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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As part of Work Package 7 (WP7) within the Horizon2020 project JUSTNature (SEP-
210687519), this deliverable offers a systematic qualitative review of the state-of-the-art
of co-governance of nature-based solutions (NbS), to provide a comprehensive theoretical
background on what are the principles, barriers, and enablers for “good” co-governance

processes to reach just low-carbon cities.

Chapter 2 builds a theoretical framework, addressing “How co-governance of NbS can be
improved to reach just and low-carbon cities.” It provides the definition, rationale, modes,
dimensions, and evaluation criteria (principles, barriers & enablers) for the co-governance
of NbS. The definition of co-governance within this research is therefore proposed as the
process of various actors across the public, civil society, and private domains working
together to formulate, promote and achieve shared objectives for positively transforming
the urban environment, through the planning, design, implementation, and management

of a nature-based intervention.

To evaluate the extent to which co-governance arrangements for NbS are successful, the
concept of governance needs to be unpacked into its constituent parts. Based on
previously studied governance dimensions, we developed five dimensions focusing on the
governance processes: Actors, Politics, Processes, Policies, and Institutional Technology
(Figure 1). These five dimensions are not strictly separable from one another, but rather

co-exist.

Processes Policies Institutional
Technology

Actors Politics

Figure 1: Governance dimensions

Chapter 3 explains the methodological approach of this study. We adopted a systematic
(qualitative) literature review to archive and distilled state-of-art knowledge of good co-
governance to activate NbS. Based on the co-developed search string, articles are
identified in two academic sources, SCOPUS and Web of Science strategy. Based on

inclusion and exclusion criteria, screening was conducted, resulting in a total of 467 articles
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that were eligible for the analysis. The analysis focuses on identifying co-governance

principles in each dimension as well as their enablers and barriers.

Chapter 4 illustrates the analysis results and presents insights into the dimensions of co-
governance for achieving just low-carbon and high air quality cities. We analyse the role of
each governance dimension; identify their main activating principles and describe the

barriers and enablers influencing good co-governance in NbS.

Within the role of actors, we consider their perceptions, their values and their knowledge
of individual and organisational actors in the course of governance processes. We prioritise

four as their top principles:

e Empowering
e Inclusive
e Knowledge diverse

e Collaborative/Participative

We understand politics as a constellation of actors, assuming public and private actors are
involved, and we consider specifically the power relations between them. The five

principles developed for the politics dimension are:

e Recognising and empowering
e Integrative

e Democratic and representative
e Responsive

e Participatory and collaborative

In the case of the processes, we highlight their importance in decision-making within the
institutional framework in which actors and the relationships between them are situated.

Five principles are key to support good co-governance:

e Integrative and comprehensive

e Transparent and deliberative knowledge exchange
e Strategic and incremental

e Adaptive and reflective

e (Context-sensitive

27 Jun. 23 10
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Policy instruments play a dual role in co-governance. While they are the result of decision-
making processes, they also directly influence decision-making once they are enforced.
The three main principles for policy instruments to support good co-governance of NbS

are:

e Accessible
e Evidence-based

o Legitimate

Finally, the last developed dimension is institutional technology, which is based on the
notion of a complex, bilateral relationship between technology and society, the selection
of specific artefacts, infrastructures, design choices, and adoption to specific contexts to
co-create institutional dynamics. Five main principles for the deployment of institutional

technology in NbS co-governance were identified:

e Adaptive

e Collaborative
o Effective

o Legitimate

e Participatory

Chapter 5 discusses the main findings and presents a shortlist of principles most relevant
to the JUSTNature project and CiPels. We aggregate the 22 principles introduced above
into 5 key principles through which good governance can be broken down (Figure 2). These
5 prioritised principles will be useful in defining our future assessment protocol. To define
our key principles, we drew on definitions of subordinate principles, to ensure precision
and depth in our final set of key principles and avoid losing important guiding information.

In this way, we arrived to the following shortlist:

e Collaborative
e Empowering
o Responsive

e Adaptive

o Legitimate

27 Jun. 23 1
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Collaborative Integrative Strategic

) Recognising/
Responsive empowering

Evidence- Context-
based sensitive

Adaptive Reflective Incremental

Knowledge
diverse

Deliberative

Empowering Emancipatory Inclusive Participatory

Legitimate Accessible Transparent Context-

sensilive

Figure 2: Principles for good co-governance of NbS

Our analysis of the principles and their associated barriers and enablers tells us how to
make a shift to better co-governance: Empowering, where institutions, rules, actor
relations and technologies are designed and implemented in a way that allows individual
stakeholders to assert their interests. Collaborative, so that all these new and pre-existing
interests avoid becoming a gridlock of unresolvable clashing self-interests, but rather
serve a common good. Adaptive, since NbS assets are complex, prone to uncertainties,
sensitive to changing circumstances, planning and management should then be capable
of absorbing knowledges from different sources, and leveraging it to course-correct. None
of the above should come at the expense of democratic legitimacy. Co-governance should
maintain democratic norms in the inclusion of members, providing transparency and
fairness in decision-making, and accessibility to policies. Finally, co-governance should be
responsive. Its decision-making should be evidence-based, but not devalue tacit, local,
and indigenous knowledges versus technical information. Institutions should be able to
assess fidelity to the perspectives and needs of stakeholders and be accountable for their

ability to do so.

27 Jun. 23 12



JU

D7.1 State-of-the-art report on Good Practice for Co-governance of NbS, v.4 N R U R E

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

This research is part of Work Package 7 (WP7) within the Horizon2020 project JUSTNature
Grant Agreement No. 101003757). The JUSTNature project aims to deploy nature-based
solutions (NbS) to support just transitions to low-carbon cities, based on the principle of
the right to ecological space. This encompasses the right to clean air and indoor/outdoor
thermal comfort for human health and well-being, as well as thriving biodiversity and
ecosystems. It also highlights the duty of not constraining the ecological space of others
in relation to the mitigation of climate change, indoor/outdoor thermal comfort for human

health and well-being, and measures required for reducing GHG emissions.

In considering the just deployment of nature-based solutions, earlier work on the
conceptual basis of this project (D2.1) indicated a need to address justice in procedural
decision-making. A premise was established in which justice is applied not only to
distribution of nature-based solutions, but also to inclusion and recognition in decision-
making processes. This work, subtask 7.1.1 (see Table 1and Figure 3), builds on studies that
explore ideas of co-design in the deployment of nature-based solutions (e.g. Arlati et al.,
2021; Martin et al, 2021) to reflect on the role of co-governance and identify good
practices. In this deliverable D7.1, a systematic review of the state-of-the-art of NbS co-
governance is conducted, to provide a comprehensive theoretical background that builds
on existing experiences and knowledge of how co-governance processes can be improved
to reach just low-carbon cities. Emphasising governance dimensions, an analytical
framework with principles of “good governance” was identified, which formed a basis to

scrutinize approaches, strategies, and methods for the enhancement of co-governance.

Table 1: Overview of Subtask 7.1.1

ltem Description ‘
Start Date 01.09.2021 (M)
End Date 14.10.2022 (M14)
Responsible Partner ISOCARP
Participants TUM, ABUD, EURAC

27 Jun. 23 13
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= il:".’.’; M12 Nider dissemination under WPS S prep M18

3-4 months 2-3 months 5 months 1 month
OO )
Start of T.7.1.1 D71 EndofT7.11 MS17
Analysis of the state-of-art Report on good practice for Workshop presentation of
of co-governance of NbS co-governance of NbS goed practices for co-gov
report (D.7.1)

1.2.

Figure 3: Timeline for subtask 7.1.1

Aims and Objectives

The state-of-the-art review under Subtask 7.1.1, and resulting output D7.1, target both

research-based and practice-based objectives.

From an academic perspective, D7.1 aims to summarise the existing literature on good co-

governance of NbS, in particular aiming to:

Explore the concepts of good governance and co-governance of NbS and arrive at
a definition to be applied within the project

Define/explore existing modes of co-governance of NbS

Establish principles that support “good” co-governance of NbS

Identify barriers and enablers (based on these principles) to achieving good co-
governance of NbS

ldentify exemplary case studies demonstrating the above principles, barriers and

enablers in practice.

From a practice perspective, it aims to:

Support the seven partner cities in the JUSTNature project (City Practice Labs or
CiPeLs) to reflect on their own governance arrangements and opportunities to
implement co-governance, in particular as relates to co-design, implementation,
and management of one or more nature-based interventions in the course of the
project.

Inform a protocol to assess, monitor and seek ways to improve governance in each
of the seven cities (subsequent task T7.1.2)

Support the design and generation of tools to inform the implementation of co-

governance for nature-based solutions in Europe and beyond.

27 Jun. 23 14
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Moreover, the content in D7.1 is designed to support the work of JUSTNature project

partners. This includes:

e Staff from scientific research organisations whose practice-based research
strategies and planned outputs need to take into consideration corresponding
governance arrangements in European cities;

e Staff from European city administrations who are engaged in implementing NbS
and will be supported to reflect on related governance arrangements and ways to

improve these.

Potential ‘spin-off’ outputs from this Subtask include journal papers, conference
presentations, policy briefs, infographics, presentations at local events, project website

news bits, etc.

1.3. Interlinkages with Other Project Activities

Previous and ongoing projects funded by the European Commission, such as GREEN
SURGE, PHUSICQOS, CONEXUS, Naturvation, and studies such as “Biodiversity and nature-
based solutions (Directorate-General for Research and Innovation [European Commission],
2020)" provided important references. Special emphasis was put on the implementation
and management processes of NbS. Insights on aspects of procedural and recognition
justice from global development studies can support finding innovative new strategies to
be more inclusive, give marginal groups a voice, and define measures to countervail power

imbalances.

The insights in this report build on the conceptual basis established already in the project’s
Conceptual and Action Framework (D2.1) and its four-tier system as a framework for
planning and implementing NbS, made up of 1) Challenges, 2) Action hierarchy, 3)
Principles and 4) NbS categories and measures. These insights will be shared with other
partners and involved actors at the 1st Collaborative CiPel workshop (M18, February 2023)
to provide input for co-designing and co-implementing the NbS (T5.2) as well as the CiPeL
overall process and strategy (T4.2). Emerging insights from this activity will form the basis
for subsequent Subtask 7.1.2, which begins in M6 (February 2022).

