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Foreword by the editors

With this book, we aim to provide a basic,
up-to-date overview of knowledge and
practices related to urban open space (UOS)
governance and management. In our daily
work with students and in our research
activities, we see the need for a collection
of contemporary texts that describe the dis-
tinctive characteristics of the long-term per-
spectives in governing and managing UOS.
UOS and associated practices are increas-
ingly recognised as key aspects in efforts to
achieve sustainable development. Develop-
ment of UOS through management with a
long-term perspective covers a large num-
ber of issues, tasks and challenges and can
take many directions. Horticultural skills,
cultural insights, cooperation, partnerships,
strategic thinking and leadership abilities
are just a few of the expectations placed on
a modern UOS manager. Moreover, many
managers today are working in a changing
environment within developing govern-
ance structures and at various scales, which
makes this book particularly relevant.
Research and development related to
UOS governance and management have
started to reach significant proportions

worldwide. However, related educational
activities and knowledge among profes-
sionals are less widespread. The actual
influence of UOS governance and man-
agement in contemporary education pro-
grammes is limited, and management of
UOS on all levels, from policy to opera-
tional maintenance, is often neglected
within academia. Therefore, we and our
closest colleagues in the Landscape Gov-
ernance and Management Theme Group
at the Swedish University of Agricul-
tural Sciences, together with dedicated
colleagues from around the world, have
engaged in compiling state-of-the-art
knowledge, combined with novel cases
and innovative proposals for future UOS
governance and management in order to
provide the academic community, high-
level practitioners and university students
with up-to-date information and food for
discussion. We hope that this book will
educate, support and inspire its readers to
take on roles as reflective scholars, practi-
tioners and decision makers within UOS
governance and management.

Marit Jansson and Thomas B. Randrup
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I8 Introduction: urban
open space governance

and management — the
long-term perspective

Thomas B. Randrup and Mé&rit Jansson

Introduction and structure
of the book

An urban open space (UOS) is mainly an
unbuilt area within a populated settlement,
comprising a combination of vegetated
‘green’, water-dominated ‘blue’, derelict
‘brown’ and/or hard-surfaced ‘grey’ ele-
ments. Increasingly, UOS is being perceived
and documented as a vital element of the
urban matrix (e.g. Qureshi et al., 2013; Wolff
et al., 2018), enabling well-being for the
ever-increasing urban population (e.g. Lee
et al., 2015; WHO, 2016). UOSs range from
playgrounds to highly maintained parks to
informal and natural landscapes located in
urban and peri-urban settings, and are often
publicly accessible (e.g. Randrup & Persson,
2009; de Magalhdes & Carmona, 2009).
They are regarded as a source of numerous
benefits and values, expressed as ecosys-
tem services, for society (MEA, 2005). Gov-
ernance and management of UOSs are key
processes in provision of urban landscapes
within an overall governmental framework
and contribute to sustainable development.

We perceive governance and management
to be approaches that can secure long-term
provision of UOS and associated benefits.
In this book, we present UOS govern-
ance and management as these are per-
formed, studied and taught, primarily
within a Western European context but
also worldwide. Experiences, findings and
recommendations are described, analysed
and discussed mainly in a local govern-
ment context, which is often the most
common governance mode for UOS man-
agement (e.g. Knuth et al., 2008; Carmona
et al., 2010; Dempsey et al., 2014). How-
ever, we also relate them to other organisa-
tional and institutional contexts, such as
international and national policymaking,
cemetery management and management
of outdoor areas around housing estates.
Therefore, this book is of relevance in
many contexts and parts of the world.
The book comprises 12 chapters divided
into three main parts: (I) framing, (II) rela-
tions and values and (III) practice. Part
I frames UOS governance and management
by setting definitions of contemporary terms
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and landscape approaches, explaining UOS
as a historical social-ecological resource
and placing it in an overall organisational
framework. Part II describes the multitude
of relations and values related to UOS gov-
ernance and management, covering users’
perspectives, ethical considerations and
participation. Based on the two previous
parts, the practices of UOS governance and
management are presented and discussed in
Part III. Part III also describes the concept of
strategic management, discusses leadership
and steering roles related to UOS manage-
ment and provides tools and models for use
in describing various aspects of UOS gov-
ernance and management. The book con-
cludes with a discussion on the future of
UOS governance and management.

The origin of UOS
governance and
management

Historically, the importance of UOS and
related development processes has increased
as urban agglomerations have changed
from small-scale settlements to various
urban forms, including megacities. Urban
areas can be defined areas, such as where
man-made structures (e.g. houses, com-
mercial buildings, roads, bridges, railways)
cover a large proportion of the land sur-
face or areas with high population density
(Pickett et al., 2001). Throughout the world,
the dominant pattern of migration within
countries in recent decades has been from
rural to urban areas. This is partly because
improved technology has decreased the
need for agricultural workers and partly
because cities are seen as offering greater
economic opportunities and better lifestyles
(Rutledge et al., 2018). Today, over half the

world’s population lives in urban areas, and
the proportion is expected to increase to
66% by 2050 (UN, 2014).

UOS management can be traced back
to the Western industrialised world in the
1850s, which involved overcrowded slums
and streets filled with rotting garbage, dead
animals and overflowing human and ani-
mal waste. Dogs and other animals ran wild
in poorer neighbourhoods, and pigs func-
tioned as street cleaners. Cholera epidemics
resulted in a death rate in London, United
Kingdom, that was higher than at any time
since the plague (Black Death) in 1348-
1349 and caused wealthier residents in New
York City, New York, United States, to flee to
the countryside, while the disease ravaged
the poor (Bloomberg & Frieden, 2005). This
prompted designers Frederick Law Olmsted
and Calvert Vaux to create Central Park
in New York. They used the work on the
park to demonstrate the need for reform
of the social agenda and to develop means
to achieve this reform by creating a public
park which would improve public health
for those not able to escape the city. This
was one of many park developments of that
period in urban centres in the Western world
suffering from the harsh urban living con-
ditions of industrialisation (see Figure 1.1).
Another example, Victoria Park, was estab-
lished in 1840 to meet the need for a park
in the Fast End of London, where a rapidly
growing population resulting from the
development of the docks and industry had
led to overcrowded housing and associated
poor health and low life expectancy (Tower
Hamlets, 2017). In Sweden, the ‘Swedish
Workers Association’ was formed in Malmo
in 1886, and prominent local Social Demo-
crats thereafter founded Folkets Park (Peo-
ple’s Park) in central Malmo. Folkets Park
is believed to be the first park in the world
initiated and developed by a collective
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Figure 1.1 (i) The green space of Central Park in its very dense urban setting of New York City.

movement with the aim of making a signif- Local governments and other steering
icant social change. Today, the park isunder bodies in the 1850s thus had clear incen-
the management of the local government tives to use UOS as an instrument for
of the City of Malmo. creating areas promoting social benefits




(ii)

(iii)

Figure 1.1 (ii) Terraced houses bordering Victoria Park, London. (iii) Historic maintenance oper-
ations in Folkets Park, Malmé. Source: (i) Trent Szmolnik on Unsplash, (ii) Peter Neal, (iii) © Malmo
stadsarkiv.
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and human health. Contemporary gov-
ernance and management approaches for
UOS can be traced from those initiatives.
For example, the British government cre-
ated an urban planning policy to alleviate
acute ill-health and create better urban liv-
ing conditions for all. In the US, the Cen-
tral Park Commission became New York
City’s first planning agency and oversaw
the planning of uptown Manhattan and
the management of the park (Blackmar &
Rosenzweig, 2017). The value of UOS in
providing and promoting public health is
still recognised today - for example, in a
recent World Health Organization (WHO)
report on urban green spaces and health
(WHO, 2016). During recent decades, more
evidence of the beneficial effects of UOS
has become available, scientifically linking
access and use of UOS to improved men-
tal health, reduced mortality and lower
rates of obesity and risk of type 2 diabetes
(WHO, 2016). This indicates the enormous
potential of governance and management
of UOS in providing societal value, as UOS
improvements can have a positive impact
on health, social and environmental out-
comes for all (WHO, 2017).

Ever since the Central Park Commission
became one of the first formal local UOS
management agencies in the mid-19th cen-
tury, governance and management respon-
sibilities relating to UOS have tended to be
dealt with primarily at the local government
level (Knuth et al., 2008; de Magalhdes &
Carmona, 2009; Randrup & Persson, 2009;
Dempsey & Burton, 2012). The United
Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion (FAO) confirmed this worldwide local
government approach to UOS management
in its 2016 guidelines for urban and peri-
urban forestry (Salbitano et al., 2016). How-
ever, other organisations are also important
UOS managers today and in a historical per-
spective, with substantial responsibilities,

including housing companies and cemetery
organisations.

Despite the fact that UOS provision
is seen as a means for improving public
health and well-being and the overwhelm-
ing evidence for this, many local govern-
ment organisations still focus on short-term
gains and essential maintenance operations
and make insufficient resources available
for long-term governance and manage-
ment that could improve public spaces
(Randrup & Persson, 2009; Dempsey et al.,
2014; Randrup et al.,, 2017). The conflict
between recognition of an important soci-
etal resource and the inability to reflect
this importance in management routines is
the outcome of two core developments: (i)
changes in UOS management organisations
and (ii) new demands on UOS and their
management.

Dramatic changes
in recent decades

Management of UOS is ideally a matter of
development of the entire UOS resource
using a long-term perspective, while also
operationally maintaining the space (Ran-
drup & Persson, 2009; Dempsey et al.,
2014). Thus de Magalhdes & Carmona
(2009) describe open space management
as comprising four interlinked processes:
(i) regulation of uses and conflicts between
uses, (ii) maintenance routines, (iii) new
investments and ongoing resourcing of
public space and (iv) coordination of
interventions in public space. While all
of this is true and relevant from a man-
agement perspective, in Western Europe,
the focus has long been on maintenance
routines. This is believed to be the result
of an increased intra-organisational drive
to involve the market and private users
(e.g. Leiren et al., 2016). For example, New
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Public Management (NPM)
the idea that government-guided, private-
sector principles are preferable to the con-
ventional rigid public hierarchical bureau-
cracy and economic steering (e.g. Hood,
1991). Within UOS management, NPM has
resulted in a trend for outsourcing, where
public government agencies commission
and monitor services provided by private
actors (Randrup et al., 2006; Clark et al.,
2016). This has resulted in a concentra-
tion on maintenance routines, with an
associated lack of strategic development,
including a lack of regulation of uses, coor-
dination of interventions and long-term
investments in UOS (Chan et al., 2014;
Randrup et al., 2017).

Maintenance routines are primarily
technical and budgetary exercises typically
conducted by specialist departments. How-
ever, the increasing concentration on main-
tenance tasks has raised questions about
how these routines are defined, the ration-
ale that underpins them and whether their
deployment is an exclusive public-sector
strategy (de Magalhdes & Carmona, 2009).
There is thus a need not only to describe the
values and benefits of UOS but also to crit-
ically discuss current and potential future
management set-ups within mainly local
government administrations.

introduced

New roles and demands

The NPM-led political and organisational
trend for modernisation has created new
roles for the public sector, the market and
users. A clear trend in increased public
participation has also reached UOS man-
agement and may today be seen as an
overall steering mechanism in UOS gov-
ernance. The report titled Our Common
Future, often referred to as the Brundtland
Report, defined ‘sustainable development’

as including social perspectives (WCED,
1987), The Aarhus Convention focused on
interactions between the public and local
governments (UN, 1998), and the European
Landscape Convention (CE, 2000) empha-
sised the importance of public engagement.

The scope of UOS encompasses the entire
urban development spectrum from peri-
urban small-scale towns and sprawling, spon-
taneously growing cities to highly planned,
urban development projects. Whether in
a local government, housing company or
cemetery organisation context, manage-
ment organisations all tend to actively
integrate individual users, user groups and
enterprises in their management routines.
Involving urban residents on the commu-
nity level, including informing them about
the value and benefits of UOS and support-
ing their full stewardship and responsibility
for the environment around them, is now
an important item on the global agenda
(Salbitano et al., 2016). Therefore, overall
UOS governance and management today
involve at least three main parameters: the
open space, the management organisation
and the users (Randrup & Persson, 2009).

As a consequence of the involvement
of more stakeholders, ‘governance’ has
become a central practice, emphasising
the relationships between the formal UOS
organisation and other actors, including
UOS users. This rapidly developing relation-
ship between organisation and users still
has the actual UOS at its core. Through the
engagement of users, conventional land-
scape practices are evolving as the role of
local government managers changes from
providing ecological expertise to providing
socioecological expertise. Therefore, UOS
management needs to be considered and
understood increasingly in the light of its
governance relations.

These two core developments - i.e. the
dramatic change to UOS management
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organisations and the new roles and
demands connected to UOS governance
and management - together with the

changes in physical UOS and related prac-
tices over time, form the main background
to contemporary UOS governance and
management.

The need for new and
long-term solutions

Industrialisation in the 1800s gave way over
time to the post-war modernist society and
the efficient, but resource-intensive, way of
living in the modern age. Today, the con-
sequences of these changes are becoming
apparent. People and nature (or culture and
nature) are generally regarded as two sep-
arate entities, especially in urban contexts
where technological development is rapidly
eroding the understanding of mankind’s
dependence on nature. Two paradigms are
now emerging: a wish to protect nature,
reduce consumption and change the basis
of human development and thereby limit
economic development or, in contrast, a
willingness to continue current human
(and economic) development, where nature
is viewed as good but its protection as a bar-
rier to progress.

