaza, and this is precisely what is expected in

this research as outcomes.
Based on the above, the importance of the study can be summarized as follows:

e This study prepared in light of the lack of specialized studies on this scientific
area that assess the reality of Gaza Strip according to livability indicators, and
therefore the study meets the growing need to provide such studies.

e The study discusses the relationship of livability in all its aspects with the
deteriorating Gaza Strip and highlights the large gap in this relationship,
which necessitates the efforts and time to minimize this gap and draw the
perceptions and policies of livable Gaza. This study is considered the first

step on this challenging way.

1.6 Objectives of the study

This study aims to find a solid knowledge of one of the most important topics
globally “livability”, which include identifying principles, strategies and indicators
etc. where the reality of the Gaza Strip will be assessed regarding that, and with
focusing on its growing and unmet needs. The study also reviews some experiences

in building livable communities in order to get lessons learnt. Lastly, the study re-



phrases the requirements in line with the reality of Gaza Strip through
recommendations to get the potential vision for a future livable Gaza.

In order to achieve the above aim, the following objectives will be carried out:

¢ To study theories and principles of livability and livable communities to have
in-depth understanding and knowledge.

e To assess the respondents’ opinions about the reality of Gaza Strip according
to livability indicators and principles.

e Identify the constraints to be overcome by rethinking and developing
perceptions in order to successfully build a livable Gaza strip.

e To develop mechanisms and strategies that reviewed in recommendations,
which may orient concerns of planners, experts, engineers, and also decision
makers, organizations and governments to adopt livable communities’ policies

in the Gaza strip.

1.7 Research Methodology

The research depends on the descriptive and analytical approach as well as the
collected evidences and present it in a scientific method that ranging from the
theoretical approach, which defines the dimensions of livability and its aspects, as
well as review of the circumstances and conditions of Gaza Strip.

This leads to the practical approach, which depends primarily on the
questionnaire in order to state the basics and policies that can be applied on Gaza

Strip and achieve the goal of the study.

The research methodology can be divided into:

First: Theoretical approach
o Literature review of several sources such as scientific published and
unpublished related researches, as well as books and references, also statistics
and facts contained in international and local scientific conferences, and the
statistics shown on official websites as Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics
website.

¢ Study and analysis of a case study that applied the concepts of livability.



e Review the reality of Gaza Strip and current crises and highlight the

intersection between it and the principles of the livability.

Second: Practical approach

e A field survey which was conducted by distributing questionnaires to assess
livability indicators in the Gaza Strip, where South Remal neighborhood was a
study area.

e Data analysis and discussion. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences,
(SPSS) was used to perform the required analysis.

e Making recommendations that contribute effectively in prosperity and
development of Palestinian community and enhance the quality of life of his

residents.

1.8 Research constraints

e Lack of awareness and knowledge about livability and the impact of its
involvement in national policies, which led to the difficulty on interpreting
some facts of the study to several bodies, including decision makers.

¢ The continuous volatility of the conditions in Gaza Strip, which has caused a

dispersion in the stability of collected data on the long term.

1.9 Overview of thesis

Chapter One

This chapter introduces the subject matter of the work enabling the reader to
understand the background and context, and includes: Research Problem, Research
questions, Significance & Objectives of the study, Research Methodology, Research

constraints, Overview of thesis and lastly review of related studies.
Chapter Two

In this chapter, historical background is reviewed, and definitions of livability
and livable communities is discussed in detail from the perspective of different
researchers and various views of: academics, policymakers and private providers.
Then the chapter highlights the key dimensions of livability, principles of livable
city, benefits of livability. Additionally, the relationship between the interchanged



concepts of sustainability and livability will be presented. In the same context, new
concepts intersect with livability will be discussed in this chapter, such as: the quality
of life, smart growth, new urbanism etc. By the end of the chapter, a case study will
be presented and analyzed in order to have lessons learnt and maximize the

knowledge.
Chapter Three

This chapter discusses the measurement tools, which were referred as survey
lists of most livable cities, such as the Economist Intelligence Unit's "global livability
ranking", and "Mercer Quality of Living Survey" etc. On the other hand, the second
part of this chapter reviews the indicators of livability in all its aspects, identifying
indicator, explaining the criteria of livability indicators and giving some examples of

livability indices.
Chapter Four

This chapter gives a brief overview of Gaza Strip, as well as identifying the
current situations in Gaza Strip based on international reports in various sectors such

as water, health, education, energy sources, food security, income, jobs and housing.
Chapter Five

This chapter describes the methodology used in this research. The adopted
methodology to accomplish this study uses the following techniques: the information
about the research design, research population, questionnaire design, statistical data

analysis, content validity and pilot study.
Chapter Six

This chapter will represent the research findings and the statistical analysis of the
collected data as part of this study. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a
comprehensive overview of the entire data set collected and the characteristics of the
respondents. In addition, it serves to describe the statistical procedures applied to the
data in order to interpret and apply the data to the research problem.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economist_Intelligence_Unit
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mercer_(consulting_firm)

Chapter Seven

The final chapter will draw conclusions, main findings and recommendations
of the thesis.

1.10 Relevant studies

The study benefited from many scientific researches and references that
discussed many debates that related to the research topic, and due to the scarcity of
Arabic references, the study mainly depends on foreign references, and taking into

account to be recent.

In his Master thesis, Powell (2014) reviewed the concept of livability and its
importance in the planning of new neighborhoods and cities. The study confirmed
that this concept is valuable and able to increase the positive impact on people’s lives
through its applications in planning processes. Through research on four great areas:
community strength, environment and open space, participation and access to
services and facilities, this study- that has Cardiff Bay as case study- proved that
policies do not give enough consideration to livability factors in the planning of new

neighborhoods.

In their main question “What are the key indicators for Melbourne
neighborhoods?” Lowe et al. (2013) provided an overview about reviews and
researches on livability indicators, their studies also provide guidance on the impact
of planning on health and well-being outcomes. In the same context, the study
showed that there is a strong overlap between livability, social determinants of health
and environmental sustainability. At the end of this study, eleven domains of policies
that affect livability were identified and studied and then linked to changes in
behavior and outcomes of health and wellbeing.

Leby & Hashim (2010) have a study to explore livability dimensions and
attributes in the eyes of neighborhood residents and to assess their importance by
conducting a field survey with total of 170 questionnaires, and this made this study
so related to my study. Authors have found that four dimensions are always used in
most studies that seek to understand livability. They therefore identified sixteen

attributes to be the indicators of these four dimensions. Results revealed that safety is



the most concerning to neighboring residents, while social issues are the least
important factor. Thus, efforts and policies should be focused on ensuring the overall
safety and to secure neighborhoods and reduce fear of crime and crime itself. This

for sure will lead to achieve residents’ satisfaction.

An attempt to explore the transforming to a livable community in the absence of
political stability has been examined by Lucero, Ismail & Kishawi (2016) where
Gaza Strip was assessed as case study. This paper offers some integrated strategies to
build a livable community. Using Kate Raworth’s Economic Doughnut, the paper
summarizes the current conditions in Gaza Strip using key indicators (including
health, unemployment, infrastructure, education and the environment), also the paper
presents some of the obstacles. The focus of the paper is the authors’ description of a
livable community in the context of the challenges and opportunities present in Gaza
Strip. The study confirmed that sustainability and livability are processes, not end-
states or projects to complete. These processes are always changing, evolving and

maturing as our understanding matures.

To identify livability index, Carmichael, Gleason, Lehrmitt, & Luppino
(2007) outline the roadmap to explore this index for the Westminster City Council,
where the authors created an environmental sub-index and an outline for an overall
composite index for the city. They concluded that the outcome of their work would
be an important step in improving the Council's performance and services, which

lead to enhance quality of life of its constituents.

Kashef (2016) examined in his analytical study of urban livability the various
literature that discuss the idea of livable cities. Where the study combines academic
concepts related to urban planning fields with popular culture and recent measuring
tools that rank cities around the world according to the standards of living and
services available. In this context, the study presented an analytical assessment of the
various measurement indicators and provided an accurate understanding of urban

livability.
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CHAPTER 2
UNDERSTANDING LIVABILITY

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, historical background is reviewed, and definitions of livability
and livable communities are discussed in detail from the perspective of different
researchers and various views of: academics, policymakers and private providers.
Then the chapter highlights the key dimensions of livability, principles of livable
city, benefits of livability. Additionally, the concept of sustainability and sustainable
development are presented with clarifying the relationship between the interchanged
concepts of sustainability and livability, how they differ and how they are similar. In
the same context, this chapter and due to the emergence of new concepts intersect
with the subject of study and affect it, discussion reviews several related concepts,
such as: the quality of life, smart growth, new urbanism, transit-oriented
development and placemaking. In the end of this chapter, a case study will be
presented and analyzed in order to have lessons learnt and maximize the knowledge.

2.2 Overview

Nowadays, the rapid urban growth of large cities produces societies in which
people live in a competitive globalized life. In today’s increasingly global and
interconnected world, over half of the world’s population 54 % lives in urban areas
and by 2050 that percentage will rise up to 70 % percent (United Nations, 2014).

Due to the rapid growth of cities, changes take place on the environmental,
economic and social levels, as a result, the quality of life in these cities will affected
and damaged, many problems will arise, such as deterioration of infrastructure,
transportation networks, housing, urban planning, energy and water resources, etc.
Therefore, it is important to work hard to address these problems in order to make
cities environmentally sustainable, socially righteous and economically strong.

Researchers around the world seek through research studies at all levels to draw a
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comprehensive vision of risks diagnosis and develop urgent and sustainable plans to
overcome all problems. Briefly, we should improve the livability of our cities.

In order to achieve a real step towards contributing to develop solutions and
plans, it is necessary to acquire sufficient knowledge about the most essential

relevant concepts and principles, hence this study is so important.

Powell (2014) assumes that livability is a basically contested concept that needs to be

discussed in the wider sense of the sustainable development agenda.

2.3 Historical background

The search of livability is currently the most important topics that considered
the core of discussing of urban issues around the world. Germans talk about
Lebensqualita, Swedes call it livskraftighet, the Dutch speak of leefbaarheid, while
Britons and Americans use the term liv(e)ability (Kaal, 2011). For Hovey (2008) the
term livability receives a considerable popularity in the American language:
Organizations promoted more livable communities. Our cities livability is being
improved. An outstanding public discussion about livability meaning is aroused by
politicians, journalists, and commentators. A raft of rankings, produced by
academics, think tanks, news organizations, and others, tell us exactly which are the

most livable and which are not.

A comprehensive view of a livable community is similar to plan and design an
ideal environment. These communities have many characteristics that are ideal and
comprehensive, they are safe and secure communities, and include all facilities and
services, even secondary ones, with solid infrastructure and strong economy, also

they are environment friendly communities.

Of policy programs, business philosophies, and political manifestos’ point of
view, to improve a city’s degree of livability seems to be one of the basic concerns of
several actors ranging from the local and state government spheres to business and
civil society. Local governments refer to livability when discussing efforts to counter
petty crime and improve active citizenship and social cohesion (Hovey, 2008).
Housing corporations use livability to justify their gentrification projects, while

social movements use livability in their calls for environmental improvement and
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citizen participation in policy making (Andersen & Van Kempen, 2003). The issue of
urban livability has also had a huge impact on urban studies, catalysing a plethora of
studies in urban planning and geography dedicated to identifying new ways to
improve and measure urban livability (Hankins and Powers, 2009; McCann, 2007;
Pro” hl, 2002 & Evans, 2002).

The issue of urban livability is, however, not something recent. In an intriguing
analysis of Vancouver politics in the late 1960s and 1970s, urban geographer Ley
observed the rise of ‘a new ideology of livability’ adopted by The Electors Action
Movement (TEAM): an urban reform party in the city of Vancouver, this new
ideology amounted to a new approach to urban development, TEAM used a language
of livability to challenge the dominant, growth-cantered approach which was to be
replaced by a more ‘humane, socially progressive, and aesthetic’ policy: a focus on
people rather than on the city’s economy (Kaal, 2011). Key elements of its policy
agenda were a focus on participation, aesthetics, pollution control, more parks,
neighborhood preservation, and mixed land use (Ley, 1980). The concept of
livability was used in other Western countries as well. In 1971, American Vice
President Spiro Agnew used the term in his closing address of an international
conference on cities in Indianapolis (Kaal, 2011). Agnew hailed European cities for
their charm, their human scale, their livability’, as opposed to American cities which
by contrast, sprang up as transitory settlements places on the way to someplace else
(Leapman, 1971). In the 1970s at Philadelphia International Airport, travelers,
nonetheless, were welcomed by a sign that read: America’s Most Livable City (Ley,
1980). In another article, Ley has argued that since the 1970s livability has been a
dominant category of urban discourse used by various groups in the urban arena,
each with their own conceptions of urban livability, these different conceptions,
according to Ley, reveal much about the various publics who have competed for the
power to define the quality of urban life (Ley, 1990, p. 34). Other scholars have
picked up on this (McCann, 2004; Uitermark, 2005 and Hankins & Powers, 2009).

Advocates of a critical approach to urban studies have argued that livability
discourse often reflects the interests of elites who pursue an agenda of urban growth
and are representing upper and middle-class interests (Kaal, 2011). They have

characterized livability as a discursive frame that both enables and legitimates
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entrepreneurial policy initiatives (McCann, 2004, p. 1913), and as a discourse which
privilege[s] consumption and individual choice over collective responsibility and

civic morality (Hankins & Powers, 2009, p. 851).

2.4 Theoretical elaboration

2.4.1 Introduction

The enhancing of livability to be a reality in our lives is the desire of everyone,
individuals, organizations and governments. As a starting point, it is necessary to
identify the meaning of this concept and identify the most important factors affecting
it. Pacione (2003) describes livability as: a relative, rather than an absolute term of
which the precise meaning depends on the place, time and purpose of the assessment,
and on the value system of the assessor. There is no single definition of the livability
or even an integrated framework that includes it. But since the rise of livability in
politics and science, the concept of livability has been a description of a condition of
urban life (Kaal, 2011). According to Szalai (1980) the concept of livability
functions as a container in which almost everything fits: sustainability, quality of life,

well-being etc.

It is noticeable, from what is mentioned above, that the term is so general, and
potentially has many aspects. Therefore, researchers, policymakers and academics
added many points of view to their understanding of the concept in different ways,

which caused conceptual confusion.

In this chapter, the understanding of the concept will be from three
perspectives: the scientific or academic debate, the policy making field and private
providers field. This division is made, because the context in which the concept of
livability is used in science, policy making and private providers is not similar.
Before that understanding, | will review the experience of The National Association
of Regional Councils in USA to illustrate the lack of consensus about the Concept;
What Is Livability?

2.4.2 Difficulty building consensus concepts of livability
NARC “The National Association of Regional Councils” - USA conducted two
different types of analyses to demonstrate the lack of consensus in defining one
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concept of livability. First, NARC created a word cloud, using www.wordle.net to
show a clear review of the different ways in which the literature defined livability.
This word cloud weighed each word in 18 definitions of scholarly and practitioner of
livability, which was reviewed by NARC depending on the number of times the
word appeared in each definition. NARC found that most definitions of livability
included transportation, community and quality, which indicated that practitioners of

the concept focus on similar themes but do not have one single definition.

Secondly, NARC conducted a search on the term of livability in all text of
scientific research and scholarly journals published between 1976 and 2011 in
EbscoHost database, and also search on livable in the subject terms. The conducted
search included 800 scientific articles within these criteria. NARC then isolated each
article based on their nexus to the goals of the Partnership, removing journals that
referenced animal or plant health, medicine or book reviews and found 707 journals
that discussed the livability concept. After grouping the articles based on relevant
key words, a clear picture emerged about the existence of varied ways that the
scholarly field understood livability. As illustrated in Table (2.1), the ten most
common descriptors included: (NARC, 2012)

* urban planning * cities and towns;

* policy; * housing;

* urban growth; * transportation;

* social; * quality of life;

» community development; and * sustainable development

Table (2.1): The ten most common descriptors in Key Word Chart

Number of scholarly journals Theme

Urban Planning
93 (Urban Planners, City Planning)

Cities and Towns
79 (Capital Cities, City Councils, Livable City,

Living Cities, Walkable City, Small Cities,
Sustainable, Inner Cities, City Dwellers, City
Traffic, Municipal Ordinances, Reclaiming
Cities & Towns, New York City)
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Number of scholarly journals

Theme

68

Policy
Urban (19), Housing (13), Economic (9),
Government (8), Social (8), Environmental (4),
Cultural  (2), Urban Transportation (1),
Employment (1), Fed Aid to Transportation (1),
Military (1), Public (1)

68

Housing
(Development, Housing, Public, Dwellings,

Low Income, Homelessness, Rental, Infill,
Home Ownership, Discrimination, Apartment
Houses,  Community  Housing  Services,
Authorities, Inclusionary Housing Programs,
Landlord and Tenant, Retirement Communities,
Right to, Solar, Housing Market, House Buying,
Suburban  Homes, Finance, Construction,

Discrimination, Apartment)

63

Urban Growth
(Urban Renewal, Population Density, Urban,

Sprawl, Urban Agriculture, Decline, Forestry,
Fringe, Heath Island Effect, Indicators, Plants,
Poor, Research, Runoff, Urban-Rural Migration,

Urban-Suburban Migration)

60

Transportation
(Urban, Public Transit, Walking, Traffic

Congestion, Buses, Coastwise Shipping,
Waterways, Ferries, Human Powered Vehicles,
Inland  Water  [Freight]  Transportation,
Intelligent Transportation Systems, Interurban
and Rural Bus Transportation, Mixed Mode
Transit Systems, Traffic Flow, Trucking, Urban
Mass Transportation, Bicycles, Cycling, Air

Travel, Airports, and State, Safety measures)

58

Social
(Capital, Aspects, Change, Groups, Movements,

Participation, Sciences, Indicators, Networks,
Impact, Action, Context, Factors, Interaction,
Justice, Marginality, Media, Network Theory,
Norms, Prediction, Reproduction, Services,

Interaction, Conditions, History)
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Number of scholarly journals Theme

56 Quality of Life
(Life, Satisfaction, Happiness, Well-Being,

Aesthetics, Cost & Standard of Living,
Nightlife, Night Clubs)

46 Community Development
(Urban, Rural, Community and Rural

Development, Community Development
Corporations)

42 Sustainable Development
(Buildings, Communities, Design)

(Source: National Association of Regional Council NARC 2012)
The following themes of livability appeared as the most commonly active
themes representing ways that practitioners achieve their livability goals in. These

themes include:

e Sustainability Safe Routes to Schools

e Smart Growth

Context Sensitive Solutions/Design

e Complete Streets New Urbanism

e Lifelong Communities Transit-Oriented Development

e Placemaking

2.5 Defining livability

Vine (2012) noted that discourses of livability are nothing if not various,
concepts seem to be re-produced with each new generation. However, differences in
tendency can be found based on ‘who’ defines the concept and for ‘what’ purpose
(Lloyd, Fullagar & Reid, 2016). Therefore, it is important to browse the various

views of: Academics, Policymakers and Private Providers.

2.5.1 Academic perspective

Academic perspective of livability is full of important debate, and includes a
great variation when talking about generalizable definition of the concept. For
example, De Chazal (2010, p. 586) argued that livability can be simply seen as a
mere expression of values or desires and livability meaning is predicated upon

differing and shifting values. He suggests that the definition of livability should be:
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An expression of desires related to the content with life in a specific location of an
individual or a group of individuals (De Chazal, 2010, p.587). Van Kamp et al
(2003) cited in (De Chazal, 2010, p.595) also suggests that livability doesn’t have a
certain definition and rather describes the term in the form of ‘desires’ represented by

‘domains’ (such as personal and community development, physical environment).

Furthermore, Buys et al (2013) summed up with that what forms a livable place
is complicated, very personal and is related to the place people prefer to live at and
how they see their environment subjectively. In this context, livability represents
what Vine (2012) depicts as a theory of daily life as it fastens attention on the
required elements for regular functioning and socialite use of place. For (De Chazal,
2010, p.595), the way ahead is to somehow deal with these “messy” individual
values along with the related material outcomes in a neat fashion and place them in a
particular context. McCrea and Walters (2012, p. 3) tried this, in their study of
inhabitants within two outskirt undergoing change, defining ‘livability’ as an
individual’s point of view and their personal evaluation of the quality of both
tangible (e.g., public infrastructure) and intangible (e.g., sense of place) features of
place. As such, livability was seen as experienced in the context of the civil
environment (i.e., the subjective social environment) as opposed to being “derived

from” the civil environment (i.e., the objective physical environment).

At the end, there is no unanimity of one definition of livability by the most of
academics due to its relativistic use as a concept for a series of ideas about place and
daily life as well as its appeal to the human being or to a community (Vine 2012,
p.119). This has been one of the main challenges for researchers trying to develop a

more objective and community oriented definition of livability (Lloyd et al., 2016).

2.5.2 Policy perspective

Despite the absence of a globally accepted definition, livability as an ideology
has grown in importance and livability agendas are now prominent at state and
national government level in Australia and globally (Vine, 2012). Defining livability
for the purposes of research or policy development is even more difficult as it
implies a process whereby a city can be transformed over time environmentally,

economically and socially (Lloyd et al., 2016). Salvaris (2012) noted that for many
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countries, including Australia, economic production and growth has been the key
indicator of progress often overriding any focus on the social environment and
certainly any framework that fully integrates the economic, social, environmental,
cultural and democratic dimensions, However, over the last decade Canada, for
example, has moved toward a more equitable, sustainable and comprehensive model

of progress.

Timmer and Seymoar (2006) described the provincial planning process in
Vancouver, Canada, as dealing with not only long-term future livability, but also
with people’s outstanding satisfaction with their daily experience of living in the
region, Their definition involved four key elements: (1) governance and citizen
participation; (2) common values and a sense of identity and place; (3) entire
communities, essential downtown core, industrial clusters, and green area; and (4)
natural resource flows, green corridors, energy networks, communication, active
transportation networks. The Australian Government has also attempted to define
livability, more broadly and thoroughly, in Our Cities, Our Future a national urban
policy document (Department of Infrastructure and Transport, 2011): Livable cities
should facilitate residents and visitors achieving a wide range of goals such as a high
quality of life and health and wellbeing by being rightful, socially inclusive,
inexpensive, accessible, healthy, safe and resilient, They have charming built and
natural environments and supply a diversity of choices and chances for people to live

their lives, share fellowship, and raise their families to their fullest potential.

Based on what explained above, the term livability is a comprehensive one
aims to provide preferred outcomes that all residents desire, even they do not have

the access to the same opportunities.

In conclusion, Promotion of livability and livable cities is an important
approach used by governments and policymakers to gain various economic

investment opportunities.

2.5.3 Private provider perspective
Countries and governments around the world are encouraging tourism and
attracting capital as the cornerstones of the country's strong economy, for this reason

that they seek to elevate and enhance their cities and regions and create competition
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between them to obtain the highest ranking of Livability indices and measures, the
city's high ranking is considered as an incentive for individuals, groups and
institutions around the world to visit that city and this is leading indeed to gain many

benefits.