27 Jun. 23 15
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2. CONCEPTUALISING CO-GOVERNANCE FOR JUST LOW-CARBON CITIES

2.1. Defining Co-governance of NbS for Just | Low-carbon Cities

We set out to address the question “How can the co-governance of nature-based solutions
be improved to reach just, low-carbon cities?”. Our exploration begins by defining the
concept of co-governance of NbS, followed by reflecting on the rationale for co-governing,

and outlining different modes of governance.
2.1.1. Definitions of Co-governance

Within JUSTNature, the concept of co-governance is central to deploying NbS in the
interest of just transitions to low-carbon cities. This objective is based on the concept of a
right to ecological space, and a corresponding duty to not constrain the space of others,
which departs from conceptions of rights defined by physical limits (e.g. property rights or
political power) to take an expanded systemic perspective. It sees humans and non-human
nature as together occupying a rich and complex, yet finite realm, defined by
environmental conditions, social and economic conditions, individual circumstances and
vulnerabilities, and the built environment (Gantioler, 2018). The right to ecological space is
discussed in detail in the JUSTNature project’'s Conceptual and Action Framework (D2.1),
which establishes a conceptual basis for the project, and indeed this report, including in-
depth exploration of the key theme justice on the one hand, and nature-based solutions
on the other - as well as the relationship between the two. While D2.1 primarily addressed
the substantive, or outcome-based, aspects of activating NbS for a just transition, this
report builds on that previous work to actively focus on the nature of process-based
aspects, and specifically, co-governance. Notwithstanding that the JUSTNature cities may
differ in their motivations and imperatives for exploring co-governance, a shared definition
of the concept and in particular its core aims is essential, given that different definitions
exist in both theory and practice - some of which may not serve the project’'s ambition.
For the purposes of our analysis, we use the terms co-governance and collaborative

governance interchangeably.

In order to define what we mean by co-governing NbS, we begin with some of the wider
scholarships on governance more broadly. It is important to note that the term governance
has been interpreted and addressed differently by a range of disciplines, including political
science, sociology and public policy. A full review of the literature on governance is outside

of the scope of this report - rather, our purpose is to clarify what distinguishes co-
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governance from traditional approaches to governing, and to arrive at a shared

understanding of co-governance to be applied by JUSTNature partners.

Kooiman (2003, p. 4) defines governance as “the totality of interactions, in which public as
well as private actors participate, aimed at solving societal problems or creating societal
opportunities”. From this starting point, various scholars have explored and sought to
define a kind of governance that departs from the classic, state-led model, to acknowledge
and indeed to foster the involvement of other actors. An early forerunner to contemporary

discussions on alternatives to state-led governance

Emerson et al. (20M, p. 2) define collaborative governance as: “.the processes and
structures of public policy decision-making and management that engage people
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the
public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not
otherwise be accomplished”. The imperative for co-governance, according to Emerson et
al. (2011) is that multiple actors are essential to achieve the intended purpose. However,
they remain vague as to who is involved, whether non-governmental actors need to be
involved at all, and what the nature of their possible involvement is (ibid.). A more restrictive
definition is proposed by Ansell and Gash (2008), as they argue that broader definitions
have limited the ability to build robust theories around the concept of collaborative
governance. They define collaborative governance as “a governing arrangement where
one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective
decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that
aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets” (Ansell &
Gash, 2008, p. 544). Their reference to consensus, in part, addresses the gap left by
Emerson et al. (2011) suggesting that all engaged parties have a voice in the decision-
making process. In contrast with the definition of Emerson et al. (ibid.), Ansell and Gash
(2008) assert that public agencies always play a role in collaborative governance
processes and that these processes are formal (ibid.). The assumption, however that
governance is solely enacted through formal processes, and indeed that public actors are
always involved, was challenged as early as 1990 by Elinor Ostrom in her book Governing
the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. Ostrom cast doubt on the
prevailing wisdom that either public or private operators are best placed to govern common
pool resources, asserting that ‘communities of individuals have relied on institutions
resembling neither the state nor the market to govern some resource systems with

reasonable degrees of success over long periods of time (Ostrom, 1990, p. 1).
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Toxopeus et al. (2020, p. 3) after Skelcher et al. (2013, p. 1) further clarify the role of
engaged parties in their definition of hybrid governance as “businesses and/or civil society
actors that have the authority to formulate, determine and implement public policy within
a specified policy and spatial domain’. This definition implies that non-public actors are not
simply ‘engaged’ but share a position of influence with a public authority for decision-
making and implementation. However, Gupta et al. (2015) point out that ALL governance
is necessarily hybrid, as government actors cannot avoid engaging with others, hence the
qualifier ‘hybrid" perhaps rather betrays a conventional public policy view that the
involvement of non-public actors is somehow novel, rather than substantially expanding
the frame of analysis. As an alternative, Gupta et al. (2015) propose replacing ‘hybrid” with
‘interactive’, entailing “..the complex process through which a plurality of social and
political actors with diverging interests interact in order to formulate, promote and achieve
common objectives by means of mobilising, exchanging and deploying a range of ideas,
rules and resources” (Gupta et al., 2015, p. 34 after Torfing et al., 2012, p. 2). Examining
collaborative governance in the context of watershed management, Dobbin and Lubell
(2021, p. 563) point out that “a consistent critique of the theory and the empirical research
on collaborative governance is a lack of conceptualisation and analysis of the role of
political power and inequality.” This is of particular importance for the JUSTNature project,
which seeks explicitly to address justice in the context of green space planning, design

and management.

While these definitions are largely process-focused, in the context of the JUSTNature
project, it is essential to consider our orientation towards a just transition, which demands
co-governance not for its own sake, but rather in the context of transformation towards
equitable and environmentally sustainable social change. The definition of Patterson et al.
(2017) is helpful, for whom governance refers to “the interrelated and increasingly
integrated system of formal and informal rules, rule-making systems, and actor-networks
at all levels of human society (from local to global) that are set up to steer societies towards
preventing, mitigating, and adapting to global and local environmental change and, in
particular, earth system transformation, within the normative context of sustainable

development”.

For the purposes of our analysis, we draw on the above definitions, with particular
emphasis on the common good as an explicit aim in a co-governance process, on the pre-
existing reality of unequal power dynamics between collaborating actors, and on the aim

to transform existing systems on the journey to a just transition. Our understanding of co-
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governance is not equivalent to all known forms of collaborative governance, such as
public-private partnerships, that redistribute risk and reward without active concern for
the democratic nature of the process or its beneficiaries. As such, we define co-
governance as the process of various actors across the public, civil society and private
domains working together to formulate, promote and achieve shared objectives for
positively transforming the urban environment in the context of a broader shift towards a
just and sustainable future, through the planning, design, implementation and

management of a nature-based intervention.
2.1.2. The Rationale for Co-governance of NbS

Co-governance is not without its challenges and may represent a significant disruption to
‘business-as-usual' in the city administrations of the JUSTNature city partners. The extra
effort that might accompany co-governance, therefore, needs sound justification.
Arguments for the value of 'doing’ co-governance can be broadly divided between two
camps: a technical, efficiency-oriented rationale and a political, transformation-oriented

rationale aiming at the common good.

In terms of the first, it is argued that the pooling of resources and expertise involved in
tackling a problem collaboratively supports the achievement of better solutions to
problems and more scope for innovation that would otherwise not be possible (Klijn &
Koppenjan, 2015, p. 35). Collaboration is particularly important in the face of increasingly
complex problems that demand diverse perspectives (Chatterton et al., 2018). This
advantage may become an imperative in situations where city administrations are
confronted with the need to do more with less, whether through austerity politics
(Chatterton et al., 2018), multi-level political struggles resulting in resource reductions at
local level handed down by higher levels of government, or unexpected budgetary
demands and shifting priorities brought about by the ongoing impacts of the Covid-19

pandemic.

Where the concept of co-governance is deployed based only on the techno-efficiency
rationale, the involvement of non-state actors in traditionally government-led fields of
action may be encouraged, but in service of economic growth over the public interest
(Gupta et al., 2015). In contrast, co-governance in pursuit of transformation for the
common good is valued for its potential not only to achieve better technical outcomes and
target resources more efficiently, but also for its transformative scope to further

democratise the decision-making process by which outcomes are reached. This means
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moving beyond top-down approaches in service of a public interest aim, through the

process of working collaboratively (Gupta et al., 2015, p. 219).

Within the two broadly defined rationales above, there are likely other contextual
arguments depending on local circumstances, and we recognise that the city
administrations involved in JUSTNature may bring different motivations with them.
Equally, while political transformation may be an inherent aim, it is not guaranteed to
resonate with all actors, and there may be instances where gains in techno-efficiency
serve as a more persuasive argument. For example, where an influential - but sceptical -
decision-maker is on the receiving end of a case for integrating co-governance into a
department’s modus operandi. However, processes of co-governance that wholly exclude
a transformational aim do not align with the definition we outline above and would similarly
fail to serve the JUSTNature project’s stated purpose. As such, it is crucial to foster within
the project team a mutual understanding of transformative visions within the partner
cities, and to develop a structure for guiding collaboration, to which this current report

serves as a starting point.
2.1.3. Modes of Co-governance of NbS

Although no common definition of “governance mode” exists, the main commonality
between the different interpretations is that governance modes characterize the
relationships between governmental and non-governmental stakeholders (Arnouts et al.,
2012; Driessen et al., 2012; Kooiman, 2003; Lange et al., 2013; Treib et al., 2007). More
specifically, governance mode refers to the governance mechanisms that structure the
relationship between state and non-state actors within the different dimensions of
governance (Kooiman, 2003). In other words, governance modes are the various forms
through which governance can take place (Pahl-Wostl, 2019). This focus on relationships
makes this concept relevant for co-governance, as it might help to assess and understand
the different collaborative arrangements in cities. Deeper comprehension of governance
modes might support improvement of future governance processes for just low-carbon
NbS (Arnouts et al., 2012).

Often these governance modes are described as archetypical forms, classifications, or
types. Driessen et al. (2012) defined five archetypical types of governance modes:
centralised, decentralised, public-private, interactive and self-governance. In centralised
and decentralised governance modes, the state takes the lead, while civil society is the

recipient of state incentives. Governance arrangements in which equal cooperation occurs
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between the state and market actors are referred to as public-private partnerships.
Interactive modes refer to collaboration between state, market actors, and civil society on
an equal-rights basis. Governance arrangements in which private actors take a major role
in decision-making is named self-governance. These five modes differ mainly in how state,
market and civil society play a role in decision-making, whether active or passive, or leading
or following. Also, with Arnouts et al. (2012) and (Hysing, 2009), this range from governance
modes with strong state intervention to governance modes based on societal autonomy

can be seen.