This dualism is becoming increasingly
evident as people, in their everyday lives,
are facing challenges from climate change
and environmental destruction, such as
more frequent and more intense storms,
fires and increasing pollution of soil, oceans
and air. There is increasing knowledge con-
cerning climate and environmental prob-
lems, with strong evidence and a general
understanding that nature is vulnerable but
also holds possibilities to solve some of the
challenges that urban people are experienc-
ing. Modern UOS management operates
within this dualism, and UOS is now seen

as a tool for supporting biodiversity and
increasing the resilience to climate change
to the benefit of residents and other UOS
users. At the same time, UOS management
must be aware of economic frames that are
becoming increasingly constrained.

Nature is critical for human survival
through the various short-term and long-
term solutions and values it supplies — for
example, for food production, clean water
and fresh air - as a buffer against pollutants
and floods, as well as a resource for recrea-
tion and learning, involvement and aesthet-
ics. These services supplied by nature are
denoted ‘ecosystem services’ (MEA, 2005).
In an urban environment, urban nature,
and thereby urban ecosystem services, plays
a special role since most urban residents get
their ‘nature experience’ where they live,
work and commute in their everyday lives
(Schipperijn et al., 2010). This makes urban
nature an important resource for people’s
well-being, health and recreation today,
perhaps even more so today than in the
1850s.

City planners and UOS managers work
with nature as a basis for fulfilling human
and societal needs. Tools and concepts
such as ecological planning and design,
sustainable design, landscape urbanism,
green infrastructure and landscape archi-
tecture are some of the approaches used
by planners over past decades. The nature-
based solutions (NbS) concept links the
social, human, ecological and organisa-
tional aspects with nature. Thus NbS builds
on the concept of ecosystem services and
its categorisation of the services that
nature supplies in relation to people’s lives
and well-being (Pauleit et al., 2017). How-
ever, NbS is more than a categorisation
of values - it involves concrete solutions
inspired by, supported by or copied from
nature (EC, 2015), which depend on UOS
management practices.
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Need for new organisational
approaches

The organisation of UOS governance and
management is not ‘nature based’ at present.
In fact, the way in which UOS is typically
organised — for example, planned, designed,
constructed and maintained - is based on lin-
ear logic (Jansson et al., 2019). This linearity
relates to administrative and economic tradi-
tions rather than to the creation of UOS based
on nature’s inherent principles of coherent
ecosystems, long-sighted development and
multifaceted deliverables, which would ide-
ally fulfil people’s needs and preferences.

Furthermore, UOS governance and man-
agement approaches and responsibilities
are commonly divided into several local
government departments representing dif-
ferent sectors (de Magalhdes & Carmona,
2009; Randrup & Persson, 2009). However,
comprehensive, cross-departmental coordi-
nation and long-term planning are needed
in order to fulfil the potential of UOS (e.g.
Pauleit et al., 2017). Therefore, it is impor-
tant to assess and define what is meant by
UOS governance and management and
the contexts in which they are relevant.
Through an updated knowledge base and
continuous educational activities, it will be
possible to address the lack of coherence
between the global urban challenges and
how UOS governance and management are
conducted on a local level.
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4 Defining urban open

space governance and

management

Marit Jansson, Nina Vogel, Hanna Fors,
Nicola Dempsey, Arjen Buijs and
Thomas B. Randrup

Introduction

Urban open spaces (UOSs) have multiple
values, with green spaces in particular pro-
viding numerous benefits for people and
society through what are often referred
to as ecosystem services (MEA, 2005). The
amount of ecosystem services provided
depends on the physical qualities and func-
tions of UOS, and they lead to benefits which
have values for people and society (Haines-
Young & Potschin, 2008) (see Chapter 8
for a definition of ecosystem services). The
goal of UOS governance and management
(G&M) is often to develop spaces and espe-
cially their qualities with several aspects in
mind, including, for example, biodiversity
and the people using the spaces.
Professionals within the field of UOS G&M
work in a long-term perspective, on various
scales and within various contexts, involving
experience based on both practice and the-
ory. Governance and management deal with
the development and quality of most types of
physical landscapes, often in urban settings
(Pickett et al., 2001). Landscape professions
are commonly divided into three tasks or

even working phases: planning, design and
management (CE, 2000; Rodiek, 2006; van
den Brink et al., 2016) or possibly into two
tasks: place-making (e.g. planning, design
and construction) and place-keeping (e.g.
management and maintenance) (Dempsey &
Burton, 2012). Landscapes are usually devel-
oped in a hierarchical, chronological way,
beginning with a plan set by authorities on
national, regional and local levels. Such plans
influence the provision of UOS - for exam-
ple, defining standards, rules and regulations.
From there, more detailed designs on various
scales are produced and then realised through
construction, planting, etc. Management
practices tend to ‘end’ this sequence or ‘lin-
ear logic’ of the landscaping working process.
Such processes (planning, design, manage-
ment) are becoming more interrelated with
long-term management, which is increas-
ingly being considered at the planning and
design stages. Thus the logic is changing as
landscape practices are developing. Further,
there is an increasing challenge to demo-
cratic decision making in relation to consul-
tation and participation by interest groups,
users and other stakeholders. Therefore, new

11
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Urban open space (UOS): Mainly unbuilt, often publicly accessible, area within a pop-
ulated settlement, comprising vegetated ‘green’, water-dominated ‘blue’, derelict

‘brown’ and hard-surfaced ‘grey’ elements.

Green infrastructure (GI): The integrated, connective and cohesive network of UOS,

as seen in a combined socioecological perspective.

UOS management: A strategic, inclusive and long-sighted approach of continued
re-planning, re-design, re-construction and maintenance of UOS.
UOS maintenance: Operational processes and activities undertaken to maintain exist-

ing UOS.

UOS governance: Collaboration of government and non-government actors, with

emphasis on power relations, decision making and resources (knowledge and

funding) within a specific discourse and in accordance with relevant rules and

regulations.

types of governance approaches, including
co- and self-governance, are also affecting
the traditional linear logic (Buijs et al., 2016).
Such new approaches can evolve on various
scales involving individuals, communities or
entire institutions, comprising new sets of
actors and practices.

From UOS management to
governance approaches

UOS often comprises publicly accessible areas
that are managed primarily within a local
government domain (Randrup & Persson,
2009; Dempsey & Smith, 2014). Open space
is commonly defined as being ‘open urban
public’ (Shams & Barker, 2019, p. 1), empha-
sising the access and use of people. However,
approximately 50% of what is often consid-
ered to be UOS is privately owned (Fuller &
Gaston, 2009; Schmitt-Harsh et al., 2013), yet
may still be accessible, physically or visually,
and contribute much to the public in various
ways through providing amenity and ecosys-
tem services. Thus it is relevant to consider
a scale from private to public when defining

or dealing with UOS. During recent years,
the prerequisites for UOS management have
changed in several ways, leading to diversi-
fied governance approaches (see Box 2.1 for
definitions of G&M).

With the introduction of New Public Man-
agement (NPM) (Hood, 1995) (see Box 2.2),
UOS management shifted from being a
government issue for mainly the manage-
ment organisations (e.g. local government
organisations, housing companies, cemetery
managers) to being a market issue, with con-
tractors and private enterprises playing a new
role as central actors. Thereafter, it has been
moving ‘from government to governance’,
with public administrations working collab-
oratively with a number of actors, including
UOS users (Dempsey & Smith, 2014).

The changes over time have increased
the demands on UOS quality, with increased
expectations for diverse and multiple func-
tions. These expectations are also influenced
by transformed societal needs connected to
global megatrends: loss of biodiversity, lack
of space, socioeconomic and environmen-
tal injustices as a result of climate change,
urbanisation, globalisation, densification
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BOX 2.2: NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

NPM is a reform movement initiated in the 1980s. It assumed from the outset that avail-
able resources were limited, and therefore, the focus was on increased efficiency. NPM
was about re-inventing government and used a results-based orientation in combi-

nation with privatising and outsourcing as a means of achieving higher efficiency in

public government. The public was seen as a provider of public goods for the users,

who may be seen as costumers of a public good.

and migration (Newman et al., 2009; EEA,
2015). They induce shifts that affect UOS
use, planning and management, in practice
and in theory. Through the recent focus on
anthropogenic concepts, such as ecosystem
services (MEA, 2005) and nature-based solu-
tions (NbS) (e.g. Maes & Jacobs, 2015), it
has been broadly acknowledged that UOSs
are dynamic and require continued strate-
gic management to meet new challenges.
Another main movement behind the
shift within UOS management is the focus
on public participation, which is widely
supported in international conventions
(e.g. UN, 1998; CE, 2000) as a way of
enhancing democracy, accountability and
transparency of management. Participation
has long been argued as a means for social
inclusion and other aspects of ‘sustainable
urban development’. In UOS routines, it
can promote amenities and enhance social
cohesion (Castell, 2010), integrate new
knowledge, co-create values and offer more
efficiency (Buijs et al., 2016). Participation is
defined and systematised in different ways,
according to the distribution of power and
capacity for knowledge (Arnstein, 1969;
Fung, 2006; Fors et al., 2015). However,
particular responsibility still rests with local
governments, as their routines, actions,
encouragements and allowances are often
paramount for adaptation of UOS manage-
ment to the needs and requirements of local
users (Carmona et al., 2008). Participation

influences governments into new forms of
governance, where stakeholders of various
types can be represented in different types
of ‘governance arrangements’ (Arnouts
et al., 2012; Buijs et al., 2016).

These shifts, from government to gov-
ernance, transformed societal needs and
growing public participation, have led con-
temporary UOS management to an increased
focus on co-development (Jansson et al.,
2019). This has been illustrated in several
recent studies addressing governance aspects
within UOS management (e.g. Connolly
et al.,, 2014; Molin & Konijnendijk, 2014;
Dempsey et al., 2016; Dennis & James, 2016;
MacKenzie et al.,, 2019). Combining G&M
in the development of UOS can be a way
of safeguarding and acknowledging differ-
ent values. As the practice of UOS manage-
ment is being affected by new governance
arrangements, beyond established structures
and actors, challenges and discussions may
come to involve the distribution of power,
governmental legitimacy and sustainability
discourse (Jansson et al., 2019).

Definitions

Defining and conceptualising
UOS management

Within a landscape context, management
is defined in slightly various ways. The
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European Landscape Convention (ELC)
describes it as an ‘action, from a perspective
of sustainable development, to ensure the
regular upkeep of a landscape, so as to guide
and harmonize changes which are brought
about by social, economic and environmen-
tal processes’ (CE, 2000, p. 2). Thus the ELC
focuses on upkeep but also on striving for
sustainability (social, economic and envi-
ronmental). This directs the attention to
action, complexity and changes over time.
However, ‘regular upkeep’ can be ques-
tioned, as it implies a focus on operations
(maintenance) rather than on management
in broad or strategic terms.

Jansson & Lindgren (2012, p. 142)
define ‘landscape management’ as ‘activ-
ities performed by a management organ-
isation in order to maintain and develop
existing urban green space for users’.
Likewise, Dempsey & Smith (2014, p. 24)
define ‘place-keeping’ as ‘maintaining
and enhancing [a place and] its quality to
maximize the benefits for users’. Both defi-
nitions focus on users and the duality of
maintaining and developing or enhancing
UOS. According to Jansson et al. (2019),
UOS management ‘includes processes for
implementing, maintaining and improving
landscape structures, particularly physical
landscapes, and people using and managing
these’. This extends the focus to incorporate
the fact that management also contributes
to implementing or realising the design of
spaces and that the management profes-
sionals and UOS users are core actors. Man-
agement of UOS is thus about more than
‘maintaining’ - it is also about providing
UOSs which are of relevance and value from
different perspectives and about adapting to
actual needs and preferences over time.

Numerous studies argue the need not
to limit management to maintenance and
upkeep, referring to preservation of existing
spaces and their qualities but to extend it to

include planning and strategic approaches
(Steiner, 1991; Morgan, 1991; Konijnendijk,
1999; Gustavsson et al., 2005; Randrup &
Persson, 2009; Jansson & Lindgren, 2012).
Therefore, particular attention has been
given to the ‘management organisation’,
which can be seen as differing from the
‘management activities’ performed (Gus-
tavsson et al.,, 2005; de Magalhdes & Car-
mona, 2009). (See also Chapters 9 and 11,
both of which emphasise the management
organisation.) Furthermore, there are close
links between the design of spaces and their
management. Real challenges often arise
when management is not factored in at
the design stage. For example, Burton et al.
(2014) discuss how competition designs of
open spaces do not always involve manag-
ers in the consultation process. One could
argue that a consequence of this is that
many of the intended features get lost or
lose their function some years after con-
struction because they have not received
the required ongoing maintenance as part
of the management approach.

Management of UOS thus includes both
ongoing maintenance and development or
enhancement of user qualities in a long-
term perspective (Jansson & Lindgren, 2012;
Dempsey & Smith, 2014) and is intertwined
with design (Burton et al., 2014). Pulling
together all responsibilities for UOS under
one organisation in this way, rather than
the fragmented way in which design and
management are often conducted, would
help ensure that management is factored in
at the design stage and that management is
a way of achieving design goals.

