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Sustainable Development Indicators for the Christchurch-Canterbury
System: A Systems-based Approach

Martin M. Brown-Santirso and John Peet

ABSTRACT

This paper describes development of a systems-based framework of indicators of
sustainable development for the system Christchurch-in-Canterbury using a
combination of the Max-Neef and Bossel frameworks. The combined framework
was tested against some available data sets, finding them incomplete to a greater
or lesser extent. The paper concludes with a draft set of indicators, within a robust
framework.

Introduction

In the literature on sustainable development we find a wide range of attempts to assess
humanity’s development and its relationship to the natural environment. In our opinion, these
attempts generally fall short of representing all the variables and relationships of the immense
complexity that is Sustainability. The information is generally fragmented, often parochial,
missing vital information and lacking an overall organising framework. As an example, the
commonly used pressure-state-response (PSR) approach (and its variants) is widely criticised
for its inability to account for relationships and dynamics between variables and systems.

Complexity and Sustainable Development

The writer HL Mencken summarised the situation which faces us, many years ago, when he
wrote: “For every human problem, there is a neat, simple solution; and it is always wrong.”

The writer Alistair Mant has introduced an instructive analogy, as a means of understanding
our situation and going forward to address it: “Complex systems such as governments and
large institutions are more like frogs than bicycles.” To explain his point, one can take a bike
to bits, clean and oil it, inspect and service the parts and reassemble it, confident that it will
work as well as before. Frogs cannot be treated that way – the moment one takes away any
part, both it and the rest of the frog are irreversibly affected, usually for the worse.

A bike is a “stand-alone” system, which can exist without any connection to its surroundings.
All its parts exist independently, yet are interrelated and simultaneously necessary for a
reliable, functional machine. All the parts of a frog are interrelated, too, and all are simul-
taneously necessary for the frog to survive and breed. A frog, however, can be either alive or
dead, depending upon the relationships between its parts. Further to this, it can never “stand
alone”; it is at all times intimately connected to and dependent on the environment within
which it lives and which gives it life.

In this analogy, Nature and Society – and the Economy – are frogs, not bicycles. They are
very complex, living wholes, with interdependent parts and relations between the parts that
even now, with centuries of scientific understanding behind us, we still barely understand.

The frog metaphor gives us some ideas on how to approach really complex issues, such as
those involved with sustainability and development:

• It is better to deal incompletely with the whole than wholly with the incomplete
• It is better to be approximately right than precisely wrong.
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In what follows, we have used these principles to help explain our proposals, while at the
same time asserting that there is a wealth of hard scientific information to support them.

A Systems Approach to Sustainable Development – the Bossel/Max-Neef Framework

In previous papers a systems-based framework for assessing the viability of a complex system
was introduced. The framework originated in a combination of approaches of Bossel (1998,
1999) and Max-Neef (1991), and is described briefly below. [The framework is described in
significantly greater detail in the earlier papers (Peet & Bossel, 2000; Peet, 2004), to which
the interested reader is directed.]

The Max-Neef Framework

Max-Neef’s work addresses the nature of human need. He asserts that Development is about
.... allowing people the greatest improvement in ... Quality of Life, [which in turn] depends on
the possibilities people have to adequately satisfy their fundamental human needs. Further:

• Fundamental human needs are finite, few and classifiable.
• Fundamental human needs are the same in all cultures and in all historical periods. What

changes, both over time and through cultures, is the way or the means by which the needs
are satisfied.

Human Needs are classified by Max-Neef into nine fundamental categories: Subsistence,
Protection, Affection, Understanding, Participation, Idleness, Creation, Identity and Freedom.

• The Needs are all necessary, all equal.
• Any human need that is not adequately satisfied reveals a human Poverty.
• There are multiple poverties, not just one kind of poverty. ... every poverty, if extended

beyond a threshold, leads to a Pathology, a sickness.

Max-Neef’s approach has the great strength of linking basic human needs – most easily
understood at the individual level – with the needs of the social system within which the
individual lives and interacts with others.

The Bossel Framework

This framework (Bossel, 1998, 1999) addresses the needs of complex systems in general.
Every system has a number of fundamental properties which are a direct reflection of the
properties of the environment – the context – within which it exists. Bossel shows that every
system – whether living or manufactured – has entirely general properties that he calls
Orientors. These properties influence not just the structure and function of the system itself,
but also influence (orient) that system’s behaviour towards its surrounding environment. A
Basic Orientor is more fundamental, and relates to the system’s overriding goal or driver –
which in this paper we are specifying Sustainability.