Therefore, Governments all the time watch the information contained in
Livability indices and measures, published by many private organizations. The
policy-makers in these countries form policies that improve and enhance the
appearance and performance of their cities over time. It is exchangeable interest in
which leading providers of livability organizations produce indicators that indicate
which cities are more livable, on the other hand, policymakers develop plans to
achieve this goal, indeed this leads to increase competition between countries and
cities to support tourism as well as investment, and strengthen economy. This have
become big business for private providers of livability to re-publish their assessment

every year, which is policymakers keen to know very well.

Mercer Consulting, Economic Intelligence Unit (EIU) and Monocle Magazine,
have emerged as leading providers of livability indices (Meares and Owens 2012).
All of these outcomes are integral to the growth of key industries in
contemporaneous cities, Thus, in the competition to become the most livable city in
the world, indices effectively define what properties are most important in a city or
country and which properties are important to external stakeholders observing

progress and assessing potential (Lloyd et al., 2016).

The Monocle’s Quality of Life Survey, derives a list of the top 25 most livable
cities in the world using an index of eleven criteria including safety/crime,
international connectivity, climate, tolerance, urban design and business conditions
(Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 2009, Meares and Owen 2012). The
EIU World’s most livable city index allows for comparison between regions and
cities according to several indicators including: environment, education,
infrastructure, stability and health care. There are many other indices can measure
livability such as Mercer’s Worldwide Quality of Living Survey and Better Life
Index” of OECD, etc. which will be discussed later.
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Ultimately, indices are attractive because they produce objective, quantifiable
measures of livability at a broad population level and place emphasis on factors
which governments can influence directly (QUT 2009).

2.5.4 Other definitions

Despite the common usage of the term ‘livability’, much of the literature
provides only an implicit definition of the concept. In such cases, the meaning of
livability must be derived from the context or choice of indicators (Van Kamp, I. et
al., 2003). Where definitions are plainly stated, livability is given a various range of
meanings, with no standardized definition or theoretical framework employed in the
literature (Lowe et al., 2013). The Centre for Livable Cities Singapore (2011) define
livability as the city with splendid planning, create a lively, appealing and secure
environment for people to live their life, work and play, it also comprises good
governance, a competitive economy, high quality of life and environmental
sustainability. Shuhana et al., (2012) opined that high quality of living will affect
citizen’s lifestyle, health condition and shows steadiness of the built environment.
Livability according to Castellati (1997) means experiencing oneself as a real person
in the City. In a similar way, Southworth (2007) consider it as determinant of how

well the City works for its residents.

Ruth and Franklin, (2014, p.18) see livability as an effort to form a concept
about the needs and wants of civil habitants, with a wide range of factors such as
food and water, shelter, energy, public health and safety, entertainment, waste
management, education, social engagement, economic wellbeing and creativity all
being taking into consideration. Livability involves broad human needs ranging from
basic security and food to beauty, cultural expression, and a sense of belonging to a
society or a place, it refers to the extent to which the features of a specific place can,
as they interact with one another and with activities in other places, satisfy
inhabitants by meeting their social, economic, and cultural needs, promoting their
health and well-being, and maintaining natural resources and ecosystem functions
(Lloyd et al., 2016).

As a crosscutting concept, livability contributes to the assessment of the

accumulative impacts of public and private actions and failures to act, and helps
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catch some of the externalities neglected or inaccurately valued by market techniques
and these techniques include risk/reward assessments, and consumer, lending and
investment policies, business, and government purchasing decisions (Lloyd et al.,
2016). Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission (2008) suggested that
livability mirrors the wellbeing of a community and covers the many characteristics
that make a location a place where people want to live now and in the future.

2.6 Key Dimensions of Livability

The above-mentioned definitions of Livability indicate that the concept has
several dimensions, after reviewing many studies, Livability has three key

dimensions: environment, social and economy.

2.6.1 Environment dimension

This dimension represents the vital infrastructure for residents and the linkage
between them and the natural world around them, it is the only source of the natural
resources on which people depend on their lives, and have variant jobs. This
dimension has a great influence on the other two dimensions, and it is important to
take care of it and work to protect and develop it. The environmental dimension also
includes energy efficiency, material efficiency, biodiversity, emissions, water
consumption and waste. Climate change, decadence of natural or built-up
environment over time may render a place un-livable while technological invention
and precise planning and design may make places previous un-habitable a livable

environment (Yang, & Zheng, 2011).

2.6.2 Social dimension

This dimension measures resident’s satisfaction in particular area with their
living conditions, it includes justice in many aspects, such as distribution of natural
resources and equal opportunities for individuals to enjoy community facilities,
availability of entertainment and other important facilities, as well as satisfaction of
system of governance and individual freedom, it also includes many phenomenon

such as poverty, discrimination, crime, etc.
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2.6.3 Economy dimension

It is the third main dimension which has emerged within the debate on
livability. As economic development and resources distribution is clearly uneven
around the world, it is hard to draw a line in terms of average income or apiece GDP
as a definite standard of livability (Yang, & Zheng, 2011). Economy is considered as
fundamental to resident’s life, it includes their ability to obtain food, shelter, as well
as higher-order needs such as education, health care, also includes the purchasing
power of the average resident. The efficiency of economy depends directly on the
availability of natural resources in an area that consumption is required to be

efficiently rationalized to meet the needs of current and future generations.

If sufficient functioning ceases within any of these three domains, human
settlements can quickly break down, resulting in social conflict, poverty, population
loss, and high levels of environmental health problems. This major “golden triad” of
livability embraces vastly shared goals—economic competence, social justice, and

environmental preservation (National Research Council, 2002).

According to Lynch (1998), dimensions are performance characteristics that
measure an attribute against a human purpose, embedded in the dimensions is
acknowledgement that they support a set of general human values and needs.
Dimensions are interconnected and mutually supporting¢ they measure on a scale, for
example, from zero to one, few to many, or high to low, the five basic dimensions
are vitality, sense and perception, fit, access and control and ownership (Lynch,
1998).

Generally, the chosen dimensions will vary depending on the discipline, culture
and objectives of the researchers (Van Kamp et al., 2003; Pacione, 2003). Omuta
(1988), in his effort to measure the objective and subjective particularity of life to
determine the livability of diverse districts in Benin City, applied five broad
dimensions: amenities, housing, employment, nuisances and socio-economic factors.
Heylen (2006) draws our attention to four dimensions of livability that are often
watched in Flanders and the Netherlands, namely quality of the residence, quality of
the physical environment, quality of the socialite environment and district safety.

Some of the dimensions are used by Visser et al., (2005) to show their impact on
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house price in the Netherlands. The attributes are classified into four dimensions: the

house physical characteristics, the social characteristics of the residential
environment, the physical characteristics of the residential environment, and the

functional characteristics of the residential environment.

In Holt-Jensen (2001) study to improve a deprived neighborhood, the four
factors considered by residents to be important for a good living location are
aesthetics, functionality, social relations and individual factors. In another study
ODPM (2006) that reports on the livability of cities in England, the researchers have
four key livability themes as well as their indicators. These themes are environmental
quality, physical location quality, functional place quality and safer places. Table

(2.2) shows the livability dimensions used in five selected studies.

Table (2.2): Livability Dimensions defined in the selected studies

ODPM (2006) Heylen (2006) Visser et al (2005) | Holt-Jensen (2001) | Omuta (1988)
Environment Dwelling Housing Aesthetics of living Employment
quality Social Social environment environment Housing
Physical environment Physical Personal Amenity
environment Physical environment Social relations Educational

Functional environment Functional Functional Nuisance
environment Safety Socio-economic
Safety

Note: ODPM is “Office of the Deputy Prime Minister”
(Source: Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2006)

A glance at the various studies found that several livability dimensions, such as
functional, physical and social environments, are selected in all cases, which reflects
people’s common understanding of living environment quality. In addition, housing

and safety are also widely used in most studies.

However, it is good to note that these dimensions might not have exact the
same content and meaning in all studies or researches, even though the same term
might be used (Mousavi, 2012).

2.7 Defining a livable city

According to (Oxford dictionary online), livable in English is an adjective that
means worth living. According to (Cambridge dictionary), if a building or place is

livable, it is suitable or good for living in.
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Quality of life in a city depends on ability of the residents to access various
sources, as food, clean air, affordable housing, open green spaces, as well as access
to education and jobs, also in these cities residents have all their essential needs

including safe water, public health, communication and transportation networks, etc.

There are those social groups for whom a livable city is one where those
elements have been maintained or renewed which have always been an integral part
of friendly places of people. These are, as Peter Smithson once nicely said relations
between streets and buildings, and buildings among themselves, and trees, and the

year seasons, and embellishment, and events and other people (Palej, 2000).

Making cities livable means basic infrastructure and environmental services to
alleviate poverty through inclusive economic growth (Asia Development Bank,
2008). There were many attempts to define and describe “The livable cities”. Salzano
(1997, 7 p. 3) explained that a livable city is a linkage between the past and the
future: the livable city honors the mark of history (our roots) and honors those who
are not born yet (our posterity). A livable city is a city that maintains the signs (the
buildings, the sites, the layouts) of history. A livable city is also a city that struggle
against any waste of the natural resources and that we must leave intact for the
humankind, that is, for our posterity. Thus, a livable city is also a ‘sustainable city’: a
city that satisfies the present inhabitants needs without reducing the future generation
capacity to satisfy their needs. In the livable city both social and physical elements
must cooperate for the well-being and progression of the community, and of the
signal persons as members of the community. A livable city is a city where common
spaces are the centers of social life and the foci of the whole community. A livable
city must be strengthened, or restored, as a continued network — from the central
areas to the more remote settlements — where bicycle-paths and pedestrian paths bind

together all the sites of social quality and of the community life.

As Crowhurst Lennard and Lennard (1987) have suggested, Livable cities pay
attention to the creation of architecture, streetscape and public space design that
facilitate the presence of city-dwellers in the public domain and in the heart of the
city. Such cities are also committed to reducing traffic and to resolving problems of
safety, pollution and noise by utilizing a variety of mechanism. The livability of a
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city is also determined by the access that its residents have to participate in decision-
making to meet their needs. To be livable, a city must put both sides of the coin
together, providing livelihoods for its residents, ordinary as well as abundant, in
ways that maintain the quality of the environment (Evans, P., (ed.), 2002). According
to Idrus et al, (2007), the livable city as a healthy, safe, economically growing, and
socially, culturally and politically vibrant entity within its green ambience captures
the essence of a sustainable city. A livable city is a city where one can get a healthy
life and where | have the opportunity for easy mobility — by foot, by bicycle, by
public transportation, and even by car where there is no other option. The livable city
IS a city for everyone. That means that the livable city should be catchy, worthwhile,
safe for children, for older people, not only for the people who earn money there and
then go and live outside in the outskirts and in the surrounding communities. For the
elderly people and for the children and, it is particularly important to have easy
access to areas with green, where they have a place to play and meet each other, and
talk with each other. The livable city is a city for all (D. Hahlweg, 1997).

According to Cools (1997), the city must be seen as a living organism in which
balance must be maintained in order to function properly. Timmer and Seymoar
(2006), in designing a Livable Vancouver, compare the city to the living organism
and according to them, the brain and nervous system refer to the governance
structures, the heart refers to the city spirit and place identifiers, the different organs
are the residential, industrial, open spaces and other hubs while the circulatory
systems refer to the transportation routes and nodes and infrastructure networks, as
shown in Table (2.3)

Table (2.3): The city as a living organism

Livable City Components Description
Metaphor
The brain and Governance and A livable city engages the active involvement of a
nervous system Participation diversity of citizens in visioning, planning, implementing
Monitoring, o . .
Measuring, and monitoring regional plans and place-based solutions
Learning to challenges. The monitoring capability of a livable city

is equivalent to the nervous system in a living organism.
A livable city develops the capability to measure progress

towards its goals, to encourage experimentation and test
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new ideas, to learn from experience, to adapt strategies in
order to take into account dynamic circumstances and
shifting priorities, and to quickly respond to opportunities
and challenges.

The heart Common A livable city contains an active public realm for
Values, a Sense reflecting the essence of itself, for creating and
of Identity and reinforcing a common identity, for dialogue about

Place common values, for remembering history, for celebration
and festivals, and for socialization of children and young
people.

The organs Complete A livable city contains complete communities with
Communities, mixed-use and affordable housing close to shopping,

Vital Downtown
Core, Industrial
Clusters, Green

Space

employment, cultural centers and pedestrian-friendly
transportation networks; a vital downtown core with
public spaces and economic activity; industrial clusters
with shared infrastructure; and green space including
agricultural lands and parks.

The circulatory
system

Natural Resource
Flows, Green
Corridors,
Energy Grids,
Communication,
Transportation

A livable city is connected through the flow of resources
that sustain its activities including water, materials,
sewage, and waste; through access to energy resources;
through green corridors for biodiversity habitat and
recreation; through access to the communication systems
including information and communication technologies;
through a transportation network that prioritizes walking,
public transportation and efficient movement of goods.

(Source: Timmer & Seymoar, 2006)

The most inclusive definition is provided by Vukan Vuchic (1999) who
expresses that the concept should embrace those elements of home, neighborhood,
and metropolitan area that all contribute to health, safety, economic opportunities and
welfare, mobility, convenience, and recreation. The adjective livable for a city
connotes a desired quality of life for its residents - including attractive public places,
social activities, provision of a particular level of privacy, as well as a sense of
community. The term livable is defined even more broadly as embracing the city's

social health, economic soundness, and environmental viability.

2.7.1 Principles of a Livable City

A livable city has many features and specifications as well as many principles. These
components are derived from the many different definitions that have already been
mentioned previously. According to H. L. Lennard (1997) principles of a livable city

includes:
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1- It is the opposite of the dead city, where people are segregated and isolated.
2- Dialogue is important.

3- The public realm offers many activities, celebrations, festivals that bring all
of its inhabitants together, events that bring opportunities for its citizens to be
together, not in the specialized roles and functions that they usually occupy, but
as full human beings.

4- A good city is not dominated by fear, not by a conception of fellow human
beings as evil and subhuman.

5- A good city offers the public realm as a place of social learning and
socialization that is indispensable for children and young people. All of the
inhabitants of the community serve as models and teachers.

6- Cities must meet many functions — economic, social and cultural. In so
doing, however, there has been a trend for the modern city to over-specialize in
one or two functions; other functions are being sacrificed.

7- All inhabitants confirm and value each other.

8- Aesthetic considerations, beauty, and meaning of the physical environment
must have high priority. The physical and social environments are two aspects
of the same reality. Just as it was a mistake to think that city inhabitants can
have a good civic and social life in an ugly, brutal and physically inhospitable
city.

9- The wisdom and knowledge of all inhabitants are appreciated and used.

10- People are not intimidated by experts, whether architects or planners, but
show a sense of caution and distrust of those who make decisions about their
lives.

In June (2009), U.S. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood, U.S. Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development Shaun Donovan, and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Administrator Lisa P. Jackson announced the new Interagency
Partnership for Sustainable Communities and its six livability principles to act as a
foundation for interagency coordination. The interagency promotion of livability
aims to help America’s neighborhoods become safer, healthier, and more vibrant.
The Partnership will encourage the incorporation of livability principles into Federal
programs, while better protecting the environment, promoting equitable
development, and helping to address the challenges of climate change. According to

their partnership, the Livability Principles as follows:
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e Provide more transportation choices: develop safe, reliable, and
economical transportation choices to decrease household transportation costs,
reduce our nation’s dependence on foreign oil, improve air quality, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health.

e Promote equitable, affordable housing: expand location- and energy-
efficient housing choices for people of all ages, incomes, races, and ethnicities to
increase mobility and lower the combined cost of housing and transportation.

e Enhance economic competitiveness: improve economic competitiveness
through reliable and timely access to employment centers, educational
opportunities, services, and other basic needs by workers, as well as expanded
business access to markets.

e Support existing communities: target Federal funding toward existing
communities—through strategies like transit oriented, mixed use development,
and land recycling to increase community revitalization and the efficiency of
public works investments and safeguard rural landscapes.

e Coordinate and leverage Federal policies and investment: align Federal
policies and funding to remove barriers to collaboration, leverage funding, and
increase the accountability and effectiveness of all levels of government to plan
for future growth, including making smart energy choices such as locally
generated renewable energy.

¢ Value communities and neighborhoods: enhance the unique characteristics
of all communities by investing in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods—

rural, urban, or suburban.

2.8 Benefits of Livability

Livability represents the level of quality in the social, built and natural environments

around us that affect lives of residents, employees, visitors as well as old people, the

young and all age groups. Benefits of livability outcomes are various, an effective

and numerous, to name a few:

¢ Valued and Engaged Community:

1- Governments in livable communities facilitate the democratic process by

encouraging the direct contribution of the public which aimed to participatory
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3-

endeavor to shape the present and future of the nation, the public in these
communities also participates in short and long-term decision making either
on simple issues or critical ones.

Individuals and various institutions in the community can achieve their own
goals as well as the vision of their city, by partnering with City government,
that cooperation would facilitate the availability of opportunities that would
not have been possible without such joint cooperation.

People in livable communities will acquire knowledge, awareness and enjoy

mental and physical health.

e People in livable communities find a safe, clean and attractive community, they

already feel proud to belong to it:

Neighborhoods in these communities are safe and have low crime rates, a
reduced carbon footprint through waste management and recycling.
Architectural designs are compatible and consider existing culture.
Livability policies enable communities to preserve natural resources while

reducing pollution.

e Livable communities have advanced level of Accessibility:

1

A fit infrastructure that provides Safe and accessible pathways to all residents
by encouraging walkability and cycling, and ensure that infrastructure is
accessible to disabled people, this indeed encourages community social
interactions.

Livability policies make trips shorter for those who choose to drive, this can
reduce the need for auto travel, which in turn leads to reduce energy use.
Affordable public transportation options in these communities supports the
health and vitality and contributes in reducing the emissions of vapors and
toxic gases.

Livability leads to convenient access to city services such as recreation

centers, governmental institutions, parks, etc.

e Livable communities Offer high-quality amenities:

1- Built environment that facilitate cultural events can bring together a wide range

of people who can interact with each other, this in turn supports the cohesion

and unity of community.
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2- Business districts lead to have more vibrant community where citizens can live,
learn, work and play.
e Livable communities support economy:
1- Livable communities link housing and transportation in order to improve
access to services, this generate significant savings for households and

businesses.

2.9 Related common concepts

2.9.1 Livability and sustainability
There is clearly an overlap between the concepts of sustainability and livability,
while several researches used these terms interchangeably, other studies considered

them different. The following discussion compares livability and sustainability.

2.9.1.1 Sustainability and sustainable development

The term sustainability is derived from a Latin word sustinere (tenere, to
hold; sub, up). Sustain can mean “maintain”, “support”, or "endure” (Harper,
Douglas 2017; Onions, Charles, T. ed 1964).

More generally, sustainability is the ability of systems and processes to endure.
The organizational principle of sustainability is sustainable development, which
encompasses the four interrelated areas: economics, politics, ecology and culture
(James, et al. 2015). Sustainable development and environmental science are the
main keys of sustainability (Kahle, & Gurel-Atay, 2014). The Wandemberg (2015)
also defined sustainability as a process of achievement of a common ideal. The UN
World Commission on Environment and Development (the Brundtland Commission)
defined sustainability as being concerned about the accelerating deterioration of the
human environment and natural resources and the consequences of that deterioration

for economic and social development (Brundtland, 1987, para.l).

In the same context Brundtland Commission defined Sustainable development
as “development that ensures that the needs of the present are met without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs” (Amekudzi et al.
2011; Rue et al. 2011; Sanford et al. 2011).
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Many researchers have found that the previous concept refers to the triple
bottom line concept, where it includes considerations for the environment, the
economy and social quality of life as illustrated in Figure (2.1) (Amekudzi et al.
2011; Rue et al. 2011; Sanford et al. 2011).

SOCIAL

BEARABLE EQUITABLE

SUSTAINABLE

ENVIRONMENT ECONOMIC

VIABLE

Figure (2.1): Hlustration of the Triple Bottom Line Concept
(Source: Amekudzi et al., 2011)
2.9.1.2 Sustainable development goals
United Nations (2015) stated that the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGSs)
include seventeen future international development targets where 92 paragraphs,
with the main paragraph (51) outlining the 17 Sustainable Development Goals and its
associated 169 targets were adopted on 25 September 2015 by the Official Agenda
for Sustainable Development. This included the following seventeen goals:
1. Poverty — End all poverty forms in everywhere.
2.Food —End hunger, achieve food securityand improved nutrition and
promote sustainable agriculture.

3.Health — Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages.

4.Education — Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and
promote lifelong learning opportunities for all.

5.Women — Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls.

6. Water — Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation
for all.
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7.Energy — Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for
all.

8.Economy — Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full
and productive employment and decent work for all.

9. Infrastructure — Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable
industrialization and foster innovation.

10. Inequality — Reduce inequality within and among countries.

11. Habitation — Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and
sustainable.

12. Consumption — Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns.
13. Climate — Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts.

14. Marine-ecosystems — Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and
marine resources for sustainable development.

15. Ecosystems —  Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and
halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.

16. Institutions — Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable
development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable
and inclusive institutions at all levels.

17. Sustainability — Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the
global partnership for sustainable development.

As of August 2015, there were 169 proposed targets for these goals and 304
proposed indicators to show compliance (UNSC, 2015)

2.9.1.3 The difference between sustainability and livability

While livability and sustainability have conceptual overlap throughout the
literature, many studies adopted that they are separate but complementary. Often,
livability was the described by literature as a strategy for local, community-focused

action (Young & Hermanson, 2013).

livability related to community-level development, economic, public health,
social equity and pollution exposure (Litman, 2011). Additionally, Rue et al. (2011)
stated that livability may focuses less on large environmental goals, but provides
more details and mechanisms that aim to enhance accessibility, lower transportation
and housing costs, coordinate federal policies and investments and transportation
choices, thus livability support solutions at the neighborhood and society level. In the
same context, the community or human experience in a specific place are the focal

points of livability rather than environmental impacts found in the approach of triple
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bottom line (Sanford, 2011). On the hand, Rue et al. (2011) concluded that meeting

the present needs and supporting future generations are the target of sustainability.

Unlike livability goals, sustainability goals included enhancing air quality, water,

reducing climate impacts, increasing energy efficiency and decreasing greenhouse

gas emission. Similarly, Sanford (2011) stated that sustainability focused on

sustaining; human society without harming the natural environment.

2.9.1.4 The similarity between sustainability and livability

Many researchers continued to use the two concepts interchangeably and

discussed livability principles to support sustainability goals. The Partnership for

Sustainable Communities strengthened the link between sustainability and livability

when sustainable community is defined as places where economic and natural assets

can be balanced so that local residents' various needs can be met now and in the

future (The Partnership, 2011, para. 5). Young & Hermanson (2013) explained that

sustainability and livability may work on different scales, but both can achieve

similar outputs.

Rue et al.

(2011) proposed that both concepts support

environmentally sustainable travel options and economic development, and address

human health and social equity issues.