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT Man-
agement and maintenance are terms that
are often used interchangeably. Manage-
ment can be used to describe the ‘end
stage’ of the landscape development pro-
cess (planning, design, construction,
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management), when in fact it refers to
operational maintenance. Management
is also strategic, and therefore sometimes
called strategic management, and includes
more than maintenance, with re-planning,
re-design, re-construction and continued
maintenance involved (Randrup & Persson,
2009) (see Figure 2.1). Despite the common
divisions between UOS management (or
place-keeping) and planning and design
(or place-making) within public author-
ities and academia, they are often inter-
twined in practice (Dempsey & Burton,
2012; Jansson & Lindgren, 2012). Strategic
management has been supported by the
development of governance approaches but
also counteracted by changes, such as the
market-based re-organisation through NPM
(Hood, 1993). This has led to organisational
changes within public park administra-
tions, with a primary focus on operational
management and a subsequent lack of
strategic approaches (Randrup & Persson,
2009). (Chapter 9 provides more details on
the organisation of maintenance.)

According to de Magalhades & Carmona
(2009), the management of public spaces
comprises four interlinked processes or
tasks: (i) regulation of uses and conflicts
between uses, (ii) maintenance routines,
(iii) new investments and ongoing resourc-
ing of public space and (iv) coordination
of interventions in public space. The func-
tions of UOS for people are then created
and maintained in management that is
either state centred, market centred or user
centred. Gustavsson et al. (2005) and Ran-
drup & Persson (2009) divide management
into three organisational levels or processes:
policy (decision making), tactical (profes-
sional) and operational. The operational
level concerns hands-on maintenance and
upkeep; the tactical level creates overviews
and plans; the policy level sets the overall
directions and visions. (See Figure 11.1 in
Chapter 11 for a more detailed description
of the three levels of UOS management.)

Randrup & Persson (2009) developed
the ‘park-organisation-user model’, which
comprises three dimensions (green spaces

Planning \

Urban

Maintenance

Open

Design

Space

AN

Construction

S/

Figure 2.1 Strategic management of UOS. Source: Reproduced from Randrup & Persson (2009)
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(or UOS), management organisations and
users). The model acknowledges that all
management activities concern a for-
mal organisation (often an owner) and
its relations to the UOS in question but
include the users, also registered com-
panies, charitable organisations,
and mutual and social enterprises. While
much emphasis has been on socioecologi-
cal relationships - for example, nature val-
ues for humans (Diaz et al., 2018) — the
model insists that the means to establish
these socioecological relationships should
also be emphasised, thus illustrating and
communicating UOS management (see
Figure 2.2). The model has been applied
to describe interconnections and interre-
lations between the three dimensions in
relation to, for example, courtyards and
playgrounds and in work related to land-
scape management theory (Jansson &
Lindgren, 2012).

trusts

Users

Defining and conceptualising
UOS governance

‘Governance’ has emerged during recent
decades as a way of describing the steering
of public resources in a wider perspective
than in ‘governing by government’ (Jans-
son et al., 2019). Arts & Visseren-Hamakers
(2012, p. 4) define governance as ‘the many
ways in which public and private actors
from the state, market and/or civil soci-
ety govern public issues at multiple scales,
autonomously or in mutual interaction’.
Governing can be done by, with or with-
out the state/authority. Governance in its
strictest definition is in contrast to conven-
tional government. It is characterised by a
multi-centred steering system where public
and private actors cooperate voluntarily in
various relations rather than being enforced
within a traditional hierarchy. Traditional
top-down government, implying a division

Organisation

Operational

Urban Open Space

Figure 2.2 The park-organisation-user model with its three components: the organisations

(managers), users and UOS. Source: Reproduced from Randrup & Persson (2009)
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where politicians make decisions without
active user involvement (Sehested, 2004),
is thereby seen as outdated, illegitimate
and ineffective. Instead, governance refers
to new ways of steering and of organising
steering processes in a postmodern society
(Sehested, 2004; Arts & Visseren-Hamakers,
2012), including policy networks, public
participation and public-private partner-
ships (Arts & Visseren-Hamakers, 2012). An
important underpinning concept is that no
single actor holds all the answers to a collec-
tive problem and that the actors are, there-
fore, dependent on collaboration (Sehested,
2004).

Within the context of UOS, governance
has been defined as ‘the sphere of relations
between [local] government and other
actors in civil society or non-governmental
sectors — including the private sector and
community’ (Smith et al., 2014, p. 53).
Governance approaches may not always
lead to visible changes in the actual UOS,
but their processes are different from ‘tra-
ditional’ actions by government, as there
are various actors involved in development,
implementation and communication. Thus
it may have a different legitimate bearing.

Governance in relation to UOS develop-
ment can be understood by applying the
concepts of ‘policy arrangements’ and even
governance arrangements (Arnouts et al.,,
2012; Jansson et al., 2019). The outcomes
of such arrangements are determined by the
resources included, the network of actors,
and their roles and relations (Arnouts et al.,
2012). These arrangements take place in
public domains (policy domains), where
formal regulations, public interests and
societal values must be considered. Decision
making and implementation are operation-
alised through coordination and collabora-
tion but with certain rules, legitimacy and
power distribution as set through policy
instruments. With the changing role and
influence of the state and/or authorities,

governance arrangements range from hier-
archical to closed co-governance, open
co-governance and self-governance, as well
as from local to global (Arts & Visseren-
Hamakers, 2012).

The ‘policy arrangement model’ (Arts et al.,
2006) illustrates the core components of a
governance arrangement in a policy domain
and their interrelations (see Figure 2.3). The
‘discourse’ is the content and direction of the
policy domain, ‘rules of the game’ include
formal and informal laws, rules and regula-
tions, ‘resources’ may come in many forms
(e.g. spaces, competences, time,
power) and ‘actors’ include public organisa-
tions, businesses, users and non-government
organisations (NGOs) (Arts et al., 2006).

Molin (2014) introduced the concept of
‘place-based governance’ in the context of
UOS, acknowledging the local connections
between different actors and in relation to
specific sites. The long-term development of
a site may depend on whether governance
arrangements can offer a well-functioning
context and direction for the organisation.
Through continuous involvement, actors,
skills and knowledge can be developed and
transferred, and building such capacities
can lead to success in the long-term man-
agement of UOS.

money,

Co-governance of UOS
management: a combined
approach

There are many similarities and overlaps
between G&M of UOS, as both concepts
place the focus on the public domain and its
quality and development. The main aspects
of UOS G&M can be brought together in
a combined G&M model and theoretical
framework (Jansson et al., 2019). The G&M
model can be used to explore governance
aspects of UOS management, includ-
ing organisation form and development

17
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the game

Actors/
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Figure 2.3 The tetrahedron of policy arrangements. Source: Reproduced from Arts et al. (2006)

of spaces (Figure 2.4). The G&M model
is based on the core of UOS G&M in the
park-organisation-user model (see Figure 2.2),
the policy arrangement approach (see Fig-
ure 2.3) and the hierarchical closed and
open co- and self-governance scale defined
by Arts & Visseren-Hamakers (2012). It
contains the three interrelated dimen-
sions of the park-organisation-user model:
‘U0S’, ‘public actors’ and ‘users/private
enterprises’. The UOS in question can be
private, public or somewhere in between
and thus not necessarily publicly acces-
sible. The four dimensions of the policy
arrangement tetrahedron are shown via
the ‘rules of the game’, and these are listed
next to each ‘actor’ as arrows for user and
administration ‘discourses’ between any rel-
evant actors. ‘Resources’ are listed next to the

related ‘power’ arrows, indicating the level of
power through the thickness of the arrows
(Figure 2.4). Various governance modes
(Arnouts et al., 2012) can be illustrated by
elaborating the arrows in the model.

SELF-GOVERNANCE Self-governance
implies that management is organised and
conducted by the users, with no or little
involvement from the ‘government’ — for
example, local governments or other author-
ities. Ideally, this implies that non-govern-
ment actors steer their own affairs with a
high degree of autonomy. Some boundaries
or rules are often set, and the government
organisation can facilitate and stimulate
operations,
are mainly responsible in this arrangement
(Arnouts et al., 2012). These actors can for

but non-government actors
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Figure 2.4 The combined G&M model. Source: Reproduced from Jansson et al. (2019)

example be individuals, local groups or even
social enterprises, like in Manor Fields Park
in Sheffield, UK (Box 2.4 and Figure 2.6).

Initiatives leading to self-governance tend
to be taken by users, NGOs or other non-gov-
ernment actors aiming to take over the
management and steering of resources from
conventional governmental organisations —
for example, to safeguard spaces or their
quality. However, there are also examples of
local governments encouraging or initiating
projects leading to self-governance for finan-
cial or social sustainability reasons.

One form of self-governance is urban
commons. In the diversified context of
contemporary urbanisation, commoning
is considered a self-organised governance
practice that can contribute coping capac-
ity for various challenges, such as austerity
measures, endangered resources, inequali-
ties and uncertain development conditions
(Bollier & Helfrich, 2012; Vogel, 2017). The

practice of commoning comprises the col-
lective management of a resource by its
users (its ‘commoners’). In its most radical
form, it can comprise protest and occupy
movements, where local residents reclaim
endangered urban resources (Borch & Korn-
berger, 2015). More moderate forms include
do-it-yourself wurbanism and ‘sustainable
stewardship’, which can foster inclusiveness
and community capacities and strengthen
identification and belonging (Bradley, 2015).
These additional values show that commons
have potential mainly for social relations to
a ‘resource’ (Euler, 2016). Claiming UOS as
commons thus offers different value capaci-
ties, user relations and management practices
compared with conventional UOS manage-
ment. Despite the self-organised nature of
commoning, there are examples of commons
being established by local governments, such
as the #Pixlapiren project in Helsingborg,
Sweden (see Box 2.3 and Figure 2.5).
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BOX 2.3: CHANGING FROM OPEN
CO-GOVERNANCE TO SELF-
GOVERNANCE - THREE CASES

(i)

NG | |

B
&

(ii)

Figure 2.5 (i) The site at the beginning of the #Pixlapiren project and some of its new uses
developed by groups of ‘pixelators’, (ii) location for a street art festival
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(iii)

Figure 2.5 (iii) community gardening plots and (iv) a skateboard park using the existing
slope of the pier with a new surface. Photos: Nina Vogel

#Pixlapiren in Helsingborg, Sweden, is a local government initiative exploring
new forms of co-development on a 4-hectare pier in conjunction with a large urban
renewal project. It is envisioned as a ‘test bed’ where interested stakeholders can
meet, initiate ideas and form place identities in order to strengthen local democracy
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and challenge segregation problems. Development spaces (‘pixels’) measuring
10 m x 10 m are granted to all interested stakeholders (local residents, organisations,
groups) within the eight- to ten-year project. The rules of the game are set through
a contract as the basis for agreement between the actors (‘pixelators’) and the local
government. #Pixlapiren includes the challenge to create interest and ownership
among users as the local government remains in (restrained) power over ‘urban
common’ and connected resources. Possibilities include testing democratic prac-
tices and new tools to handle changing multiple uses on-site, including urban gar-
dening, street art, skateboarding, beach volley, waterskiing, festivals and workshops.
The intention is that the pixelators will form, use and manage the space collectively
in true self-governance.

Boscoincitta (the Forest in the City) is a public nature park in a peri-urban green
belt in Milan, Italy. In 1974, the Milan local government granted a concession to
the NGO Italia Nostra for redevelopment of 35 hectares of abandoned farmland.
This area was then developed into a park as a co-governance process involving
residents, NGOs and authorities. An important discourse within Boscoincitta was to
counter the effects of urbanisation, increase green space connectivity and provide
recreational opportunities. Financial resources were mobilised from the public,
NGOs and local government so that the park could increase its scale to over 120
hectares, including woodlands, meadows, wetlands and allotment gardens, strongly
contributing to green space accessibility. The number and diversity of active users
involved as actors and the dominant modes of governance have changed over time.
Groups of users have locally designed and managed parts of the park since 1974,
and the rules of the game have changed from co-governance to self-governance.
The NGO Italia Nostra is responsible for Boscoincitta’s overall development and
management, but several park sections are managed by groups, including students,
scouts and community associations. Cooperation with administrations has been
challenging for Italia Nostra, but local government has also played an important
supporting role, providing resources such as land, allowances and a formal lease
contract.

The nature association De Ruige Hof (the Wild Court) was established in 1986
by a group of members of the public seeking to protect spontaneously emerging
nature on abandoned construction sites in south-east Amsterdam, the Netherlands.
After meeting with the City of Amsterdam local government, De Ruige Hof took over
the management of the De Riethoek site and a few years later also a second area,
Klarenbeek. It now manages 13 hectares of nature and has about 450 members, 50
active volunteers and a budget of around €20,000 annually arising from member-
ship contributions, donations and government support. De Ruige Hof has a manage-
ment committee and employs a part-time coordinator. The aim is to bring nature
and users closer together by organising a variety of activities, mostly in relation
to management. This contributes to conservation and development of green space
with increased biodiversity.
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BOX 2.4: SELF-GOVERNANCE IN MANOR
FIELDS PARK, SHEFFIELD, UK

Green Estate Ltd is a social enterprise with a commercial arm that began life as an envi-
ronmental regeneration project in 1998 in the Manor Castle area in Sheffield, United King-
dom. It manages approximately 300 hectares of green space in the area, ranging from
recreation grounds, parks and amenity green spaces to demolition/development sites
(Figure 2.6). The social arm focuses on the management of existing UOS and engages
in ‘place-making’ of new areas. To reduce the reliance on grant funding, Green Estate
has a number of commercial activities to generate income, including UOS management,
grounds maintenance, green waste recycling and composting and green roof installa-
tion. The social and the commercial arms have their own budgets, contracts and staff,
including qualified and skilled landscape architects, managers and arboriculturalists.