What the archetypical modes also show is that these collaborative arrangements are not
only defined by the set-up of interactions between actors, but also reciprocally by other
dimensions of governance, such as policy levels, instruments, power or rules. Hysing
(2009) and Arnouts et al. (2012) both develop governance modes based on three
dimensions, while Driessen et al. (2012) also consider three dimensions, but breaks these
down into features. Arnouts et al. (2012) consider the actors and their constellation. Hysing
(2009) looks at the relationships between state and non-state actors, but Driessen et al.
(2012) add three more features to describe the actor dimension; the initiating actor, the
policy level in which the actors are active, and the power base. The latter forms the second
dimension for Arnouts et al. (2012), while for Hysing (2009) the policy level forms the
second dimension. The third dimension for Hysing (2009) governing instruments and
styles, which Driessen et al. (2012) put in the content-related dimension together with the
features goals and targets (e.g. uniform, tailor-made etc.), integration of the policy (e.g.
sectoral or integrated) and policy-science interface (e.g. trans-disciplinarity, dominance of
site-specific knowledge etc.). Driessen et al. (2012) pack the third dimension of Arnouts et
al. (2012), rules, in the institutional dimension and adds model of representation (e.g.
pluralist, partnership etc.) and the way the social interactions are arranged (e.g. top-down,

bottom-up etc.).

The different dimensions that are taken as a basis for classifying the modes of governance
in these three examples can also be applied to identify different governance modes in
practice. However, it should also be noted, that these governance modes usually do not
exist in a purely archetypical form. In reality, it is more likely to encounter hybrid forms,
which combine features of different types of governance arrangements. This multiplicity
is also acknowledged in the mosaic governance framework (Buijs et al., 2019). Yet instead
of acknowledging hybrid forms, mosaic governance recognises that different governance

modes can exist in the same time and place and that this plurality is needed to address the
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societal and environmental challenges at different scale levels and actor constellations,

from top-down hierarchical to self-governance modes (Buijs et al., 2019). 2016

Besides an analytical approach, in which governance modes are presented as factual
arrangements, a normative approach can also be taken (Lange et al., 2013; Pahl-Wostl,
2019). In the normative approach, governance modes refer to “what ‘should be’ rather than
what ‘is"™ (Hufty, 2011). Here the performance of the governance system is based on a set
of norms and principles that guide the professionals in the process of policy making at
different levels (e.g. local, national etc.). For the purpose of this study, we rely on the
normative approach to define ‘good’ governance (Osborne, 2010, p. 6) for just low-carbon
cities, and to identify how existing collaborative governance arrangements need to be

changed or improved.

2.2. Defining Dimensions of Co-governance of NbS

In order to evaluate the extent to which co-governance arrangements for nature-based
interventions are successful, the concept of governance needs to be unpacked into its
constituent parts. For this purpose, several analytical frameworks can be found in the
literature, which differ dependent on their aim and perspective. Governance is a broad
concept encompassing different notions about what governance is and what it contains.
For example, in their analysis of governance modes, Driessen et al. (2012) define
governance as an ensemble of actors, institutions and policy content. Treib et al. (2007)
identify that studies on governance modes, due to the broadness of the concept, often
emphasise one specific focus of governance, namely policy, polity or politics. Below, we
look at different analytical approaches to the governance of NbS that scholars have

deployed, before defining the dimensions that underpin our own analysis.

Studies on the governance of NbS often take a socio-ecological systems approach (e.g.
van der Jagt et al., 2020) in which the role of the social and cultural context in governing
natural environmental systems is acknowledged. Within the JUSTNature project, NbS
development is considered from an even wider perspective, namely a socio-ecological-
technological system’s perspective. In this context, the nature-based Innovation System
Framework by van der Jagt et al. (2020) is one of few existing frameworks linking the
socio-ecological system with the socio-technological system approach by comparing

frameworks for NbS with the Technological Innovation Systems Framework.
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These three frameworks, also address the constituent elements characterised by Driessen
et al. (2012), however, they still take a wider view. For example, the Technological
Innovation Systems Framework also includes physical infrastructure linked to technologies
such as machines and cables, while the nature-based Innovation System Framework, in
line with other frameworks for socio-ecological systems approaches, include contextual
factors. Another socio-ecological framework, the Institutional Analysis and Development
framework (Mekala & MacDonald, 2018; Ostrom, 2005) defines contextual conditions as the
biophysical characteristics, the socio-cultural factors, and the policy environment that
interact with each other. These physical and social factors do influence governance
processes. Yet, these contextual factors are beyond the scope of this report and were
addressed in Work Package 2 (D2.1), while this report focuses on the governance

processes.

We turn to other analytical frameworks, which focus foremost on the governance
processes. For the study of environmental policy changes, Arts et al. (2006) developed the
Policy Arrangements Approach (PAA). According to this framework, dynamics in policy
arrangements are driven by the dimensions, actors, resources, discourses and rules of the
game. More in line with our focus on co-governance is the framework for analysing the
dynamics of collaborative arrangements by Coaffee and Healey (2003). They identified
that power dynamics play out on three different levels. The first level is related to actors
and their “arenas” or “institutional sites” in which “interpersonal relations” play a decisive
role (ibid, p. 1982). The second level of “governance processes” constitutes the “relations
embedded in organised institutional practices”, which are defined by networks and
coalitions, discourses, and practices (ibid, p. 1982). The “level of governance cultures” with
its “taken-for-granted assumptions, habits and routines” constitutes the third level (ibid,
p. 1982).

In line with Coaffee and Healey (2003) and Arts et al. (2006), we recognise the roles of
individual actors, organisations and institutions in co-governance. Yet, in many studies on
social-ecological systems, the role of the individual entity is neglected (Wamsler et al.,
2021). However, individual interests can hinder the deployment of NbS (Wamsler et al.,
2020), as citizen contestation of sustainability considerations (driven by expected personal
benefits and/or a lack of environmental awareness) may have considerable negative
impacts on their adoption. In order to understand the “individual and collective capacities”
of actors fully (Wamsler et al., 2021), we argue that an additional dimension is needed,

namely that of individual experiences, expertise and skills as well as personal and cultural

27 Jun. 23 23



JU

D7.1 State-of-the-art report on Good Practice for Co-governance of NbS, v.4 N E U R E
values (see Gulsrud et al., 2018) and attitudes. These factors influence the likelihood of just
low-carbon NbS are being accepted and successfully implemented (Mok et al., 2021;
Randrup et al., 2020).

Although Arts et al. (2006) cluster actors and their coalitions and interaction into one
dimension, and separately the division of power and influence between them as another,
we align here rather with the frameworks of Coaffee and Healey (2003), Hess and Ostrom
(2005) and Mekala and MacDonald (2018). In this regard, we consider the constellations of
actors in partnerships, networks, and coalitions as well as the interactions between actors
and within and between constellations are considered as one dimension, which Treib et al.
(2007) describe as the dimension of politics. Different factors influence the dynamics of
politics, such as agency, capacity, communication, commitment, leadership, motivation,
mutual trust and power (Emerson et al., 201; van der Jagt et al., 2020). As mentioned
earlierin Part 2.1.1, we pay particular attention to power dynamics, which have been under-
explored in the literature on co-governance (e.g. see Ansell & Gash, 2008) and are essential
in order to substantively address existing inequalities (e.g. see Gaventa, 2006) with a view
to transitioning to just low-carbon cities. It is also for this reason, why power is set within
the politics dimension and is not seen as by Arts et al. (2006) as part of the dimension of

resources.

Following Coaffee and Healey (2003), each of the constellations and interactions are set
within larger processes in which decisions and policies for a transition to just low-carbon
cities are made. Due to this fact, we place emphasis on environmental and spatial planning
processes. Processes are influenced by established practices and both formal and informal
rules and arrangements (Arts et al., 2006; Coaffee & Healey, 2003; Treib et al., 2007) of not
only governmental institutions, but also private organisations and civil society, as the
different governance modes by Driessen et al. (2012) show. Although Arts et al. (2006) and
van der Jagt et al. (2020) see knowledge as part of resources, we included knowledge and
knowledge exchange with the processes dimension, as it forms the basis for solid decision-

making processes.

These processes result in policies and instruments as defined by Hess and Ostrom (2005)
and Emerson et al. (2011). Policies also support and steer decision-making processes, in
that they “define how particular policy goals” and decisions could or should be achieved
(Treib et al., 2007, p. 4). These are not just binding legislation and regulations supporting

and steering decision-making processes, but also formal and informal instruments (some
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of which may be non-binding), programs, plans, strategies, market-based incentives,

voluntary agreements, guidelines, information campaigns, and tools.

Another perspective, that of science and technology studies (STS), allows us to address
how technologies, especially digital technologies, shape good governance. Digital
technologies have significant potential implications for governance because their
selection, design, and application, do not simply influence, but co-create institutional
dynamics (Orlikowski & Barley, 2001). Just as the modern international system of
governance is only possible because of long-distance and near-real time communication
technologies (Buzan & Little, 1994), we can expect recent digital technologies to similarly
disrupt and change environmental governance, such as distributed ledger technologies,
immersive technologies, and artificial intelligence (Evans, 2014; Gartner, 2022). By
combining such technologies, they can complement each other and create an ecosystem
of tools fulfilling co-governance functionalities. To make this possible, we need to define
normative criteria for technologies as well. Using Davidson’s institutional innovation
concept (2016), we define institutional technologies as material or digital artefacts or their
combinations, which fulfil governance functionalities relating to the coordination of
actions. In practice, anything is an institutional technology if it substitutes a functionality
related to coordination from private companies, contracts, public authorities, or markets,

or it introduces the capacity to coordinate actions not yet formally governed.

In conclusion, for the purposes of our analysis, we examine governance according to five

dimensions. (Figure 4)
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Figure 4: Dimensions of co-governance of NbS

These five dimensions are not strictly separable from one another, but rather co-exist. It
would not be possible for political actors to achieve goals without steering policies, working
independently from their institutional environments with its diverse actor constellations
and arrangements. Despite this overlap, deploying this range of dimensions of governance
is useful and indeed necessary from an analytical view, in order to sufficiently examine the
complexity of the endeavour. For each dimension, we are interested in principles that
facilitate ‘good’ co-governance, the barriers that prevent a successful employment of
identified principles, and accordingly the enablers, that may be deployed to overcome

these.