Table (2.4) below summarizes some of the differences and similarities between the

two concepts according to three criteria: scale, context, and potential (Gough, 2015).

Table (2.4): Some of the differences and similarities between livability and

sustainability

from Gough
R015, Table 1) |LIVABILITY

ISCALE |Local
Shifting with
Stakeholder
ICONTEXT 'Values
Tangible and
Easily
IPOTENTIAL |Implemented

Local to Global

and Social Values

SUSTAINABILITY SIMILARITIES

Change-Oriented,

Forward-Looking,
\Common Agenda
Global
Intergenerational
Economic,
Environmental
'Needs

Compelling and
Social Change
Oriented

Require Common

Overarching Goals
Identified by Shared

Understanding for
Coordinated Action |Stakeholder Groups

TENSION

Local or Global, and

Beneficiaries

Shorter-term Livability
Concerns v. Larger Equity
and Long-Term Issues in
.Sustainabihtv

Relevance of Outcomes

and Different

| Complementarity

Livabllity Needs Sustainabiliy to
Consider Larger Scale and Longer-
Term Problems, and Sustainability
Needs Livability to Influence

Locally Relevant Conditions

Livability Needs Sustainability for
the 3 Es to Be Considered Locally,
and Sustainabiliy Needs Livability
to Resonate With Local Actors

‘leabuhty Needs Sustainability to

Ground Investments for Future
Change, and Sustainability Needs
Livability to Demonstrate Practical
Relevance and Feasibility

(Source: Gough, 2015)
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2.9.2 Quality of life

Most people understood the term Quality-of-life (QOL) as ‘goodness of life’
and to be able to live happily and successfully within the environment (Brown and
Brown, 2005). The interest in quality of life is increasing and there is a growing
awareness that it’s important to take a broad rather than a narrow view when any
kind of physical or social improvement is being thought about that aims to benefit

people, (Jones, 2002).

While there is no specific definition of quality of life, many definitions listed
below provide an overall sense of what is meant by the term:

e “To what extent a person enjoys the important possibilities of his or her life”
(Hancock, 2000).

e “The outcomes of interaction between economic, health, social and
environmental conditions, which affect social and human development” (Ontario
Social Development Council, 1999).

e “ . .the feeling of satisfaction, fulfilment or wellbeing resulting from factors in
the external environments” (Swain, 2002).

e  “A popular expression that, in general, connotes an overall sense of supportive
and pleasant environment when applied to a community and wellbeing when

applied to an individual (Hancock, 2000).

QOLs' Standard indicators include not only employment and wealth, but also
the physical and mental health, the built environment, social belonging, education
and recreation and leisure time, (Gregory et al., 2009). Sirgy (2001) argues that QOL
is a wide concept and can be understood in different areas such as needs approach
and health approach, QOL as life satisfaction versus happiness and the resource
management approach. The term quality of life has a comprehensive definition that
can be deducted from the above mentioned and understood as the outcome of the
interaction between the constructional, environmental, social and economic cases

which has a major impact on Man (Mostafa, 2008).

On the other hand, when discussion the relationship between quality of life and
livability, the distinction lies in the difference between the user experience of the

amenities and any related health benefits (quality of life) and the presence and
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quality of those amenities of the built and natural environments (livability). For
example, livability might be focused on the transportation choices residents can have,
quality of life refers to the related health benefits can be received by residents who
can choose another travel modes. In a few words, livability refers to amenities and
services in a community, whereas quality of life refers to how those amenities shape
the experience of residents. The following table (2.5) provides an example of factors
that have an effect on community livability, and the related quality of life benefits
that could be expected to accrue (VanZerr & Seskin, 2011).

Table (2.5): Examples of community livability factors and their related quality
of life benefits.

Livability Factors

Quality of Life Benefits

Economic availability of jobs, services, and | disposable income, recreation and
Development retail leisure time
Housing affordability, location, diversity of | shelter, safety, and security

housing types

Environmental

air quality, aesthetics, noise, water

physical and mental health, protection

Quality quality, greenhouse gases, parks | from some natural hazards

and open space

Community community cohesion, historic and | sense of belonging, sense of place,

Development cultural  resources, educational | community resiliency, social capital,
opportunities upward mobility

Transportation | availability of multi-modal | independence of movement, reasonable
connected  networks;  mobility; | and reliable travel times, physical and
safety; accessibility —of jobs, | mental health

housing, and services; streetscape
attractiveness

Equity equitable distribution of amenities sense of social justice, exposure to

diverse ideas

(Source: Least Cost Planning Project Management Team, 2011)

2.9.3 Smart Growth

Smart Growth (SG) appeared as a method to develop sustainable communities
and implement livability (Geller, 2003; Rue et al., 2011; Victoria Transport Policy
Institute, 2011). The U.S. Green Building Council (2009) confessed SG as an
effective approach to enhance sustainable development and added the principles of
SG into their guide of neighborhood development, Leadership for Energy and
Environmental Design Neighborhood Development (LEED ND). The National
Association of Home Builders (NAHB) (2011) also adopted policies of Smart

Growth to ensure more efficient land use and to serve as a model for green building
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and green development (Young & Hermanson, 2013). The previous authors also
created principles to enable a state or local government as well as developers, to

create SG by adhering to some principles. The principles included:

e Mix land use;

e Take advantage of compact building design;

e Create a range of housing opportunities and choices;

o Create walkable neighborhoods;

e Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place;

e Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas;
e Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities;

e Provide a variety of transportation choices;

e Make development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective; and

e Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in development decisions

According to the literature reviewed, SG principles support livability in both urban
and rural environments (Young & Hermanson, 2013).

2.9.4 New Urbanism

New Urbanism emerged as a tool to create communities' livability (Kochera et
al., 2005; Rue et al., 2011; VTPI, 2011). Based on studies of the Congress for New
Urbanism (CNU) (2011), principles of NU included the creation of walkable design,
destinations reachable by walking, creating human scaled environments and public
spaces, housing choices for all ages and income levels and livable streets through
compact and bicycling or transit. Conversely, VTPl (2011) concluded that NU
includes, “a set of development practices to create more efficient, attractive and

livable communities” (para. 1).

2.9.5 Transit-Oriented Development

Because transit-oriented development (TOD) focuses on mixed-use
developments near public transportation, practitioners often discussed TOD in ways
that support the Partnership’s strategy of increasing transportation options. Many
researchers identified TOD as an often-used tactic for localities and regions to
implement livable community strategies (Kochera et al., 2005; Rue et al., 2011,
VTPI, 2011).

36



Zimbabwe and Anderson (2011) stated that TOD has many benefits like
enhancing access to jobs, increased land property values, reduced cost of building
new infrastructure, increased transit agency revenues, creation of public places with a

sense of place and improved public health (p. 2).

According to a report by the U.S. DOT and U.S. HUD (2008), TODs increase
livability while improving access to transit. Further, they conclude that TOD can
reduce transportation costs for working families and mitigate the negative impacts of

automobile travel on the environment and the economy.

2.9.6 Placemaking

Many studies define placemaking to improve livability in neighborhoods,
public spaces, cities and regions, by engaging residents to contribute in planning,
improvement and transformation to their surrounding environment (Projects for
Public Spaces, 2009). Placemaking supports livability by promoting transportation
choices, increasing affordable housing, increasing economic development and
supporting existing communities by creating places where people want to spend

discretionary time.

Markusen and Gadwa (2010) concluded that placemaking supports livability
because it has positive externalities: affordable housing and reliable transportation

choices, an increase in public safety, community identity.

2.10 Case Study: Urban Livability in an Emerging Migrant City — Doha —
Qatar

This case study explores the perceptions of livable urban environments in
Qatar’s capital city - Doha by residents who are immigrants to it for business
purposes. These perceptions were explored through an attitude survey of 280 migrant
professionals from different cultural backgrounds engaged in the high service sector
and from four groups including westerners, middle-easterners, Indians, Southeast
Asians. The way in which key livability factors are perceived by those five groups
will be analyzed. Livability factors were classified into two categories: urban life and
urban spaces. Urban life category included aspects that pertain to residential

satisfaction, satisfactions of leisure and service spaces, traffic and movement
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experience and shopping experience. Urban space category included attractiveness,
iconicity, and familiarity, which were attitudinally explored in four public open
spaces, this space category will not be discussed due to privacy of these spaces and

its special relationship to residents’ life there (Salama, & Wiedmann, 2016).

2.10.1 An overview of Doha

Qatar’s capital city Doha was a fishing and pearl diving settlement. Today, it is
home to more than 90% of the country’s 2.0 million people, including over 80%
foreign workers from other countries. During the 1970s, Doha was transformed into
a modernized city. However, in the 1980s and early 1990s, the development process
was slow compared to the preceding period due to a discouraging political
atmosphere and the first Gulf war (Salama and Wiedmann, 2013-a). Since the end of
the 1990s, the city has acquired a new geo-strategic importance. Through the shift of
global economic forces, it is being developed as a service hub, joining other major
cities in the region and entering a fierce competition (Wiedmann, Salama and
Thierstein, 2012). One key aspect to establish Doha as a regional center of service

sectors is however continuous immigration.

2.10.2 Examining livability

The targeted participants in the survey were from 43 companies within the
advanced producer service sector in Doha These companies were selected based on
criteria such as heir key roles in current developments and their overall size. The
analysis showed that more than 70% of those companies have been in Doha for less
than ten years and have recruited mainly expatriates. 351 employees shared their

views during this study but 280 complete responses were received.

2.10.2.1 General profile of the survey participants
Table 2.6 shows the general profile of the survey participants from many aspects
such as gender, average age, years in Doha and car ownership

Table (2.6): Overview of the four main groups of survey participants.

Cultural Gender Average Years in Car
Background Male Female Age Doha Ownership
Western 59% 41% 39 3 81%
Middle Eastern 61% 39% 31 12| 84%
South-East Asian 44% 56% 35 4 46%
Indian 81% 19% 35 8 73%

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)
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2.10.2.2 Relocation motives and residential profile

The participants were asked about their main motivations for moving to Doha.
After analyzing as figure (2.2) show, it was clear that Western and South-East Asian
respondents were too close where their main motives were the job opportunity, the
professional experience and higher salaries than in their countries of origin. In both
cases cultural factors play no role at all, while family life and safety are perceived as
minor motives. On the other hand, it is contrast to participants from the Middle East,
so that all motives are equally important. While respondents of the Indians migrants
identify safety as a major motive in addition to the high salary. In the case of Indian a
large majority of safety as a major motive in addition to the high salary and family
life (Salama, & Wiedmann, 2016).

| Middle-Eastern

Western
80% salary ont salary
safety job safety job
opportunity i opportunity
|
cultural professional cultural professional
factors experience factors experience
family life Sfamily life
|
Indian | South-East Asian
o Salary | oz salary
60% A
safety o Jjob safety .myg‘ Sy, job
opportunit, . . opportuni
2% pportunity m J ppo ty
[ o% 0%
cultural professional cultural - professional
factors experience factors experience
family life family life

Figure (2.2): The main motives of the four groups to move and stay in Doha
(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

Participants were requested to share their residence location as well as their
residence type. More than half of the respondents (54%) live in apartments in central
urban areas followed by 38% who live in villas or apartments in gated residential
communities in the urban periphery Figure 2.3. The remaining share of 8% lives in
exclusive residential towers along the Northern waterfront. Approximately, about
20% of the respondents within each group did not choose their own residence, which

is provided by their employers.
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Notably, a majority from Western countries (56%) lives in the urban periphery,
while only 26% live in central districts. For other groups, most respondents live in
apartments in the rather densely populated areas close by C-Ring Road, one of the
major urban arteries in the city. Neither Indian nor South- East Asian resides in
waterfront developments. Approximately, about 20% of the respondents within each
group did not choose their own residence, which is provided by their employers.

Figure (2.3) show the three main locations of residences and the share of each group

Figure (2.3): The three main locations of residences and the share of each group
(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

2.10.3 Perceiving Urban Life

The urban life component aims at understanding how different groups perceive key
livability factors. Factors included traffic experience, residential quality, shopping
experience, leisure, and the overall attractiveness of the city as show in tables (2.7)

below.
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Table (2.7): Experience traffic as a key livability factors

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors

Experience traffic

1. | Western 73% assesses the traffic conditions in Doha as
chaotic

2. | Middle Eastern slight majority of Middle Eastern respondents 55%
share the opinion that traffic experience is moderate

3. | South-East Asian a majority of 79% perceives it as pleasant

4. | Indian| a majority of 66% perceives it as moderate

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

When participants were asked if they would actually prefer public transportation

instead of using a car or taxi due to climatic conditions.

Table (2.8): Preferring public transportation instead of using a car or taxi

Asian and Indian

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors
Preferring public transportation instead of using a
car or taxi due to climatic conditions
1. | Western a major share of 41% would rather use public
transportation
2. | Middle Eastern, South-East | more than 70% prefer to drive a car instead of using

a bus service

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

Approximately 90% of all respondents are satisfied with their current residence, but

in none of the four groups a majority can be found who would perceive their present

housing conditions in Doha as an improvement to their former residence outside
Qatar.
Table (2.9): Satisfying with current residence

Cultural Backgrounds

Key Livability Factors

Satisfying with current residence

1. | Western and Middle Eastern | only 20% experience their new residence as an
improvement on their previous standard
2. | South-East Asian and Indian | almost 40% of Indian and South-East Asian

interviewees identify their housing conditions as a
significant improvement

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

They were furthermore asked to share their experiences and perceptions regarding

the situation of commercial services and leisure spaces in Doha.

41




1.Shopping malls:

Malls are currently the main centers for shopping as well as for entertainment in
Qatar. Most interviewees share the preference of shopping malls instead of shopping
streets in central areas due to weather temperatures and humidity as well as their
accessibility by car.

2.Visiting old downtown areas:

It is observed that old downtown areas are to a large extent avoided by most

respondents.

Table (2.10): Experiences and perceptions regarding to visiting old downtown

areas

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors

Visiting old downtown areas

1. | Western 64% visit the old city only a few times per year
Middle Eastern and South- | 50% visit the old city center every month

East Asian
3. | Indian 52% visit it only a few times per year

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

While Middle Eastern and Western respondents mainly prefer to visit central areas in
order to go to certain quality restaurants, a majority of Indian and South-East Asian
participants visit downtown areas only to experience shopping. 50% of all
interviewees within each group are satisfied with the current supply of commercial

services in Doha.

3.how many hours per week they spend for leisure outside their residence

Table (2.11): Hours per week for leisure outside residence

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors

Hours per week for leisure outside residence

1. | Western and Middle Eastern | 40% with a Middle Eastern or Western background
usually spend more than 10 hours per week outside
in shopping malls, hotels or public leisure spaces,

2. | South-East Asian and Indian | less than 20% of the respondents with an Indian or
South-East Asian background spend a similar
amount of time outside.

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)
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4.The main leisure spaces:

The main leisure spaces identified by the respondents are four major shopping malls,
the old historic city core, the waterfront promenades as well as hotels.

Table (2.12): The main leisure spaces

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors
The main leisure spaces
1. | Western 78% prefer to spend their leisure time in hotels
Middle Eastern A majority prefers to spend leisure time in

restaurants in the old city core
3. | South-East Asian and Indian | prefer shopping malls and public spaces, such as the
Corniche/the waterfront or Aspire Park

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)

5. The distances to leisure spaces

In all four groups, a slight majority of around 58% assesses the existing leisure
spaces as generally attractive.
Table (2.13): The distances to leisure spaces

Cultural Backgrounds Key Livability Factors

the distances to leisure spaces

1. | Western and Middle Eastern | only around 25% perceive the distances to leisure
spaces as too far from their residences

2. | South-East Asian and Indian | respondents perceive the distances to leisure spaces
as too far from their residences

(Source: Salama & Wiedmann, 2016)
2.10.4 Lessons and Challenges: Toward a Livable Doha

The inquiry into livability and its underlying factors uncovers a number of
concerns and alarming figures. Traffic experience appears unsatisfactory, and low-
quality housing construction and maintenance and insufficient parking spaces, school
facilities, and shopping opportunities are major sources of discontent for the majority
of respondents. Today, the continuous exchange of migrants hinders the demands of
communities from having a more efficient impact on development patterns. It should
be noted nonetheless that life in Doha is often still perceived as attractive due to high
salaries, general safety and many professional opportunities in certain areas, such as

construction, research and education (Nagy, 2006).
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Based on the fact that the local population is a small minority of approximately
13 per cent of the total population, there is no coherent majority within Doha's
society apart from the diverse groups of expatriates. Segregation patterns between
nationals and expatriates are zealously maintained; furthermore, constraints to
developing a less anonymous and more integrated society are also due to the
continuous labor movement patterns and exchange of a large percentage of the
expatriate workforce on a regular basis. In addition to social segregation by
residential area, little effort, coupled with a lack of desire, has been made by
decision-makers to develop more integrated environments and public realms to be
used as platforms for an emerging society. Today, while shopping malls are the most
frequently used leisure and entertainment spaces for higher income groups, low-
income groups usually shop and stay close to their residences, a clear indication of
social and income demarcation which extends beyond residential patterns (Salama, &
Wiedmann, 2016).

Exploring the perceptions of migrant communities can become the basis of
further in-depth research regarding the various potentials of how new demand-driven
mechanisms, e.g. within housing markets, can diversify spatial developments in
future. Thus, the outcomes of this study can be regarded as a first attempt to point out
the potential key role of the various migrant communities in shaping a new urban

identity in Qatar by investigating current perceptions of different cultural groups.

2.11 Conclusion

This chapter discussed a historical background of livability, where many scholars
have noted the rise of livability in the late 1960s and 1970s, where the concept was
used in various areas such as politics, sociology, economics and housing, and was
considered a dominant category of urban discourse’ used by various groups in the
urban arena. Advocates of a critical approach to urban studies have argued that
livability discourse often reflects the interests of elites who pursue an agenda of

urban growth and are representing upper and middle-class interests

The chapter also reviewed the difficulty in building a consensus concept of

livability by presenting two different types of analyses - to demonstrate the lack of
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consensus in defining one concept of livability - that conducted by NARC “The

national association of regional councils” — USA.

On the other hand, the concepts of livability were reviewed according to many
recent and early studies, where livability was reviewed regarding to various views of:

academics, policymakers and private providers.

In the same context, and in order to know more about the aspects of the
concept, the dimensions of livability were presented, where after reviewing many

studies, livability has three key dimensions: environment, social and economy.

Defining a livable city and its' principles were also reviewed. In addition, benefits of
livability were discussed, they are various, an effective and numerous. For example,
livable communities have advanced level of accessibility, offer high-quality

amenities, safety and support economy and many other benefits.

In this chapter, many important concepts related to the concept were addressed,
the concept of sustainability and sustainable development, its main principles and
goals were presented with clarifying the relationship between the interchanged
concepts of sustainability and livability. The study sought to discover differences and
similarities between them based on many studies and researches, where many studies
support a discrete relationship between sustainability and livability, many researchers

use the two concepts interchangeably.

On the other hand, the term Quality-of-life was also discussed due to the
intersect with livability. Smart Growth, New Urbanism, Transit-oriented
development and placemaking concepts were also presented with clarifying the
relationship between livability and them. In the end of this chapter, a case study of
livable urban environments in Qatar’s capital city - Doha was presented and analyzed

in order to have lessons learnt and maximize the knowledge.
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CHAPTER 3
MEASURES AND INDICATORS OF LIVABILITY

3.1 Introduction

Recently, many indices and studies have been published aimed to measure the
livability and to assess global cities against each other regarding to its principles.
These livability measures are typically used as a tool to make comparisons between
cities with various outcome scores receiving widespread media attention (Woolcock,
2009).

In order to understand how cities are ranking according to livability indicators,
the chapter will discuss the measurement tools, which were referred as survey lists of
most livable cities, such as the Economist Intelligence Unit's "global livability

ranking", and "Mercer Quality of Living Survey" etc.

On the other hand, the second part of this chapter will review the indicators of
livability in all its aspects, identifying indicator, explaining the criteria of livability

indicators and giving some examples of livability indices.

3.2 Rankings

According to Kashef (2016), despite the wide-ranging and relatively subjective
interpretations of the latter constructs, numerous indices and measurement tools were
developed over the last three decades to rank cities according to the amenities and
opportunities afforded to their residents and visitors, safety and security, crime,
climate, transportation, infrastructure, healthcare, public policies and services,
business environment, cost of living, recreational amenities, education, housing,
gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, sanitation, culture, air quality, and natural
capital have been incorporated into quantitative models to compare and rank these
cities, Qualitative aspects, such as lifestyle, well-being, happiness, tolerance, and
environmental aesthetics, have also been compiled to benchmark urban livability on

a global scale.
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3.3 Measurable Criteria of Livability

Cities are in competition with each other in means of wealth, population,
volume, and immigration and in this context, make an attempt to become different
from each other by adding values to the products and to be choosed more by
increasing their popularity (Kavaratzis and Ashworth, 2005).

The world's most livable cities is a term of survey lists which compare cities
and classify them annually, and in a particular order depending on their living
conditions. Regions with cities commonly ranked in the top 50
include Australia, New Zealand, North America, Northern Europe, and Western
Europe (Mercer Quality of Living Survey, 2015). There are many examples of global
organizations that publish such surveys as: Monocle's "Most Livable Cities Index",
the Economist Intelligence Unit's "Global Livability Ranking", and "Mercer Quality

of Living Survey" etc.

Each of these measurement tools, which we have referred previously as survey
lists of most livable cities, includes several criteria as well as indicators for
measuring living conditions in any city around the world, through these lists, cities
are given a rank according based on each weighted indicator. Below, I will present

the most important of this livability global ranking.

3.3.1 EIU livability ranking

The EIU livability ranking is probably the most comprehensive and far-
reaching of all livability ranking systems (Kashef, 2016). The EIU ranks cities on
their livability as part of the Worldwide Cost of Living Survey. Living conditions are
assessed using around 40 indicators, with each city being given a value between one
and five for each indicator. As shown in table (3.1) and table (3.2), these scores are
then grouped into five weighted categories to allow a rating of between 0 per cent
and 100 per cent to be determined for each city; the lower the score the more livable
the city. The five weighted categories of the EIU Quality of Life rating are:
(Woolcock, 2009)

o Stability (25 per cent) — prevalence of petty crime, prevalence of violent
crime, threat of military conflict, threat of civil unrest/conflict, threat of

terrorism.
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e Healthcare (20 per cent) — availability of public and private healthcare,
quality of public and private healthcare provision, availability of over-the-
counter drugs, general healthcare indicators.

e Culture and Environment (25 per cent) — climate (humidity/temperature
rating, discomfort to travelers, cultural hardship), corruption, social/religious
restrictions, level of censorship, recreation (sports, culture, food and drink),
availability of consumer goods and services.

e Education (10 per cent) — availability of private education, quality of private
education provision, general public education indicators.

e Infrastructure (20 per cent) — transport (quality of road network, quality of
public transport, quality of regional or international links), housing (availability
of good quality housing), utilities (quality of energy provision, quality of water

provision, quality of telecommunications infrastructure).