Bossel lists six basic orientors: Existence, Effectiveness, Freedom of Action, Security,
Adaptability and Coexistence. When dealing with living creatures, three more may be
relevant in some situations, namely Reproduction, Psychological needs and Responsibility.

Combining the Max-Neef and Bossel Frameworks

There is a remarkable similarity between Bossel’s Basic System Orientors and Max-Neef’s
Human Needs. We now relate this to the overriding goal/driver of Sustainability.

Bossel has mapped Max-Neef’s nine Human Needs onto his own seven Basic Orientors (with
Psychological Needs added to his six basic orientors – Reproduction is seldom a problem with
living systems, and Responsibility is taken care of via the ethical principle used to select
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indicators – see below). In doing so, he has combined two pairs of Max-Neef’s Human Needs
(see Chittenden, 2000, for a more detailed treatment). The results are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 System Orientors and Human Needs

Bossel’s Basic System Orientors Max-Neef’s Human Needs

# Existence # Subsistence

# Effectiveness # Understanding, Idleness

# Freedom of Action # Freedom

# Security # Protection

# Adaptability # Creation

# Coexistence # Participation

# Psychological needs # Affection, Identity

Bossel suggests that there are three main components of what we might term the human-
inhabited “supersystem” in the anthroposphere, namely the Natural Subsystem of environ-
ment and resources, the Support Subsystem of economy and infrastructure, and the Human &
Social Subsystem of government, social system and individual development. This is
diagrammed in Figure 1.

Figure 1 The essential subsystems of the anthroposphere (Bossel, 1999)

In order to put ideas such as these into practice, the system of interest must also be defined. In
our case, it is the city of Christchurch (implicitly within its hinterland of Canterbury). For
reasons of simplification, we have also chosen to amalgamate the six sub-subsectors into the
three major subsector systems only.

It is important to note, however, that determination of the sustainability of an isolated
subsystem – no matter how large – is not sufficient to determine whether it contributes to or
detracts from the sustainability of the total system. For that reason, we need to evaluate, for
each subsector, not just indicators that represent the seven basic orientors described in Table
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1, but also indicators to determine to what extent that subsector contributes to the sustain-
ability of the other two subsectors, and hence the total system.

The result is that we must identify indicators for each of the seven orientors, for each of the
three major subsystems, and in each case, for the effect of each subsystem on the total system.
The total number of indicators required is therefore 7 * 3 * 2 = 42. The general structure of a
matrix to summarise the indicator information is given in Table 2. Note that Psychological
needs are often not evaluated for the Support and Natural subsystems.

Table 2 Framework matrix for indicators of sustainability

Orientor Social system Support system Natural system

Subsys Total Subsys Total Subsys Total

Existence

Effectiveness

Freedom

Security

Adaptability

Coexistence

Psych. needs , , , ,

Indicator Selection

As a generalisation, we use indicators to reflect the state of satisfaction of each basic orientor.
In any complex system, whether human, natural or constructed, it is not usually possible to do
this task according to some objective function. Rather, following our principle of it being
better to be approximately right than precisely wrong, we use an ethical statement as a
benchmark against which all possible indicators are tested. The key task of finding out if
people’s needs are being satisfied, for example, requires prior determination of a principle
against which the nature and extent of satisfaction of those basic needs can be evaluated. In
the general case, humans accept responsibility for their actions, and do this via explicit (or
sometimes implicit) statements of an ethic that reflects that responsibility. The evaluation is
then done by identifying appropriate indicators to represent – for example – not only quantity
of possessions or of income, but complex aspects of the quality of life.

As a practical working base, we put forward a broad ethical principle which has been found to
be acceptable to a number of groups in New Zealand (Peet and Peet, 1998). It has been
developed out of extended discussions and summarises the consensus reached. The ethic
reads:
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All people have their basic needs satisfied, so they can live in dignity, in healthy
communities, while ensuring the minimum adverse impact on natural systems, now
and in the future.