2.3. Shaping “Good” Co-governance of NbS

2.3.1. Principles

We understand “principles” of good co-governance as the set of normative criteria and

collective goals that the governance framework is meant to serve. The concept is modelled
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after similar statements on good governance at a higher level of abstraction. In Kabisch et
al. (2022), principles are specified to the application of NbS in urban and peri-urban areas.
The authors identify principles of the design, planning, policy, and governance of NbS,
which should be followed to overcome specific challenges. They suggest that NbS should
be grounded in “a systemic understanding, benefit people & biodiversity, have inclusive
solutions for the long-term, consider the context, and communicate & learn” (Kabisch et
al., 2022, p.1391). Similarly, Conceptual & action framework on Low carbon | High air quality
NbS potentials (D2.1) for environmental justice and just transition recognises three main
principles within the ecological justice framework: distributional (distribution of the
environmental goods and harms), procedural (legitimacy of the environmental decision-
making), and recognition (of the different needs, burdens, and opportunities in the
community) (p. 47). As appointed by the hierarchical four-tier system proposed by this
Conceptual and Action Framework, principles for activating NbS (located in Level 3) are
described for the procedural dimension in this deliverable, while D2.1 addresses the

substantive dimension.

The two core features of a principle in this study are (1) generalisation, and (2) normativity.
A relatively high level of abstraction was chosen to limit the number of principles (around
4-6 per dimension) and allow flexibility when interpreting them from the perspectives of
different governance dimensions (explained in Chapter Defining Dimensions of Co-
governance of NbS). Normativity is required to express the collective aspirations, core
values, norms, and ethical principles the governance mode shift is either expected to
deliver, or to keep (Wiener, 2007). For our investigation, we are concerned with finding what
improves environmental governance practices (i.e., activating “good” governance) in the
context of shifting to co-governance. Identifying a set of corresponding normative
principles that can serve as a robust basis for improving co-governance in the JUSTNature
cities was hence central to our literature analysis approach, as described in more detail in
Chapter 3. In Chapter 5, we explain how we then re-structured and reduced the principles
that emerged from the literature to produce a shortlist that can be deployed for further

practical use within the project.
2.3.2. Barriers and Enablers

Implementing the principles of good co-governance may be easier for some and more
difficult for others. In this study, we sought out various barriers and enablers for each
principle to describe the conditions that hinder or expedite their adoption. We define

barriers as obstructions to goal-oriented actions that can be overcome, but at an increased
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cost or effort which makes the action either less effective or efficient (Moser & Ekstrom,
2010). The goal-oriented action in this case refer to efforts to adhere to the good co-
governance principles (while organising, making decisions, rules, policies, and coordinating
NbS-related activities). Barriers can come from multiple domains, like financial
deficiencies, limiting regulations, inertia of the stakeholders, lack of knowledge (Sarabi et
al., 2021). Enablers, on the other hand, are processes, conditions, or factors that accelerate
and economise the transition to better co-governance, or increase the positive impact of
such transition (Martin et al., 2021). Enablers may include such instruments as an ease of

permitting procedures, financial incentives, knowledge-sharing.

There are some caveats to interpreting barriers and enablers in this report. First, it should
be noted that these factors are particular to different cities, stakeholders, and scales
(Sarabi et al., 2021). This study focuses on ones that are either systemic or recurring in the
European context. It is not in our scope to make a comprehensive account of location- or
stakeholder-specific barriers and enablers. Mapping these should be done case-by-case,
to which our list can serve as a starting kit. Second, most barriers and enablers are not
strictly limited to the context of NbS and their climate-related performances, but rather
refer to environmental governance or governance in general (Biesbroek et al., 2013).
Overcoming or eliminating such barriers - such as inadequate interdepartmental
cooperation, or knowledge gaps - can have spill over effects beyond NbS co-governance.
Third, while some barriers and enablers are cross-cutting, others are specific to different
phases of implementation, e.g. resources might be most limiting during NbS
implementation, whereas disputed evidence is more relevant during problem diagnosis or
monitoring (Clar et al., 2013). The cited literature in this report does not always specify
phase-relevance, which is why these must be critically reflected on when enacting co-
governance principles. Lastly, many sources do not consider the interlinkages and stacking
of barriers and enablers. Different individual and institutional actions can support or limit
climate risk (including NbS) co-governance (Wamsler, 2016) which may carry over the
barriers/enablers of one to the other. For instance, more climate risk-aware citizens create
political pressure to enact NbS-supporting policies, but also create a market for NbS
projects. It is thus necessary to consider if certain barriers have a common cause, or
cascading effects to other obstacles and hindrances, to find good leverage points for

intervention.
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3. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

3.1. Systematic Qualitative Literature Review

Our methodology adopted a systematic (qualitative) literature review to identify state-of-
art knowledge of good co-governance to activate NbS. A systematic literature review is
useful to comprehend scattered knowledge and to have an overview of the field (Petticrew
& Roberts, 2008). The collection and selection of articles was based on Guidelines for

Systematic Reviews in Environmental Management set out by Collaboration for

Environmental Evidence (2013) and further supported by protocols of ROSES (RepOrting

standards for Systematic Evidence Syntheses).

Our methodology involved six steps (Livoreil et al., 2017): 1) developing a theoretical base
for the review, which guides the literature search and the literature analysis, 2) planning
the search strategy, 3) testing the search strategy, 4) conducting the literature search, 5)
screening the search results, and 6) analysing the literature, and summarising and
structuring the outcomes. Since the theoretical base is covered in Chapter 2, this section

starts with the search strategy.
3.1.1. Planning the Search Strategy

To answer our guiding guestion: "how can the co-governance of NbS be improved to reach
just, low-carbon | high air quality cities?”, an initial list of relevant articles was developed.
This list would function as a test list, through the following steps. The articles in this list are
deemed relevant in relation to the guiding question and the corresponding key topics in
the analytical framework (Livoreil et al., 2017). To create the test list, each researcher added
relevant articles (up to 10 articles) that fulfilled the selection criteria (Table 2) through hand

searching, based on their expertise and knowledge.

To ensure a consistent search and screening process, selection (inclusion and exclusion)
criteria were specified. The selection criteria include topic, literature type, languages,

accessibility, and quality (see Table 2).
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Table 2: Selection criteria

[tem Criteria

The article addresses substantially in the body one or more topics of the theoretical

framework:
e Principles for “good” governance (e.g. collaborative, participatory, strategic,
] etc.)
Topic e Dimensions of governance (actor, politics, polity, & institutional technology)

e Barriers and enablers for “good” governance (approaches, strategies,
instruments, etc.)
e Assessment of "good” governance (indicators, methods)

Scientific publication published at peer-reviewed international journals

* Grey literature is included by hand search, considering wider access to relevant
knowledge or information. Included types of grey literature are: white/green papers,
PhD dissertations and theses, interviews, books and book chapter(s), case studies,
reports and deliverables from EU-funded projects. In particular, outcomes from
previous and ongoing EU-funded projects such as GREEN SURGE, PHUSICOS,
CONEXUS, Naturvation, and studies such as “Biodiversity and nature-based solutions”
are important references.

English, German, Spanish, & Italian*

Language * For non-English publications, at least two researchers in the WP7 team must speak
the language to ensure double screening is possible.

Online accessible literature

Accessibility Hard copy literature (e.g. books, reports), which is not online available, should be made
available for internal use.

Academic literature must be of sufficient quality. The quality of an article is checked by
Quality relevant reviewers, considering consistent and reproducible methodology and legible
writing.

Literature type

In addition to selection criteria, exclusion criteria were further specified to identify the
articles that are highest-relevant to this research. Exclusion criteria were also used to

identify exclusion reasons in screening process.

e Qut of topic: the article does not substantively address in the body one of the
governance topics from the theoretical framework.
e Wrong context

o Context is not relevant to JUSTNature's partner cities (e.g., brownfield
redevelopment, siting of hazardous waste facilities, indigenous
communities, informal settlements, disaster recovery, megacity,
colonial/post-colonial contexts, nuclear waste disposal, etc.)

o Primary focus is on non-local-government entity (e.g. social global
movement rather than a collaboration with local governments)

o Dimension of planning is not directly relevant to JUSTNature (e.g.
vulnerability assessment, transport, energy efficient renovation, solar
power, etc.)

0 Contextis not related to urban or peri-urban dimension.

e Insufficient quality: very poor writing quality, poor methodology
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e Wrong publication type: introduction to special issue, book review
0 In case of highly relevant books: review table of contents and extract

relevant chapter(s)

For the search strategy, we decided to use two search methods: a systematic search

through databases using search strings, and an integrative review with hand searches.

Considering the complex nature of social science, one keyword or search string is nearly
impossible to comprehend the whole aspect of co-governance or NbS. Same terms are
used in different contexts and meanings or different terms are used to describe the same
idea (Livoreil et al., 2017). Even an articulated search string may not be able to capture all
relevant articles (Livoreil et al., 2017). Therefore, an integrative review, in which articles
could be included through a hand search, was used to complement the systematic search.
By snowballing, asking experts, consulting citations lists, etc., additional articles that can
produce meaningful insights were included. Researchers individually conducted hand-
search following pre-defined rules. For the systematic search, the most commonly used
research databases: the Web of Science and SCOPUS (Martin-Martin et al., 2018) were

selected.
3.1.2. Testing the Search Strategy

Based on an initial review of the test list articles as well as on brainstorming sessions, a
preliminary set of search terms (keywords) were collected. These keywords were then
clustered into key topics according to the guiding question and analytical framework in
order to develop an appropriate search string. These keywords search strings are included
in ANNEX 1.

The search string was tested to see if the test list was well reflected in the search results.
For this reason, the outcomes of the searches were compared with the test list. More than
half of the articles on the test list were not included in the search results. Therefore, the
articles in the test list were linked to keywords in the search string to identify the keywords
covering most test list articles. The search string was adjusted and tested accordingly, until
the search string outcomes included approx. 50% of the test list. The search string for each
database can be found in ANNEX 1.