Figure 2.6 Perennial meadow planted and maintained by Green Estate in Manor Fields
Park, Sheffield. Photo: Peter Neal
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Staff training and employment involve team members working on-site in a role simi-

lar to that of a traditional park warden but with extensive horticultural training. There is

much contact with the public on matters of anti-social behaviour and inter-agency net-

working (e.g. police, fire service, health professionals), alongside the management and

maintenance tasks. This skills base generates high-quality volunteers and ‘place-keep-

ing’ work placement opportunities. Initially, Green Estate faced a lack of constructive

community involvement. Therefore, there has been ongoing consultation before, dur-

ing and after the completion of all Green Estate projects in the area since 1999. Fund-

ing comes from a mixture of public projects and commercial projects, allowing Green
Estate to move from 100% grant funded in 2004 to 100% self-sustaining 15 years later.

CO-GOVERNANCE In
both government and non-government
actors collaborate, forming either a tight-knit
or more loosely organised group (Arnouts
et al., 2012). This means that the authority —
for example, a local government — transfers
some of its power to a certain group or groups
of users. Co-management of UOS in public
and semi-public areas has received increas-
ing attention during recent decades. In some
cases, people have initiated co-management

Co-governance,

by engaging in the management of nearby
UOS. In other cases, this has been initiated
top-down - for example, by local govern-
ment organisations. Co-management areas
can also be created in a collaborative way,
with users participating and managers facil-
itating actions to get the co-management
established. Depending on the organisation
and involvement in these collaborations,
co-management can sometimes be defined as
either closed (tight-knit) or open (loose-knit).
Open co-governance is the more loose-
knit form of co-governance, which often has
fewer different types of actors involved and
less steering than closed governance. Exam-
ples of open co-governance are community
gardens and co-management of green spaces
(e.g. parks), where authorities collaborate
with actors engaged in the maintenance
practices, often people who live nearby.

A small-scale of open
co-governance is co-management zones,
a concept that bears some similarities to
urban commons as it involves publicly
owned UOS where local ownership is built
through active involvement by local resi-
dents (Colding et al., 2013). Co-manage-
ment of UOS, such as community gardens,
generally involves the entire green space,
affecting its overall characteristics under
users’ own rules. Co-management zones
instead give local residents the possibility
to use, develop and manage some defined
spaces, while public managers continue to
control the main area and its characteris-
tics and quality (Fors et al., 2018). Thus,
residents can influence the area through
long-term co-management activities, but
the physical space where participation
takes place is restricted. Involvement in
co-management zones may be individual
and, therefore, mainly independent of the
collective organisation, which constitutes
a distinct difference from urban com-
mons. In closed co-governance arrange-
ments, the collaboration is more tight-knit
and often much more dependent on an
organisation, such as a local government,
taking overall responsibility. An example
of closed co-governance is Burgess Park in
London, UK (Box 2.5 and Figure 2.7).

example
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BOX 2.5: CLOSED CO-GOVERNANCE
IN BURGESS PARK, LONDON, UK

Burgess Park is the largest park in the London borough of Southwark. Surrounded
by one-fifth of the most deprived wards in London, it is central to ambitious high-
density urban regeneration. The park occupies 51 hectares and was built over three
decades from the mid-1950s as a number of UOSs were brought together. Greater
London Corporation gave the park and responsibility for it to Southwark Council
in the mid-1980s. Numerous projects were then undertaken before Burgess Park
re-opened in 2012.

A grounds maintenance contract contributes to sustaining the capital investments
made, with the focus on safety, cleanliness and access. The maintenance work is con-
tracted out by the local government to a private contractor, including a post to coor-
dinate opportunities for structured volunteering sessions. The private contractor also
employs five locally recruited apprentices annually to study horticulture, provides cap-
ital investment for new machinery and equipment and works with ecology and conser-
vation organisations and local ‘friends groups’. The local government provides capital
investment for new vehicles and major plant items. The head gardeners in Southwark
(employed by the contractor) are local ecology and conservation champions. Other
actors involved include the local rugby club, a community theatre group, an organic

allotment group and nature groups.

Figure 2.7 The western entrance of Burgess Park, London. Photo: Peter Neal
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Depending on the local government
structure, schoolyards can be included in
the realm of the local (public) management
protocol or, as seen in, for example, the
UK, schools can manage their own grounds
without local government control and
management. In Sweden, schoolyard green-
ing is sometimes conducted in a temporal
closed co-governance approach (Jansson &
Martensson, 2012). Contemporary school-
yards are often dominated by paved surfaces
and mostly managed in quite conventional
ways by local government managers and
maintenance staff or contractors. However,
green and varied schoolyards are promoted
for learning and varied play, where the
approach to schoolyard management and
use has been emphasised as being of major
importance (Malone & Tranter, 2003). This
has led to an international trend of ‘school-
yard greening’, where activities can include
‘gardening, naturalisation, habitat restora-
tion, tree planting and other collaborative
efforts to bring nature back to the school
ground’ (Bell & Dyment, 2008, p. 78).

Schoolyard greening can be achieved
in a collaboration between various actors,
including teachers and other school staff,
local government planners, managers and
maintenance staff, private contractors, local
organisations or NGOs, parents and com-
munity, as well as with participating pupils
(Jansson & Martensson, 2012). This is a
shift in actors and power relations, creating
a governance arrangement that is different
from conventional schoolyard manage-
ment ‘by government’. These projects can
often be considered closed co-governance
arrangements, with the authority keeping
much control in a short-term stabilisation
process during the project period.

Combined understanding
for strategic and inclusive
development

Combined G&M of UOS has become
increasingly evident and necessary, as high-
lighted by Dempsey & Burton (2012), Molin
(2014) and Jansson et al. (2019). The prac-
tice of UOS management can be visualised
in combination with a conceptual govern-
ance arrangement, where both G&M relate
to physical UOS settings. Addressing G&M
in combination opens up possibilities for
an UOS development that is both strategic
and inclusive, with increased understand-
ing of participatory approaches, overcom-
ing of barriers and increased organisational
learning. By highlighting the interrelations
between governance and management, the
theoretical underpinnings and understand-
ing of G&M processes can be strengthened,
and new forms of practices in relation
to UOS and their development can be
encouraged.

The focus on actors and their approaches
and interrelations is paramount in G&M
of UOS. Users, and creation of benefits for
users, must dominate the understanding
of what these practices are all about (Ran-
drup & Persson, 2009; Dempsey & Smith,
2014). Managers must also be at the core,
with organisations and roles that are chang-
ing and developing along with the shift in
management and the introduction of new
and varying governance approaches (Fors
et al.,, 2018). Although the shift is already
a reality in many aspects, such structural
changes might take time. Furthermore, the
effects of these shifts are still rather poorly
studied, concerning new management roles
and their implications, including effects on
the actual UOS relevance and quality (Fors
et al., 2015).
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Governance within UOS management
faces challenges as the consequences of
megatrends, participatory approaches and
local government steering approaches. As
an example, austerity has caused major
challenges to local government UOS budg-
ets in the UK (Neal, 2016). There is also var-
iation in what drives user involvement or
whatmightunderpin alack of involvement.
Some communities in richer parts of a city
may have strong social capital in terms of
well-educated and well-connected people.
They are likely to have a stronger capacity
to deal with, for example, the rules of the
game or to access financial resources than
less well-connected groups in more eco-
nomically deprived areas. Funding sources
may dictate the governance arrangements
when stipulating the conditions. In the
UK, in some cases (e.g. the UK’s National
Heritage Lottery Fund), funding will only
be awarded when effective and sustained
community involvement is demonstrated.
Where new governance structures and
agreements are increasingly required, for
example, in the UK, dwindling public-sec-
tor funding is causing some local govern-
ments to apply NGO-led management of
public spaces simply in order to maintain
their UOS. Thus local communities and
the third sector are playing an increasingly
influential role in governance, but so do
also private investors (developers), leading
to the partial privatisation of UOS. It is cur-
rently unclear how issues concerning the
transparency of arrangements and respon-
sibilities can be resolved (Dempsey et al.,
2016).

These developments and their local and
national variations call for a more coherent
understanding of processes in an approach
where existing theories can be brought
together, as in the combined G&M model
(Figure 2.4). Governance of UOS manage-
ment now requires a greater dynamic in the

approach to the co-development of UOSs
and their qualities, compared with con-
ventional approaches. This dynamic can
include new ways of implementing design,
knowledge and improvements through
input and collaboration by different actors
and through the possibility for constant
development of UOS. This affects how UOS
management can contribute to sustain-
able development. As governance think-
ing is increasingly becoming mainstream
in practice, new knowledge, including
well-functioning tools for its implementa-
tion and analysis, will be required.
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Introduction — urban open
spaces and the urban
matrix

In an urban context, the landscape matrix,
consisting of patches and corridors (For-
man, 19995), is related to the configura-
tion of different forms of built and open
spaces and its relationships with ecologi-
cal, social and economic processes across
multiple scales. Knowledge of the compo-
sition and complexity of a city in terms of
spaces (patches or elements) is an impor-
tant foundation for understanding the city
as a human-dominated habitat (Gill et al.,
2008). Cities currently make up 4%-5% of
the earth’s surface (Schwarz, 2010; McDon-
ald et al., 2018), and managing urban open
space (UOS) within these urban landscapes
takes place on several scales.

In this chapter, we use the term ‘urban
matrix’ (Miiller et al., 2010) as a starting
point when presenting and defining the
relationships between ecological processes
and the urban landscape. The urban matrix
is different from the urban landscape, as

it is typically defined in a landscape eco-
logical context (e.g. Forman, 1995). The
urban matrix consists of different types of
urban landscape elements, here denoted as
‘spaces’, which consist of varying degrees
of ecological patches and corridors. There-
fore, it is paramount for managing and
governing UOS to introduce a basic and
practice-oriented identification and system-
atic description of the spaces belonging to
the urban matrix (Swanwick et al., 2003).
The various spaces represent different units
of ecological, social and economic function-
ing (Andersson et al., 2015), and their inter-
actions and neighbourhood effects make up
the unique character of the urban matrix
(Larondelle et al., 2014). Major features
of the urban form, including vegetation,
waters, impervious surfaces and buildings
(see Dempsey et al., 2010), together with
land use, can be used to estimate both bio-
physical functions (Van Oudenhoven et al.,
2012; Bastian et al., 2014) and social wel-
fare functions for humans (Rall et al., 2017;
Fischer et al.,, 2018). Defining the urban
matrix and Kkey relationships between the
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urban matrix and its social and ecological
processes is challenging in cities that are
characterised by the high use of heteroge-
neous UOSs arranged in patchy spatial pat-
terns (Pickett & Cadenasso, 2008).

A functional classification of the urban
matrix is needed for a true understanding
of the nature of social-ecological systems
and relationships (Lausch et al., 201S5;
McPhearson et al.,, 2016). Therefore, the
relationship between the urban matrix and
its ecological and social functions requires
closer examination of the complex urban
structure, knowledge needed to guide
the governance and management of UOS
and processes in the urban matrix overall
(Larondelle et al., 2014).

Elements, functions and

structures interlinked in

the concept of the urban
matrix

Characteristics of the urban matrix -
namely, the presence of different green,
blue, brown and grey spaces — with their
distinctive uses, land-cover compositions,
spatial configurations,
processes, have an impact on both eco-
logical functioning and human well-be-
ing (Pauleit & Breuste, 2011) (Tables 3.1
and 3.2). The term ‘urban matrix’ was
coined by Miiller et al. (2010) and, bet-
ter than any other term, includes struc-
tures in/at
patch that are created by the interaction
of different surface materials,
habitats, energy and material flows, as well
as forms of use. The urban matrix terminol-
ogy also provides important knowledge on
how individual elements of UOS influence
ecological and social (health) outcomes.
Exploring UOS services and outcomes
in a matrix composition and configuration
makes it possible to identify the causes and

structures and

and functions an urban

micro-

processes that distinguish cities and neigh-
bourhoods from one another and helps to
distinguish generic factors (e.g. that water
is driven by gravity and amounts) from
more contextualised factors (e.g. surface
roughness, imperviousness and slope) that
describe structure-function relationships
(Larondelle et al., 2014).

UOS elements and their
functions

Green spaces

A great diversity of types of green space
can be found in UOS, such as parks, wood-
lands, cemeteries, allotment gardens,
playing fields, home gardens and other
green units in residential areas (e.g. Cveji¢
et al., 2015). Together, these spaces include
most of the vegetation found in urban
areas, as the overall vegetation cover may
reach 50%-60% (Gill et al., 2008). Con-
sequently, users can enjoy a range of eco-
logical, social and economic benefits and
health outcomes (Haase et al.,, 2014). For
instance, green spaces mitigate the urban
heat island effect (via transpiration and
shading), reduce traffic pollutants and noise
and connect habitats (Weber et al., 2014a,
2014b). Whether and how green spaces can
provide habitats and ecosystem services
depends on their overall amount, size, dis-
tribution and connectivity but also on their
internal composition and, not least, their
management (Figure 3.1). For instance, the
overall number of trees, their age, height,
the vertical structuring of vegetation and
the existence of extensively managed mead-
ows all contribute to the overall biodiversity
habitat value (Matthies et al., 2015). There-
fore, measures such as percentage of green
cover, cover of trees, shrubs, meadows and
lawns and the overall vegetation volume
are important in managing green spaces.
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Figure 3.1 A green space within the urban matrix providing ecosystem services (e.g. recrea-

tion and shading) and biocultural diversity aspects (e.g. species diversity), here shown using the

example of the Burg Garden in Vienna, Austria. Photo: Dagmar Haase

Another non-spatial measure that can be
used is leaf area index —i.e. the ratio between
total leaf area and the surface area cov-
ered by vegetation. It can be an important
indicator to distinguish different species
for habitat quality and ecosystem services —
for example, if green spaces are assessed for
their capacity to cool the air. The capacity
of green spaces to cool is related to their
size (Bowler et al., 2010), while the dispersal
of species may be enhanced by green corri-
dors (Kowarik, 2011; Matthies et al., 2015).
Green corridors can also be important for
allowing fresh and cool air to infiltrate into
the city and for pedestrians and cyclists
moving through the city.