Construction of the entire Bossel/Max-Neef framework in detail results in a very large suite of
indicators, particularly as there are often several indicators available to assess the state of a
single orientor (Bossel, 1999). Such large amounts of information often confuse readers and
detract from the final objective of greater system knowledge and better organisation.
Therefore it is necessary to condense the information as much as possible without com-
promising the integrity of the framework. For that purpose, Bossel proposes a number of
techniques, of which the more significant for this research are:

• Representative Indicators: Occasionally there is a particular piece of information that is
capable of summarising the state of a whole orientor. For example, GDP can be a measure
of the existence orientor for an economy sub-subsystem.

• Weakest link: Finding the point where there is a particular weakness (limiting factor) will
help indicate the viability of the whole system better than indicators of factors that may
not be at risk. An example is the use of crude oil supply as a measure of effectiveness or
freedom of action of the economy sub-subsystem.

• Subjective Viability Assessment: There are cases in which there are few quantitative or
significant data for a particular variable. In those cases an expert qualitative assessment
regarding viability may be enough, as in the case of the general state of the biodiversity of
an ecosystem in the natural subsystem.

Assessment of the OECD and Statistics NZ indicator frameworks

As a test of the combined Bossel/Max-Neef frameworks, we applied it to assess the coverage
and comprehensiveness of two widely-known assessment frameworks, the OECD’s Towards
Sustainable Development: Environmental Indicators (OECD, 1998) and Statistics New
Zealand’s Monitoring Progress Towards a Sustainable New Zealand (Statistics NZ, 2002).
Both are based on the PSR methodology.

The OECD report is intended for advice and application on a global scale, but although the
title suggests it is environmentally-focussed, its focus is on monitoring a number of variables
relevant to the national performance of a nation, mainly centred on economic and infra-
structural issues. The variables chosen were those seen to be most urgent and representative
of the pressures facing sustainability, as viewed by the OECD.

When the set of indicators is examined and each one assigned to an appropriate cell in the
framework matrix of Table 2, the result is summarised in Table 3, where a vertical bar
indicates presence of an indicator in the cell.
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Table 3 The OECD framework

Orientor Social system Support system Natural system

Subsys Total Subsys Total Subsys Total

Existence � � � � � �

Effectiveness � � � � �

� � �

�

Freedom � � � � �

Security � � �

Adaptability � � � � � � �

Coexistence � � � � �

Psych. needs , , , ,

Since the aims of the OECD exercise were to address economic and infrastructural issues,
these are understandably the best-covered areas. However, the distinction between
sustainability of the subsystem itself and the contribution of that subsystem to the
sustainability of the total system is not reflected in the framework, in that the former is quite
well-covered, with a significant number of indicators, but the latter has fewer relevant
indicators.

In this context, we would also comment on the fact that several cells contained several – in
one case, seven – indicators. This raises the issue of balance in the OECD approach, with
some areas being over-emphasised to the point of significant redundancy, while other areas
have received little or no attention at all. When the purpose of an indicator is to assess the
state of a particular orientor, it may be hard to know which (for example, out of seven) to
choose.

The important distinction between the support subsystem – infrastructure and economy – and
the human and social subsystem is also effectively absent from the OECD framework, in that
only two of the entire set of indicators contribute significantly to evaluation of the
sustainability of the latter. We see this as a serious defect in the framework, but would
comment, as an aside, that conflation of Society with Economy appears to be very common in
mainstream political economy.
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When the indicators listed in the Statistics NZ framework are assigned to the framework
matrix, using a similar approach, the results are as given in Table 4.

The coverage from this framework is rather better than with the OECD framework, but again,
the Social and Natural subsystems are incompletely dealt with, particularly in relation to their
influence on the sustainability of the system as a whole. Again, we note that several cells
contain several – up to seven – indicators.

Table 4 Statistics NZ framework

Orientor Social system Support system Natural system

Subsys Total Subsys Total Subsys Total

Existence � � � � � � � � � � �

Effectiveness � � �

� � �

�

� � �

Freedom � � � �

�

�

Security � � � � �

Adaptability � � � � �

�

� � � �

Coexistence � � � � � � � � �

Psych. needs � , , , ,

Indicators for Christchurch

We did not find a single sustainable development report that is suitable to describe the
Christchurch-in-Canterbury system. There is plenty of developmental information being
generated for the region, but the reporting frameworks appear somewhat fragmented,
specialising in particular areas of interest. In recent years reporting in this area has improved,
but still remains concentrated in one or two sustainable development policy areas.