An optimisation technigue known as “elbow/knee detection” was used to define the cut-
off for literature collection. In data science, “knees” and “elbows” refer to operational points,

where the diminishing returns of additional investment (on data collection, or parameter
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tuning) no longer translate to worthwhile benefits (in terms of more or better actionable
knowledge). There are multiple methods to detect the knee- or elbow-points of any task.
In this review, we relied on “Kneedle”, an algorithm relying on the mathematical expression
of the curvature of the cost-benefit function (Satopaa et al., 2011). We selected Kneedle for
its ability to function without a live data stream, and because it is a generalised, context-
independent algorithm. For this review, we plotted the year of publication on the cost axis,
and the number of publications in each year on the benefit axis, following the logic that
our cut-off should define the year where the scientific discourse became reliably mature
(see Figure 5). Based on the local maxima below multiple threshold values (a
hyperparameter controlled by the researcher) of the first derivative of this function, the
year 2001 was defined as a cut-off point for all threshold values. Therefore, articles

published before 2001 would be excluded from the search results.
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Figure 5: Graphic representation of the logic behind the Kneedle algorithm
(top and bottom left, source: Satopaa et al. (2011), and the application to the literature review (right)

3.1.3. Conducting the Search Strategy

Using the final search string, a systematic search was conducted on Web of Science and
SCOPUS. The search was conducted on 6™ February 2022. As shown in Table 3, the total
number of articles is 14,436, including duplicates from the two databases. The results for

the search string were imported into Zotero, where duplicates were removed.
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Table 3: Search Result

Database No. of articles
SCOPUS (Title, keywords, abstract) 8,854
Web of Science (Topic=Title, keywords, abstract) 5,582
Total (including duplicates) 14,436
Duplicates 4,194
Total (excluding duplicates) 10,238

3.1.4. Screening the Search Results

Following the ROSES protocol, the screening was done in three major steps, as shown in
Figure 6 and Figure 7. The full list of articles excluding the duplicates were uploaded in

Rayyan' for rounds of screening.

15t round Screening

Adding hand search
literatureand

2n round Screening

Retrieving PDFs

-« Title & Abstract

+ Full article

Consistency Consistency
Check Check

Figure 6: Screening sequence

R/

% Step 1: First screening based on title and abstract

From 3 March to 21 April, a first screening round was conducted, starting with 10,238
articles. The articles were sorted in alphabetical order and given numeric codes to ease
identification of articles. The articles were divided among reviewers by assigning the equal
number of articles. Ten percent of the articles were assigned to two reviewers to ensure
consistency in decision-making, in accordance with the ROSES protocol (e.g. Reviewer A
reviewed article no. 1 to no. 100, reviewer B reviewed article no. 91 to no. 190, etc.).
Reviewers decided whether to include/exclude the article by reading the title and abstract

based on selection and exclusion criteria. When a reviewer was in doubt about whether to

TRayyan is a free web tool to document and screen the articles for systematic reviews. Rayyan provides tools
to mark inclusion labels and exclusion reasons by each reviewer, which enables coherent screening process,
as well as tools for consistency checks. It also provides filter by keywords or labels options, which is useful to
divide the articles among the reviewers.
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include or exclude, they marked "maybe" and checked with other reviewers. Finally,
conflicting decisions (reviewer A marked ‘include’ while reviewer B marked ‘exclude’) and

articles marked “maybe” were resolved through group discussion.

After the first screening, a substantial number of articles (9,151) were excluded. Around
98.9% of those (2,050 articles) were excluded as they were out of topic. In those articles,
strings were mentioned in title, keywords, and/or abstract, but the main topic of the article
was irrelevant (see exclusion criteria). 42 articles (0.5%) were excluded because they were
not available (no online access), while 38 articles (0.4%) were excluded because of the
wrong publication type. There were six articles of insufficient quality and three articles
written in a language not covered by the review team. An additional 37 duplicate articles
which went undetected in Zotero were excluded. Those duplicate articles were mostly
initially published in conference proceedings and later published in journals with the same

content. In total 1,062 articles were selected for the second screening round.
% Step 2: Adding hand search results and retrieving full articles

After the first screening, each reviewer could add relevant articles through hand search.
This step also allowed to add articles from the test list, which were not in the search results.
In order to assure accountability of the hand search result, the hand searched literature
was included in the second round of screening, which took place simultaneously. 155

articles were added by hand search.

Full-length PDFs for these 1,257 articles were retrieved and saved in Zotero, except for 62
articles that were not available due to accessibility issues. Finally, 1,195 articles were eligible

for the second screening.
% Step 3: Second screening based on full article read

In the second round of the screening, we conducted critical appraisal. Critical appraisal is
done to ensure the quality of the study and to check if the article provides sufficient
information for the purpose of systematic review (Petticrew & Roberts, 2008). Since this
review did not limit methodology used in literature, critical appraisal depended on individual

characteristics of the article. General guideline for quality assessment is as following:

e Whether the research question is clear and well answered
e Whether the methodology is clearly defined and sufficient to answer the research
guestion

e Whether results are based on evidence and data is well presented
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A ranking system was devised to evaluate the relevance and quality of the articles, which
supported decision-making regarding the most relevant articles. Each article was given a
score from 1 to 3, with 3 indicating the highest appraisal. The ranking score was used to
determine the final decision of inclusion/exclusion. In addition, the included articles were
tagged if deemed relevant for one or more of the research interests (e.g. actor interactions,
collaborative planning processes, instruments). About 20% of the articles were reviewed
and tagged by more than two researchers to meet the consistency check in the ROSES
protocol. After the second screening, around 60% (728 articles) were excluded, again
mostly due to being out of topic or context. In total, 467 articles were considered eligible

for the analysis.

Records identified from Records identified from Web of

SCOPUS Science

n=_8,854 n=>5,582

A,
Records after duplicates
removed

n=10,238

Records after 1* screening

(title & abstract) Excluded records (n=8,981)
(Out of topic, no access, wrong
publication type, poor quality, etc.)

n=1,257

Full-text articles retrieved after

including hand search results

n=1,195

Excluded records (n=728)
(Out of topic or focus, duplicates,
poor quality, etc.)

n=467

Articles included in the review

Excluded records (n=238)

(Out of topic or focus)
n=229

Figure 7: Process of screening

3.2. Analysis Strategy

To answer the guiding question, we aimed to identify main principles for “good”

governance for each dimension of governance (see 2.3.1) as well as the accompanying
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barriers and enablers (see 2.3.2). In addition, we wanted to highlight, through good practice

examples, how principles could be applied in practice.

Based on previously assigned tabs for research interests, the selected articles were
grouped for each dimension and analysed by teams of 1-3 persons. Each reviewer read
assigned articles, extracted relevant information on principles, enablers, barriers, and case
studies. The information was summarised in keywords and tagged by relevance to each
governance dimensions. The latter allowed for information relating to other dimensions to
be gathered, despite being tagged in previous screening rounds for only one or two
dimensions. Based on the summaries in keywords, a list of principles for good co-
governance was created. For each dimension, the team identified the most relevant and
critical principles. To identify the most relevant principles, first, the reviewers gathered all
identified principles in their governance dimension. Then based on literature and reviewers’
expertise, up to five principles considered the most important were selected based on
frequency, distinctiveness, and representation of the dimension. We limited the number of
principles to stay concise and in order not to over-complicate the analysis. Ultimately, the
aim was to use these principles to structure an accessible framework for municipal staff
to evaluate their own governance arrangements. This framework needed to be composed
of a manageable number of components and address the most salient issues. Once a
maximum of five most relevant principles were identified, reviewer's the grouped barriers
and/or enablers related to each principle and their examples within case studies. These are

discussed in the next chapter.
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4. INSIGHTS INTO THE DIMENSIONS OF CO-GOVERNANCE FOR ACHIEVING
JUST LOW-CARBON CITIES

4.1. The Role of Actors

We understand an actor as “any social entity that is able to act” (Hermans 2020, in Holscher
et al., 2018, p. 134). This includes both individuals (as independent players or as members
of an organisation) and organisational actors (e.g. policymakers, firms, NGOs,
communities, municipalities) with the consideration of their values, skills, capacities, and
expertise in the course of governance processes. There is extensive literature trying to
classify actors and their level of aggregation, often differing in their conceptualisation. For
instance, common distinctions are between “market”, “state”, and “civil society” (Durrant,
2014; Walzer, 1995), or the so-called “triple” and “quadruple helix”, which includes state,
market, science, and civil society (Avelino & Wittmayer, 2016; Farla et al., 2012). The
JustNature project also introduces the quintuple helix to consider the influence of the

natural environment on actors’ objectives and impacts.

Different actors can adopt different roles in sustainability transitions. Avelino & Wittmayer
(2016) define roles as “recognisable activities and attitudes used by an actor to address
recurring situations” (Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2018, p. 990). The role of each actor
defines their interactions and relations within the community and with other actors,
although oftentimes these definitions are “ideal” and not exhaustive. For example, Kronsell
& Mukhtar-Landgren (2018) identify three types of roles of municipalities in experimental
governance: promoter, enabler, and partner as well as non-role. In adopting the promoter
role, the actor is expected to initiate participation, allocate resources to the project, or
provide leadership. The enabler role acts as a facilitator for space and opportunities for
other collaboration with other actors, not necessarily leading any provisions. Finally, a
partner role refers to participation in the project on equal terms with the rest of the actors,
where collaboration is of utmost importance. Furthermore, some of these roles can overlap
or vary in different contexts, for example a municipality can act as an enabler and then
shift to a non-role (Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2018).

Decision-making can take place through one or more stakeholder groups. This process is
influenced by driving factors at different spatial and temporal scales and counteracts with
cultural, institutional and individual perceptions, values and knowledge (Fernandes et al.,
2019). Moreover, subjective perceptions can often hinder sustainability considerations

during citizen engagement processes due to lack of environmental awareness, political
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issues, orindividual interests (Wamsler et al., 2021). For example, Wamsler et al. (2021) point
out that citizen involvement in municipality-driven planning had resulted in negative
impacts to NbS considerations in several projects in Sweden. This city-citizen interaction
often took the form of explicit contestation, inaction, lack of civil engagement, and active
ignorance of legal provisions. A constructive involvement that supports inclusive

participation and sustainable outcomes in the co-governance process is necessary.

The goal of the United Nations’ 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is the
participation of marginalised groups in decision-making (Fors et al., 2021). Yet there is the
challenge to involve all citizens, as often only a certain number of people is willing or able
to participate (Giaimo et al., 2019). Citizens with a weak voice are sometimes difficult to
include, because they are often hard to reach or not willing to participate, and their

interests are likely to be eclipsed by those of more powerful people (Giaimo et al., 2019).

Values have a multidimensional construct being of individual or societal nature, see also
D2.1 chapter 2.1.4. They are the driving force for certain actions and differ depending on
the social status of a person, the cultural context, and the purpose (e.g. ecological,
economic) of actions. In relation to co-governance and the process of decision-making,
the difference and the purpose of these values have to be considered. The recognition of
values in such processes aims at improving the collaboration between differing actors (T.
J. Mattijssen et al, 2020), avoiding conflicts (Mok et al, 2021) and allowing the
incorporation of social and non-instrumental factors into the concept of NbS which
reflects a shortcoming noticed by Randrup et al. (2020) As highlighted by Wamsler et al.
(2020) stakeholder interactions must go beyond a “technocratic compromise” of citizen
involvement and consider their underlying values, beliefs, motivations, concerns,
perceptions of responsibility, and environmental awareness, as these personal spheres
could be a more influential driver of participation in the co-governance process.
Furthermore, inner changes, such as attitudes and values have been considered relevant
to sustainable transformation. A shift in people’s subjective values (e.g. a more openness
on behalf of individuals to change, increased values of carrying, a sense of empowerment)

can enable people to cooperate for a more sustainable future (Wamsler et al., 2021).