Blue spaces

As towns and cities depend on water, many
of them are located along rivers or on the
shore of a sea or lake. Many blue spaces
also break up green spaces or are found
located within green spaces — for example,
as ponds or lakes. In particular, the linear
form of rivers, canals and streams makes
blue elements in cities important routes for
cycling and walking (Rall et al., 2017) and
important ecological urban corridors. Many
blue elements in cities are either artificial or
artificially modified, such as urban canals
(Amsterdam, Venice) and ponds in large
urban parks (Figure 3.2). Due to extensive
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Figure 3.2 Blue spaces in the urban matrix, here the example of the canals of Amsterdam,

Netherlands. Photo: Dagmar Haase

drainage operations and the conversion of
natural wetlands to impermeable cover, the
rhythm of the hydrological cycle has been
disrupted in many urban landscapes. Urban
wetlands are usually rare but play an impor-
tant role in flood damage reduction, flow
buffering and sediment movement dynam-
ics (Haase & Glaser, 2009). With blue and
green elements closely interlinked, urban
marshes, fens or floodplains work to reduce
flood risk but also improve nutrient reten-
tion and increase biodiversity in providing
vital habitats for amphibians and birds,
among others (Hansson et al.,, 2005). In
coastal cities, the coast itself as a blue ele-
ment of the urban matrix can be of benefit
for urban residents, particularly when it is
naturally shaped, accessible and flood safe
so that people can use it as a recreational

space. However, flood-prone coastlines with
no retention space (e.g. no floodplains or
coastal marshes) run a high risk of cata-
strophic flooding events, with detrimental
consequences for human settlements.

Brown spaces

A particular type of urban space is brown-
field land, here called brown space, also
known as ‘land currently not in use’, ‘pre-
viously used land’, ‘urban wasteland’, ‘der-
elict land’ or, for agricultural areas, ‘fallow
land’ (Atkinson et al., 2014; Piiffel et al.,
2018). All cities possess brown spaces, but
they are often transient periods of vacancy
in between use, demolition and redevelop-
ment. Brown space refers to parcels of land

ELEMENTS, FORM AND FUNCTIONS 3 CHAPTER
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or lots in a city where the previous use, for
example, for industry, transport infrastruc-
ture, housing or leisure activities has been
abandoned (Siebielec et al.,, 2012; Piiffel
et al,, 2018). Depending on the duration
of the derelict status and the amount of
unsealed open spaces, a significant cover-
age of green elements, such as trees, shrubs
and grass vegetation, can develop, and
thus brown spaces can actively contribute
to promoting biodiversity and the variety
of regulating and cultural services, such as
microclimate regulation (Bonthoux et al.,
2014; Mathey et al.,, 2015). Such brown
spaces have also been termed ‘urban wil-
derness’ because they offer a unique oppor-
tunity to experience nature in otherwise
strictly controlled urban environments
(Kowarik, 2005). However,
vegetation on brown spaces does not con-
form to the aesthetic preferences of many
people living in urban areas (Brun et al.,
2018; Mathey et al., 2018). Therefore, they
are often perceived as neglected and even
dangerous spaces (Rink, 200S). Despite
these negative connotations, a recent com-
parative study has shown that brown spaces
are frequently used for recreation in cities
in different cultural settings all over Europe
(Fischer et al., 2015). Making use of brown
spaces for urban gardening purposes, even
if only for a limited period of time, is also
frequently seen. However, on many brown
spaces, particularly when cities have tight
budgets, derelict buildings and sealed sur-
faces may only be partly removed, and
soils may be heavily contaminated (Haase,
2014). Moreover, they may not be accessi-
ble to the public, in particular when they
are in private ownership.

Under conditions of population growth
and a constant influx of people resulting in
densification of and in cities, urban brown
spaces appear in a new light as part of the
urban matrix as potential places for new

successional

urban developments or as green spaces that
can be integrated into the urban matrix,
making neighbourhoods more exciting,
desirable and healthy. In fact, there are now
many examples of brown spaces as near-nat-
ural public green spaces which are attractive
for urban residents to enjoy ‘urban wilder-
ness’ as a specific form of urban nature
(Figure 3.3).

Grey spaces

Grey spaces are the most prominent fea-
tures of a city, as they form a characteris-
tic body of technomass - i.e. the material
accumulation of human production of con-
structs and technology in the urban land-
scape (Inostroza, 2014). A city’s technomass
can vary in density and generally provides
basic functions that range from housing,
services, trade and production to adminis-
tration, education, health care, recreation,
entertainment and arts (Haase, 2014). The
grey built elements of and in a city can be
characterised by their specific form, height,
shape and number of storeys and the total
shape of neighbourhoods (Larondelle et al.,
2014; Haase et al., 2019).

The use of grey spaces for recreational
and social purposes is an important and
growing aspect of UOS governance and
management. Ecologically important prop-
erties of the grey space in cities include their
overall proportion of sealed surfaces and
their volume, which have great implica-
tions for urban climates by converting solar
radiation into heat and influencing light
and noise emissions (Weber et al., 2014a,
2014b). Thus the spatial distribution and
configuration of grey elements play a piv-
otal role in regulating climate conditions.
For example, studies of New York City and
Berlin show that sealed and built up areas
close to water cool off more quickly than
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Figure 3.3 Brown spaces (sealed or de-sealed) in the urban matrix, here the large brown space

of the Millennium field in Leipzig, Germany. Photo: Dagmar Haase

similar configurations at a greater distance
from, for example, seafronts, rivers and
lakes (Larondelle et al., 2014). The spatial
distances between buildings and the orien-
tation of roads and streets further influence
solar re-radiation and air ventilation (Erell
et al., 2011). Depending on geographical
location and context, the spatial configura-
tion of grey elements can, therefore, either
encourage or interfere with natural fluxes
and flows. This may in turn determine
the likelihood of green space fragmenta-
tion or the possibility for connective green
infrastructure.

Taken together, buildings and other
sealed surfaces may occupy more than
80%-90% of the surface area in dense
inner-city neighbourhoods (Figure 3.4), but
well below 50% in detached housing areas

(Pauleit & Breuste, 2011). Even in these grey
spaces, different kinds of green elements
can be found, such as green roofs, facades
and balconies, as well as trees in streets and
squares. Depending on their amount and
location, these green elements can provide
important ecosystem services, such as cool-
ing surfaces and reducing stormwater run-
off (Zolch et al., 2016, 2017).

The contextual landscape
of urban open space

The different components of the urban
matrix introduced earlier are not equally
or homogeneously distributed across a city
(Larondelle et al., 2014). The spatial distri-
bution of land-cover classes is influenced by
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Figure 3.4 A typical configuration of the grey elements (buildings and hard surfaces) in the urban

matrix, here in central Buenos Aires, Argentina. Photo: Dagmar Haase

‘context variables’ — for example, biophysi-
cal conditions, such as topography, climate
and soil patterns — but foremost by different
building and open space types that com-
bine to form distinct hybrids of land-use
categories (e.g. commercial, industrial, res-
idential or transport land). Hybrids of land-
use categories with distinct green spaces are,
for example, perimeter block areas in inner-
city neighbourhoods from the late 19th
and early 20th centuries, with little green in
courtyards and along streets, free-standing
blocks of flats from the 1920s to the 1970s
embedded in a matrix of varying green
elements, row and detached housing areas
with gardens or buildings for industrial
and commercial use with large amounts of
grey spaces and little green, to name a few
(Pauleit & Breuste, 2011).

The spatial distribution is never static but
has an important temporal dimension. This
is a result of the historical past of the respec-
tive cities, reflecting outcomes of human
activity, not least urban planning and UOS
management (Haase, 2003). Catastrophic
events, such as floods, earthquakes, fires
and destruction in war can also have a great
impact on urban spatial distribution.

The context and
configurations of spaces
in urban landscapes

Despite the different natural, historical,
socio-cultural and planning contexts, urban
matrices can be surprisingly similar in terms
of their land-cover types (Figure 3.5). In a
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Figure 3.5 The structure of the urban matrix concept applied shows possible combinations of

surface properties in cities where a maximum of four land covers (low-rise buildings, water, soil,

tree canopy) are combined into one class. Source: Reproduced from Larondelle et al. (2014)

comparative study of Berlin and New York
City, Larondelle et al. (2014) found that
almost 80% of the area of both cities can
be described using as few as 15 composite
land-cover classes. What is more, these 15
classes show similar surface temperature
patterns, despite different urban contexts
in terms of climate, ecozone, size, historical
development or character of the built envi-
ronment. However, large differences can
exist in the amount of green in urban areas.
For instance, in Europe, there is a difference
between more densely built and hence less
green cities in Southern Europe and less
dense and greener cities in Northern Europe
(e.g. Fuller & Gaston, 2009; Kabisch &
Haase, 2012). Similarly, tree cover averages
35% in urban areas in the United States but
varies between 10% and 67% in individual
cities (Nowak & Greenfield, 2012).

The spatial pattern of the urban matrix is
another important feature, for instance for
recreational purposes. Rivers with protected
floodplains, urban forests and planned green
space systems shape the overall system of
green spaces in some cities, while in others
such structures have not been developed.
Therefore, access to green space for recrea-
tion and nature experiences can vary greatly
(Kabisch et al., 2016). The previous examples
show how a relatively simple and general
analysis can provide relevant information
for planning and management purposes. In
order to ensure that the measured land cov-
ers become a service or a public good, with
optimised relevance and socioecological
values, analyses must also include site-level
conditions and qualitative indications.

Figure 3.6 shows some ‘typical’ distri-
butions of green and blue spaces in two
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Figure 3.6 Spatial distribution of green and blue spaces in two European cities, Halle and Barce-
lona, in 2012. Source: Reproduced from Wolff & Haase (2019)
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European cities. The extreme urban density
of clumped grey space in Barcelona is in
contrast to the scattered configuration of
remnant green spaces in the intensively
used agricultural landscape around Halle,
Germany. Halle, with a socialist past and
situated in a fertile loess area, has an impor-
tant linear green-blue space with the Saale
floodplain. Such connectivity of vegetated
areas and habitats is crucial for the sur-
vival, dispersal and mobility of plant and
animal species (Schwarz et al., 2017). The
City of Barcelona is one of a group of cities
in Southern Europe that reflect a different
urban history pathway, with a very densely
built and paved city core and green space
provided only outside the city. Today, the
City of Barcelona is making great efforts to
link Collserola Park, the largest metropoli-
tan park in the world, with the city (Bar6
et al., 2017).

Figure 3.7 presents an overview of cur-
rent patterns of per capita green space in
all large cities (>100,000 inhabitants) in
Europe. The map shows a clear north-south
gradient, with low supply of green space in
large parts of Southern and South-Eastern
Europe, unfortunately countries with lower
per capita income. However, some cities in
post-socialist countries, like the Baltic States
and Poland, report high per capita urban
green space values (Figure 3.7). Thus there
is no simple economic explanation for the
observed patterns (Wolff & Haase, 2019).

Ownership and accessibility
of UOS

In addition to their composition and spa-
tial patterns, there is another factor that
has considerable impact on the accessibil-
ity of green spaces (Kabisch et al., 2016).
This is the status of landownership - i.e.
whether a green space is public, semi-public

or private. Vast areas of institutional land
owned by the state (i.e. public), such as
military areas, may not be currently acces-
sible but have much greater potential for
being made accessible (e.g. on termination
of military use) than, for example, private
gardens. A recent study of the city of Leipzig
(Haase et al., 2019) provided a first picture
of the city’s green cover consisting of public
forests and parks, community or allotment
gardens and private front and back gardens,
allowing varying levels of public access (Fig-
ure 3.8). The distribution triangle shows
the position of the urban districts depend-
ing on the fractional cover of green spaces
assigned to these three green space types.
The diagram clearly indicates that there are
districts of Leipzig with low shares of public
parks or allotment gardens and where front
and backyard green areas are much more
important.

Finally, a change in the detection of green
space area and per capita green space shows
that, in contrast to, for example, Chinese
cities (Box 3.1), there has been no general
decline or loss in green space in European
cities (Kabisch & Haase, 2012; Haase et al.,
2013). An analysis in Europe suggests that
since 2000, urban agglomerations in West-
ern Europe have predominantly shown an
annual growth in urban green space, while
residential land area has increased at a lower
rate (Kabisch & Haase, 2012). The popula-
tion numbers have increased since 1990,
indicating that shrinking cities are less
prevalent in Western Europe. In contrast,
cities in Southern European countries have
shown the highest positive annual change
in residential land area, caused by a mark-
edly high increase in the number of urban
households, at the expense of green and
other open spaces. Meanwhile, the annual
changes in urban green space and in popula-
tion have been negative in Fastern FEuropean
cities. It can be assumed that at least some of
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Figure 3.8 (i) Map showing fractions of vegetation in the city of Leipzig, based on a RapidEye data
set in 2014 and allocation of the share of vegetation fractions per urban district in the form of a
distributional triangle (ii) and a district map (iii). Green space types other than those listed were
omitted from the calculations. Source: Reproduced from Haase et al. (2019)
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BOX 3.1: CHANGING GREEN SPACE
PROVISION IN BEIJING

During the past 30 years, the vegetation coverage in the city of Beijing has shown a
dramatic change. In 1987, the urban vegetation coverage rate in the city was 50%, and
in 2000, it had decreased to 42%. By 2007, it had raised slightly to 42.5% (Figure 3.9).
As of 2018, Beijing’s urban green coverage rate has reached 48.4%.