EIU uses various data collection and measurement tools that involve public opinion
surveys, raw quantitative data, and interviews with a broad spectrum of urbanites,
professionals, and city officials. Surveys and interviews are conducted around the
world, and the representative samples of respondents are drawn from Europe (30%),
Americas (30%), (30%), the and other parts of the world (10%).

Table (3.1): The world’s most livable cities 2016

Rank City Country

1 Melbourne Australia
o T — o —
i Tas—" o s
T — g e
Ve 2 lga ry ................ P
e — T —— e —
s e s
T e — T
sty e s
R e g .............. st any ...........

(Source: Kashef, M., 2016)
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Table (3.2): Top ten livable cities in 2013: 100=ideal; O=intolerable

Country City Rank Overall rating Stability Healthcare Culture & environment Education Infrastructure
Australia Melbourne 1 97.5 95 100 95.1 100 100
Austria Vienna 2 974 95 100 94.4 100 100
Canada Vancouver 3 97.3 95 100 100 100 92.9
Canada Toronto 4 972 100 100 97.2 100 89.3
Canada Calgary 5 9.6 100 100 89.1 100 96.4
Australia Adelaide 6  96.6 95 100 94.2 100 96.4
Australia Sydney 7 %1 90 100 94.4 100 100
Finland Helsinki 8 9% 100 100 90 91.7 96.4
Australia Perth 9 9.9 95 100 88.7 100 100
New Zealand Auckland 10  95.7 95 95.8 97 100 92.9

(Source: Economist Intelligence Unit; EIU 2013)

The EIU livability ranking compares 127 world cities and publishes annual
reports that do not only list the top 10 best and worst cities in terms of livability but
also cities that have achieved remarkable progress in their livability over the last
5years as shown in table (3.3) (Kashef, 2016).

Table (3.3): Most improved cities over the last 5 years (livability scores over

Syears)

City Country Rank (out of 140)  Overall rating (100=Ideal)  Five years improvements + %
Bogota Colombia 111 39.6 79
Harare Zimbabwe 136 40.7 32
Dubai UAE 77 742 2.9
Algiers Algeria 134 409 29

Kuwait City Kuwait 81 721 25
Dhaka Bangladesh 139 38.7 25
Taipei Tatwan 61 839 2

Colombo Sri Lanka 128 498 1.8
Bratislava Slovakia 63 815 1.7
Phnom Penh Cambodia 126 514 1.6

(Source: Economist Intelligence Unit; EIU 2013)

Melbourne, Australia, has been ranked by the EIU as the world's most livable
city for seven years in a row, from 2011 to 2017. Prior to 2011, Vancouver, Canada,
was ranked the EIU's most livable city. Vancouver was ranked third in 2015 and
2016, while Vienna, Austria, was ranked second in those years (Wikipedia, 2017). In

addition, the EIU livability ranking presents the change in livability score of cities
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surveyed (increase, decrease or no change) and it confirms that there is declining in a
fifth of these cities as shown in figure (3.1)

I Change in “liveability” score Changeiin city score 2011- 2016
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Figure (3.1): The change in livability score of cities surveyed
(Source: Economist Intelligence Unit; EIU 2016)

3.3.2 Mercer quality of living survey

According to Kashef (2016), The Mercer Quality of Living Survey mainly
assigns a premium on quality of living in over 460 cities all over the world. This
survey endeavors to help companies and expatriate professionals assess incentives
and proper allowances for relocation. Quality of living is measured via 39 descriptors
grouped in 10 classifications, namely, economics (banking regulations and services),
health (private and public services, air quality, sanitation, and waste disposal), socio-
political environment (crime, safety, and stability), sociocultural environment
(media, censorship and personal freedom), utilities (transportation, traffic, and
services), education (private and public), recreational facilities (restaurants, theaters,
sports, and leisure), housing, and natural environment (climate, natural calamities,
and weather extremes), market (availability of goods). Mercer does not only provide
an overall livability score but also contrasts cities across all descriptors. This tool
uses a grid that ranks cities according to diverse aspects related to living quality,
thus, allowing users to determine which aspect carries more weight for them and then
specify an exchange value to the selected variables. In addition to the international
list of top10 livable cities, Mercer also lists the top-ranking cities in the Middle East,
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Central and South America, North America, Europe, Asia, and Africa. The survey
assigns a score of 100 to a base city New York (Kashef, 2016), and figure (3.2)
shows the trends in global quality of living 2017: top 10 cities vs. bottom 10 cities.)

TOP 10 CITIES*

Vienna, Austria
Zurich, Switzerland
Auckland, New Zealand
Munich, Germany
Vancouver, Canada
Dusseldorf, Germany
Frankfurt, Germany
Geneva, Switzerland
Copenhagen, Denmark
Basel, Switzerland
Sydney, Australia

9 R BOTTOM 10 CITIES
| k 222 Conakry, Guinea
\ 223 Kinshasa, DR Congo
224 Brazzaville, Congo
A 226 Damascus, Syria
226 N'Djamena, Chad
A 227 Khartoum, Sudan
A 228 Port au Prince, Haiti

228 Sana’a, Republic of Yemen

230 Bangui, Central African
Republic

231 Baghdad, Iraq

© BN E LN -

1
1

o o

Figure (3.2): The trends in global quality of living 2017: top 10 cities vs. bottom
10 cities

(Source: The Mercer Quality of Living Survey 2017

The Mercer survey (2014) placed Dubai, UAE at 73, making this city the
highest-ranked city in the Middle East and Africa regions. Abu Dhabi jumped 11
positions to stay at 78. Middle Eastern and African cities are generally ranked very
low on the Mercer index because of regional instability, looming threats of civil war
in various parts of the region, the Arab Spring with its disruptive political turn of
events, lack of infrastructure, and substandard living conditions and health services.
Five out of the bottom six cities worldwide are from the Middle East and Africa
regions, with Damascus, Khartoum, and Baghdad scoring the lowest mainly because

of internal conflicts.

3.3.3 Most livable city index (Monocle)

The most livable city index of Monocle is one of the best-known contemporary
livability rankings. Criteria in this survey are safety/crime, international connectivity,
climate/sunshine, quality of architecture, public transportation, tolerance,
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environmental issues and access to nature, urban design, business conditions, pro-
active policy developments and medical care. The audience of the ‘Most Livable

City Index’ are the global creative middle class (S. Cairns, 2015).

3.3.4 Better life index (OECD)

The ‘Better Life Index’ of OECD is one of the best-known contemporary
livability rankings. The OECD states that there is more to life than the cold numbers
of GDP and economic statistics. This Index allows to compare well-being across
over 30 countries worldwide, based on 11 topics the OECD has identified as
essential, spanning material living conditions and quality of life. The audience of the

‘Better Life Index’ are the government, business and civil society (S. Cairns, 2015).

3.3.5 Human development index (OECD)

The ‘Human Development Index’ of OECD is one of the best-known
contemporary livability rankings. A criteria of this index is among others the life
expectancy at birth. The HDI also measures the education index (mean years of
schooling and expected years of schooling) and the standard of living (GNI per
capita). The audience of the ‘Human Development Index’ are the government,
business and civil society (S. Cairns, 2015).

As noted above, the multiple indices and measurement systems differed in the
number and quality of indicators used to measure and assess the livability of cities
around the world. In this study, an attempt is made to benefit from all these systems
by convergence between them and coming up with an integrated list of indicators

that are suitable for the study area.

3.4 Livability indicators

Many policymakers and organizations in different societies monitor
progression in the achievement of economic, environmental, and social goals, by
using a carefully selected group of livability index or indicators over a period of
time. A livability index is something other than the combination of indicators; it aims
at providing an immediate contribution to policy intervention (Hortulanus, 2000).
They are communication tools that can exhibit a given aspect improvement in society
as well as identify problem areas. (Carmichael et al, 2007). Livability index creation

is an organized effort to gather and disseminate a set of indicators that together tell a
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story about the progress and position of a jurisdiction or jurisdictions (U. S.
Government Accountability Office, 2004). Livability indices expand information that
provide officials with more insight into the dynamics of their constituency and allow

officials to create policy appropriately (Carmichael et al, 2007).

3.4.1 Identifying indicator
It was significant to adopt an agreed conceptual framework about what assign

an indicator and how to assess an indicator’s utility.

Balsas, (2004) described that an indicator is a measure or a group of measures
that describes a complex economic, social, or physical reality, and a measure is one
data point that acts as a standard to tell us how well or poorly we are doing with
respect to an indicator. An indicator is a measurement that mirrors the status of some
environmental, social, or economic system over time. In General, an indicator
focuses on a small, tangible, manageable, and telling piece of a system to give people

a sense of the bigger picture (Redefining Progress, 2002).

Useful and Meaningful indicators mirror both measurable and desirable
outcomes, Indicator creators expect the indicators to simplify complicated data sets
and supply a clear perspective of the bigger picture. Indicators communicate trends
in a community and spread an opportunity for a community to make vital changes.
Figure (3.3) illustrates a number of indicator topics under the larger domains of
environment, economy, and society and culture. The area linking the larger domains,
highlighted in blue, represents common issues the domains share, such as diversity,
opportunity, and sustainability (Carmichael et al, 2007).
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Figure (3.3): A number of indicators under the larger domains of economy,
environment, and society and culture

(Source: Carmichael et al, 2007)

3.4.2 Subjective vs. objective indicators

Indicators are divided into two main types: objective and subjective indicators,
both are important for measuring livability, where objective indicators generally use
and represent existing or collected data that measures concrete facts such as
unemployment, crime rates, economic production, number of hospitals per capita and
life expectancy etc. and often they are presented in figures and percentages, while
subjective indicators are individuals' beliefs, perceptions and opinions about living
conditions, including social, economic and environmental conditions, such as
whether they feel happy with their jobs. Table (3.4) shows the difference between the
two types.

Diener and Suh (1999) proved that subjective indicators are valid measures of
what people perceive to be important to their happiness and well-being. However,
through studies in the 1970s, objective indicators proved to encompass a small
portion of people’s perspectives of well-being (Haas, 1999). So many researchers use
initially objective indicators for their studies, then they work on a combination of
both.

There is a growing consensus around the world that such approaches balance
the strengths and weaknesses of the different indicators and provide a better measure

of quality of life in a region (Quality of Life and Well-being, 2005).
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Table (3.4): The difference between subjective and objective indicators

Frequently used objective  social | Frequently used subjective  social
indicators indicators
(represent social data independently of | (individuals” appraisal and evaluation of
individual evaluations) social conditions)
Life expectancy Sense of community
Crime rate Material possessions
Unemployment rate Sense of safety
Gross Domestic Product Happiness
Poverty rate Satisfaction with “life as a whole™
School attendance Relationships with family
Working hours per week Job satisfaction
Perinatal mortality rate Sex life
Suicide rate Perception of distributional justice
Class identification
Hobbies and c¢lub membership

(Source: Quality of Life and Well-being, 2005)

3.4.3 Criteria of the livability indicators

In order to be useful, indicators should be set to highlight issues of concern,
stimulate discussion for future actions, and give measures of progress. They must be
quantifiable and measurable using valid data sources, defined clearly, be sensitive to
changes in public policy, and linked to theory (West and Badham, 2008; Bracken,
1981; Balsas, 2004; Greenwood, 2008). A high-quality indicator should monitor the
conditions of a city in order to aid city officials in accommodating and anticipating
for future trends in the attributes index. With powerful indicators, a government has

the capability to create positive change.

Lowe et al. (2013) in their Research Program for Melbourne Neighborhoods in
Australia developed four specific criteria to assess the utility and the strengths and

weaknesses of the livability indicators. These were:

e Is the indicator significant to livability and/or the social determinants of
health and wellbeing in urban areas?

e |s the indicator specific and quantifiable?

¢ Can the indicator be measured at the appropriate level(s) and scale(s), so that
local areas within a city can be compared?

e Is the indicator relevant to Australian urban policy?
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When the indicator meets the above criteria, it can be considered as a valid one
for measuring the livability of a community. On the other hand, and since livability
attributes varies from community to another over the time, it is important to readjust

and change the indicators periodically.

As noted in ranking cities section, all livability indices and measurement tools
use a set of specific indicators, in addition to previous indicators mentioned in these

indices, the following paragraphs review different types of indicators according to

the different categories.

3.4.4 Examples of Livability Indices
1- Indicators of the Global Livable Cities Index (GLCI)

Table (3.5): Indicators for economic vibrancy and competitiveness- GLCI Index

Economic performance

Economic openness

Infrastructure

GDP

Foreign direct investment

Telephone lines
(subscribers per 100 people)

Real GDP growth rate

Trade to GDP ratio

Computer ownership
(per 1,000 people)

Labor productivity per hour

State ownership of
enterprises

Level of internet access
(percentage population)

Household consumption
expenditure per capita

Prevalence of trade
barriers

Unemployment rate

Number of free trade
agreements

Resilience of economy

Ease of doing business

Gross fixed capital formation

Prevalence of foreign
ownership

Growth rate of consumer price

Tourism receipts

Debt to gross national income
ratio

Economic freedom

Hotel occupancy rates

International tourist arrivals

(Source: Global Livable Cities Index, 2014)
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Table (3.6): Indicators for environmental friendliness and sustainability- GLCI

Index

Pollution

Depletion of natural
resources

Environment initiatives

Greenhouse gas emissions

Electricity generated from
renewable sources (percentage
of total electricity generated)

Participation in selected
international environmental
agreements

Sulphur dioxide emission

Consumption of oil per day

Stringency of environmental
regulations

CO2 emissions in 2006

of total animal species)

Threatened species (percentage

Terrestrial protected area
(percentage of total land area)

Quality of the natural
environment

Protected marine area
(percentage of total marine
area)

Water pollution

(kilograms per day per worker)

Enforcement of environmental
regulation

Nitrogen oxide emission

Particulate matter
concentration

(Source: Global Livable Cities Index, 2014)

Table (3.7): Indicators for domestic security and stability - GLCI Index

Crime rate Threats to national stability Civil unrest
Number of homicide cases Business costs of Severity of political
(per 10,000 capita) terrorism violence

Number of new drug offences

(per 100,000 capita)

Fatalities of terrorist attacks
(per million capita)

Conflicts of ethnic, religious,
regional nature

Business cost of crime and
violence

Natural disaster death toll
(per million capita)

Violent social
conflicts

Reliability of police services

(Source: Global Livable Cities Index, 2014)

Table (3.8): Indicators for political governance - GLCI Index

Policy making and Government system Transparency and Corruption
implementation accountability
Government effectiveness | Functioning of Transparency of Control of
government system economic policy corruption
Government consumption | Effectiveness of judicial | Voice and Corruption
expenditure (percentage system accountability perceptions
of GDP) index

Collected total tax
revenues
(percentage of GDP)

Quality of e government

Violent social conflicts

Regulatory quality

Political stability no
violence & Rule of law

(Source: Global Livable Cities Index, 2014)
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Table (3.9): Indicators for socio-cultural conditions - GLCI Index

Medical and Education Housing, sanitation Income quality Diversity
healthcare and transportation and demographic and
burden community
cohesion
Infant mortality Quality of Percentage of Number of hours Percentage
rate education urban population worked per year of
system living in slums foreigners/
percentage
of
immigrants
Life expectancy Tertiary Percentage of Human poverty Number of
enrolment rate | population using religions
improved sanitation
Government Government Population using Child dependency | Attitudes
health expenditure on | an improved ratio towards
expenditure education water source foreign
per capita visitors
Number of Higher Quality of ground Old age
hospital beds (per | education transport network dependency ratio
1,000 population) | achievement
Density of Quality of roads
physicians (per
10,000
population)
Quality of railroad
infrastructure
Quality of electricity
supply
(Source: Global Livable Cities Index, 2014)
2- Mousavi Indicators, 2012
Table (3.10): Physical dimension and indicators- Mousavi, 2012
Dimensions Parameters Indicators Criteria for
Indicators
Physical Quality of Built Green Space Ratio of green space to

Environment

build surfaces

Green surface to build
surface density

Density

Total buildup area to
site area

Ratio of population
density

Clean Environment

General Sanitary
condition

Municipality garbage
collection
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Indicators Criteria for
Indicators

Noise and Safety Proximity to noise
generating
activities in the vicinity

Safe walking
throughout the day
Visual Character Building materials,
Color and

texture

Harmony in facade
building
Public Realm Condition and The overall structural
Quality Maintenance condit!on_ of the
building
Degree of maintenance
of buildings
to public spaces
Design Well-designed
Legible
Has a sense of
enclosure
User Healthy

Has a space for social
interaction
Fulfilling

Relaxing

Function Community resource

Vital and viable

Functional

Levels of Derelict | Ratio of vacant area to Total area of vacant
and Vacant Land

build area area to total
built area
Ratio of vacant Total area of vacant
building to total building to total
building built area

(Source: The Role of New Development in Enhancing the Livability of Historic Urban Quarters 2016)

Table (3.11): Social and Safety dimension - Mousavi, 2012

Dimension Parameters
Social Behaviour of neighbours
Dimension Community life and social contact
Sense of Place
Safety Number of Crime
Dimension Number of Accident
Feeling safety in area

(Source: The Role of New Development in Enhancing the Livability of Historic Urban Quarters 2016)
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Table (3.12): Functional dimension and indicators - Mousavi, 2012

Dimensions | Parameters Indicators Criteria for Indicators
Functional The vitality Commercial yield on non- Commercial yield on non-
and . .
- domestic domestic
viability of
services property property
Diversity of uses The variety of function in area
Physical structure of the Physical structure in center
center
Business representation and | Frequency changing of business in
intentions to change area
representation
Proportion of vacant street- The vacancy rate in commercial
_ level _ _ zone
property in the primary retail ;
area of area
Customer views The effectiveness of services in
area
Accessibility Vehicular Accessibility Public transportation

Road type

Transport Infrastructure

Non-vehicular Accessibility

Street type sidewalks

Pedestrian ways

Cycling ways

Streetscape

Street furniture

Landscape elements Cleanliness

Car parking (visual intrusion by
side
parking)

Integration of modes

Integration of different public
transportation modes

Integration of private
transportation & public
transportation modes

Safety of Roads

Traffic calming

Segregated bike lanes

Safe sidewalks

(Source: The Role of New Development in Enhancing the Livability of Historic Urban Quarters 2016)
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This study has benefited from previous indicators lists of livability, where some
indicators that fit the conditions of the Gaza Strip were selected to be assessed. These
indicators are: housing quality, safety, environment, health, facilities and amenities,
open spaces and green areas, infrastructure and built environment, transportation and

street networks, community cohesion and civic participation and economy.

3.5 Conclusion

This chapter discussed the most important measurement and ranking tools
which were referred as survey lists of most livable cities, such as the Economist
Intelligence Unit's "global livability ranking”, "Mercer Quality of Living Survey",
The Most Livable City Index of Monocle, The ‘Better Life Index’ of OECD and The
‘Human Development Index’ of OECD. Identifying these measurements is very
important in drawing the indicators that have been adopted to judge urban areas and
cities around the world according to the quality of life conditions. Thus, it is very

useful to compare the cities of the world.

On the other hand, the second part of the chapter reviewed the indicators of
livability, by identifying indicator, explaining the criteria of livability indicators and

giving some examples of livability indices.

This chapter basically lay out the integrated knowledge of concept's indicators
which are the most important part of the study on which we can evaluate and rebuild
our perceptions about livability condition.
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CHAPTER 4

AN OVERVIEW OF EXISTING CONDITIONS OF GAZA STRIP

This chapter gives a brief overview of Gaza Strip, as well as identifying the
current situations in Gaza Strip based on international reports in various sectors such

as water, health, education, energy sources, food security, income, jobs and housing.

4.1 The Gaza Strip: overview

Gaza Strip is a small Palestinian territory on the eastern coast of
the Mediterranean Sea, that borders Egypt on the southwest for 11 kilometers
and Occupied territories “’Israel” on the east and north along a 51 km border. The
territory is 41 kilometers long, and from 6 to 12 kilometers wide, with a total area of
365 square kilometers (CIA, 2017). With around 1,88 million Palestinians, with a
high density population of about 5,154 persons/km?, and an annual population
growth rate of 3.3% (Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics- PCBS, 2016), it
represents one of the most densely populated areas in The Middle East. Gaza Strip
has five governorates comprising twenty-five municipalities, four joint councils, and
eight refugee camps. Gaza city is the biggest and most condensed urban center with
700,000 inhabitants and a density exceeding 10,000 inh/sgkm while Jabalya Camp
and Ash Shati Camp are considered the largest and the mostly dense camps with
densities exceeding 50,000 inh/sqgkm (Gaza Urban Profile UN-Habitat, 2014).

Gaza Strip is situated on a relatively flat coastal plain and located between
lines 31 16", 31 45' latitude north and lines 34 20, 34 25' longitude east (GeoHack,

2016). Gaza Strip enjoys the eastern Mediterranean temperate climate, with mild
winters, and dry, hot summers subject to drought. January is the coldest month with
average temperatures ranging from 43°F to 59°F (6°C to 15°C) and July and August
are the hottest months at 72°F to 91°F (22°C to 33°C) on average (New World
Encyclopedia, 2017).
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4.2 Overview of the Gaza Strip’s conditions

In 2012, the United Nations conducted a study to predict and present the
situation in Gaza Strip by 2020, and to see whether it will be a livable area. The
study focused on a range of the most important issues that affect directly on the daily
lives of the people in Gaza Strip, which will intensify in the coming years, even more
if the political situation and closure stay as it is. This section summarizes the current

conditions on the ground in the Gaza Strip using the most important key indicators.

Crises strike Gaza Strip from all sides: political, environmental, social and
economic crises that make it very bad, unstable place to live, so that people can not

predict what will happen tomorrow.

It is important that the residents of Gaza Strip enjoy all human rights through a
safe life free of all forms of violence, as well as access to adequate health care,
education and housing services, elect and hold accountable representatives of
government and travel abroad for educational, medical, religious, commercial,
cultural, and other purposes (UNCTSs, 2012).

In July 2014, the Israeli army launched a military operation in Gaza which
lasted for seven weeks of air strikes and ground operations. 2,100 Palestinians were
killed and more than 500,000 persons were displaced at the hight of conflict. It had
also destructed more than 13,000 homes and affected another 100,000, in addition to
damaging 261 schools and 77 health facilities. Moreover, the war has severely
affected an already deteriorated infrastructure, water, electricity and sanitary
systems. The war has also targeted and destroyed more than 220 industrial facilities
and caused more than $200,000 Million losses in the agricultural sector (Detailed

Infrastructure and Damage Assessment - UNDP, 2014).

4.2.1 Population Density

With around 1,88 million Palestinians, with a high density population of about 5,154
persons/km?, and an annual population growth rate of 3.3% (Palestinian Central
Bureau of Statistics- PCBS, 2016), Gaza Strip is one of the most densely populated
areas in The Middle East. Gaza Strip has five governorates comprising twenty-five
municipalities, four joint councils, and eight refugee camps that are characterized

with high levels of poverty, poor infrastructure and lack of services.
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The map in Figure (4.1) shows that the densest areas in Gaza are Refugee Camps
with densities that exceed 40,000 persons /km?, followed by the main cities of Gaza,
Jabalya, Deir Al Balah, Khan Younis and Rafah Governorates with densities that
range between 20,000 to 40,000 persons /Km? (Gaza Urban Profile UN-Habitat,
2014).