Values, attitudes, roles, and interactions are important drivers behind the role that actors
play in co-governance processes. Therefore, in order to activate good co-governance, we
derived from the literature review the main four principles that have an impact on these
considerations. We first collected all the principles relevant to the actor’s dimensions from

the selected articles and grouped them according to their commonalities. Through a

27 Jun. 23 38



JU

D7.1 State-of-the-art report on Good Practice for Co-governance of NbS, v.4 N ‘E U R E
detailed analysis, we identified one principle from each group that would capture all the
principles within that category, alongside their barriers and enablers. The top four (4)

principles to activate good co-governance in the actor’s dimension are described below:

e Empowering (engaged, social cohesion, stewardship, voice)

e Inclusive (equitable, fair, integrative)

e Knowledge diverse (communicative, informative, transparent)

e Collaborative/Participative  (collective,  democratic,  partnership,  shared

responsibility)
4.1.1. Principle 1 - Empowering

This principle concerns the need to give trust and a voice to citizens in terms of their
abilities to support the planning and implementation of NbS. Empowered actors activate
“good” co-governance: the municipality facilitates, coordinates and encourages the
community, private and NGOs through partnerships and helps to build new networks
between them (Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2018). “Mobilising local support” can be a
way to connect the social and economic interests (Mok et al., 2021). Empowering people is
a way to ensure that they take part in shaping their own sustainable environment (Holscher
et al., 2018) and that values are formed. If citizens are actively involved in the conservation
or implementation of urban green, they feel valued, which leads to increased social well-
being (Mok et al., 2021). The feeling of empowerment is also strongly related to trust-
building between citizens and city, it “is the first step, and it is a prerequisite for ensuring
a trust in the experimentation process they embark in” (Frantzeskaki, 2019). Citizens, NGOs

and others feel equal to the city administration and can identify themselves with the aim.

Empowering processes have the potential to reveal the immaterial struggles of different
actors around NbS, that will move toward a more social-ecological approach for greening
the cities (Randrup et al., 2020). While ensuring empowerment it is crucial to do this as
inclusively as possible, so that everyone can have the possibility to engage themselves in

the process.

Barriers and enablers

Caution is needed when it comes to the distribution of power. Empowering ‘frontrunners’
who are already engaged and have a loud voice can lead to other actors being quiet,
overlooked or disempowered (Hoélscher et al., 2018). Often it is also assumed that the

government is responsible for the implementation and management of NbS (Mok et al.,

27 Jun. 23 39



JU

D7.1 State-of-the-art report on Good Practice for Co-governance of NbS, v.4 N ‘E U R E
2021). That means that unclear responsibilities need to be uncovered and avoided early in
the process and during the implementation. Strong collaborations between different

parties and an early involvement can overcome this barrier (Mok et al., 2021).

So-called resident associations have the ability to empower citizens, because they give a
voice to their needs and wishes as well as they share the workload and network between
society and government (Butt et al., 2021). That means creating resident associations or
interacting with existing local initiatives can foster empowerment of different societal
groups. For someone or a group to take an active role in governance, more is needed than
mere exchange: when residents spend time in urban forests and engage themselves in the
protection and management of these areas, they feel attached to this place and are willing
to engage themselves actively (Butt et al., 2021). This process, in turn may trigger feelings
of stewardship and social responsibility. It is therefore important to identify the
stakeholders and characterize them, so to address their interests and values (Zingraff-
Hamed et al., 2020) which are important for the incorporation of the social factors into the

management of nature.

Another way to empower citizens and different stakeholders follows the concept of co-
creation which aims to conduct every step in the project together by establishing urban
innovation partnerships, co-designing, co-implementing, co-monitoring and co-
developing (see also BOX 3) (Arlati et al., 2021). Providing 'acting spaces' for different actors
entails not only possibilities for the municipalities themselves but also “may include
measures such as providing arenas for voluntary organisations, or providing financial

incentives for private actors to provide services" (Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren, 2018).
4.1.2. Principle 2 - Inclusive

As evidenced by the literature, a key principle for good co-governance is inclusiveness,
suggesting that inclusive approaches lead to better co-governance outcomes, including
environmental and social benefits, and civil and governmental institutions resilience (Buijs
et al., 2016). We refer to the principle of inclusive as the active consideration and
involvement of the different types of actors and social groups, their needs, knowledge, and
initiatives. This entails an inclusive and recognition-based approach to both the actors that
participate in co-governance processes and the decision-making process itself. Minorities,
disadvantaged social groups, and grass-root movements are often overlooked and
excluded from opportunities that privileged groups, experts, and traditional communities

are more likely to take. Still, it is necessary that the minorities have a direct role from the
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beginning of the process (Arlati et al., 2021), in order to move away from the same type of
narrow community involvement into a broad range of partnerships (Buijs et al., 2016). Good
co-governance must recognise and include the different types of actors, their networks,
dynamics, and interactions across scales. At the same time, good co-governance should
guarantee an inclusive decision-making process that can be carried out even outside the
formal co-governance structures provided by, for example, governments and
municipalities. This involves co-design and co-implementation activities occurring in
places such as demonstration sites or stakeholder forums organised by NGOs or local
networks (Gerlak et al., 2021). Inclusive co-governance is concerned with the “who" gets
asked which guestion. Prado (2020) denotes that “community” participation cannot be
homogenised as one actor, as participation may come from different community members,
and therefore the need to recognise the diversity of social and cultural groups becomes
imperative Moreover, research has shown that there is an overrepresentation of
professionalised community members, NGO members, and of those who share similar
demographic characteristics (DeSantis & Hill, 2004; Fung, 2004; Young, 2002 in Prado,
2020).

The lack of representation of residents who are not part of a community organisation is an
example of recognition injustice (see also chapter 2.1), given that “when some community
members are not recognised as stakeholders in the governance process, they are not
considered in the outreach, and engagement for participation” (Prado, 2020, p. 14). If
properly addressed, the issues of inclusiveness could strengthen the role of NbS in urban
sustainability development, by avoiding them to create uneven landscapes that may

undermine certain people’s identity or place attachment (Anguelovski et al., 2020).

Barriers and enablers

As observed by (Buijs et al, 2016), an often-recurring barrier for an inclusive co-
governance practice when it comes to planning processes is a narrow focus of community
involvement that does not recognise all the social groups affecting and affected by the
project. This is evidenced in the power asymmetries exploited by developers and planning
authorities, who often value-engineer NbS out of projects (Fisher et al., 2021) without
considering possible benefits for the rest of the community. For example, in the case of a
tree-planting program, Carmichael & McDonough (2018) suggest to “explore the
perspective of residents, especially in less affluent neighbourhoods and those that are
predominately non-white, regarding preferred methods of engagement” (p.222) in order to

account for the values of all interest groups. A recognition-based approach to community
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participation, in order to recognise and include all the stakeholders in the process is an
enabler of inclusive co-governance. Ensuring the presence of often excluded groups such
as residents that do not belong to an organisation, older population (and ensuring also
diversity among older individuals recognising for example, gender, class and life stage
differences (Day, 2010), and members of groups outside the usual participants need to be
involved. As with the examples set in Martin et al. (2021), this can be achieved through a
comprehensive communication strategy from the start of the project and throughout all
its phases. Stakeholder engagement plans and consultation processes that build on a trust
relationship between those involved are also another tool. Ferreira et al. (2020) also
suggest paying more attention to the incorporation of “local and indigenous knowledge”
(p. 2) for the design and implementation of natural solutions. A shift from traditional
incentive mechanisms to innovative incentives can also help to include marginalised
groups. In the case of an NbS project in Wolong, China (Martin et al., 2021), the
implementation of “monetary incentives for households in consultation with villagers for
community-based monitoring of illegal logging” (p. 11) by the local authorities provided to

be an essential enabler for inclusion.

BOX 1 Landslide Risk Mitigation in Nocera Inferiore, Italy

This project was carried out in Campania, Italy, during 2015 - 2019. Nature-based solutions were
implemented for landslide protection after a severe landslide, since residents prioritised and
demanded measures with a low environmental impact over the traditional “grey” measures (Martin
et al., 2021).

Principle: inclusive, participatory

Enabler: A key enabler as a precondition was the residents and interest groups’ opposition to grey
measures due to their high costs for building and maintenance, environmental impacts, and
private land expropriation, based on the experience of the neighbouring town of Sarno. A three-
year participatory process allowed the engagement of local stakeholders and networks in a co-
designed landslide risk mitigation plan, which had positive effects on the community and resulted
in the decision to implement green and natural remediation measures, such as gabions. Lastly,
the limited available funds paradoxically contributed to the choice of NbS, given their lower
maintenance costs compared to structural constructions.

Implication: This case-study evidences the importance of actor’'s participation for the design,
creation, and implementation of NbS. It also demonstrates how preconditions can influence (and
in this case, enable) the adoption of certain measures. Residents were more aware of
environmental issues, and interest groups (such as environmental associations and landslide
victims) acted as agents of change to advocate for an “environmental agenda”. Political and
institutional enablers played a big role for the NbS successful implementation too, since local
politicians and the mayor were in favor of NbS, and municipal stakeholders had opposed to
decisions of regional agencies twice. This implies that not only preconditions are relevant for a
wider uptake of nature-based solutions, but participation from the interest groups (ensuring the
inclusion of all stakeholders) can steer the decision-making process too.

27 Jun. 23 42



JUS

D7.1 State-of-the-art report on Good Practice for Co-governance of NbS, v.4 N A U R E

4.1.3. Principle 3 - Knowledge Diverse

The principle concerns the creation, collection and distribution of knowledge among all
actors in terms of a sensible planning and implementation of NbS. Communication is key
for a good co-governance and a common understanding between different actors: citizens
expect information from the city whereas in exchange the stakeholders responsible for the
planning are dependent on local knowledge. Communication needs to go both ways; this
of course depends often on the type and circumstances of a project. Having or creating
knowledge was mentioned several times and must be considered from all stakeholders on
all levels (D2.1). Butt et al. (2021) state that “understanding [..] what role knowledge plays
allows both municipalities and those who engage to be more specific when implementing
community programs.” In some cases, expert knowledge for community building and
fundraising was necessary to ensure a successful project. For example, local NGOs can
represent the “practical authority” (Gerlak et al., 2021) when it comes to solving a problem.
Not only the creation of knowledge is important, but also a comprehensive distribution.
Different stakeholders have different expertise that needs to be shared to create a
sustainable solution (Kabisch et al., 2022). Van Riper et al. (2016) noticed that often there
is even hidden knowledge about local circumstances that only citizen know about that can
be crucial for a project. This means collaboration and communication on all levels is needed
to ensure the exchange and distribution of knowledge and information from “ecology and

landscape design and even environmental psychology” (Kabisch et al., 2022).