We note here that while the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury – ECAN)
has extensive responsibilities in relation to resource use and related issues, to our knowledge
it too has not addressed the joint sustainability of the two systems – Christchurch City within
the Canterbury Region. For that reason, at this stage of our work we have not included much
of the extensive range of ECAN material in our work. Clearly, it is an early requirement of



Brown-Santirso and Peet

273

any further work, to seek some integration of data gathering and policy planning for the two
statutory bodies, in order to address what appear to us to be overlapping areas of policy
responsibility in addressing sustainability of what is to all practical extents a joint system.

Christchurch City Council Frameworks

Two recent reports by the Christchurch City Council – Christchurch Community Mapping
Project (CCMP – Christchurch City Council, 2002) and the Christchurch City Environmental
Trends Report (CCETR – Christchurch City Council, 2003) summarise a great deal of
important and relevant information.

The CCMP is aimed at identification and monitoring of key variables on demographics,
government provision and social services. The report concentrates on the human and social
subsystem and to some degree on the support subsystem. It is very complete and thorough,
providing valuable information about the social system, in some cases to the point of
redundancy. The associated analyses are also good tools because they place indicators in
terms of their importance to the population and compare with international standards. When
analysed using the Bossel/Max-Neef framework, however, it presents two main deficiencies:
narrow focus – it concentrates on the social and economic issues of the Christchurch System
and their importance to the local system, while largely ignoring links with environmental
variables; scale focus – it does not relate each of its variables to the viability of the whole
system.

On the other hand, the CCETR focuses heavily on the natural environment, the built
environment and energy matters. In essence it is supposed to complement the CCMP as a tool
to aid the process towards developing the first Long Term Council Community Plan
(LTCCP). These two reports actually complement each other, covering the subsystems well.

Like other frameworks previously scrutinised, however, the reports by the CCC still reflect
the shortcomings of the PSR approach used in their development. While they present the
information in a clear and detailed manner, they do not account for linkages in the
information and systems dynamics. For example, in the conservation topic area, the extent,
location and biological importance of conservation reserves is described, but there is little
information on how this will improve the viability of the total system and improve progress
towards sustainability.

Given that these two reports were produced to aid the development of the Long Term Council
Community Plan (LTCCP) for Christchurch City, it is fitting to include material relevant to
this document in our review. As part of the Local Government Act 2002, all local and
regional councils in New Zealand are to produce a LTCCP in which they state their
developmental objectives for the future, and the policies intended to achieve those objectives.
In it, there is a section outlining a number of outcomes that local government and the
community would like to achieve. Analysis of the community outcomes of the Christchurch
LTCCP can therefore be expected to reveal the main concerns of local decision-makers and
residents with regards to the City wellbeing.

Table 5 summarises an analysis of the Christchurch Community Outcomes (Christchurch City
Council, 2005), in which each outcome is associated with a particular orientor cell within the
Bossel/Max-Neef Framework. This matrix summarises the main areas of concern in the eyes
of Christchurch City residents.

From Table 5, there are clear areas on which attention is concentrated, such as economic
effectiveness and social freedom of action, security and adaptability. From our point of view,
however, guided by the Bossel/Max-Neef framework, we would emphasise that there are also
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conspicuous blanks, particularly in issues relating to security and adaptability of the Support
subsystem, general viability of the Natural Environment subsystem and overall recognition of
the contribution of the major subsystems to the sustainability of the total system. This pattern
is similar to those presented above for the OECD and Statistics NZ frameworks, and may be
seen as at least partial confirmation of our concern that the PSR approach is not adequate for a
thorough sustainable development analysis. This and previous analyses in this paper also
underline the depth of the Bossel/Max-Neef approach and its value in pointing to areas of
deficiency as well as to areas of redundancy.

Table 5 Christchurch City Community Outcomes

Orientor Social system Support system Natural system

Subsys Total Subsys Total Subsys Total

Existence � � � � �

Effectiveness � � � � � � � �

�

� � �

Freedom � � �

� � �

�

Security � � �

� � �

� �

Adaptability � � �

�

�

Coexistence � � � � � � � �

Psych. needs � � � � , , , ,

It is a particularly-valuable outcome of using Max-Neef’s approach, that by observing each
subsystem in terms of the level of satisfaction or poverty of each of its needs/orientors, one
also has the opportunity to note whether a neglect of one of the basic human needs will not
only affect that need, but may create a pathology that will affect several other needs. As an
example, if a population is hungry (i.e. its existence orientor is not adequately satisfied), in all
probability its security and coexistence needs will also be at risk. Conversely, if needs are
satisfied properly, there can often be emergent outcomes that result in positive effects on
other needs/orientors. In this respect, holding on to Max-Neef’s insights introduces a desirable
level of “humanity” into what could otherwise be seen as only a generic process. It also
confirms the importance of seeing the whole as a complex system in which feedbacks and
nonlinearities are present, rather than as a simple linear system as in the PSR framework.