Figure (4.1): Densest areas in Gaza { -

) R Population Density
(Source: Gaza Urban Profile UN-Habitat, 2014) (Persons/km2)
(in thousands)
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B :0-<0
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4.2.2 Water

Access to clean water is a fundamental human right (OCHA, 2010). The Water
and Natural Resources Authority in Gaza Strip warned of a major shortage in
drinking water as a result of the frequent power cuts, this was stated by Deputy head
of the Water Authority, Mazen al-Banna through a press conference on Sunday 14
May 2017; he added that the Gaza Strip is suffering from severe water shortage and
pollution due to the depletion of the underground reservoir which is no longer
drinkable (Al-Banna, 2017).
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The main source of water in Gaza Strip is groundwater from the coastal aquifer
that provides about 98% of all water supplies, while the remaining 2% is provided

through purchasing from the Israeli water company (MEKOROT).

Palestinian Water Authority- PWA (2014) stated that Gaza Strip is among the
areas with the scarcest renewable water resources with average water consumption in
2013/2014 of 90 l/c/d of bad water quality exceeding the recommended standards.
More than half of the available groundwater is used for irrigation (52%), while the

remaining is used for domestic water supply and industry.

Cavernorate Total Total System L/C/D L/C/D
Production Consumption | Efficiency | Production | Consumption
North | 23,389,963 11,664,340 50% 180 90
Gaza | 27,024,755 17,024,755 63% 123 78
Middle | 13,636,819 8,287,506 61% 137 83
KhanYounis | 14,702,700 8,997,143 61% 120 73
Rafah | 9,712,729 6,089,174 63% 120 75
Total | 88,466,966 52,062,918 58.9% 135.4 79.8

Table (4.1): Domestic water supply in Gaza Strip 2014

(Source: Palestinian Water Authority- PWA, Water Resources Directorate, 2015)

4.2.2.1 Water supply quality

The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates that contaminated water is
responsible for 26% of all disease in Gaza and 50% of children suffer from water-
related parasitic infections. According to PWA (2015), Chloride concentration of the
groundwater that supplied for Gaza people from the municipal wells in 2014 was
ranging from 250 to more than 5000 mg/l. 19.8 % of that has chloride concentration
of less than 250 (WHO allowable limit), while the remaining (80.2%) exceeds the
WHO chloride level as shown Figure (4.2). By comparing this percentage with that
of 2013 it is clear that, Cl in 2014 has degraded by about 5 % where water with
acceptable Cl level was 24.6 % in 2013 compared to 19.8 % in 2014.
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= CL <250 mg/l

mCL >250mg/1

Figure (4.2): Cl in the supplied water.
(Source: Palestinian Water Authority- PWA, Water Resources Directorate, 2015)

PWA (2015) also stated that Nitrate (NO3) concentration of the supplied
groundwater in the municipal wells ranges from 50 to more than 300 mg/l. 14.1 % of
that had Nitrate concentration of less than 50 mg/l (WHO allowable limit) while the
remaining (85.9 %) exceeds the WHO nitrate level which is more or less close the

year 2013 as shown in Figure (4.3).

a4 N

®No3 < 50 mg/I|
®mNo3 > 50 mg/l

Figure (4.3): NO3 in the supplied water.
(Source: Palestinian Water Authority- PWA, Water Resources Directorate, 2015)

Taking in consideration the combined concentrations of both chloride and
nitrate ions, it is clear that 4% of the supplied domestic water in 2014 is only
matching with WHO drinking limit (50 mg/l), while the remaining 96 % as shown in

Figure (4.4) is out of limit and that is more or less similar the year 2013, which was
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96.2%. This minor difference is mainly due to several new wells during 2014 with
acceptable NO3 level.

a4 Y

® CL and No3 < WHO limit
® CL and No3 > WHO limit

4.0%

Figure (4.4): Cl &NO3 in the supplied water.
(Source: Palestinian Water Authority- PWA, Water Resources Directorate, 2015)

In the absence of safe drinking water from the Coastal Aquifer, people who can
afford it are turning to the private sector water treatment plants — neighborhood-level
reverse osmosis vendors — or they are purchasing under-the-sink water filtration
units. For those who don’t have access to these alternatives, the risk of serious health

problems is a growing concern (PWA, 2015).

4.2.3 Health

The health situation in Gaza Strip had deteriorated sharply especially in times
of wars and conflicts. Where, after three wars and a severe siege lasting ten years, the
health sector has been greatly depleted, and there were many calls for the need to
accelerate the relief of this sensitive sector. Public health has been severely
compromised in the Gaza Strip due to the long-term blockade, the deteriorating
environmental conditions, and the military occupation (Qlalweh, Duraidi, & Hansen,
2012).

Before the 2014 war, the health sector in the Gaza Strip suffered from chronic
problems, including a severe deterioration of medical equipment and the inability to
maintain the equipment in the absence of spare parts; a reduced tertiary sector

capacity - leading to costly referrals of patients outside of Gaza; serious staff
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shortages/unpaid salaries; shortages of drugs, supplies, and training opportunities
(United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 2015).

In 2014, Gaza witnessed the highest civilian death toll since 1967 where 2,251
Palestinians were Killed, including 1,462 Palestinian civilians, of whom 299 women
and 551 children; and 11,231 Palestinians, including 3,540 women and 3,436
children, were injured, of whom 10% suffered permanent disability as a result, in
addition, 15 hospitals and 45 primary health centers were damaged (United Nations
Human Rights Council, 2015).

According to UNCTs (2012), doctors, nurses and hospital beds will be needed
in the coming years to serve a growing population. Based on population projections,
maintaining the current ratio of 1.3 hospital beds per 1,000 people in the Gaza Strip
would require almost 800 additional beds by 2020, for a total of about 2,800.
Similarly, to maintain the current ratios of doctors and nurses per 1,000 people, the
number of doctors would have to increase by more than 1,000 to 4,900, and the

number of nurses by more than 2,000 to 8,200.

UNSCO for the Middle East Peace Process (2012) cleared that Israeli
authorities permit the access of medical supplies into Gaza, and there are frequent
breakdowns of medical equipment resulting from power interruptions and water
impurities, among other factors. For this and other reasons, many patients are forced
to seek treatment outside Gaza for a wide range of medical problems, which is

difficult due to the closure.

OCHA (2016) estimates that roughly 20% of Gaza’s population (360,000 in
2015) need treatment for mental health conditions.

4.2.4 Education

The literacy rate in Gaza strip is a high rate 97.2% in 2016 (PCBS, 2016), and
people are comparatively well-educated. According to the percentage of children
above 5 years of age attending school at the time of the 2007 census, the percentage
is marginally higher for boys (47%) compared to girls (46%). The regional average is
low (46.5%), and school attendance is higher in urban areas than in rural. On the
other hand, female illiteracy is more than twice as high as male illiteracy in Gaza.

According to data from the 2007 census, 4.8% of the population above 10 years is
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illiterate, and the percentage is higher in rural than in urban areas (Gaza Urban
Profile, 2014).

The Gaza Strip had a severe shortage of schools where 85% of 677 schools run
double shifts; In 2012, the U.N. noted that Gaza Strip needed 250 new schools to
make up for the shortage, and an additional 190 schools would be needed by 2020 to
keep up with the projected population growth, for a total of 440 schools (UNCTs,
2012). Through war 2014, 26 schools were destroyed and 122 were damaged
(UNCTAD, 2015). UNDP estimated the cost of damage to buildings in the higher
education sector exceeded $7 million. More than a quarter of the civilian deaths in
2014 were students (27.4%) (UNESCO, 2015).

4.2.5 Energy

It is clear that there is a very big problem in the energy in the Gaza Strip, which
is touched by all Gazans on their daily life and. The problem of is one of the most
complex problems faced people of Gaza that reflected in its negative effects on

various fields of life, in homes, hospitals, roads and the most vital facilities.

What increases the psychological pressure is the irregularity of the electricity
time table that prepared by Gaza Electricity Distribution Co. GEDCo neither in terms
of time nor in terms of geographical area. Nowadays Gazans have a sharp decrease in

the availability of electricity, with 4 hours per day or less.

And some of them start to use and install the solar cell system, which is new
alternative solution entered the energy market and many companies began to make
investments with these techniques, but one of the disadvantages of this system that
it’s installation is high, so it is exclusively to people who are able financially,
institutions and organizations. The rest of the people depend on the old traditional
ways such as wax or kerosene lamps. Many of electricity networks had been

destroyed by the Israeli air strikes during the last war on Gaza strip.

In his study, Ahmed (2014) explained that there are two high quality natural
gas fields located off the coast of Gaza, one entirely within the waters of Gaza and
the other on the border with Israel, but Israel does not allow the Palestinians to
access this potential energy resource. The World Bank (2014) said that the energy

71



crisis is a primary constraint on economic development in Gaza. To understand the

crisis by numbers, facts below summarized the situation:

Gaza Strip needs (450) megawatts of electricity to operate electricity for 24 hours.
1. (28) MW enter through the Egyptian side.

2. (120) megawatts Enter the Israeli lines.

3. (100) MW at best Enter by Gaza Power plant.

4. Total electricity to Gaza is (248) MW which is (55%)

5. The total deficit in the amount of electricity is (202) MW which is (45%).

The situation is volatile, even the above facts and rates are unstable, which alarm a
great danger that is increasing day by day.

4.2.6 Food

Due to deteriorating economic conditions, high rates of unemployment and un
sustainable income per capita, many household can not provide the minimum living
standard for their families and the most essential need is food. As shown in figures
(4.5) (4.6) The Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) and Food Security
Sector (FSS) (2016) classified food insecurity in Gaza Strip at high level around
47%. In a densely populated, largely urban territory, food self-sufficiency is not an
option (UNCTAD, 2015). Eighty per cent of households receive some form of
assistance (PCBS, FSS, UNRWA & WFP, 2012) and 39% of people live below the
poverty line (PCBS,2012).

| | |

2014 18.3% 18.3%

| | |
2013 17.9% 16.5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Severely food insecure Moderately food insecure
Marginally food secure M Food secure

Figure (4.5): Household food security levels in Gaza Strip, 2013-2014.
(Source: Socio-Economic & Food Security Survey, 2014)
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Year Se\_ferely food Mod_erately Marginally food oo S Total
insecure food insecure secure

2013 600,438 311,283 272471 578925 1,763,118
2014 664,416 333,613 292,889 531,101 1,822,020

Figure (4.6): Population food security levels in Gaza Strip, 2013-2014.

(Source: Socio-Economic & Food Security Survey 2014)

In 2000, UNRWA reported that fewer than 80,000 refugees in Gaza relied on
food assistance, while in 2015, that number had risen to 876,497 Palestinians
(UNRWA, 2015). The war in 2014 damaged the agricultural sector by an estimated
USD $550 million (UNCTAD, 2015).

The Palestinian Food Industries Union estimates that the food industry suffered
approximately USD $150 million in damages because many large factories were
damaged and remain in an inoperable condition (The World Bank, 2014).
Furthermore, a lot of farmers have no access to their arable land east and north of
Gaza Strip, because it lies within the buffer zone imposed by the Israeli occupation,
wherefore farmers lost their jobs and this led to a sharp decline in agricultural

production and increased food insecurity.

On the other hand, and since Dec. 2008, Israel has imposed a sea-border on
Gaza of 3 nautical miles, reducing the fish catch from 15,000 tons/month in 2000 to
15-20 tons/month in 2010 (Mason, Zeitoun, & Mimi, 2012). More than 3,000
fishermen do not have access to 85% of the maritime areas agreed in the 1995 Oslo
Accords (OCHA, 2010).

4.2.7 Income

According to PCBS (2017), preliminary estimates at constant prices showed an
increase of 0.7% in GDP in Palestine during the 1% quarter 2017 compared to the 1%
quarter 2016, (increase 0.8% in the West Bank and increase 0.4% in Gaza Strip
compared to the 1% quarter 2016). And it showed a stability in Palestine compared to
the 4™ quarter 2016 at constant prices, with a slight increase of 0.1%, meanwhile the
base year is 2004. GDP for the 1% quarter 2017 at constant prices was USD 1505.8
million for the West Bank and USD 493.4 million for Gaza Strip.
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4.2.7.1 Gross Domestic Product Per Capita

GDP per Capita for Palestine at constant prices was USD 431.6 during the 1%
quarter 2017, it showed a decrease of 2.1% compared to the 1% quarter 2016. As for
the West Bank™* it was USD 555.2 at constant prices during the 1% quarter 2017, it
showed a decrease by 1.7% during the 1% quarter 2017 compared to the 1% quarter
2016, while for Gaza Strip it was USD 257.0 during the 1% quarter 2017, and it
showed a decrease by 2.8% during the 1% quarter 2017 compared to the 1% quarter
2016 (PCBS, 2017) as shown in figure (4.7)

2,400 -
1800 MZ
a 1,770.9
3
§ 1,200 1
E
600 -
0
Q1|Q2|Q3|Q4 Q1|Q2|Q3|Q4 Q1|Q2|Q3|Q4 Q1|Q2|Q3|Q4 Q1
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Figure (4.7): Quarterly GDP in Palestine at Constant Prices for the Years 2013-
2017.

(Source: PCBS, Preliminary Estimates of Quarterly National Accounts, First Quarter 2017)

Based on 2009 PCBS Statistics the map in figure (4.8) shows that poverty is
more prevailing in the middle and southern governorates (i.e Deir Al Balah, Khan
Younis and Rafah, in addition to Southern Gaza (Johr Al Diek) and Umm an Naser
in North Gaza. Poverty in these areas is extreme with rates that exceed 40% of

families living below Gaza poverty line (Gaza Urban Profile,2014).
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Figure (4.8): Poverty is more prevailing in the
middle and southern governorates

(Source: Gaza Urban Profile,2014)

4.2.8 Jobs

The unemployment rate in the Gaza Strip has risen dramatically, which is 68%,
one of the highest in the world, and this is due to the hard-economic conditions and
as a result of the continued closure and political conflicts that negatively impact on
attracting capital and investments as projects that may provide jobs for graduates and
youth in general. The U.N. Conference on Trade and Development reports that the
“socioeconomic conditions in the Gaza Strip are at their lowest point since 1967~
(UNCTAD, 2015).

In addition, the growing number of graduates from all Palestinian universities
and colleges does not match the available job opportunities, which raises the
unemployment rate every year. In the same context - and as alternative solutions-
some youth found in freelancing an opportunity to get out of the tunnel of scarce
traditional jobs. Others found of entrepreneurship a chance to start their own business
to take advantage of their time after graduation and hope to open small startups with

support of business incubators.
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That successive wars on Gaza Strip, which targeted civilians and their
agricultural, industrial business and other facilities, led to a lack of job opportunities,
where 247 factories and 300 commercial establishments were either fully or partially
destroyed during the last war only (UNCTAD, 2015).

4.2.9 Land Ownership and Shelter
According to the map in figure (4.9), the majority of land in Gaza Strip is
privately owned (63%). Around 2% of the land is classified as Waqf (properties

donated for religious or charitable purposes). The remaining 35 % are public lands.

In related context, and according to the map in Figure (4.10), 45% of Gaza
Strip is covered by buildings and roads, while 42% is agricultural land. Bare land
(12%) is found mainly in the access-restricted area along the border. Data

discrepancies occur for the abandoned settlement area in Khan Yunis and Rafah.

Ownership

I Public
B Private

Figure (4.9), (4.10): Land Ownership and Shelter in Gaza Strip
(Source: Gaza Urban Profile, 2014)

On the other hand, the construction sector is an important economic sector due
to its economic role of generating income and as providing various jobs where Labor

Force Participation Rate of Persons Aged 15 Years and above in Gaza strip is 45.7%
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in the 1% quarter 2017and 46.1% in the 2016, 6.3% of 46.1% work in the
construction sector (PCBS, 2017).

In addition, construction sector provides the necessary buildings for housing,
economic activities, infrastructure projects and different facilities etc. Also, the
importance of the construction sector is high as a result of quality and quantity of
goods as well as the services provided by this sector, which are considered an
essential for society. Consequently, the construction sector is becoming increasingly
important due to the continuous increase in housing demand, which stems from the
increase in population growth rates where according to “Average of Head of
Households Hypothesis method” — that recommended internationally - it is estimated
that the number of housing units expected in the Palestinian Territory in 2017 will
increase by 62.6% from 2007 to 1,124,063 units. This number is divided into
728,881 housing units in the West Bank, compared to 395,182 housing units in the
Gaza Strip (PCBS, 2009).

In our case, the construction and shelters sector suffered severe damage
resulting from the Israeli occupation, continued siege and three successive wars on
Gaza Strip, shelter is a basic need that integrates with other important needs (eg.

jobs, education, health).

The war in the summer of 2014 destroyed more than 11,000 homes and
severely damaged another 6,800, in the same context and as of January 2016, more
than 16,000 families (90,000 people) remain displaced because their homes were
destroyed or severely damaged and only 15% of displaced families were able to
return to repaired or reconstructed homes by the end of January 2016. As a result,
many families are suffering from severe overcrowding, limited access to basic
services, lack of privacy, tensions with host communities, risks due to unexploded

ordnance, and exposure to adverse weather (OCHA, 2016).
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4.3 Conclusion

The harsh conditions imposed on Gaza Strip that continue to this day, as well
as the mysterious future and the unexpected events that may face, place the
livelihoods at stake. According to this chapter, where facts about the social,
environmental and economic situations derived from International and local reports
and studies, and based on the indicators of livable communities, the large gap
between the characteristics of these communities and the fact that Gaza currently has

these characteristics, or at least the minimum of them, can be seen.

Plans, programs that aim to build a livable community in Gaza - if adopted by
decision-makers - will not achieve the objectives in a short term of time because of
the deterioration of Gaza Strip at all levels, but they will be the base point to get the
theories and words into the realm of serious action that applies all the required
policies on the ground.

Gaza Strip needs more cooperation and solidarity among its people and its
decision-makers to serve their interests, without favoring one another, also in order
to achieve real protection of the environment and ensure that it does not waste and
pollute it, as well as not to waste the rights of future generations of their needs. In
short, Gaza Strip has no reconstruction, no crossings, no water, no electricity, no
work, no medicine, no life, no development. All indicators confirm that Gaza Strip

has entered the stage of economic collapse.
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CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

5.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the methodology that was used in this research. The
adopted methodology to accomplish this study uses the following techniques: the
information about the research design, research population, questionnaire design,

content validity and pilot study statistical data analysis.

5.2 Research Design

The first phase of the research thesis proposal includes identifying background and
context, and defining the problems and Scope, Significance & Objectives of the
study, Limitations, Approach and Method and development research plan.

The second phase of the research includes a historical background and definitions of
livability and livable communities. In addition, this phase provides a summary of the
relationship between sustainability, many related concepts and livability. On the
other hand, a brief overview of the Gaza Strip was reviewed, as well as identifying
the current situations in the Gaza Strip based on international reports.

The third phase of the research included a field survey which was conducted about
assessment of livability indicators in the Gaza Strip and South Remal neighborhood
as a study area.

The fourth phase of the research focused on preparing the questionnaire, then
modify it based on the results of the pilot study, the purpose of the pilot study was to
test and prove that the questionnaire questions are clear to be answered in a way that
help to achieve the objective of the study. The questionnaire was modified.

The fifth phase of the research focused on distributing questionnaire. This
questionnaire was used to collect the required data in order to achieve the research
objective.

The sixth phase of the research was data analysis and discussion. Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences, (SPSS 24) was used to perform the required analysis. The

final phase includes the conclusions and recommendations.
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300 questionnaires were distributed to the research population and 242
questionnaires are received. Figure (5.1) shows the methodology flowchart, which

leads to achieve the research objective.

Topic Selection

Identify the
_J_ Problem
|
Daelep Thesis ?ro osal l
Research Plan b L Establish Objective

. R

Literature Review

v

Field Surveying

ﬁ Questionnaires Design

Pilot

Questionnaires <

i Questionnaires
Questionnaires l

Validity Results and

¢ Data Analysis

Questionnaires
Reliability ¢

Conclusion &
Recommendation

Figure (5.1): Methodology flowchart

(Source: the researcher)

5.3 Data Collection Methodology

In order to collect the needed data for this research, we use the secondary
resources in collecting data such as books, journals, statistics and web pages, in
addition to preliminary resources that not available in secondary resources through
distribute questionnaires on study sample in order to get their opinions about the

assessment of livability indicators in the Gaza Strip - Case Study: “Southern

Remal” Neighborhood. Research methodology depends on the analysis of data on
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the use of descriptive analysis, which depends on the poll and use the main program
(SPSS).

5.4 Population and sample size

The population will include residents of Southern Remal neighborhood which has a

population of 26000 people.

5.5 Profile of Southern Remal neighborhood

Al-Remal neighborhood, one of the most prestigious neighborhoods in Gaza
City, the largest one, was built in the 1930s and 1940s. The municipal council relies
Al-Remal neighborhood as two residential areas: Southern Remal neighborhood and
Northern Remal neighborhood.

¢ Northern Remal neighborhood: extends from Sheikh Radwan neighborhood
(first street) in north to Omar Al Mukhtar Street in south, with an area of 2373
dunums, and nearly population of 37000 people by the year 2015.

e Southern Remal neighborhood: It extends from Omar Al Mukhtar Street in
north to the beginning of Tal al-Hawa neighborhood in south. Figures (5.2), (5.3)
and (5.4) show the location of the neighborhood “case study” regarding to
Palestine, Gaza Strip and Gaza City. It covers an area of 2765 dunums and has
nearly a population of 26,000 people by the year 2015. Figures (5.5) and (5.6) show
the location from google earth.

The neighborhood includes many commercial hubs, the most important one is
Omar Al Mukhtar Street, which includes many shops and boutiques. So many
residents work in commercial activities and sales sector. Also, neighborhood
includes many educational facilities such as universities and this has attracted many
workers at these universities to live next to their workplaces where they formed a

specific percentage of the population.
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Figures (5.2): Location of Palestine

(Source: Palestinian Central Bureau of

Statistics)
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Figures (5.3): Location of Gaza Strip

(Source: www.google.com /images)
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Figures (5.4): Neighborhoods of Gaza City

(Source: www.alazhar.edu.ps — modified by Researcher)

83


http://www.alazhar.edu.ps/
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Figures (5.5): Study Area "'Southern Figures (5.6): Study Area ""Southern
Remal Neighborhood ** regarding to Remal Neighborhood location
Gaza City (Source: Google earth 2017- modified by
(Source: Google earth 2017- modified by Researcher)

5.6 Questionnaire Procedures

The researcher used the following questionnaire procedures:

1. The questionnaire was designed by the researcher depending on reviews of many
indicators lists, and was reviewed and modified by the research's supervisor.

2. The modified copy was given to three experienced academic referees from
different universities.

The questionnaire was then modified based on the referee's comments.