Since 2000, the city has considerably strengthened the creation of new green space
and simultaneously introduced a protection policy for the old city’s green spaces. In
preparations for the 2008 Olympic Games, hosted by the city of Beijing, the old city
demolition protection policies were well implemented.

Due to increasing urbanisation, an urban land shortage occurred. However, the
local government has sought to increase the amount of urban green space through
various forms of vertical greening, roof greening, balcony greening and parking
greening, explaining why Beijing’s urban green coverage rate reached 48.4% in 2018.
Although per capita green area, including per capita public green space in Beijing,
have increased in recent years, the population growth rate by far exceeds the increases
in green space provision.

(i)

Vegetation
Fraction

. 0%-20%
I 20%-40%
I 40%-60%
I 60%-80%
I 80%—100%

Figure 3.9 Vegetation coverage in Beijing city in (i) 1987
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(i)

(iii)

Figure 3.9 Vegetation coverage in Beijing city in (ii) 2000 and (iii) 2007. Source: Xinyu Li
and Ziyun Dai, Beijing Institute of Landscape Architecture, China
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the newly developed residential areas have
replaced urban green spaces, an assumption
that is supported by the relative changes in
these areas (Kabisch & Haase, 2012).

With the significant amount of green
and blue spaces present in cities, UOS man-
agement is challenged from an overall plan-
ning perspective. In order to optimise the
relevance and amount of socioecological
services derived from, for example, green
spaces, UOS management has to consider
not only the spaces being managed but also
the interrelationships across administrative
borders and across varying ownership. For
example, a tree inventory focusing only on
public trees may exclude 50% of all urban
tree services, and specific land uses such
as playgrounds or sports fields should be
assessed and analysed for their actual and
future usages. A multitude of space usages
relate to the expression of individual and
group values and rights, requiring a distri-
butional, procedural and interactional jus-
tice of public spaces in cities (Low, 2013).
Thus it has been argued that basic societal
response concepts of space supply should
be used as a central part of UOS governance
and management, such as green space bar-
riers (Biernacka & Kronenberg, 2018), green
space availability (Kabisch et al., 2016) and
green space affordability (Penchansky &
Thomas, 1981).

Green space availability is the per cap-
ita area of green space present within a
defined distance from the living space of
urban residents (Kabisch et al., 2016). The
accessibility of public green space refers
to whether the available green space is
physically accessible, in terms of the dis-
tance from a residential area to the nearest
public green space (Comber et al., 2008),
and psychologically accessible, in terms
of safety and fear about accessing a space
(Biernacka & Kronenberg, 2018). Finally,
the concept of interactional justice is about

the quality of interpersonal interaction in
a specific situation or place.

Remixing spaces: the
urban matrix as place,
common good and room
for more collaborative
planning

There is no doubt that the urban matrix
has a fundamental impact on the function-
ing of cities. It is specific to each city; it is
diverse, and it is changing. Knowledge of
how the urban matrix is constructed and
distributed among different elements and
spaces is important for comprehensive
UOS governance and management. How-
ever, knowledge of UOS often lies within
specific managerial units (public, semi-
public or private). A holistic picture of the
entire urban matrix provides an overall con-
textual description of what is being man-
aged. Therefore, a comprehensive overview
of a city’s urban matrix should be consid-
ered as the standpoint for all governance
and management of UOS.

From an UOS management perspective,
numerous megatrends prevail and influence
both the distribution of the urban matrix
and how the actual distribution should be
interpreted and managed. Demographic
shifts are leading to an ageing urban popu-
lation in Western Furope, while individual
lifestyles and migration to cities are creating
competition for land, including UOS, for
more grey space for housing and services.
Current urban design already considers
multi-storey and multifunctional housing
with green space on the rooftops and living
walls; shopping malls have residential apart-
ments above them or even schoolyards on
the top of shopping malls or school build-
ings. However, many green, blue and, in
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particular, brown spaces are under pressure
or already in danger of disappearing. With
the increasingly visible effects of climate
change, and with mental health problems
among urban residents increasing rapidly,
more high-quality green space in neighbour-
hoods is becoming crucial. Thus, despite
housing pressure, there is a need to gener-
ate interest in, and shift demand towards,
smarter, walkable, human-scale, green-blue
neighbourhoods while at the same time
removing barriers to their accessibility and
affordability, as well as establishing new
standards in collaborative planning, aim-
ing at inclusiveness as a novel expression of
return.

As shown in Figures 3.5 and 3.6, maps
created to illustrate landscape processes
are still usually drawn on a large scale,
while they are having an influence — and
being influenced - at the local or even
the site level (Pickett & Cadenasso, 2008).
The dilemma in managing local sites lies
in relating these to a larger scale, which is
spatially and administratively complex, as
a management’s jurisdiction is often lim-
ited to the specific ownership. For effective
management, it is important to be able to
take a multi-scalar approach and to under-
stand and interpret the qualities and impor-
tance of classifications or typologies. Sector
maps, overviews and systematisations are
needed, but the ability to use these appro-
priately will depend on the context, chal-
lenge/s and scale.

The urban matrix works best for urban
users when it provides mixed land uses and
mixed-use neighbourhoods, with a balance
of green, blue, brown and grey spaces man-
aged across administrative borders — for
example, by local government and resi-
dents together. Such heterogeneity can also
distribute environmental benefits (and bur-
dens) more equally across the urban matrix
and better meet the justice visions we have

for modern cities. Changes in cities can
affect the composition and configuration of
the urban matrix and, if done well, move
cities in a more sustainable direction. Green,
blue and brown spaces play an important
role in urban development — for example,
in revitalisations or redevelopments - when
small green spaces in dense urban housing
estates are created or when ‘retro-fitting’
streets with trees, as well as in the overall
approach to the urban matrix.
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to urban open spaces
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and Thomas B. Randrup

Introduction

Contemporary urban open space (UOS)
governance and management is a result of
many years of organisational development
(Lindholst, 2017). While organisational
development traditionally concerns the
ongoing development, change and perfor-
mance of organisations (e.g. Shimoni, 2019;
van der Jagt & Lawrence, 2019), this chap-
ter focuses on the historical development of
the sector, which to date has had the main
responsibility and impact in managing
UOS. The sector is defined here as the con-
glomeration of landowners (e.g. local gov-
ernments, housing companies, cemeteries)
and professionals dealing with UOS govern-
ance and management, including planners,
designers, consultants and landscapers. As
the UOS sector consists of many different
landowners and many different interest
groups, it is complex and an overview is
appropriate. We provide an overview of the
Swedish UOS sector as an example.

The importance of UOS for human
life and well-being and the relationship
between development of green and blue
spaces and post-industrialisation urban
planning was briefly mentioned in Chap-
ter 1. The history of UOS and knowledge of

this cultural heritage is important for man-
agement through social, environmental and
economic perspectives. A historical outlook
is also needed in order to better understand
the changes that will inevitably occur in the
future. UOS forms the background for social
interactions and thus creates forms of place
attachment (Aliyas & Nezhad, 2019; Romo-
lini et al., 2019). Thus UOS contributes to
the creation of a collective identity (Sia
et al., 2020), which is based on the devel-
opment, planning and design of the places
in question. Information on when and how
UOS was formed and, just as importantly,
how it was managed, contributes to the
collective knowledge of the current chal-
lenges. Therefore, this chapter provides a
brief historical overview of UOS develop-
ment, including recent economic-political
developments in management organisation
models in Western Europe.

The main responsibility for governance
and management of UOS in, for example,
Scandinavia and the UK lies at the local
government level (Randrup & Persson,
2009; Dempsey & Smith, 2014). According
to Knuth et al. (2008), this is also the case
in countries in Western and Central Asia.
Nalau et al. (2015) described local govern-
ments in the Australian context as being
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the ‘silent partner’, not recognised in the
constitution as having a legal mandate but
rather being arms of state and territory gov-
ernments. Therefore, the main focus in this
chapter is on the development of the local
government UOS management organisa-
tion. We place particular emphasis on the
UK, Germany and Sweden, as these three
Western countries have responded very
differently in terms of local government
development since industrialisation in the
1850s.

The development of UOS
organisations

Little seems to be known about the very
first garden. It is often referred to as being
a plot within an enclosure or a type of bar-
rier to keep animals and intruders out (e.g.
Turner, 2005). This may date back as far
as 10,000 Bc, and indicates that the very
first UOS managers were actually farmers
or individuals focusing on breeding and
nursing crops. However, the first civilisa-
tions were believed to create gardens pri-
marily for aesthetic purposes, with tomb
paintings in Egypt (from 14735 Bc) showing
ornamental gardens (Mader, 2006). Turner
(2005) claims that ancient garden con-
struction and design was a primary precur-
sor to landscape architecture, beginning in
West Asia and eventually spreading west-
ward into Greece, Spain, Germany, France
and Britain.

UOSs have been an important part of
European cities since industrialisation, and
their development accelerated throughout
the 19th century. The roles and responsi-
bilities for creating, developing and main-
taining UOS have evolved over the years,
but the development of UOS has been dom-
inated by public organisations. Today, a
complex mix of local management models
and traditions can be found, with a variety

of public, private and community actors,
such as housing companies and cemetery
organisations, having responsibility for
UOs.

In the UK, the origins of the urban
public space movement as defined by de
Magalhdes and Carmona (2009) mainly
date back to the royal hunting grounds,
private estates and commercial pleasure
gardens of the 17th century. The restora-
tion of the monarchy with King Charles
IT in the 1660s brought with it a sense of
prosperity, permanence and peace, awak-
ing a new interest in creating landscaped
estates and lavish gardens for private and
then increasingly public benefit. One of
the most prominent examples of this tran-
sition is Greenwich Park (Figure 4.1), one
of the Royal Parks of London. Its structure
and form can be attributed to the influ-
ence of Charles II and his penchant for
the formal baroque landscapes of André
Le Notre. This iconic and incredibly pop-
ular park is still owned by the Crown but
is now managed by the Royal Parks, an
independent and increasingly self-fund-
ing charity created in 2017 from the for-
mer Royal Parks Agency, a UK government
agency.

The creation of a large number of pri-
vately owned and managed parks and gar-
dens in the UK paved the way for publicly
accessible green spaces during the 18th cen-
tury. These new publicly accessible parks
were often funded by an entrance fee and
offered a welcome escape from the squalor
of their surroundings (Figure 4.2). Blooms-
bury in central London is an example of
this type of town planning, with numer-
ous gardens and squares, including Russell
Square, Tavistock Square Gardens and Brun-
swick Square Gardens. These were originally
private gardens, with access restricted to
keyholders (known as frontagers) who lived
around these exclusive spaces and paid an
annual fee or service charge that funded



Figure 4.1 Greenwich Park, London. Photo: Peter Neal

Figure 4.2 Derby Arboretum, the first public park in the UK. Photo: Peter Neal
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their upkeep. While most of Bloomsbury’s
garden squares now enjoy full public access
and are maintained by the local govern-
ment, some remain privately owned and
managed (e.g. Mecklenburgh Square Gar-
dens). These are still under private manage-
ment by the surrounding property owners,
charge-payers and keyholders.

The 19th century heralded the start of
a municipal parks movement throughout
Western Europe (1850s-early 1900). This
was triggered by rapid industrialisation but
was driven principally by a need to improve
public health in cities and as a means to raise
the value of land and cross-funded property
development (Brandt, 2002). This ‘capitali-
sation’ of a park’s value to adjacent home-
owners has been described by Crompton
(2004) as ‘the proximate principle’ and pro-
vided much of the economic rationale for

public park building throughout the 1800s.
This model was adopted by both private
developers and public authorities as a means
to justify and fund the initial development
of UOS, in particular in wealthier industrial
cities. Although many parks were gifted by
philanthropists and industrial benefactors, a
large number were created by public fund-
ing, providing public benefit and remaining
publicly owned assets but also maintained
in perpetuity by the public purse.