The value-based framework (Figure 8) for stakeholder engagement developed by (Mok et
al., 2021) highlights the challenges and benefits around NbS, identifies the key
beneficiaries and the potential financing options that could be involved in a NbS project.
Through the consideration of the components of the framework, consensus-building and
mutual knowledge exchange can occur informing decision-making around the NbS
implementation. Furthermore, the framework advocates for the awareness over the “soft”
benefits and techniques for more NbS inclusion in urban development processes to help

surface the diverse perceptions and preferences of actors.
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Figure 8: Value-based framework for stakeholder engagement around NbS
Source: (Mok et al., 2021)

Barriers and enablers

If the willingness to learn and to take the local situation into account is missing, it is difficult
to develop a comprehensive approach. But often knowledge gets lost when there is a
change in staff and special care must be taken to transfer all information (Butt et al., 2021).
This applies both to internal structures in the city administration, for example
communication between different departments and hierarchies, as well as between the
city and citizens, private stakeholders and knowledge institutions such as NGOs or
universities. It is also important to ensure the interactions among different actors, if there
is no collaboration, information might be lost (Frantzeskaki & Bush, 2021; Ramirez-Agudelo
et al., 2020).

Crucial for a comprehensive and informative co-governance is the timing, management
and distribution of knowledge. Information in the beginning of a project is helpful, but often
not enough. Actors and interests change in the lifetime of a project, itis important to repeat
and collect the knowledge from and for different stakeholders. Since the municipalities
often lack resources and capacity, it would be an elegant and more sustainable solution to
engage citizen in long-term protection or management plans of urban green (Butt et al.,

2021). This facilitates the work of the municipality and creates more comprehensive
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involvement. NGOs, local initiatives and resident associations serve as networker and can
give support in this by structuring and distributing the knowledge and tasks(Butt et al.,
2021). Learning and education are key factors for every stakeholder in the development of
NbS and experimentation often helps to create new knowledge as well as skills and
understanding (Gerlak et al., 2021).

Different components of the value-based framework have been assessed by Mok et al.
(2021) by conducting focus groups, interviews and surveys. Its applicability is tested in NbS
road development processes, where in a workshop setting, interdisciplinary groups identify
benefits for the NbS development processes (e.g. alternative approaches to successful
NbS realisation; different ways to identify NbS benefits) as well as governance issues (e.g.
unclear responsibilities in NbS implementation). The usefulness of the framework is
therefore proved as a structured approach that can be used when actors with different

backgrounds have to commonly manage NbS planning and implementation.

BOX 2 H2020 Urban Nature Labs (UNaLab) project, involving eight European cities: Tampere (Fl),
Eindhoven (NL), Genova (IT), Stavanger (NO), Prague (CZ), Castellon (ES), Cannes (FR). Basaksehir
(TU)

The UNalab project is funded by the European Commission under the Horizon 2020 research and
innovation program aiming to contribute to “the development of smarter, more inclusive, more
resilient and more sustainable cities through the implementation of nature-based solutions” (Mok
et al., 2021). It comprises of a framework to highlight the multi-functional nature (benefits) of NbS,
to identify the key beneficiaries and the potential financing options that could be involved in a
NbS project (Mok et al., 2021). The framework has been applied in NbS roadmap development
processes in five UNalLab cities: Stavanger (NO), Cannes (FR), Castellén (ES), Prague (CZ), and
Basaksehir (TU).

Principle: knowledge diverse

Enabler: An interdisciplinary and transparent dialogue from the early stage of a NbS project
development and partnerships with different local actors coupled with the understanding of their
perceptions may facilitate the success of planning and implementation of NbS projects as
common goals are identified, common concerns are communicated and trust, ecosystem
stewardship and social learning are encouraged.

Barrier: Unclear responsibilities about NbS stewardship, the fear of conflicting interests and a lack
of consensus, along with the uncertainty triggered by the strong context-specificity are important
barriers to multi-stakeholders’ involvement and NbS uptake.

Implication: The framework is useful to identify the “soft” values assessment tools as
complementary to “harder” valuation techniques to encourage (i) awareness-raising amongst
urban planners regarding the prioritisation of benefits, the impacts of NbS, inspiring them to
include more nature-based elements in their planning; (i) stakeholders engagement around NbS
implementation in early stages of NbS development and (iii) mobilisation of local support with the
aim of bridging the socio-economic interests. Such a framework supports communication
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between various urban stakeholders and help in forming alliances and joint NbS projects by
integrating other points of view, other types of benefits and their associated meanings.

4.1.4. Principle 4 - Collaborative/Participatory
Collaborative/Participatory (Co-creation/democratic/partnership/responsible)

As per our review, the principle of “collaborative/participatory” was found to be the most
occurring one in the literature concerning NbS co-governance improvement across all
dimensions (Figure 7), demonstrating its critical importance for good co-governance
practices. We refer to collaborative governance as the collective process in which
stakeholders involved come together and mobilise individual efforts through social-
political engagement towards a common goal (Brink & Wamsler, 2018). Collaboration
among actors helps in “facilitating information sharing, integrating decision-making
authority, and promoting policy consensus and learning” (Swann, 2017, p. 2). Co-creation
fosters involvement opportunities and enables participation. The willingness to collaborate
with municipal decision-makers is a critical point (van der Jagt et al., 2017). A dialogue and
an open and transparent participation are important to foster and strengthen shared
responsibilities between the different stakeholders (Arlati et al., 2021; Carmichael &
McDonough, 2018).

One can differentiate between collaborative implementation and collaborative
maintenance. For example, the planting of a tree as part of an implementation of new
green infrastructure is often a shared project between government and private individuals
or NGO's (Pincetl, 2010). For a long-term maintenance it requires regular care-taking that
can be done by different stakeholders. (Arlati et al., 2021) recommend the combination of
“one planning (public administration) and one implementing body (local development
agency) to implement co-creative processes”. Furthermore, a collaborative process, where
sufficient attention is paid to all key stakeholders and to the wide range of benefits that
NbS can hold, is at the basis of achieving the multifunctionality of NbS (Mok et al., 2021).

As found by (Martin et al., 2021). early and proactive citizen participation is a key success
factor for the effective co-creation of NbS for urban regeneration. However, it is important
that citizen involvement considers the high opportunity costs of participation for some
social groups, such as livelihood, time, knowledge, funding, and capacity constraints. In
this regard, mobilising participation from all interest groups should be a priority for co-

governance processes, as the participation of diverse stakeholders increases the
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acceptance of decisions and improves their implementation (Newig & Fritsch, 2009). Prado
(2020) highlights the importance of community participation encouragement, as it “leads
to better-informed decision-making as greater diversity of stakeholders become involved
in creating solutions to policy problems” (p. 2). During our review, we found that
participatory co-governance is also associated with the principles of democratic,

engaging, citizen involvement, and decentralised, among others.
Barriers and enablers

"A common problem in public and especially citizen engagement is that NbS stewardship
is often perceived by residents as sole responsibility of the government” (Mok et al., 2021,
p. 12). Residents tend to rely on government assistance, they become passive, they
perceive to have little influence in the decision-making process, and they are also
constrained by “different levels of socio-cultural, economic, environmental, and physical
vulnerability” (Wamsler, 2016, p. 194). Other challenges for active involvement include the
alignment of citizen interests with formal planning goals (whether from municipal or local
governments or from any formal institution), and their unwillingness to contribute to the
“institutionalisation” of NbS objectives (Buijs et al., 2016). On the other hand, Prado (2020)
suggests that some practices within governance institutions also inhibit community
participation, such as the lack of policies that delineate participatory processes, the lack of
clear guidelines for community participation, and the lack of binding outputs perceived by
community members in governance processes. Community participation often faces
capacity, structural, and knowledge barriers. Capacity barriers refer to the constraints of
community members to participate in governance processes, such as lack of time,
livelihood issues, and high opportunity costs (especially for women due to their domestic
and productive workloads). Structural barriers include lack of funding, lack of access to
transportation, childcare and work responsibilities, and no access to events or meetings.
Lastly, knowledge barriers refer to a lack of shared understanding or limited knowledge:
some social groups cannot participate in NbS governance when they do not understand
how the process works. In addition, usually expert knowledge is valued more in governance

processes than the local or “lay” knowledge that communities can provide (Prado, 2020).

Still there are complex relationships and differences in the culture, history and local
situation that need to be considered. Limited communication (e.g. language barriers) often
hinders the collaboration and the understanding between different actors with different
background. Sometimes itis also the lack of financial and personal resources or knowledge
that hinders certain collaborations (Mekala & MacDonald, 2018; Pincetl, 2010). Especially
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regarding health and well-being Mekala and MacDonald (2018) discovered that specific

agencies responsible to tackle these problems are not involved.

The possibility to ask questions and give feedback is a first step towards collaborative
decision making. Additionally, surveys to understand community values can lead to the
involvement of different stakeholders in the planning and development of NbS (BenDor et
al., 2018). Allowing different viewpoints to be voiced can create new coalitions that have a
positive effect for the project. To overcome barriers (Arlati et al, 2021) recommend
“establishing contacts, building relationships, subscribing to formal and informal
cooperation formats”, coming from the combination of one planning (public administration,
municipality) and one implementing body (local development agency, local NGO) to enable

collaboration and participation in a co-creative process.

Strategies can build on several approaches, ranging from basic outreach tools (such as
public presentations or digital platforms), inquiry-based methods (such as residential
surveys, questionnaires, and stakeholder interviews), to elaborated co-creative arenas
(such as public interactive workshops and formation of community liaison committees).
(Chu & Cannon, 2021, p. 5). Other factors that have a positive influence on citizen's interest
in participation are an increasing awareness of environmental issues, a positive perception
of influence, and a systematic support from the organising body (such as transportation,

childcare, or even the facilitation of phone-based meetings).

BOX 3 CLEVER Cities project (Hamburg, Germany)

The CLEVER Cities project in Hamburg (Arlati et al., 2021) tested a strategy called “Co-Creation
Pathway”, developed by Mahmoud & Morello (2021). It includes five phases of co-creation that are
implemented during the development of NbS: urban innovation partnership (UIP), co-design, co-
implementation, co-monitoring and co-development.