4. Next, a pilot study sample of 40 questionnaires was distributed to help test the
validity and reliability of the questionnaire, this provides a trial for the
questionnaire, which involves testing the wordings of questions, and identifying
ambiguous questions.

5. Based on the pilot phase findings, it was concluded that the questionnaire is
ready to be distributed as a final copy.

5.7 Data Measurement

In order to be able to select the appropriate method of analysis, the level of
measurement must be understood. For each type of measurement, there is/are an
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appropriate method/s that can be applied and not others. In this research, ordinal
scales were used. Ordinal scale is a ranking or a rating data that normally uses
integers in ascending or descending order. As shown in Table (5.1), The numbers
assigned to the importance (1,2,3,4,5) do not indicate that the interval between scales
are equal, nor do they indicate absolute quantities. They are merely numerical labels.
Based on Likert scale we have the following:

Table (5.1): The numbers assigned scale

Strongly : Strongly
Item Agree Neutral | Disagree :
Agree Disagree
Scale 5 4 3 2 1

(Source: the researcher)
5.8 Content validity of the questionnaire

The content validity of the questionnaire was conducted through the review of
three experienced academic referees, in order to assure that the content of the
questionnaire is consistent with the research objectives, and evaluate whether the
questions reflect the research problem or not. Also, three academics from the Islamic
University of Gaza and Al-Azhar University reviewed the questionnaire and
provided valuable notes to improve its validity that their comments were taken into
consideration. Appendix A shows the questionnaire in its final shape.

5.9 Pilot Study

A pilot study of 40 respondents for the questionnaire was conducted before
collecting the results of the sample. It provided a trial run for the questionnaire,
which involves testing the wordings of question, identifying ambiguous questions,

and measuring the effectiveness of responses.

5.10 Validity of Questionnaire

Validity refers to the degree to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to
be measured. Validity has many different aspects and assessment approaches.
Statistical validity is used to evaluate instrument validity, which include internal

validity and structure validity. The questionnaire has been given to (3) referees to
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judge its validity according to its content, the clearness of its items meaning,
appropriateness to avoid any misunderstanding and to assure its linkage with the

main study aims.

5.10.1 Internal Validity

Internal validity of the questionnaire is the first statistical test that used to test the
validity of the questionnaire. It is measured by a scouting sample, which consisted of
40 questionnaires through measuring the correlation coefficients between each item
in one field and the whole field.

Table (5.2) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Housing quality
" and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation
coefficients of this field are significant at o = 0.05, so it can be said that the items of
this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.

Table (5.2): Correlation coefficient of each item of " Housing quality " and the
total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient

1. My house area is suitable for me 517* 0.000

2. My h_ouse is crowded with people 506" 0.000
who live there

3. | would like to keep living there .608* 0.000

4. My house has many flaws .505* 0.000

5. | There are enough distances between
around my houses that maintain .550* 0.000
privacy and ventilation

6. | There is enough parking space next to 605 0.000
my house

7. There are enough spaces for children 539 0.000
to play near or attached to my house

8. House mglntena_nce |s_ava|IabIe if any 622 0.000
part of it is required this

9. Apartments for _sale or rent are 401* 0.002
available in my neighborhood

10. |lands are available to build new 383+ 0.003
apartments

11. | My house is suitable for me when | 633 0.000
get older

12. | Houses rentals in my neighborhood
are suitable for all population groups .386* 0.003
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No. | Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
13. | Water supply provided to my house is 547+ 0.000
adequate
14. | Electricity provided to my house has 249+ 0.041
good level and adequate
15. | Communication service has an 601* 0.000

appropriate level

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.3) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Safety " and the

total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation coefficients

of this field are significant at a = 0.05, so it can be said that the items of this field are

consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.

Table (5.3): Correlation coefficient of each item of ** Safety "™ and the total of

this field
No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
1. | feel safe walking in my area at night 724* 0.000
2. M_y nelghk_)orhood did not witness any 761> 0.000
crime or violence
3. !\Io one of my nelgh_bors IS |rr_1pI|cated 667 0.000
in the execution of crimes previously
4. I  trust the neighbors in  my 648" 0.000
neighborhood
5. | No one of my neighborhood -including .
children- was assaulted and abducted 638 0.000
6. | Distance to the nearest police station 557+ 0.000

within my neighborhood is suitable

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.4) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Environment ™

and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation

coefficients of this field are significant at a = 0.05, so it can be said that the items of

this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.
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Table (5.4): Correlation coefficient of each item of ""Environment' and the total

of this field
No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
1. | My neighborhood has a clean environment T73* 0.000
2. Th_e_ a_lrealll _of Water_ bodies "natural or 677 0.000
artificial " is appropriate
3. | My nglghbo'rhood. cont::uns different living 510" 0.000
organisms like animals’ pets
4. | The area of trees or vegetation cover is an 777+ 0.000
appropriate

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.5) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Health " and the

total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation coefficients

of this field are significant at a = 0.05, so it can be said that the items of this field are

consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.

Table (5.5): Correlation coefficient of each item of " Health" and the total of

this field
No. Item Pearson Correlation | P-Value
Coefficient

1. | The air in my neighborhood is a clean 630" 0.000
and fresh

2. | feel that ther_e are a harmful gases and 480 0.000
vapors in the air

3. M_y nelghb_orhood is regularly provided 564* 0.000
with water in the summer

4. | Provided water is safe to drink A57* 0.000

5. Number_ of he_alth and famlly_ care 557+ 0.000
centers in my neighborhood is sufficient

6. Distance to the nearest health center or
hospital is convenient to be arrived in .628* 0.000
suitable time

7. | Care centers for the elderly and the
disabled people are available in my AT76* 0.000
neighborhood

8. Serv_lces provided at the nearest hospital 739¢ 0.000
are fine

9. | Number of pharmacies in my .
neighborhood is sufficient 334 0.009

10. | Number of sports centers in my .
neighborhood is sufficient 759 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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Table (5.6) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Facilities and

Amenities " and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the

correlation coefficients of this field are significant at o = 0.05, so it can be said that

the items of this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.

Table (5.6): Correlation coefficient of each item of ** Facilities and Amenities "
and the total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient

1. | My nelglhborhood is close to prlmﬁry 608" 0.000
schools "elementary and preparatory

2. | My neighborhood is close to secondary 677 0.000
schools

3. | My neighborhood is close to
universities, colleges and educational .645* 0.000
institutions

4. | My neighborhood is close to public 596+ 0.000
markets, malls and restaurants

5 | My nelghborhood_ m_clud_es cultural 663 0.000
centers such as public libraries

6. | My neighborhood is close to
Entertainment and recreation centers 519* 0.000
such as chalets and resorts

7. My n_elghborhood mcludgs_, government 530% 0.000
buildings that serve the citizens

8. | My neighborhood includes sports
spaces such as football playground and 611* 0.000
swimming pools

9. | My nelg_hbo_rhood has a high-quality 655 0.000
communications network

10. | My neighborhood has a suitable 603" 0.000

internet services

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.7) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Open spaces and

green areas " and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the

correlation coefficients of this field are significant at o = 0.05, so it can be said that

the items of this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.
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Table (5.7): Correlation coefficient of each item of " Open spaces and green

areas "' and the total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
1. | My neighborhood is close to open green spaces 667" 0.000
2. | Open spaces _and green areas are attractive from 593+ 0.000
my point of view
3. Gr_een alreas and parks include seating areas and 693 0.000
children's games
4. Corrld_ors to open and green areas are safe and 831 0.000
accessible
5. Corrldo_rs in open areas are separate to serve 830* 0.000
pedestrians, bicycles and others
6. | Public parking spaces are available and adequate 722* 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.8) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Infrastructure

and built environment " and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than

0.05, so the correlation coefficients of this field are significant at a = 0.05, so it can

be said that the items of this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was

set for.

Table (5.8): Correlation coefficient of each item of ** Infrastructure and built

environment " and the total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
1. | My neighborhood includes street 739* 0.000
network with adequate quality
2. :\i/rl]);snelghborhood IS close to main road 437+ 0.001
3. | My neighborhood has Wastewater 450+ 0.001
network
4, Rgmwater collects in the streets during 463 0.000
winter
5. My neighborhood has a good
electricity network with sufficient 455* 0.000
capacity
6. I do not suffer from a continuous 384 0.003
power cuts
7. | All different types of buildings have an 557+ 0.000

attractive appearance

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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Table (5.9) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Transportation
and street networks " and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05,
so the correlation coefficients of this field are significant at o = 0.05, so it can be said
that the items of this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.
Table (5.9): Correlation coefficient of each item of "Transportation and street
networks' and the total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient

1. | Moving from a nelghborh_ood to 505+ 0.000
another is easy and not exhausting

2. | Classification of streets in my
neighborhood is clear “main and local 512* 0.000
streets”

3. S_treets include traffic lights and traffic 688" 0.000
signs

4. S_treets include adequate pedestrian 601* 0.000
sidewalks

5. | Streets include separate bicycle paths 579* 0.000

6. | Streets include green elements such as 731 0.000
small shrubs

7. | Streets include seats and benches 547* 0.000

8. | Streets include garbage baskets .550* 0.000

9. | Streets network in my neighborhood is 648" 0.000
connected network

10. | My neighborhood includes different
types of transportation “private and .657* 0.000
public”

11. M_y neighborhood includes Bus and 503+ 0.000
microbuses stops

12. |1 f_eel disturbed by street noise in my 302+ 0.016
neighborhood

13. | I notice traffic congestion in my .
neighborhoods’ streets 539 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.10) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Community
cohesion and civic participation " and the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are
less than 0.05, so the correlation coefficients of this field are significant at a = 0.05,
so it can be said that the items of this field are consistent and valid to be measure

what it was set for.
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Table (5.10): Correlation coefficient of each item of ** Community cohesion and

civic participation " and the total of this field

No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient

1. | feel belonging to my neighborhoods .698* 0.000

2. I was helped by the neighbor of my area 560" 0.000
when | needed help

3. I consider my neighbors and residents as .
friends and | feel that they love me 192 0.000

4. | have previously participated or volunteered .
. . L . 762 0.000
in community activities in my neighborhood

5. I think it's good to have people from different 368+ 0.004
cultural backgrounds in my neighborhood ' '

6. I f_md it easy to meet and communicate my 844* 0.000
neighbors and residents

7. I _had no problems with anyone of my 294 0.020
neighbors

8. | see that harmony and cohesion are prevalent 765 0.000
among neighbors

9. I am involved in decision-making of my 687 0.000
neighborhood development

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table (5.11) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each item of the " Economy " and

the total of the field. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation

coefficients of this field are significant at a = 0.05, so it can be said that the items of

this field are consistent and valid to be measure what it was set for.

Table (5.11): Correlation coefficient of each item of " Economy ' and the total

of this field
No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
1. I_fee_l satisfied about my economic 784* 0.000
situation
2. I am satisfied with my monthly income .831* 0.000
3. | am satisfied with my monthly 836 0.000
expenses
4. Loc_atlon of my neighborhood affects 579+ 0.000
the increase of unemployment rates
5. | Location of my neighborhood offers
sufficient diversity of employment .383* 0.004

opportunities
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No. Item Pearson P-Value
Correlation
Coefficient
6. | spend a specific time for fun and .
hobbies weekly outside my house 637 0.000
7. | Resident in my neighborhood can pay 756+ 0.000
for apartments rent
8. | Resident in my neighborhood can buy 751 0.000
an apartment
9. | Resident can buy land to build a house .638* 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

5.10.2 Structure Validity of the Questionnaire
Structure validity is the second statistical test that used to test the validity of the

questionnaire structure by testing the validity of each field and the validity of the

whole questionnaire. It measures the correlation coefficient between one field and all

the fields of the questionnaire that have the same level of likert scale.

Table (5.12) clarifies the correlation coefficient for each field and the whole

questionnaire. The p-values (Sig.) are less than 0.05, so the correlation coefficients of

all the fields are significant at oo = 0.05, so it can be said that the fields are valid to

measure what it was set for to achieve the main aim of the study.

Table (5.12): Correlation coefficient of each field and the whole of questionnaire

No. Field Pearson Correlation | P-Value
Coefficient
1. | Housing quality .702* 0.000
2. | Safety 547* 0.000
3. | Environment .653* 0.000
4. | Health .878* 0.000
5. | Facilities and Amenities .793* 0.000
6. | Open spaces and green areas .816* 0.000
7. | Infrastructure and built environment .641* 0.000
8. | Transportation and street networks .820* 0.000
9. | Community cohesion and civic participation .665* 0.000
10. | Economy .647* 0.000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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5.11 Reliability of the Research

The reliability of an instrument is the degree of consistency which measures the
attribute; it is supposed to be measuring (George and Mallery, 2006). The less
variation an instrument produces in repeated measurements of an attribute, the higher
its reliability. Reliability can be equated with the stability, consistency, or
dependability of a measuring tool. The test is repeated to the same sample of people
on two occasions and then compares the scores obtained by computing a reliability
coefficient (George and Mallery, 2006). To insure the reliability of the questionnaire,
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha should be applied.

5.11.1 Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha

Cronbach’s alpha (George D. & Mallery P, 2006) is designed as a measure of
internal consistency, that is, do all items within the instrument measure the same
thing? The normal range of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha value between 0.0 and +
1.0, and the higher values reflects a higher degree of internal consistency. The

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated for each field of the questionnaire.

Table (5.13) shows the values of Cronbach's Alpha for each field of the questionnaire
and the entire questionnaire. For the fields, values of Cronbach's Alpha were in the
range from 0.637 and 0.856. This range is considered high; the result ensures the
reliability of each field of the questionnaire. Cronbach's Alpha equals 0.950 for the
entire questionnaire which indicates an excellent reliability of the entire
guestionnaire.

Table (5.13): Cronbach's Alpha for each field of the questionnaire

No. Field Cronbach's Alpha
1. Housing quality 0.776
2. Safety 0.750
3. Environment 0.637
4. Health 0.774
5. Facilities and Amenities 0.797
6. Open spaces and green areas 0.812
7. Infrastructure and built environment 0.856
8. Transportation and street networks 0.794
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No. Field Cronbach's Alpha
9. Community cohesion and civic participation 0.814
10. Economy 0.821

All items of the questionnaire 0.950

Thereby, it can be said that the researcher proved that the questionnaire was valid,

reliable, and ready for distribution for the population sample.

5.11.2 Test of normality

Table (5.14) shows the results for Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality. From
Table the p-value for each variable is greater than 0.05 level of significance, then the
distributions for these variables are normally distributed. Consequently, parametric

tests should be used to perform the statistical data analysis.

Table (5.14): Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

Field Test value P-value
Housing quality 0.424 0.994
Safety 0.633 0.818
Environment 0.637 0.812
Health 0.590 0.877
Facilities and Amenities 0.843 0.476
Open spaces and green areas 0.968 0.305
Infrastructure and built environment 0.750 0.626
Transportation and street networks 0.694 0.721
Community cohesion and civic participation 0.566 0.906
Economy 0.770 0.594
All items of the questionnaire 0.762 0.608

5.11.3 Statistical analysis Tools

The researcher used quantitative data analysis methods. The Data analysis made
using (SPSS 24). The researcher used the following statistical tools:

1) Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.

2) Pearson correlation coefficient.

3) Cronbach's Alpha.

4) Frequency and Descriptive analysis.

5) One-sample T test.
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CHAPTER 6

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter represents the research findings and the statistical analysis of the
data collected as part of this study. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a
comprehensive overview of the entire data set collected and the characteristics of the
respondents. In addition, it serves to describe the statistical procedures applied to the

data in order to interpret and apply the data to the research problem.

6.2 Analysis of personal information

The researcher calculated frequencies and percentage of the sample 242 according to

the variable of the research as shown in the following tables.

Gender

Table (6.1) shows that the majority of the respondents are males and this represents
73.1% of the study sample and 26.9% are females. This is logical because the
researcher contacts primarily with male residents who have been in their work as
well as in the streets and shops, and they also represent the largest proportion in
supporting their families than females do.
Table (6.1): Gender of the respondents

Gender Frequency | Percent %
Male 177 73.1
Female 65 26.9
Total 242 100.0

Age

Table (6.2) shows that 40% of the sample are 20 — less than 30 years", 31.0% of the
sample are of "30 - less than 40 years", 13.2% of the sample are of "40 - less than 50
years", 6.6% of the sample are of "50 - 60 years" and 8.7% of the sample are more

than 60 years. It is noted that the largest proportion of respondents are from young
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people who settled in the area of study and formed their small families in the new
buildings scattered in the area. Also, it reflects the size of the response of this group
compared to other age groups.

It should be noted that young respondents between the age of 20 - less than 40
represent the largest proportion of the sample and this shows that the Palestinian
society is known as youthful community.

Table (6.2): Age of the respondents

Age Frequency | Percent %
20 — less than 30 years 98 40.5
30 - less than 40 years 75 31.0
40 - less than 50 years 32 13.2
50 - 60 years 16 6.6
More than 60 years 21 8.7
Total 242 100.0

The highest educational qualification

Table (6.3) shows that 2% of the respondents hold " Basic education or below ",
14.0% "Secondary education", 66.9% "Bachelor degree” and 16.9% of the sample
hold "Graduate Studies ". This is a strong indicator that the residents of the
neighborhood are well-educated as the rest of Gazans in general, this is in line with
statistics about the literacy rate in Gaza strip which is a high rate 97.2% in 2016
(PCBS, 2016). On the other hand, it indicates that the answers were based on a real
understanding of questionnaire.

Table (6.3): The highest educational qualification

The highest educational qualification | Frequency | Percent %
Basic education or below 5 2.1
Secondary education 34 14.0
Bachelor 162 66.9
Graduate Studies 41 16.9
Total 242 100.0

Marital status

Table (6.4) shows that majority of respondents are married 68.6%, thus it reflects

their families’ views as well as their own views.
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Table (6.4): Marital status

Marital status | Frequency | Percent%
Single 69 28.5
Married 166 68.6
Widow 4 1.7
Divorced 3 1.2
Total 242 100.0

The house you live in
Table (6.5) shows that majority of residents have their own houses, and thus they

have the ability to diagnose their problems more than the renters do, and also assess
livability indicators directly and deeply.
Table (6.5): The house you live in

The house you live in | Frequency | Percent %
Yours 205 84.7
Rent 30 12.4
Other 7 2.9
Total 242 100.0

Occupation
The percentage 72.3% emphasizes that the area attracts the different sectors of the

labor force, this is due to the fact that the area includes many important institutions
such as universities and government facilities, where their employees prefer to live in
places near their work for reasons of comfort and cost of transport. In addition, the
area includes many commercial hubs and streets such as Omar Al Mukhtar as well as
cafes, restaurants and recreational places, this is helpful when assessing the economic
domain.

Table (6.6): Occupation of the respondents

Monthly income

Occupation Frequency | Percent %
| have a job 175 72.3
I have no job 67 27.7
Total 242 100.0

After analysis, the percentages were so close as shown in the table, this demonstrates
that the neighborhood includes residents from different economic classes and this
results a good range of diversity that is reflected on the perceptions about other
fields.
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Table (6.7): Monthly income of the respondents

Monthly income Frequency | Percent %
<200 53 21.9
200 - less than 400 57 23.6
400 - less than 800 45 18.6
800 - 1000 31 12.8
> 1000 56 23.1
Total 242 100.0

Number of family members

It is noted that the largest percentage of number of family members 36% is consistent
with the average size of the Palestinian family in Gaza Strip, which reached 5.7
persons in 2016. This without a doubt is related to which extent the house crowded

with people who live there and housing quality in general, which will be discussed

later in the first field when assessing livability indicators.

Table (6.8): Number of family members

Number of family members Frequency | Percent %
No one 25 10.3
1-2 53 21.9
3-5 77 31.8
6 and more 87 36.0
Total 242 100.0

Years of residence in your current area

The answers show that the largest percentage of residence years in the neighborhood
is for more than 20 years, so the residents there have witnessed the development of
the area over years, making their experiences rich and important to use in assessing
livability indicators.

Table (6.9): Years of residence in your current area

Years of residence in your current area | Frequency | Percent %
<1 year 19 7.9

1 - less than 5 years 43 17.8

5 - less than 10 years 42 17.4

10 - 20 years 49 20.2

> 20 years 89 36.8
Total 242 100.0
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6.3 Analysis for each field

1. Housing quality

Table (6.10) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #2 “My house is crowded with people who live there” equals
3.85 (76.90%) which is the highest mean, Test-value = 11.39, and P-value = 0.000
which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is
positive, so the mean of this item is significantly greater than the hypothesized value
3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to this item.

# The mean of item #14 “Electricity provided to my house has good level and
adequate” equals 1.97 (39.34%) which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -13.56, and
P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance & =0.05 The sign of
the test is negative, so the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Housing quality” equals 3.07 (61.31%), Test-value = 1.71,
and P-value= 0.054 which is greater than the level of significance o =0.05. The
mean of this field is insignificantly different from the hypothesized value 3. We
conclude that the respondents (Do not know, neutral) to field of “Housing quality".

Table (6.10) Means and Test values for “Housing quality”

ltem

Mean
S.D
Proportional mean
(%)
Test value
P-value (Sig.)
Rank

1. | My house area is suitable for
me

3.80 | 1.15 | 75.95 | 10.82* | 0.000 | 2

2. | My house is not crowded With | 5 o5 | 4 15 | 7690 | 11.39% | 0.000 | 1
people who live there

w

I would like to keep living there | 3.55 | 1.20 | 71.05 | 7.09* | 0.000 | 3

&

My house has many flaws 349 | 1.09 | 69.83 | 6.93* | 0.000 | 5

5. | There are enough distances
between around my houses that | 3.15 | 1.26 | 63.10 | 1.90* | 0.030 | 8
maintain privacy and ventilation

6. | There is enough parking space
next to my house 274 | 1.28 | 54.79 | -3.16* | 0.001 | 12
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7. | There are enough spaces for
children to play near or attached | 2.45 | 1.23 | 49.05 | -6.91* | 0.000 | 13

to my house

8. House maintenance is available

*
if any part of it is required this 3.30 | 1.08 | 6592 | 4.25 0.000 | 7

9. | Apartments for sale or rent are

. . . 353 | 1.09 | 70.50 | 7.46* | 0.000 | 4
available in my neighborhood

10. | lands are available to build new

292 | 1.21 | 5831 | -1.07 | 0.142 | 10
apartments

11. | My house is suitable for me

295 | 1.29 | 59.06 | 056 | 0.289 | 9
when | get older

12. | Houses  rentals in my
neighborhood are suitable for | 2.09 | 0.98 | 41.75
all population groups

Laagx | 0000 | 14

13. | Water supply provided to my

. 2.79 | 1.35 | 55.70 | -2.48* | 0.007 | 11
house is adequate

14. | Electricity provided to my
house has good level and | 1.97 | 1.18 | 39.34
adequate

13'56* 0.000 | 15

15. | Communication service has an

. 347 | 1.08 | 69.42 | 6.77* | 0.000 | 6
appropriate level

All items of the field 3.07 | 0.60 | 61.31 1.71 | 0.054

* The mean is significantly different from 3

Interpretation

From the above analysis of the housing quality, we conclude that the residents of the
neighborhood suffer from many problems, such as the house overcrowding by
occupants in the house. On the other hand, many of the respondents believe that their
houses will not be suitable for their use if they get older. Lack of adequate parking
around the houses, as well as the safe spaces for children to play. Neighborhoods’
residents also believe that the land to build new units is unavailable. The high prices
of apartments in the area are not suitable for all classes of residents by comparing
with their monthly income. While the respondents show their satisfaction with the
communications service, they expressed dissatisfaction with the quantities of water
supplied to their homes, this is due to the most important deteriorated indicators from
their point of view, which is the electricity crisis that affect negatively all aspects of

their life as the rest Gazans.
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2. Safety

Table (6.11) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #5 “No one of my neighborhood -including children- was
assaulted and abducted” equals 4.11 (82.15%), which is the highest mean, Test-value
= 17.59 and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05.
The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this item is significantly greater than
the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to this item.