In Germany, the Englischer Garten in
Munich (Figure 4.3) was the first park to
be opened to the public. It was created
in 1789 and owned and managed by the
Bavarian royals. During the Napoleonic
wars (1803-1815) in Germany, most walled
towns were destroyed, opening up new free
space that was used in many cities as UOS
and primarily green spaces (Hennebo, 1970;

Figure 4.3 The Englischer Garten, Munich. Photo: Anna Steidle
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Milchert, 1980). Publicly funded parks gen-
erally emerged in the early 19th century, for
example Klosterbergepark in Magdeburg,
which opened in 1824 (Mader, 2006). The
emergence of publicly funded parks also
led to the creation of the first independent
parks departments within local governments
(Richter, 1981). Modern planning and man-
agement of UOS in Germany is believed to be
significantly influenced by these early organ-
isations even today, as publicly owned land is
viewed as equal to privately owned property.
In general, there are no particular national
or international laws governing UOS (Knuth
et al., 2008), but local governments in Ger-
many still have formal responsibility for
managing public land, while the level and
the quality of the management may vary
across cities (Rothermund & Kraft, 2008).
Funding for UOS governance and man-
agement was not a problem throughout
much of the 20th century, with local tax-
ation providing the necessary resources
and democratic structures to coordinate
management and maintenance. How-
ever, the flaw in this financial model has
become increasingly evident in recent dec-
ades as the demand for, and costs of, pub-
lic services have grown significantly. With
local governments having to meet par-
ticular legal and statutory responsibilities
for education, health care and social care,
made greater by the impact of an ageing
population, the funding available for UOS
has become increasingly restricted. This
became particularly challenging in the
1980s with the introduction of New Pub-
lic Management (NPM) as a public govern-
ment doctrine, introducing new steering
means for management and outsourcing
and attempting to improve the commercial
efficiency of local governments in many
Western countries (e.g. Hood, 1995; Foss
Hansen, 2011). The varying organisational
forms and approaches to UOS maintenance

in existence today are described in more
detail in Chapter 9 and are to a large extent
related to the influence of NPM. The fact
that many public-sector maintenance con-
tracts were sent out to tender led to many
UOSs being managed by private contractors
rather than local government-run grounds
maintenance teams (Rau, 2007; Lindholst
et al.,, 2018). However, there are differ-
ences between countries; for example, in
Sweden, UOS maintenance is more or less
always contracted out, while in Denmark,
outsourcing is an exception among hous-
ing companies (Persson et al., 2017). Private
contractors can be employed for a single
green space or for the management of all
parks and other UOSs under the responsibil-
ity of one or more local government depart-
ments. The outsourcing regime used is, not
least, a matter of budgetary constraints.

Increasingly, UOS management and
related maintenance have been focusing on
price, delivering progressively lower stand-
ards of maintenance while many of the tra-
ditional horticultural skills, knowledge and
expertise that have been at the heart of green
space services for decades are disappearing
(e.g. Clouston, 1984). Varying tax systems in
different countries have also influenced the
management of UOS. For example, in Ger-
many, income tax is collected by the central
government, which pays the local govern-
ment for managing UOS. The budgetary sit-
uation is likely to affect the degree to which
UOS management is long-sighted and
visionary, or whether the focus is primarily
on the required minimum maintenance.

The financial crash of 2008 sent shock-
waves through many sectors, and its impli-
cations have been far-reaching. Over much
of the subsequent decade, public finances
in the UK have been severely squeezed as
successive governments have adhered to
demanding austerity programmes to reduce
the burden of public debt.
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With social care and waste spending
absorbing a rising proportion of the
resources available to councils, funding
for other council services drops by 35
per cent in cash terms by the end of the
decade, from £26.6 billion in 2010/11
to £17.2 billion in 2019/20.

(LGA, 2015, p. 4)

Thus a number of challenges still exist in
managing public green spaces in the UK. The
reformation of the Royal Parks into an inde-
pendent charity represents a growing trend
in UOS management in the UK. This is in
contrast to the more traditional public-sector

model in which the local government plays
a central role in the governance and manage-
ment of public parks, still seen in, for exam-
ple, Scandinavia and the rest of Europe.

In general, the current state of urban
parks and green spaces in the UK and Ger-
many is dominated by local government
maintenance budgets being reduced and
less capital being available for improve-
ments. While park usage is increasing and
local communities are taking on a greater
role in the management of green spaces,
some parks in the UK may simply be sold
or transferred to the care of others (Neal,
2014, 2016; see also Box 4.1). In Germany,

BOX 4.1: THE STATE OF UK PUBLIC PARKS

The UK Heritage Lottery Fund has published two ‘State of UK Public Parks’ surveys.
These highlight an increasing trend in the use of public parks, with over half of the UK
population (an increase from 54% in 2014 to 57% in 2016) visiting their local parks at
least once a month or more, the equivalent of over 35 million monthly visits. At the same

time, the majority of park managers (92% in 2016) saw their budgets cut over the previ-

ous three years and most expected this trend to continue in future years. Three-quarters

of UK councils have significantly reduced their number of staff, particularly manage-

rial staff, and there has been a substantial decline in frontline skills needed to deliver
park-related services, including the loss of horticultural skills (41% in 2016).

Local governments in the UK are increasingly varying their approach to managing

and maintaining their UOSs. Half have chosen to transfer some of their management

responsibilities to others, in particular environmental and conservation organisations

and community sports clubs and groups. Some are considering disposing of entire sites

or parts of sites, with general amenity spaces and natural green spaces the most likely

to be sold. Local governments are increasingly diversifying their income streams to
fund the UOS service, with almost one-third of funding (29% in 2016) expected to come

from external sources, including planning revenues, ticketed events and commercial

sponsorship. Community groups are also having a growing impact by supporting their

local parks and green spaces. There has been an increase in the number of friends

groups, often non-profit groups or organisations that actively support their parks, help

with daily programmes, special events, fundraising and public education, and they

serve as important links to local communities and other UOS user groups. The level

of volunteering and the amount of fundraising are also on the increase. It is estimated

that the value of volunteering may be at least £70 million (2016) per year, alongside a

cumulative estimate of £50 million (2016) raised annually by community groups.
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one city tried to sell all of its public space,
presumably to avoid the task of maintain-
ing it, but without success (Bergmeister &
Oberpriller, 2010). However, in Sweden
local government green space managers
regard the current quality of their green
spaces to be adequate and budgets for
upkeep sufficient, just as they look opti-
mistically into the near future (Randrup
et al., 2017). The Swedish trends contra-
dict the UK and German situation and
indicate that, even though the NPM doc-
trine was a global trend that has impacted
local government steering throughout the
world, the effect in relation to local gov-
ernment UOS management has varied.

The UOS sector, using
Sweden as a case study

A sector can be defined as an area in which
businesses share the same or a related
product or service (Boyett, 1996; Dieter &
Thoroe, 2003). It can also be defined as an
industry or market that shares common
characteristics, thus being a sociological,
economic or political subdivision of soci-
ety (Salamon & Anheier, 1992). To date,
the UOS sector has primarily consisted of
relevant landowners and associated inter-
est groups or stakeholders dealing with
UOS governance and management. How-
ever, there is growing engagement from
non-government organisations, friends
and community groups (see Chapters 5-7).
This growing complexity of the UOS sec-
tor makes it appropriate to assess the cur-
rent state of the art when it comes to size
and primary actors in the sector. Such an
attempt has been performed in Sweden
during the past 10 years. The latest report
on the state of the UOS sector in Sweden is
summarised next.

Limitations in providing an
overview of the UOS sector

The UOS sector is not unified, as there is
no formal national influence or coordi-
nated lobbying going on. This is due to
the fact that the sector comprises a num-
ber of smaller or larger landowners who all
manage UOS with more or less access for
the public. Dividing a sector into different
sub-sectors allows for a more in-depth anal-
ysis of the economy as a whole. Therefore,
the following description of the UOS sec-
tor is divided into three main sub-sectors,
local governments, housing companies and
cemeteries, reflecting the main public land-
owner groups in a Swedish context.

The following is based on a national
study that estimated the size and turno-
ver of the Swedish UOS sector (Ekelund
et al., 2017). In a number of other sectors,
estimates of the total turnover are based
on total sales and proceeds — for example,
the horticulture sector produces plants,
vegetables or trees. These have a primary
production value, which is often regarded
as the sector’s total economic output. The
UOS sector has no sales but provides public
goods, sometimes expressed as ecosystem
services (MEA, 2005). There are basically
three ways of assessing the size of the UOS
sector: (i) by estimating the number of
organisations or even individuals working
within the sector, (ii) by estimating the
number of square metres of UOS within
each of the sub-sectors or (iii) by estimating
the costs related to purchasing or providing
services. A combination of the three may
provide the best estimate.

The UOS sector is typically characterised
by a large number of organisations, many
of which are relatively small, as many have
management of UOS as only a small part of
their overall responsibilities. Further, one
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of the primary UOS organisations, local
government, splits responsibility for UOS
management between different depart-
ments within the organisation (see Chap-
ter 9). Therefore, it is difficult to produce
a comprehensive estimate of the sector.
Figures from landscaping companies and
consultants are estimates based on a series
of sources, as these sub-sectors may have
overall figures for turnover but do not dif-
ferentiate between different consumer or
project types. Individual family homeown-
ers may also hire various landscaping and
maintenance services, but these operations
are not included in the estimates. Thus the
figures available must be regarded as very
conservative.

To assess the size or land area of the
UOS sector, Persson et al. (2012) used costs
from interest groups either purchasing or
providing services to the sector. However,
it proved difficult to obtain sufficient data
to make a reliable estimate. Therefore, cal-
culations were mostly based on the size
of UOS and the costs for establishing and
maintaining each square metre. Total costs
were estimated using the following for-
mula: area x cost per square metre = total
cost (Persson et al., 2012). A key issue is,
therefore, to find the area of different UOSs
being managed by different UOS managers,
often across multiple organisations within
a local government (for example, parks,
roads, cultural, social). Much area data can
be found through publicly available statis-
tical sources, and different sources may be
used to verify data from key sources. For an
overview of how different UOS typologies
add up to an urban matrix, see Chapter 3.

The primary amount of expenditure
(costs) is met through national, regional
or local government taxes (publicly owned
areas), rent or fees for residents (housing
companies, semi-public areas) or burial tax
in cemeteries. There is in general a lack of

comparable data to make one estimate for
the entire UOS sector.

In the Swedish study (Persson et al.,
2012), planning, design (including consul-
tancy services) and acquiring maintenance
services were all included in ‘management’.
These costs are related to purchases (see
Figure 4.6), while the remaining costs are
generated by the management organisa-
tions themselves and regarded as in-house
work. The sector often uses terms such as
‘purchaser’ and ‘provider’, based on the
New Public Management terminology (see
the aforementioned and Chapter 9), where
the purchaser has the formal management
responsibility (and owns the resources) and
the provider does the operational work
(undertakes the maintenance).

For housing estates and privately man-
aged estates, the costs for maintenance
of UOS are often calculated based on the
rented area, most commonly floor space.
Information on costs may be gathered from
purchasers/managers’ own estimates of
expenditure per square metre and in some
cases from providers. The costs of main-
tenance of different areas varies based on
the extent to which they are maintained,
how effective the operations are and differ-
ing maintenance standards depending on
context and usage. Expenditure by area is,
therefore, different for different UOSs.

It is important to note that conditions
differ between various parts of the sector,
which demands good sectoral knowledge
and insights into the methods of present-
ing costs, managed area and operations
employed by the different branches in order
to obtain trustworthy and comparable
information. It is currently difficult to pro-
duce information that is sufficiently unified
in order to make national comparisons. For
international comparisons, there is also a
need to adjust for national differences in
accounting.
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Figure 4.4 The different operations in management of the UOS sector, shown as a sequence of
actions over time. The operational maintenance phase includes repairs (re-construction), planned
periodic maintenance (e.g. tree pruning) and redevelopment (e.g. when a worn out playground is

refurbished). See Chapter 3 for definitions of green, blue, brown and grey spaces.

Green spaces in local
governments

In a Swedish context, green spaces, or
more specifically parks, are designated
as public spaces and protected as recrea-
tional areas in local plans. In the Swedish
planning system, parks in local plans are
usually owned and managed by the local
government, as a service offered to their
residents. However, the term ‘park’ in local
plans often also includes roadside verges,
brown spaces and unused strips in between
developments.

There is general uncertainty in defining
what actually characterises a ‘park’, not only
in legislation but also in practice. During the
late 1990s, the Swedish Association of Local
Authorities (SALA) sent a questionnaire to
all local government parks departments.
The survey focused on the type of space
regarded as a park, as well as the related
management costs. According to an extrap-
olation by SALA based on the responses,
there were 71,000 hectares of parkland in
Sweden, of which 27,000 hectares (38%)
landscaped park and the remaining 44,000
hectares (62%) preserved nature (Svenska
kommunférbundet, 1997). Park mainte-
nance was estimated to cost EUR 130 mil-
lion, of which 93% was spent on managed
parks and 7% on the natural land.

Park management by local governments
in Sweden is funded through local govern-
ment taxes. Statistics in Sweden’s annual
report on local government expenditure
show that costs related to parks amount
to EUR 435 million or an average of EUR
45 per citizen and year (SCB, 2017). The
expenditure is not further subdivided.

Green spaces around housing
estates

A large proportion of UOS is located within
residential areas or is connected to other
types of property, such as offices, hospitals
and schools (Ekelund et al., 2017). Moreover,
approximately 50% of what is often consid-
ered to be UOS is privately owned (Fuller &
Gaston, 2009; Schmitt-Harsh et al., 2013),
yet can still be accessible, physically or vis-
ually, and contribute much to the public in
various ways through enhanced amenities,
ecosystem services, etc. Green spaces belong-
ing to housing estates are regarded as private
land and are not (as such) publicly accessible.
They are owned by companies, which can be
semi-public or private. In Sweden, local gov-
ernments provide affordable housing through
publicly owned, but individually governed,
public housing companies. Despite the pri-
vate character of the space surrounding the
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estates, they are always open for residents’
use. Since the 1930s, it has been common
practice for local governments to integrate
these residential green spaces with other
UOS in a cohesive green infrastructure
planning network with a combined socio-
ecological perspective. These spaces play an
important role for residents and as a supple-
ment to public UOS, for recreation that can
be active or passive (e.g. when enjoying the
view from a window [Lindgren, 2010]). On
average, managing green spaces in Swed-
ish multi-family housing areas costs EUR
650 million per year or EUR 155 per resi-
dent and year.