Brown-Santirso and Peet

275

Draft Set of Indicators for the Christchurch System

We then addressed the issue of sustainability of the Christchurch system. The initial result of
this exercise was assembly of some 1150 published indicators into a spreadsheet data base
that is much too large for easy reference. The next stage of the work involved going through
the data and eliminating those that were not particularly relevant for this project. In doing so,
the key selection criterion was obedience to at least one important element of the ethical
requirement stated earlier, namely that of satisfying all people’s basic needs so they could live
in dignity, in healthy communities, while having the minimum adverse impact on natural
systems, now and in the future.

From a process of distilling down to a small number of key indicators in each category of
each subsystem, three tables of candidate indicators were constructed. These are given in full
in the Appendix. Note that, as above, psychological needs were not evaluated for the support
and natural subsystems.

Stakeholder Involvement

In this paper we have described what may be seen as an analysis by “experts”, of
sustainability of the system of Christchurch. Clearly, the complexity of the analysis is such
that the process will be opaque to many citizens. Nevertheless, we believe it needs to be part
of a participatory process of developing policy that involves citizens to the greatest extent
possible. After all, it is their system! But while that is so, the less obvious aspects of
sustainability of the support and natural subsystems must be brought into the policy
frameworks, preferably via a well-constructed process of citizen involvement along with
expert input. A recent example of citizen involvement is the Community Outcomes exercise
of the CCC.

A central requirement, in our opinion, is that of stakeholder involvement in enunciation of the
ethic that governs selection of indicators. In this paper, we have used an ethical statement that
was produced by such a process in Christchurch some years ago, but make no suggestion that
it is the only one possible. Citizen participation is an essential part of a process of
development of a set of indicators, since without “buy-in”, it is unlikely that the resulting
policies will be useful.

An earlier paper (Peet and Bossel, 2000) commented on the importance of community
involvement. As an example of the types of process that have been successful elsewhere, the
following was used by the Sustainable Seattle programme in the USA.

• Convene a working group representing a broad range of views and experience
• Define a statement of purpose
• Develop the values and visions of the group
• Review available data
• Draft an indicator set
• Involve community participation in critiquing and improving the indicator set
• Involve experts in technical review of the indicator set
• Research for required indicator data
• Publish and promote the indicator set
• Review and update the indicator set in a transparent, formal process

Conclusions and Recommendations

We emphasise here, that what is presented in this paper and its Appendix is not an “answer”
to the need for a set of indicators of sustainability for the system under examination. It is a
draft set of possible indicators, which if used carefully should cover all facets of the system’s
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requirements for sustainable development, and address concerns about its long-term viability.
While it is to be expected that further work will produce other indicators, we nevertheless
believe this set provides enough raw material for a start to be made on reducing the number of
indicators to a smaller set again, sufficient to start the process of monitoring progress towards
sustainability.

The work described here is a “pilot” example of how the exercise might be carried out.
Obviously, the community participation component was limited to use by the authors of the
(previously community-derived) ethical statement selected. For that reason, our recom-
mendations must be subject to careful examination before adoption.

The most important point we would make is that of the importance of dealing with the whole,
even if in doing so, we have to use many rough approximations and personal value
judgements. As quoted earlier, one of our key principles in addressing issues of sustainability
of complex systems is that it is better to deal incompletely with the whole, than wholly with
the incomplete.

Note

This paper is an initial outcome of work carried out by one of us (MMB-S) as part of a
Masters in Environmental Science degree course at the University of Canterbury.
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Appendix A

Following is a list of the reports containing detailed indicator data included in the compilation
made in pursuit of this project. All the indicators were compiled into an extensive indicator
data base for use in future work.

NZ National Reports

• Growth and innovation Framework (GIF) Benchmark Indicators Report 2003 (MED
2003)

• The Social Report 2004 (MSD 2004)
• Quality of Life ‘03 in New Zealand Eight Largest Cities (North Shore (NZ) City Council.