The mean of item #4 “I trust the neighbors in my neighborhood” equals 3.42

(68.49%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value = 5.90, and P-value = 0.000 which is
smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the
mean of this item is significantly greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude
that the respondents agreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Safety” equals 3.70 (74.06%), Test-value = 15.52, and P-
value= 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of
the test is positive, so the mean of this field is significantly greater than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to field of “Safety ".
Table (6.11): Means and Test values for “Safety”

Eol 3|,
c S & T S X
Item i 8. £ > 82 §
e
a
1. | I feel safe walking in my area 350 | 118 | 7008 | 6.64* | 0000 | 5

at night

2. | My neighborhood did not

: . . 3.74 | 1.06 7471 | 10.79* | 0.000 | 3
witness any crime or violence

3. | No one of my neighbors is
implicated in the execution of | 3.81 | 1.08 | 76.17 | 11.59* | 0.000 | 2
crimes previously

4. |1 trust the neighbors in my

. 342 | 1.11 68.49 5.90* | 0.000 | 6
neighborhood

5. | No one of my neighborhood -
including children- was | 4.11 | 0.98 82.15 17.59* | 0.000 | 1
assaulted and abducted

6. | Distance to the nearest police

station within my | 3.65 | 1.09 | 72.92 9.20* | 0.000 | 4
neighborhood is suitable
All items of the field 3.70 | 0.70 74.06 | 15.52* | 0.000
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* The mean is significantly different from 3

Interpretation

From analysis of safety, the residents feel safe in their neighborhood, where they can
walk and feel safe at night, rates of violence or crime almost non-existent according
to their views, in the same context, residents think that the distance between their
residence and the nearest police station is a suitable distance. Feeling of safety is
consistent with the characteristics of our Palestinian society, whose areas are
characterized by safety and security. On one hand, Gaza Strip is limited in area and
has populated areas and there are vast areas that maybe enable criminals or thieves to
assault others. On the other hand, the lack of safety is often linked to an Israeli

aggression, military incursions and air attacks.

3. Environment

Table (6.12) shows the following results:

® The mean of item #1 “My neighborhood has a clean environment” equals 2.99
(59.75%), which is the highest mean, Test-value = -0.16, and P-value = 0.438 which
is greater than the level of significance o =0.05. Then the mean of this item is
insignificantly different from the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents (Do not know, neutral) to this item.

® The mean of item #2 “The area of water bodies "natural or artificial " is
appropriate” equals 2.45 (49.08%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -7.05,
and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The
sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Environment” equals 2.71 (54.28%), Test-value = -5.26,
and P-value= 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The
sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this field is significantly smaller than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to field of

“Environment ".

Table (6.12): Means and Test values for “Environment”
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1| My neighborhood has a clean 299 | 124 | 5975 | -016 | 9% | 1
environment 8
2. | The area of"\_/vater bodies "natural | , o | 155 | 4908 |.705%| 000 | 4
or artificial " is appropriate 0
3. | My neighborhood contains 0.00
different living organisms like | 2.76 | 1.18 | 55.21 | -3.16* 1 2
animal’s pets
4. | The area of trees or vegetation 266 | 126 | 5314 |-a95+%| 000 | 4
cover is an appropriate 0
0.00
All items of the field 271085 | 5428 |-5.26% ) )

* The mean is significantly different from 3

Interpretation

From the analysis of the environment conditions, it was clear that the respondents
were neutral towards if they have clean environment or not, at the same time, they
explained that there is lack of any internal water bodies, natural or artificial, where
residents like other Gazans depend mainly on the sea beach for recreation and other
purposes, while they begin to find other alternatives to the polluted sea in the recent
days by driving to far areas from the inhabited neighborhoods where they enjoy their
times in resorts and chalets with swimming pools. On the one hand, the residents
stated that the area of green cover and trees is insufficient which necessarily leads to

the lack of biodiversity in the neighborhood.

Regarding to biodiversity within the neighborhood, residents see that their
surrounding environment does not include different types of pets, and this is closely
related to lack of green spaces that are the biological area of these organisms, where

the largest proportion of the area is built by the buildings and commercial facilities.

Therefore, and after the previous analysis, it is necessary to draw short and long-term
policies that ensure conservation and development of trees and green cover as well as
create and encourage opportunities for biodiversity which has a great importance to
the quality of environment.
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4. Health

Table (6.13) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #9 “Number of pharmacies in my neighborhood is sufficient”
equals 4.13 (82.56%), which is the highest mean, Test-value = 18.49, and P-value =
0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o = 0.05. The sign of the test is
positive, so the mean of this item is significantly greater than the hypothesized value
3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to this item.

® The mean of item #4 “Provided water is safe to drink” equals 1.98 (39.66%),
which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -14.12, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller
than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so the mean
of this item is significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that
the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Health” equals 2.87 (57.39%), Test-value = -3.19, and P-
value=0.001 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the
test is negative, so the mean of this field is significantly smaller than the hypothesized
value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to field of “Health"

Table (6.13): Means and Test values for “Health”
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1. | The air in my neighborhood

) 301 | 1.17 60.25 0.16 0.435 5
is a clean and fresh

2. |1 feel that there are a
harmful gases and vapors in | 3.13 | 1.18 | 62.56 1.69* | 0.047 | 4
the air

3. | My neighborhood IS
regularly provided with | 254 | 1.20 | 50.87 -5.89* | 0.000 | 7
water in the summer

4. | Provided water is safe to
drink

5. | Number of health and
family care centers in my | 263 | 1.18 | 52.50 -4.93* | 0.000 | 6
neighborhood is sufficient
6. | Distance to the nearest
health center or hospital is
convenient to be arrived in
suitable time

198 | 111 39.66 -14.12* | 0.000 | 10

345 | 1.08 69.08 6.53* 0.000 2
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7. | Care centers for the elderly
and the disabled people are |, ;| ) 56 | 4941 | 1436 | 0000 | 9
available in my
neighborhood

8. | Services provided at the
nearest hospital are fine

9. | Number of pharmacies in
my neighborhood is| 413 | 0.95 | 8256 18.49* | 0.000 | 1
sufficient

10.| Number of sports centers in
my neighborhood is| 3.24 | 1.30 64.71 2.82* 0.003 3
sufficient

All items of the field 2.87 | 0.64 57.39 -3.19* 0.001
* The mean is significantly different from 3

254 | 115 50.87 -6.18* | 0.000 7

Interpretation

Based on the results of analysis and in general, the residents are not satisfied
with the levels of public health in their neighborhood. Despite the distances to
hospitals or pharmacies are appropriate according to their views, many essential
public health indicators are deteriorated or unavailable and need to be developed, for
example, residents complain of a lack of regular supply of water in summer, a season
in which the need of adequate water increased sharply. In the same context, water
that supplied to homes is unclean and unsafe for human use such as drinking, so
people used to buy water from desalination plants from water vehicles, and some use

filters to get safe water for drinking and other house uses.

On one hand, the residents suffer from air pollution with vapors and exhausts,
perhaps the most important reason for this, the vehicles’ penetration through the most
areas of the neighborhood, resulting in the widespread of fuel exhaust between houses.
Huge generators that provide shops and malls with electricity -as an alternative to the
absence of public electricity network- pollute the atmosphere with toxic vapors and

gases when they are turned on for long periods, as well as causing noise.

Residents also state that family & elderly care centers, disabled persons as well as

public health are not available in the neighborhood, and if available in some parts,
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they are insufficient. Residents suffer significantly of poor service in near hospitals,
so attention and efforts should be paid to enhance the quantity and quality of health
services at a decent level in hospitals and public care centers.

On the other hand, policy makers must find solutions that limit and reduce the
suffering of people to access clean and safe water by launching new and continued
desalination projects and providing houses with enough water quantities that in line
with the increasing of population growth rates every year.

Regarding to the crisis of the large generators that pollute the atmosphere,
decision-makers must work to resolve this crisis drastically or at least reduce it by
finding clean, environmentally, friendly and applicable alternatives.

Policymakers should mobilize the necessary efforts to fund the establishment of

health centers, family & elderly care as well as disabled persons centers.

5. Facilities and Amenities

Table (6.14) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #3 “My neighborhood is close to universities, colleges and
educational institutions” equals 4.00 (80.00%), which is the highest mean, Test-
value = 15.86, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of
significance o = 0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this item is
significantly greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents agreed to this item.

# The mean of item #8 “My neighborhood includes sports spaces such as football
playground and swimming pools” equals 2.62 (52.31%), which is the lowest
mean, Test-value = -5.11, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of
significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this item
is significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Facilities and Amenities” equals 3.34 (66.90%), Test-
value = 7.28, and P-value=0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance
o =0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this field is
significantly greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the

respondents agreed to field of “Facilities and Amenities ".
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Table (6.14): Means and Test values for “Facilities and Amenities”
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1. | My neighborhood is close
to primary  schools | 5 g5 | 109 | 7661 | 10.82% | 0.000 | 2
elementary and
preparatory”

2. | My neighborhood is close
to secondary schools

3. | My neighborhood is close
to universities, colleges
and educational
institutions

4. | My neighborhood is close
to public markets, malls | 3.70 | 0.99 | 73.94 | 10.94* | 0.000 3
and restaurants

5. | My neighborhood includes
cultural centers such as| 2.85 | 1.21 | 57.02 | -1.92* | 0.028 9
public libraries

6. | My neighborhood is close
to  Entertainment and
recreation centers such as
chalets and resorts

7. | My neighborhood includes
government buildings that | 3.04 | 1.16 | 60.75 | 050 | 0.309 7
serve the citizens

8. | My neighborhood includes
sports spaces such as
football playground and
swimming pools

9. | My neighborhood has a
high-quality 3.48 1.05 69.54 | 7.06* | 0.000 5
communications network
10. | My neighborhood has a | 45 | 415 | 6569 | 461% | 0,000 | 6
suitable internet services

All items of the field 3.34 0.74 66.90 | 7.28* | 0.000
* The mean is significantly different from 3

3.65 1.09 72.95 | 9.19* | 0.000 4

4.00 | 0.98 80.00 | 15.86* | 0.000 1

2.98 1.28 59.50 | -0.30 | 0.382 8

2.62 1.17 52.31 | -5.11* | 0.000 10

Interpretation
An analysis of the existing situation regarding to the facilities and available
amenities within the neighborhood shows that the overall trend of the respondents’

satisfaction is positive.
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The analysis also shows the strong degree of approval about availability of
educational facilities, and this is because the neighborhood contains big educational
facilities such as universities and institutes, most notably Al-Azhar University and
the Islamic University of Gaza, the two largest universities in Gaza Strip in terms of
area and number of students, beside the primary schools such as Alzaitoun and
Alremal, as well as secondary schools as Ahmed Shawqi. In contrast, it was found
that public libraries and cultural and sports centers, which include playgrounds and
swimming pools are very few. On the other hand, the opinions of the respondents
showed that there is a good level in the service of telecommunications and internet.
While the residents are neutral about the nearness of leisure and recreation resorts as
well as neutral towards the existence of government facilities that serving the

residents.

6. Open spaces and green areas
Table (6.15) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #2 “Open spaces and green areas are attractive from my point
of view” equals 3.32 (66.36%), which is the highest mean, Test-value = 3.61, and
P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance oo = 0.05. The sign
of the test is positive, so the mean of this item is significantly greater than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to this item.

® The mean of item #5 “Corridors in open areas are separate to serve pedestrians,
bicycles and others” equals 2.52 (50.37%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value
= -6.17, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance
o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this item is significantly
smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents
disagreed to this item.

# The mean of the field “Open spaces and green areas” equals 2.95 (59.08%), Test-
value = -0.78, and P-value= 0.217 which is greater than the level of significance
o = 0.05. The mean of this field is insignificantly different from the hypothesized
value 3. We conclude that the respondents (Do not know, neutral) to field of

“Open spaces and green areas ".
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Table (6.15): Means and Test values for “Open spaces and green areas”

T o~ ® S
= s 2 2
Item g |Q £t C > ® =
S| @ 8 g b = |
S £ - >
o o
1. | My neighborhood is close | , oo | 155 | 5893 | 067 | 0253 | 4

to open green spaces

2. | Open spaces and green
areas in my neighborhood
are attractive from my
point of view

3. | Green areas and parks
include seating areas and | 2.85 | 1.17 57.01 | -1.99* | 0.024 5
children's games

4. | Corridors to open and
green areas are safe and | 2.95 1.22 59.01 -0.63 0.265 3
accessible

5. | Corridors in open areas are
separate to serve
pedestrians, bicycles and
others

6. | Public parking spaces are
available and adequate

All items of the field 2.95 0.91 59.08 -0.78 0.217
* The mean is significantly different from 3

3.32 1.37 66.36 3.61* | 0.000 1

2.52 121 50.37 | -6.17* | 0.000 6

3.13 1.22 62.67 1.70* | 0.045 2

Interpretation

While the analysis shows that the residents consider the open spaces and green areas
attractive but also shows their dissatisfaction from the lack of places to sit or areas
for children to play. They also feel confusion and unsafety because of the
overlapping of pedestrian, bicycles and others, that maybe leads to accidents.

In another context, the residents were neutral in terms of distance to available open
areas and do not know whether the roads leading to them safe and easy access or not.

In general, the responses have been neutral in this regard.

7. Infrastructure and built environment

Table (6.16) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #2 “My neighborhood is close to main road lines” equals 3.67
(73.47%), which is the highest mean, Test-value = 10.26, and P-value = 0.000

which is smaller than the level of significance oo =0.05. The sign of the test is
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positive, so the mean of this item is significantly greater than the hypothesized
value 3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to this item.

# The mean of item #6 “l do not suffer from a continuous power cuts” equals 1.96
(39.17%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -10.95, and P-value = 0.000
which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is
negative, so the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the hypothesized
value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Infrastructure and built environment” equals 2.93
(58.52%), Test-value = -1.95, and P-value=0.026 which is smaller than the level
of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this
field is significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents disagreed to field of “Infrastructure and built environment ".

Table (6.16): Means and Test values for “Infrastructure and built environment”

T ~
S X S @
(= e < S5 XX
Item g |8 £ c > 82| §
S | @ 2 g 2| T2 | %
S E e
o
1. | My neighborhood includes
street network with | 2.90 1.20 58.10 -1.24 0.109 5

adequate quality

2. | My neighborhood is close

) ; 3.67 1.02 73.47 10.26* 0.000 1
to main road lines

3. | My neighborhood includes

*
Wastewater network 340 | 107 | 6808 | 585 0.000 2

4. | Rainwater collects in the

. - 2.93 1.21 58.67 -0.85 0.197 4
streets during winter

5. | My neighborhood has a
good electricity network | 240 | 1.25 | 47.92 | -7.47* 0.000 6
with sufficient capacity

6. || do not suffer from a

- 1.96 1.48 39.17 | -10.95* 0.000 7
continuous power cuts

7. | All  different types of
buildings have an attractive | 3.21 | 1.17 | 64.15 2.75* 0.003 3
appearance

All items of the field 2.93 0.59 58.52 -1.95* 0.026

* The mean is significantly different from 3
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Interpretation

The quality of infrastructure and the built environment is very important for a quality
life of residents. The analysis shows that residents agree that the main traffic lines are
close to their neighborhood, that is surrounded from all directions.

But they are neutral about the availability of streets network with sufficient quality,
which gives an indication of the need to develop the internal streets by paving many
streets and re-paving of the old one, which has deteriorated over time. Regarding to
the sewage networks, response show that they are available.

In the winter, although many areas suffer from collecting of rainwater as ponds in the
streets, residents were neutral on this matter.

By evaluation of energy conditions, residents suffer like other Gazans from the
deterioration of electricity networks and the low operational capacity, this leads to
increases the rate of power cuts compared to the hours of connection and cause a lot
of suffering of the residents every day.

On the other hand, the residents see that the different buildings are attractive and this
may be due to the general orientation of the residents, especially in the high-income
areas where they care about the external view of their buildings and use attractive
materials, as well as the neighborhood includes many of entertainment and shopping
centers that built in a modern and attractive methods that achieve aesthetic aspects.

In conclusion, the overall orientation of residents about this area is negative and

needs to be developed.

8. Transportation and street networks

Table (6.17) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #2 “Classification of streets in my neighborhood is clear “main
and local streets” equals 3.67 (73.39%), which is the highest mean, Test-value =
10.58, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance
o = 0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this item is significantly
greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents agreed to
this item.

# The mean of item #7 “Streets include seats and benches” equals 1.88 (37.58%),

which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -17.42, and P-value = 0.000 which is
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smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so
the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We
conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Transportation and street networks” equals 2.88 (57.57%),
Test-value = -3.23, and P-value=0.001which is smaller than the level of
significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this field is
significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the

respondents disagreed to field of “Transportation and street networks ".

Table (6.17): Means and Test values for “Transportation and street networks”

g - 2
& =
Item S|la £§% E =
<5} 5 “ O > (<5} <
>|Y |8eS | 2 |c
2 = 3
o o
1. | Moving from a neighborhood
to another is easy and not| 3.46 | 1.17 | 69.17 6.10* | 0.000 | 3

exhausting

2. | Classification of streets in my
neighborhood is clear “main | 3.67 | 0.98 | 73.39 10.58* | 0.000 | 1

and local streets”

3. | Streets include traffic lights

. 294 | 1.13 58.84 -0.80 0.213 7
and traffic signs

4. | Streets include adequate

*
pedestrian sidewalks 3.13 | 1.19 62.61 1.69 0.046 6

5. | Streets include  separate

. 198 | 111 39.59 -14.30* | 0.000 | 12
bicycle paths

6. | Streets include green elements

314 | 1.20 62.74 1.77* 0.039 5
such as small shrubs

7. | Streets include seats and

1.88 | 1.00 37.58 -17.42* 0.000 13
benches

8. | Streets include  garbage

2.27 | 1.10 45.33 -10.33* 0.000 11
baskets

9. | Streets network in  my
neighborhood is connected | 3.37 | 1.09 | 67.31 5.20* | 0.000 | 4
network

10. | My  neighborhood includes
different types of transportation | 3.47 | 1.06 69.50 6.92* 0.000 2
“private and public”

11. | My neighborhood includes
bus and microbuses stops 247 | 1.28 | 49.46 -6.39* | 0.000 | 10

114




Item

Mean
S.D
Proportional
mean
(%)
Test value
P-value (Sig.)
Rank

12. {1 do not feel disturbed by
street noise in my | 2.74 | 1.25 | 54.88 -3.19*
neighborhood

o
o
o
[
©

13. | | notlge traffic co’ngestlon N1 58 [ 127 | 5760 147 0071 | 8
my neighborhoods’ streets

All items of the field 2.88 | 0.59 57.57 -3.23* 0.001

* The mean is significantly different from 3

Interpretation

The streets and transport network are the main linkage through any process of
neighborhood planning and the artery that transmits life between its parts, so it is
evaluate this indicator from residents’ view.

After the analysis, the overview of transportation and the street network was
negative. Despite the clear classification of streets between main and local, but the
negative orientation may be formed because the lack of seats as well as baskets and
garbage collectors, which are necessary to avoid the accumulation of garbage on
street” sides, causing very bad visual views.

The lack of bus and microbus stations is also negative issue from the residents’ point

of view, which is causing high noise produced by large buses which are supposed to

be determined by specific locations.

9. Community cohesion and civic participation

Table (6.18) shows the following results:

# The mean of item #5 “I think it's good to have people from different cultural
backgrounds in my neighborhood” equals 3.76 (75.10%), which is the highest
mean, Test-value =11.17, and P-value = 0.000 which is smaller than the level of
significance o. = 0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this item is
significantly greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents agreed to this item.

® The mean of item #7 “I had problems with one of my neighbors” equals 2.46
(49.12%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -7.15, and P-value = 0.000

which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is
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negative, so the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the hypothesized
value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

e The mean of the field “Community cohesion and civic participation” equals 3.22
(64.40%), Test-value = 4.97, and P-value= 0.000 which is smaller than the level
of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is positive, so the mean of this field
is significantly greater than the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the
respondents agreed to field of “Community cohesion and civic participation ".

Table (6.18): Means and Test values for “Community cohesion and civic

participation”

= ®
c .2 OQ c% S~ X
Item S| 8| €¢ > T2 5
S| »v| 88 e T8
SE| & | o
_ [a
1.1 feel belonging 10 My | 574 | 116 | 7455 | 973 | 0000 | 2
neighborhoods
2. | I was helped by the neighbor
of my area when | needed | 3.42 | 1.04 | 68.35 | 6.22* | 0.000 4

help

3. | I consider my neighbors and
residents as friends and | feel | 3.59 | 1.00 | 71.87 | 9.21* | 0.000 3
that they love me

4. | | have previously participated
or volunteered in community | 2.83 | 1.16 | 56.57 | -2.29* | 0.011 7
activities in my neighborhood

5. |1 think it's good to have
people from different cultural
backgrounds in my
neighborhood

3.76 | 1.05| 7510 | 11.17* | 0.000 1

6. | | find it easy to meet and
communicate my neighbors | 3.33 | 1.06 | 66.61 | 4.83* | 0.000 5
and residents

7. | | had problems with one of

. 246 | 1.18 | 49.12 -7.15* | 0.000 9
my neighbors

8. |1 see that harmony and
cohesion are prevalent among | 3.28 | 1.09 | 65.58 | 3.95* | 0.000 6
neighbors

9. | I am involved in decision-

making of my neighborhood | 2.58 | 1.18 | 51.57 | -5.58* | 0.000 8
development

All items of the field 3.22 | 0.69 | 64.40 4.97* 0.000

* The mean is significantly different from 3
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Interpretation

Community cohesion is one of the most important factors for the development and
prosperity of societies because it simply creates an area of shared efforts and
exchange of ideas for the development of all.

The aim of civic participation is to achieve the same result, where community
participation achieves a sense of the individuals’ importance as well as their opinion
within the community, which leads them to give more useful opinions and leads to
real involvement in making the right decisions.

In the study area, the analysis shows that there is agreement of achieving this
indicator, where residents state that they belong to their neighborhood where they
find help when needed, and feel that their neighbors are friends and they can
communicate easily.