Principle: collaborative/participatory (co-creation, democratic)

Enabler: Innovative tool for digital participation (DIPAS), Theory of Change (ToC) method, CLEVER
Corridor (connection of different NbS-interventions throughout the city, consists of a guiding
system as an umbrella together with several small interventions).

Implication: useful method to connect different local interventions with a shared vision. A broad
and diverse group of people can be informed and mobilised to develop the intervention. It
supports the local work and communication of a project.
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4.2. Matters of Politics

As mentioned earlier (see Chapter 2), in their discussion of modes of governance, Treib et
al. (2007) consider the "politics’ dimension of governance as emphasising a constellation
of actors, assuming both public and private actors are involved, and specifically the power
relations between them. Power is an issue of central importance to our discussion, given
the JUSTNature project’s concern with the right to ecological space, and the duty of not
constraining that of others, to be achieved by the activation of NbS for low -carbon cities
of high air quality. The concept of justice, and its relevance in the context of NbS, are
described in more detail in the project output Conceptual & action framework on Low-
carbon | High air quality NbS potentials (D2.1). In their comparative study of the relevance
of justice to the governance of NbS, van der Jagt et al. (2021) note a relative silence in the
literature on the matter of politics and related power struggles, despite scholars” attention
to actor-centred processes. They caution that “by blocking out the role of politics, one
ignores the point that urban experiments are vulnerable to capture and domination by
powerful interest groups” (van der Jagt et al., 2021, p. 2). If politicisation is understood as
“the process of giving voice to a wide circle of concerns and a transition of the discussion
from the private to the public sphere... to build a bridge between self-interest and the
common” (Patsias, 2021, p. 3), then an actor-centric approach risks obscuring or excluding

the common good in favour of individual interests, and in turn limiting the scope for justice.

As defined earlier in Part 2.1.1, our starting point is an approach to co-governance that
recognises existing power imbalances in urban development decision-making, and
advocates power-sharing, actively seeking to shift the balance of power in conventional
decision-making towards typically less-powerful actors. Here it is worth noting that
attention to the politics of co-governance arrangements is far from self-explanatory, with
Baasch (2020) observing a contemporary shift towards a post-political, or post-
democratic, condition in processes of governing, that seeks to limit the opportunities for
political debate and critique. Swyngedouw (2010) describes the exclusionary risks of
depoliticising a governance process, specifically in relation to climate change policy, with
the result being a “stakeholder-based arrangement of multi-scalar governance in which
the traditional state operates institutionally together with experts, NGOs and other
‘responsible’ partners (while ‘irresponsible’ partners are excluded)” (Baasch, 2020, p. 80;
Swyngedouw, 2010, p. 227). Similarly, in his analysis of power dynamics in relation to social
change, Gaventa (2006) asserts that new institutional arrangements alone, such as

participatory governance or co-governance, will do little to increase social inclusion or
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reduce existing disadvantage, such as poverty, unless the limitations imposed by existing

inequalities in resources and power between actors are addressed.
Top 5 principles:

e Recognising and empowering
e Integrative

e Democratic and representative
e Responsive

e Participatory and collaborative
4.2.1. Principle 1 - Recognising and Empowering

This first principle focuses on power relations and dynamics. The concept of power has
been widely investigated in the past, and has different and often rival definitions according
to the problem addressed and the underlying normative values of the author (Dowding,
2012). For example, ‘power over' is perhaps the most common meaning given to power,
with a negative connotation, as it is associated with a force or coercion performed by
someone that wins over someone else that loses. This kind of power typically perpetuates
inequality and injustice at the expense of powerless (or less powerful) individuals. In search
of more collaborative ways of exercising power, we can speak about ‘power with’
consisting of having power through collaboration with others, gathering different expertise
and knowledge, ‘power to’ referring to individual agency, i.e. the capacity to act, and ‘power
within’, which is an individual's self-awareness of their own individual worth (Dowding,
2012; VeneKlasen & Miller, 2002). In the context of ‘power over’ Gaventa (2006), building
on the framework of VeneKlasen and Miller (2002) sheds light on the importance of
understanding latent power relations and differentiates between three types of power, i.e.,
visible, hidden and invisible. Visible power is the observable and definable aspect of
political power, such as the formal rules, structures, procedures of decision-making.
Hidden power happens when the interest of certain powerful actors or institutions is
privileged over others through the ‘rules of the game’ determined a priori. Invisible power
works by shaping the ideological and psychological boundaries of a decision-making
process, by influencing people’s beliefs, acceptance of the status quo and even their own

status.

The principle we propose concerning power has two levels of importance to good co-
governance: recognising and empowering. The first one concerns the active recognition

of differences between and within communities, and in particular differential access to
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power, which needs to be counteracted if decision-making in urban planning and
development is to be made more socially justburdens reflect existing inequalities, and
failure to address these can be expected to reinforce the status quo, and in turn prevent
equitable outcomes from being reached. Although breaking down the concept of justice
into constituent parts is useful from an analytical perspective (e.g. the commonly deployed
three-dimensional framework of distributional, recognitional and procedural?), in practice
it is also important to grasp the links between them and deploy strategies that address all
three. For example, Ruano-Chamorro et al. (2021) posited that the concept of recognition
should be understood as a fundamental basis for achieving procedural justice in the field
of conservation. In the words of Schlosberg, "if you are not recognised, you do not
participate" (Schlosberg, 2004, p. 519). Such differences, and the implications of failure in
recognition or ‘misrecognition’ in urban environments (Day, 2010) have been explored in
connection with urban green space in relation to, for example, elderly people (Day, 2010),
homeless people (Koprowska et al., 2020) and Latinx communities (Harris et al., 2021). In
their study of the trajectory of two urban agricultural projects in Toronto, Hammelman
(2019), points out that a community garden development project resulted in “a significant
reduction in the amount and quality of gardening space, reduced gardener autonomy and
the reinforcement of social hierarchies that exclude traditionally marginalised individuals”,
despite the involvement of residents in the design process (Hammelman, 2019, p. 487).
Citing Swyngedouw's ‘post-political condition” (Swyngedouw, 2007) the authors caution
against a reduction of politics to “technical decision-making without questioning potential
impacts on different groups” (Hammelman, 2019, p. 492) and specifically point to the need
to address power imbalances in participatory processes. Patsias (2021) raise a different
problem, namely the potential for an undue focus on correct democratic procedure to
avoid “questions of fairness in access to participation mechanisms and in the rules of said

participation” (Patsias, 2021, p. 16).

Coming to the empowering level, it is acknowledged that the existence of power dynamics
and relations should be firstly recognised, and then if power asymmetries/imbalances are

found it is pivotal that through an inclusive decision-making process all needs and points

2 Scholars in the field of environmental justice often break down the concept of justice into three dimensions:
distribution (who gets what), procedure (who is involved in decision-making) and recognition (whose needs,
values and capabilities are considered, and how). For a more detailed discussion of these three dimensions, as
well as other, less-commonly deployed dimensions, see Chapter 2.3.1 of Conceptual & action framework on

Low carbon | High air quality NbS potentials (JUSTNature Deliverable 2.1).
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of view are considered, finally empowering those stakeholders that were suffering of
power imbalances. This principle cannot be linked to just one publication among those
analysed, since it appears in several of the references gathered in the selected literature
body. More than one author in fact highlights the existence of power dynamics in the
relations among stakeholder in processes of governance of NbS, or green infrastructure
more generally, and how they need to be acknowledged in order to achieve a good
governance. Actual participation in the management of NbS can help less powerful social
groups to gain a sense of empowerment in other fields of their life. In their research on
gender roles and relations in community gardens in Missouri, USA, Parry et al. (2005) found
that many women, as a result of their positive experience in the management of their
community gardens, were empowered to seek new opportunities or responsibilities outside

their garden, and Milbourne (2012) points out similar successes in a UK-based study.

Being powerful (or not) is always context dependent, and thus, it is impossible to provide
uniform guidelines on who needs empowering in a certain decision-making context.
Rather, a first step in any decision-making process is to find out exactly who this is. Based
on our literature review, certain social characteristics are more likely to be linked to having
less power in decision-making, such as a poor economic situation (Milbourne, 2012), being
elderly (Day, 2010), and being of a foreign or minority ethnicity (Naiman et al., 2019). Social
groups with these social characteristics and other local vulnerable groups should be
mapped. In the JUSTNature project, this will occur as part of the socio-economic status
and disparities profiling (D2.2). Moreover, on local participatory workshops, power relations
need to be actively mapped and counteracted, if needed (for mapping tools, see D4.5

forthcoming).

Moreover, recognising and making an effort to overcome power imbalances includes
addressing gendered power relations. Gender relations® are in themselves power relations;
in most societies, women tend to have less access to power than men, and the field of
sustainability is no exception (Lorber, 2010). Women have traditionally been more active in
environmental topics than men, yet when it comes to decision-making, they are often
silenced or ignored (Bell, 2016). McCall and Dunn (2012) explicitly refer to gender inequities
defined by physical space (e.g. access to and ownership of resources) and spatial

knowledge (e.g. gendered knowledge of resource locations), while Fors et al. (2021)

3 In JUSTNature, gender is defined as the socially constructed characteristics of women and men, girls and
boys. For more on the approach of JUSTNature on gender empowerment and related concepts, see
JUSTNature Deliverable 1.4, Gender guidelines.
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underline that to create inclusive green spaces it is essential to involve groups marginalised

by gender and other factors in decisions about local urban development.

Barriers and enablers

Recognising power structures and counteracting power imbalances is not straight-
forward, since power relations are often hidden, and are taken-for-granted even by the
less powerful groups themselves. Another barrier to adequately recognising power
structures is that power relations are dynamic, and thus they need to be reassessed from
time to time. For example, van den Berg and Keenan (2019) highlight in the context of
climate adaptation planning that certain groups might be highly vulnerable to a certain
impact of climate change, but as time passes, this vulnerability might be reduced by means
of increasing adaptation capacity. At the same time, social groups that are not vulnerable
at the beginning may become vulnerable over time, independently from any the

intervention. In the context of governance, similar dynamics can be expected.

Pointing to the risks of powerful actors dominating a green space development process,
Harris et al. (2021) are critical of the city administration’s role in the redevelopment of the
Humboldt Park area as part of Chicago’s 606 Trail, stating that “in allowing” developers to
strip Humboldt Park of its namesake and promote gentrification, officials not only allow
urban and environmental injustices to remain but also risk compromising the very identity
of Chicago. As Moskowitz (2017) e