2003)
• Economic Development Indicators 2005
• Monitoring Progress Towards a Sustainable New Zealand (Statistics New Zealand 2002)
• State of the Environment Report (MFE 1997)
• Ecological Footprints of New Zealand and Its Regions 2003 (McDonald 2003)
• Sustainability Indicators for New Zealand 1990-2000 (Melhuish 2002)

Christchurch & Canterbury Local Reports

• Christchurch City Council Community Plan O-tautahi 2004 (Christchurch City Council
2004)

• Christchurch City Environmental Trends Report 2003 (Christchurch City Council 2003)
• Regional Environment Report 1997-2001 (ECAN 2001)
• Christchurch City Community Mapping Project (Christchurch City Council 2002)
• Christchurch – looking ahead: Community Outcomes for Christchurch (Christchurch City

Council 2005)
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Appendix B

Indicators for the Human and Social subsystem and its relationship to the Total system

ORIENTOR SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

Subsystem Total system

Existence Morbidity Life Expectancy

Young Persons Mortality Age Structure

Effectiveness % of Population Living in Poverty Social Equity

Trust in Government Social Support Ratio

Voter Turnout

Participation in Voluntary Services

Freedom of Number of Political Parties Absence of Corruption

Action Qualification Levels Participation in Social Activities

Income/Employment Security

Security Rate of Change in Social Support Ratio Government Stability

Levels of Public and Private Debt Perception of Social Problems

Crime Trends

Adaptability % of School Leavers Without Qualifications Early Childhood Education

Participation in Unpaid Work Innovative Policies in Government

Variety and Activity of NGOs Absence of Corruption

Coexistence Society's Responses to Environmental Problems Ecological Footprint

Community Strength and Spirit Government Initiatives for
Sustainability

Perceptions of Racial Diversity

Psychological Prevalence of Cigarette Smoking Suicide Rates

Needs Participation in Sports and Active Leisure Self Perception of Wellbeing

Proportion of the Population Feeling Loneliness
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Indicators for the Support Subsystem and its relationship to the Total system

ORIENTOR SUPPORT STRUCTURE

Subsystem Total system

Existence GDP Growth Real GDP Growth per Capita

Net Growth of Built Capital % of Population with Inadequate Access
to Basic Services

Rate of Land Use Conversion

Effectiveness Household or Family income Energy Footprint per Capita

Levels of Unemployment Housing Affordability

Labour Productivity

Freedom of Participation in Tertiary Education Greenhouse Gases Emissions

Action Industry Sector Contribution to the
Economy

Total energy Demand Met by Fossil
Fuels

Housing Affordability

Security State of the Financial Market Energy Dependence on Non-renewable
Resources

Dependency on Foreign Trade Productivity Trends

Fish and Other food Stocks

Adaptability Investments in Plant and Equipment NZ Energy Demand Met by Renewable
Resources

Investment in R&D Home Heating

Diversity of Industry Investment in Clean Energy

Participation in Tertiary Education

Coexistence Waste Generation, Management and
Recycling

Greenhouse Reduction Initiatives

Environmental Accounting Ecological Footprint

Intensity of Pesticide and Herbicide Use



Brown-Santirso and Peet

281

Indicators for the Natural Subsystem and its relationship to the Total system

ORIENTOR NATURAL SUBSYSTEM

Subsystem Total system

Existence Change in Key Environmental
Indicators

Global Climate Change

Area of Conservation and Open
Spaces

% of Carrying Capacity Currently Used

Effectiveness Biodiversity Ecological footprint

Environmental Variables Quality Locally Derived Renewable Resources
From Total

Soil Quality

Freedom of Area of Intact Ecosystem Levels of Ecological Debt

Action The State of Our Soils

Fish Stocks

Security Resilience Global Climate Change, El Nino effect

Natural Hazards Assessment Dependence on Resources Controlled by
Foreign Interest

Prevalence of Sustainable Agricultural
Practices

Frequency, Duration and Magnitude
of Low Flows

Adaptability Natural Habitats and Ecosystems Ecological Footprint

Biodiversity and Threatened Species

The State of Our Soils

Coexistence Nat. Income From Primary Industry
and Tourism

Ecological Footprint

Public Perception of the Value of the
Natural Environment

Protection and Restoration of
Conservation Space