As a result, the residents welcome people from different cultural backgrounds within
their homogenous and cohesive neighborhood.

On the other hand, the residents have not been practically involved in volunteering or
contributing in community activities, nor have they had the opportunity to participate
in decision-making related to the development of their neighborhood.

Therefore, it is necessary to give the residents the chance to participate in community
and decision-making to ensure the continuous feeling of belonging to neighborhood,
and this is one of the most important duties and responsibilities of government
agencies and decision-makers in the state.

10. Economy

Table (6.19) shows the following results:

» The mean of item #6 “l spend a specific time for fun and hobbies weekly
outside my house” equals 2.88 (57.52%), which is the highest mean, Test-value =
-1.67, and P-value = 0.048 which is smaller than the level of significance @ =0.05
The sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this item is significantly smaller than
the hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

* The mean of item #9 “Resident can buy land to build a house” equals 1.99
(39.75%), which is the lowest mean, Test-value = -16.60, and P-value = 0.000 which
is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The sign of the test is negative, so
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the mean of this item is significantly smaller than the hypothesized value 3. We
conclude that the respondents disagreed to this item.

o The mean of the field “Economy” equals 2.57 (51.50%), Test-value = -9.49,
and P-value= 0.000 which is smaller than the level of significance o =0.05. The
sign of the test is negative, so the mean of this field is significantly smaller than the
hypothesized value 3. We conclude that the respondents disagreed to field of
“Economy ".

Table (6.19): Means and Test values for “Economy”

eS| 8 | 4
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111 feel satisfied about my | ,qo | 130 | 5364 | -3.80¢ | 0.000 | 3
economic situation
2.1 am satistied with - my | 20 | 154 | 5400 | -361% | 0000 | 2
monthly income
3. |1 am satisfied with my

259 | 1.18 | 51.78 -5.40* 0.000 7
monthly expenses

4. | Location of my neighborhood
affects the increase of | 2.61 | 1.01 | 52.22 | -5.98* | 0.000 | 6
unemployment rates

5. | Location of my neighborhood
offers sufficient diversity of | 261 | 1.05 | 52.29 | -5.65* | 0.000 | 5
employment opportunities

6. | I spend a specific time for fun
and hobbies weekly outside | 2.88 | 1.15 | 57.52 | -1.67* | 0.048 | 1
my house

7. | Resident in my neighborhood
can pay for apartments rent

8. | Resident in my neighborhood
can buy an apartment

9. | Resident can buy land to
build a house

All items of the field 257 | 0.70 | 51.50 -9.49* 0.000
* The mean is significantly different from 3

2.65 | 1.04 | 5298 | -5.25* | 0.000 | 4

245 | 1.07 | 49.09 | -7.93* | 0.000 8

199 | 095 | 39.75 | -16.60* | 0.000 | 9
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Interpretation

Gaza Strip suffers from deteriorating economic conditions at individuals and
companies’ levels, for several reasons, the most important is the continuous siege on
Gaza Strip since more 10 years ago, which led to accumulated problems, the most
negative impact on the lives of people, is the low monthly income of the individual,
where many of them lost their jobs and businesses, also unemployment rates among
young people and graduates have increased, in light of steady growth of population
and the steady increase in graduates number. According to records of local and
international organizations, 39% of people live below the poverty line, and the
responses’ analysis confirms this deteriorating reality.

The general opinion of respondents is negative about the economic field. They are
not satisfied with the monthly income or their expenses, so the residents can not
spend the weekend outside their homes for recreation due to the deteriorating
economic situation.

In another context, residents find it is difficult to pay rents because they are high
compared to their economic situations, and most of them can not buy apartments

there, as well as buying land and build a house.

6.4 Rank for all Indicators

In conclusion, the overall assessment of the indicators of livability in the study area
by the residents was summarized by responses to the items of the questionnaire as
shown in the table below, where the sense of safety was highest, due to the stability
of internal security conditions in the Gaza Strip except Periods of wars waged by
Israel from time to time.

The availability of the various facilities comes in second place, where the population
has shown their consent. This is in line with the fact that the neighborhood contains
government and academic facilities and schools for all stages. The neighborhood also
includes important commercial hubs that are the destination of many residents of the
Gaza Strip.

On the other hand, the economic situation is at the top of the indicators of
deterioration in the opinion of the neighboring population, a reality in which the

majority of the population of the Gaza Strip, where poverty and unemployment
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among hundreds of Palestinian families, and a large proportion of the population of
the Gaza Strip depends heavily on foreign aid, International or local organizations.
The surrounding environment is in a state of deterioration, as is seen by the
neighboring population, where there is insufficient green space for hiking, clean air,
and lack of water for recreation. The built blocks cover the larger area of the
neighborhood. On different types of pets and does not guarantee future biodiversity
opportunities.

In the same context, respondents believe that the health sector suffers from many
crises and needs urgent development. They are not satisfied with the levels of public
health in the neighborhood. For example, the water that reaches the houses is unclean
and not completely safe for human use such as drinking and causing many diseases.
On the other hand, the population suffers from the pollution of the atmosphere with
the vapors of the vehicles and their exhausts. This may be due to the fact that the
neighborhood has government and study facilities and is therefore the destination of
many segments and large numbers of people who travel daily to and from their
destinations which fall within the vicinity

As such, policymakers must work to resolve these crises in a radical manner or at
least reduce them by formulating policies that enhance the quality of life in all
neighborhoods and cities in the Gaza Strip that undoubtedly support the steadfastness

of its besieged people for years

Table (6.20): Proportional mean and rank for “All field”

. Proportional
Field mgan (%) Rank

1. | Housing quality 61.31 4
2. | Safety 74.06 1
3. | Environment 54.28 9
4. | Health 57.39 8
5. | Facilities and Amenities 66.90 2
6. | Open spaces and green areas 59.08 5
7. | Infrastructure and built environment 58.52 6
8. | Transportation and street networks 57.57 7
9. Con_m_mm_ty cohesion and civic 64.40

participation 3
10. | Economy 51.50 10
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Figure (6.1): Proportional mean and rank for ""All field"

(Source: the researcher)
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CHAPTER 7
MAIN FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is devoted to the main findings of the study as well as reviewing
recommendations derived from them, which were drawn from reviewing the
literature review that includes many scientific studies and international cases that
applies the concept of livability, in addition to the analysis of the questionnaire that
targeted the study area. Therefore, the sixth chapter discusses two things; main

findings and recommendations.

7.1 Main Findings

7.1.1 The Theoretical study of this research reached the following results

1. The Gaza Strip is a narrow territory having limited resources and suffers from
many complex problems bearing in mind the population density increasing, the
continued depletion of environmental resources, and the absence of legislations
aimed at preserving them through the application of livability concepts and
sustainability methodologies. Therefore, there is an urgent need to develop
programs and strategies that rebalance and ensure the continuity of environment
renewal around us and its ability to always adapt to developments.

2. The concepts of livability, having guaranteed the achievement of its indicators,
are considered one of the most important methodologies and international
methods that can be followed to maintain quality of life in communities and Gaza
Strip.

3. Many communities and cities around the world followed livability methodologies
and were able to achieve prosperity and development. After studying in depth
many of these experiences, the study focused on a set of indicators that were
measured within the study area and was able to assess the overall quality of life:
Quiality of housing, feeling safety, environment, health, facilities and amenities,
transportation and streets network, community engagement, community

participation and economic conditions.
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4.

7.

Livable communities are created through effective planning and policy-making by
formal and governmental bodies, developers and with the participation of society
members.

Gaza Strip faces great difficulties to have livable communities during the current
period or for future generations, where many areas lack green areas as well as
clean water and healthy food. In addition, the rapid and continuous consumption
of natural resources caused many environmental problems.

Working together under one unified framework enables us to create livable
communities in which people can live in peace, dignity and development where
citizens have the opportunity to live near their workplaces, reducing transportation
costs, reducing pollution and overcrowding. Also, a good use of available lands
contributes to support walking and cycling. The same thing is for transportation;
when it is easily accessed, more money would be saved by individuals, groups
and the community as a whole. It also helps in reducing energy consumption,
which contributes to reducing the greenhouse gas emissions and reduces their
negative impact on our lifestyle and our environmental and economic aspects.
Living conditions in Gaza Strip areas are very similar; they are characterized by
generality. Therefore, results of the study do not only represent the quality of life
or livability assessment within the study area, but also provide a general view of

quality of life in many neighborhoods and areas of Gaza Strip.

7.1.2 The practical study findings

The study, in the practical aspect, also aims to evaluate indicators of livability in the

southern Remal neighborhood in Gaza City as a case study, coming up with the

following results:

1.

Feeling of safety indicator positively got the highest percentage in its assessment.
The population feels the existence of this indicator, as its proportional mean is
74.06%, where rates of violence or crime are almost non-existent according to
their views, and the presence of a police station nearby contributes to the

existence this indicator.

. The availability of various facilities comes second with a proportional mean of

66.9%. This is actually clear as the neighborhood has multi-services facilities. It

includes a large number of universities, educational institutes and schools. On the
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other hand, the neighborhood lacks public libraries and cultural and sports centers,
that usually include playgrounds and swimming pools. In terms of communication
and the Internet, respondents’ opinions showed that there is a good level of
service.

. On the other hand, in terms of livability indicators, which is deteriorating
according to the opinion of respondents, the economic situation is at the top of
these indicators as it reached a proportional mean of 51.5%; the reality in which
most of the population of Gaza Strip share. The main reasons for this deterioration
are low monthly income rate and the increase in unemployment rates. High rents
have also caused discontent among the population, most of whom are unable to
pay these sums. The purchase of apartments or the construction of new apartments
is also very expensive.

. The surrounding environment is considered to be in a deteriorated, as the residents
see. This indicator comes second in terms of negative evaluation by 54.28% for
the proportional mean, where they believe that the neighborhood is completely
lacking the existence of any internal water bodies, whether natural or industrial. In
addition, the area of green cover and trees are inadequate; the thing that led to the
lack of biodiversity in the neighborhood as seen by respondents.

. In the same context, respondents believe that health sector suffers from many
crises and needs urgent development. They are not satisfied with public health
levels in the neighborhood. For example, residents complain that they are not
regularly provided with water in summer. Also, water that reaches homes is
unclean for human use such as drinking. It has caused many diseases. On the other
hand, the population suffers from air pollution from vehicles exhausts. The most
important reason for that is that vehicles have penetrated most of the neighboring
streets, resulting in a wide spread of vehicle fuel exhausts between homes in
addition to the operation of large generators that increase the rate of toxic gases in
the atmosphere. Residents also see that family and elderly care centers as well as
persons with disabilities centers, and public health in general, are not available in
the neighborhood, according to their opinions, they significantly suffer from the
poor service provided in nearby hospitals.
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* The importance of community participation in evaluating quality of life within
neighborhoods and populated areas, which enhance citizens' awareness of the
importance of their community role and encourage them to integrate in the
development of their neighborhood by opinion, work and assisting researchers
and decision-makers.

* According to the previous results of the assessment of livability indicators, it is
important for decision-makers to mobilize efforts to solve existing crises, or at
least to reduce them through formulating policies that enhance quality of life in all
neighborhoods and cities in Gaza Strip and undoubtedly support the steadfastness
of its besieged people for years.

7.2 Recommendations

First: From the academic and research aspect:

1- Adopting livability methodologies and strategies and comprising them in the
academic courses and curriculum for universities' students and specialized
institutes in fields of architecture, urban and spatial planning, community
development and others.

2- The necessity to benefit from international experiences that have applied and
benefited from livability methodologies and get their experiences in this area.

3- Holding scientific workshops aimed at introducing and raising awareness of
livability concepts and trends and knowing feasibility of adopting its strategies,

indicators, and the implications.

Second: From practical and governmental aspect:

Urban Planning Dimension

1-Government bodies and local and private institutions concerned with urban
planning and development should adopt livability concepts and its indicators to
unify efforts to adopt these concepts and strategies as a very important way to
develop society through formation of a competent and joint body that brings
together all parties and enjoys supreme binding authority.
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2-Obliging urban planning entities to verify the quality of indicators of livability in
any future construction projects in the Gaza Strip, taking these indicators into
consideration while designing various neighborhoods.

3-Using scientific tools and technological techniques to monitor quality of life and
indicators of livability in different areas of Gaza Strip, and one of these techniques:
Geographic Information System (GIS).

Environmental Dimension

1- Protecting and strengthening various environmental systems, including
preserving the marine environment from pollution with untreated sewage.

2- Preserving the atmosphere from pollution factors with fumes, toxic gases, car
exhausts and generators.

3-Preserving and developing tree cover and taking care of it in open spaces as well
as populated areas.

Water and Wastewater Networks Dimension

1- Enhancing alternative water sources, taking into account conservation of the
aquifer.

2- Setting strict legislations to extract ground water according to specific levels to
ensure its sustainability and ability to provide future needs of Gaza Strip.

3- Renewing available wastewater treatment systems and establishing new networks
to ensure high-quality treatment that contributes to the use of the resulting water
for a variety of purposes such as crops irrigation; the thing that will provide
substantial savings in aquifer and ensure continuity of water supply.

Quality of Housing Dimension:

1- Adopting building systems and standards to become more flexible, including
wider options in fields of housing, construction and finishing materials.

2- Supporting and promoting establishment of a residential model that takes great
care of environmental and health aspects in terms of benefiting from the sun,
wind, green elements and others, and promoting it at the academic and

commercial level, to be adopted or using its advantages in all future designs.
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Health Dimension

Improving health services provided in Gaza Strip through:

- Rehabilitation and reconstruction of health centers and hospitals that were
destroyed during the last war, and working on funding for new health units’

construction.

- Launching training programs for health staff to provide guidance on the dealing

with patients and their families, working under pressure skills and others.

- Activating and developing monitoring and evaluation systems in all departments
and facilities of the Ministry of Health.

Open and Green Areas Dimension

1- Working on connecting the population with open and green areas through
municipalities’ assigning for a central area that serves as a central park for each
neighborhood or several small neighborhoods.

2- Protecting and beautifying public parks and creating new green areas, particularly
in neighborhoods that suffer from a great lack of green and open areas.

3- Enacting laws that criminalize attacks on green and open areas, whether by

buildings and slums or destroying tree cover or dumping garbage and others.

Infrastructure, Transportation and Built Environment Dimensions

1- The necessity of developing internal streets sector through paving dirt roads and
re-paving the paved ones that have deteriorated over time.

2-Developing infrastructure systems, especially the transport sector.

3-Paying attention to planning aspects that grant all vital facilities a share in cities
and residential neighborhoods’ urban composition, so that they could form an
integrated system to achieve comfort, functionality and beauty for all inhabitants.

4-Encouraging investors who are interested in green and sustainable construction in

terms of eco-friendly materials and building standards.
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Energy Sources Dimension

1- Resorting to alternative energy using solar cell projects that became the current
culture among citizens to compensate the deficit resulted from power cuts.
2- Promoting scientific and practical research aimed at finding applicable and cost-

effective solutions for citizens.

Community Coherence and Civic Participation Dimension

1- Enhancing the principle of community participation of the population and their
integration into decision-making to ensure their continued sense of belonging to
the homeland and the mutual importance between the individual and his society.

2- Encouraging community coherence among all society strata through organizing
evenings and culture meeting to exchange life, scientific and practical experiences

in various fields.

Education and Culture Dimension

1- Strengthening educational facilities and rebuilding what was destroyed during
occupation wars that targeted education in Gaza Strip with the aim of making
people in Gaza ignorant violating their rights.

2- Establishing cultural centers and educational clubs that are interested in thought
development and improvement of cultural aspects, especially among youth and
young adults.

3- Using new technological techniques to support and enhance levels of public

culture, including the widespread social media platforms.

Economy and Employment Opportunities Dimension

1. Working for the lifting of the blockade and allowing free movement of goods and
individuals.

2. Exploiting the atmosphere of national reconciliation to lift the punitive measures
taken against Gaza Strip as salaries’ reduction and others that caused a major
economic crisis for people in Gaza Strip, and spare economy from political

tensions.
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3. Mobilizing political, moral and financial support to launch strategic projects to
support the national economy in Gaza Strip and working on facilitating all
procedures for the implementation of these projects.

4. Strengthening the relationship between the three sectors, the private sector, the
public sector and universities, in order to work in an integrated manner to promote
growth and improve the Palestinian economy.

5. Giving opportunities for the development of small and medium enterprises.
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Gender

Age

The highest educational
qualification

Marital status

The house you live in

Occupation
Monthly income
(In dollars $)

Number of family
members

Years of residence in your
current area

APPENDIX A

Questionnaire

Section I; Personal information

IMale

[ 20 — less than 30
(3 30 - less than 40
(3 40 - less than 50

(3 Basic education or
below
(J Secondary education

3 single
O Married

3 Yours
(J Rent

(3 I have a job

0 <200
(3 200 - less than 400
(3 400 - less than 800

3 No one
d1-2

<1

(31 - less than 5
(3 5 - less than 10
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OFemale

(3 50-60
3 >60

(3 Bachelor
(3 Graduate Studies

3 widow
(7 Divorced

(JOther

(3 I have no job

(3 800 - 1000
3 > 1000

3-5
(3 6 and more

(310-20
0 >20



Section 2: Measuring livability indicators

1- Housing quality

# Questions gﬁggggg Disagree | Neutral | Agree Slt;greily

10. | My house area is suitable
for me

11. | My house is not crowded
with people who live there

12. | I would like to keep living
there

13. | My house has many flaws

14. | There are enough
distances between around
my houses that maintain
privacy and ventilation

15. | There is enough parking
space next to my house

16. | There are enough spaces
for children to play near or
attached to my house

17. | House  maintenance s
available if any part of it is
required this

18. | Apartments for sale or rent
are available in  my
neighborhood

19. | lands are available to build
new apartments

20. | My house is suitable for
me when | get older

21. | Houses rentals in my
neighborhood are suitable
for all population groups

22. | Water supply provided to
my house is adequate

23. | Electricity provided to my
house has good level and
adequate

24. | Communication  service

has an appropriate level
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2- Safety

# Questions gﬁggggg Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sggpgely

25. | | feel safe walking in my
area at night

26. | My neighborhood did not
witness any crime or
violence

27. | No one of my neighbors is
implicated in
execution  of  crimes
previously

28. | | trust the neighbors in my
neighborhood

29. | No one of
neighborhood -including
children- was assaulted
and abducted

30. | Distance to the nearest
police station within my
neighborhood is suitable

3- Environment

# Questions gﬁggggg Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sg’g:les}ely

31. | My neighborhood has a

clean environment

32. | The area of water bodies
"natural or artificial " is

appropriate

33. | My neighborhood
contains different living
organisms like animals'
pets

34. | The area of trees
vegetation cover
appropriate

is an
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4- Health

# Questions gﬁggg?g Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sggrggy

35. | The air in my
neighborhood is a clean
and fresh

36. | | feel that there are a
harmful gases and vapors
in the air

37. | My  neighborhood s
regularly provided with
water in the summer

38. | Provided water is safe to
drink

39. | Number of health and
family care centers in my
neighborhood is sufficient

40. | Distance to the nearest
health center or hospital is
convenient to be arrived in
suitable time

41. | Care centers for the
elderly and the disabled
people are available in my
neighborhood

42. | Services provided at the
nearest hospital are fine

43. | Number of pharmacies in
my  neighborhood is
sufficient

44. | Number of sports centers
in my neighborhood is
sufficient

5- Facilities and Amenities

# Questions St_rongly Disagree | Neutral | Agree Semglhy

Disagree Agree

45. | My neighborhood is close
to primary schools
"elementary and
preparatory"

46. | My neighborhood is close
to secondary schools

47. | My neighborhood is close

to universities, colleges
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and educational
institutions

48.

My neighborhood is close
to public markets, malls
and restaurants

49,

My neighborhood includes
cultural centers such as
public libraries

50.

My neighborhood is close
to  Entertainment and
recreation centers such as
chalets and resorts

51.

My neighborhood includes
government buildings that
serve the citizens

52.

My neighborhood includes
sports spaces such as
football playground and
swimming pools

53.

My neighborhood has a
high-quality
communications network

54,

My neighborhood has a
suitable internet services

6- Open spaces and green areas

# Questions ?)ﬁggggtla)e/ Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sggpgely

55. | My neighborhood is close
to open green spaces

56. | Open spaces and green
areas in my neighborhood
are attractive from my
point of view

57. | Green areas and parks
include seating areas and
children's games

58. | Corridors to open and
green areas are safe and
accessible

59. | Corridors in open areas are
separate to serve
pedestrians, bicycles and
others

60. | Public parking spaces are

available and adequate
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7- Infrastructure and built environment

# Questions gﬁggg?g Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sggrggy

61. | My neighborhood includes
street network with
adequate quality

62. | My neighborhood is close
to main road lines

63. | My neighborhood includes
Wastewater network

64. | Rainwater collects in the
streets during winter

65. | My neighborhood has a
good electricity network
with sufficient capacity

66. | | do not suffer from a
continuous power cuts

67. | All different types of
buildings have an attractive
appearance

8- Transportation and street networks

# Questions gﬁggggg Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sgg?ggy

68. | Moving from a
neighborhood to another is
easy and not exhausting

69. | Classification of streets in
my neighborhood is clear
“main and local streets”

70. | Streets  include traffic
lights and traffic signs

71. | Streets include adequate
pedestrian sidewalks

72. | Streets include separate
bicycle paths

73. | Streets  include  green
elements such as small
shrubs

74. | Streets include seats and
benches

75. | Streets include garbage
baskets

76. | Streets network in my

neighborhood is connected
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network

77. | My neighborhood includes
different types of
transportation “private and
public”

78. | My neighborhood includes
bus and microbuses stops

79. | | do not feel disturbed by
street noise in my
neighborhood

80. | I notice traffic congestion
in my neighborhoods’
streets

9- Community cohesion and civic participation

# Questions St.rongly Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sl

Disagree Agree

81. |1 feel belonging to my
neighborhoods

82. |1 was helped by the
neighbor of my area when
| needed help

83. | I consider my neighbors
and residents as friends and
| feel that they love me

84. | I have previously
participated or volunteered
in community activities in
my neighborhood

85. | I think it's good to have
people  from different
cultural backgrounds in my
neighborhood

86. | I find it easy to meet and
communicate my
neighbors and residents

87. |1 had no problems with
anyone of my neighbors

88. || see that harmony and
cohesion are prevalent
among neighbors

89. | I am involved in decision-

making of my
neighborhood development
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10- Economy

# Questions gﬁggggg Disagree | Neutral | Agree Sggrggy

90. | I feel satisfied about my
economic situation

91. | I am satisfied with my
monthly income

92. | I am satisfied with my
monthly expenses

93. | Location of my
neighborhood affects the
increase of unemployment
rates

94. | Location of my
neighborhood offers
sufficient  diversity of
employment opportunities

95. | I spend a specific time for
fun and hobbies weekly
outside my house

96. | Resident in my
neighborhood can pay for
apartments rent

97. | Resident in my
neighborhood can buy an
apartment

98. | Resident can buy land to

build a house
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