Cemeteries as green spaces

Significant green spaces in terms of cemeter-
ies have existed in and around urban areas
for centuries (Bennett & Davies, 2015) as
part of church grounds (Figure 4.5). Urban-
isation and urban expansion have caused
cemeteries to grow in a similar way to other
types of UOS during the 20th century.
Differences in cemetery traditions across
Europe, and even within countries, make
these types of UOS more or less important
as part of the urban matrix, providing social,
ecological, heritage and cultural values.
The Church of Sweden runs all cemeter-
ies in Sweden, except in two cities where
they are managed by the local govern-
ments. In the past, local congregations have
been responsible for managing their ceme-
teries, but today, cemeteries are managed at
the parish level. There are approximately
600 parishes in Sweden, which may consist
of one or several congregations. Parishes
are decreasing in number and growing in
area, following several reforms and mergers.
The parish’s most senior official, the vicar,
is responsible for all operations, including
cemetery administration. Larger parishes

often employ professional management
teams.

The Church of Sweden was the national
church until the church was separated
from the state in 2000 (Svenska Kyrkan,
2018). Cemetery management was financed
through a church tax until it was replaced
by a funeral fee, paid as a percentage of tax-
able income, also in 2000. The funeral fee
originally differed between different funeral
organisations and varied between 0.08%
and 0.76% of taxable income in 2015. Since
2017, the fee has been the same across the
country, 0.25% of taxable income. These
fees cover the burial costs and maintenance
of communal areas of the cemetery, as indi-
vidual grave maintenance is covered by the
families of the deceased. Thus cemetery
management administrations hold a series
of individual grave maintenance agree-
ments with the related families.

Results from the Swedish
study

Table 4.1 shows the number of UOS man-
agement organisations, contractors, con-
sultants and individual homeowners in
Sweden. In total, there are approximately
40,000 organisations responsible for UOS or
providing UOS services in Sweden.

Table 4.2 shows the national turnover
of UOS in Sweden in type, size and mainte-
nance costs for green spaces defined as local
government-managed parks, UOS around
housing estates and UOS in cemeteries.
These comprise the majority of managed
UOS in Sweden.

According to Table 4.2, the Swedish
UOS sector has annual maintenance costs
of approximately EUR 1.8 billion. An addi-
tional EUR 0.7 billion is related to plan-
ning, design and construction (Ekelund
et al.,, 2017). The combined value (EUR



Figure 4.5 Three examples showing the variety of green space provided by cemeteries:
(i) West Norwood Cemetery, London, UK; (ii) Waldfriedhof Stadt Lampertheim in Hessen, close to
Mannheim, Germany; and (iii) Skogskyrkogarden, Stockholm, Sweden. Photos: Peter Neal (i and
iii), Anna Steidle (ii)
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in Sweden

Organisations and companies

Local governments 290
— Park organisations (usually environmental/technical departments)

— Institutions (social, education, etc.)

— Sports grounds (usually culture departments)

— Greening alongside streets (usually roads departments)

Housing companies 25,600
Cooperatives 260
Publicly owned housing companies 12,300
Members of the Association of Property Owners

Funeral managers (Parish or equivalent) for 3,200 cemeteries 616
County councils 20
The Swedish Transport Administration (‘green streets’ and traffic environments) 1
Individual homeowners

Permanent dwellings 1,880,000
Recreational dwellings 577,000
Landscapers and consultants

Landscaping companies 500
Consultants 200

Source: Adapted from Ekelund et al. (2017)

Table 4.2 Size and maintenance cost of UOS in Sweden

Type of urban open space

Annual maintenance
cost, million EUR

Size of UOS, ha

Green spaces (parks)
Housing estates
Cemeteries
Sports grounds
Institutions, i.e. day care, schools, hospitals
Industrial and office estates (only office estates)
Green areas along streets and roads
Total

80,000 435
26,000 650
9,500 330
3,150 95
- 145
- 100
- 15

118 500 1770

Source: Reproduced from Ekelund et al. (2017)

2.5 billion) is equivalent to the primary
production value of Sweden'’s forestry sec-
tor (EUR 2.7 billion) (Skogsstyrelsen, 2018).

Looking into the future

Collectively, the Swedish UOS sector is
a major and complex one, consisting of

many independent organisations. There
is reason to believe that the Swedish situ-
ation of complexity and lack of a unified
organisation representing the entire sector
also applies in other countries. The lack
of one collective organisation represent-
ing the entire sector makes it difficult to
gather data on its operations, while the
lack of unification also makes the sector
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somewhat invisible to the public and to
governments and politicians on all levels.
On a national scale, the formal organi-
sation for UOS management is often the
local government. Even if UOS manage-
ment constitutes only a fragment of the
total local government turnover, it often
has a designated organisation - for exam-
ple a parks department, skilled staff on the
tactical level and growing attention from
politicians and users (Arts et al., 2006;
Jansson et al., 2019).

The conditions under which modern
governance and management of UOS are
performed varies between countries. In
the UK, which has been hit hard by aus-
terity measures, the late 20th century
saw a marked change in fortunes with
the launch of a national Urban Parks Pro-
gramme funded by the National Lottery.
This provided both capital and revenue
for the restoration and regeneration of
many of the most important historic pub-
lic parks across the UK. This was followed
by the parliamentary enquiry into town
and country parks, the establishment of
an Urban Parks Forum and the creation of
an Urban Green Spaces Taskforce, which
recommended the formation of a national
agency for urban green spaces. Thus the
lack of a unified UOS sector has a direct
effect on the continuing threat to the very
existence of parks and other UOS in the
UK. As UOS management is generally not
a statutory duty of local governments, it is
subject to political prioritisation by both
national and local governments regarding
how money is spent. In Sweden, the lack
of a unified sector may seem problematic
in relation to the size and impact of UOS
on the public - for example, in relation to
providing ecosystem services (MEA, 2005)
- and in the potential of UOS to mod-
ify some of the current environmental
challenges, including climate change, as

described in Chapter 1. In Germany, the
majority of local governments are expe-
riencing similar cuts in public budgets
as seen in the UK, but the German statu-
tory obligation to manage publicly owned
green spaces keeps the focus of local gov-
ernments on this task.

Current governance and management
of UOS is driven in part by austerity and
in part by increased interest and expecta-
tion from various stakeholders (see Chap-
ters 5 and 6). As a result, UOS governance
and management in the UK and in many
other places now include a growing focus
on collaboration, public engagement,
entrepreneurism and strategic partner-
ships. Due perhaps to the perceived lack
of economic threat experienced by Swed-
ish managers, UOS governance and man-
agement in Sweden currently does not
involve voluntary support and alliances
with local stakeholders in relation to the
actual maintenance of green spaces (Ran-
drup et al., 2017).

There is a need for increased collab-
oration within and beyond the sector,
increased interest from politicians, plan-
ners and users and creative ideas on devel-
opment and financing of the sector. This
seems to be relevant across international
borders. There is also a clear need for
greater innovation and strategic reform of
the UOS sector. This is required not just
to meet the considerable economic chal-
lenges that public services are facing but
also to respond to wider drivers of change.
These include trends,
growing urban populations and increas-
ing urban density, a continuing need to
improve public health and promote more
active lifestyles, increasing environmen-
tal resilience, greater efficiency in the use
of natural resources and counteracting
the impacts of, for example, a changing
climate.

socioeconomic
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In the UK, CABE Space was launched
in 2003 as a dedicated unit within the
Commission for Architecture and the
Built Environment (CABE). Established as
a national champion for the urban parks
and green spaces sector, the organisation
developed a programme of national cam-
paigns, research, best practice and enabling
to improve the planning, design and man-
agement of UOS. It published a variety of
evidence-based surveys on the benefits of
high-quality UOS, highlighting examples
of good practice, which provided a valu-
able resource for local governments and
public-sector organisations. This helped
to justify local government investment
and resources for management and main-
tenance but also raised the profile of the
sector as a valuable, if not essential, public
service. More than a decade later, many
CABE Space publications are still used
as important points of reference. These
include the following: ‘Is the grass greener?
Learning from international innovations in
urban green space management’, which pro-
vides detailed and still relevant research
on UOS management across world cities,
including Tokyo, Minneapolis, Ziirich,
Wellington, Melbourne and Paris (CABE,
2019). CABE Space was disbanded by the
UK government in 2011, but the reports
are still available (CABE, 2019).

Of particular interest for the future
governance and funding arrangements of
UOS is an increasing role of independent
park trusts and charities in UOS manage-
ment. In the UK, there are already several
long-established examples that have per-
formed well throughout recent political
and economic turbulence. A number of cit-
ies and local governments are now consid-
ering establishing independent trusts and
transferring their UOS management activi-
ties and operations. This does not seem to
be the case in all countries (e.g. in Sweden),

but the need to include and engage with
local users seems evident (see Chapters 5
and 7). The question remains whether
politicians see and understand the need
for well-managed UOS and whether UOS
managers are skilled enough to both com-
municate and meet this need. London’s
Royal Parks have followed a route of trans-
ferring from a public agency to an inde-
pendent charity in 2017. This change has
provided greater autonomy in operation,
wider opportunities for fundraising and
charitable activities, more appeals for vol-
unteering and an ability to draw on wider
commercial and organisation skills and
expertise through appointments to man-
agement teams and the executive board.
Thus the diversity in the organisational
set-up is wide and likely to be increasingly
varied.

The UOS management sector shows var-
iation but also similarities across nations.
In the UK, the sector has seen major cuts
in management budgets, and new schemes,
cooperations and organisational and legal
organisations have been developed. In
Germany, there is a formal obligation to
manage UOS, but the financial burden of
meeting this requirement is increasing. In
Sweden, local government managers have
not faced similar economics-related chal-
lenges. However, as shown in this chapter,
the Swedish UOS sector is divided, frag-
mented and lacking one voice, a situation
that can be assumed to apply in similar
sectors internationally. Therefore, there is
a general need for national UOS sectors to
formalise organisation of the UOS sector.
This includes development of new forms of
engagement and economic steering mech-
anisms in order to fulfil the requirements
(formal or informal) set by modern society
and to ensure that UOS remains as relevant
and valued in the future as it was in the
past.
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Governance and management of urban
open space (UOS) affect the qualities and
properties of UOS in relation to its use
potential, which is determined by its con-
tent, quality, access and context. UOSs are
visited or perceived by people, or users,
for various activities, or uses (Jansson &
Lindgren, 2012; Dempsey & Smith, 2014).
Thus UOS governance and management
can adapt to, support or encourage use and
thereby provide ecosystem services that
lead to various user benefits.

There are generally no binding or legal
responsibilities for organisations to provide
people with high-quality UOS; rather, this
is an implicit demand (de Magalhaes & Car-
mona, 2009). Yet UOSs and their manage-
ment — in public but also semi-public and
sometimes private UOS settings — can pro-
vide well-being and equity (Jennings et al.,
2016) and are important in supporting var-
ious user groups.

In this chapter, we describe how user-
oriented governance and management
approaches to UOS can adapt to, support
or encourage various uses, focusing on user
groups with specific needs, such as children,
young people, the elderly, people with disa-
bilities and ethnic minorities.

Research has identified several relationships
between the perception of environments
and human well-being that are relevant for
UOS governance and management. Grahn
and Stigsdotter (2010) describe eight per-
ceived sensory dimensions of green spaces
that are generally preferred and their vari-
ety. These are, in order from most to least
preferred: serene (silent and calm), space
(spacious, a coherent whole), nature (wild),
rich in species (various plants and animals),
refuge (safe, secluded, seating), culture
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(historical and cultural elements), prospect
(open surfaces, vistas) and social (meeting
places, pleasure) (Grahn & Stigsdotter, 2010).
These dimensions are connected to activities
on a scale from passive to active use. Sim-
ilarly, Carr et al. (1992) describe people as
attracted to public spaces that allow them to
meet five needs: comfort, relaxation, passive
engagement, active engagement and discov-
ery. Another relevant theory is the so-called
preference matrix, with coherence and com-
plexity (to make sense) and legibility and
mystery (to get involved or interested in)
described as four essential qualities in green
spaces (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989).

The concept of affordances is also rele-
vant. According to Heft (1988, p. 32), affor-
dances are ‘perceived qualities that emerge
from person-environment relations’. They
are the perceived meaningful action pos-
sibilities in an environment. A tree can
afford walking in shade, picking fruits or
climbing, while a pond can afford water
play, bird watching or meditation. These
individual perceptions of possible uses are
affected by various norms and change over
lifespans, with season, weather, time of the
day, etc., but depend strongly on properties
and qualities of UOS, such as maintenance
level, design and content.

People who seek out UOS look for spe-
cific qualities and properties in order to find
environments and affordances matching
their needs, so-called person-environment
fit, which depends on environmental,
social, demographic and individual factors
(Kahana et al., 2003). For example, people
experiencing much stress tend to prefer the
dimensions refuge, nature and rich in spe-
cies more than others (Grahn & Stigsdotter,
2010). By contrast, people engaged in forag-
ing may value particular species, based on,
for example, edibility, that may be seen as
serving other functions (e.g. wildlife hab-
itat) or not seen as valuable (e.g. invasive

species). Such variation in users and uses is
a challenge for UOS managers.

A UOS open space governance and manage-
ment approach that is user oriented (Jans-
son & Lindgren, 2012) requires interest and
knowledge of both users and uses. In gen-
eral, it is important to provide variation,
adapt to a multitude of local uses and users
and continuously re-develop spaces. Exam-
ples include mowing grass more often to
facilitate ball sports, placing benches along
a path favoured by the elderly or reviewing
rules on allowing plant harvesting.

User-oriented UOS governance and
management often require collection of
user information to analyse the local sit-
uation. Managers may gain inspiration
based on observations of use, data on
demographics, surveys, e-tools or theoret-
ical knowledge on different user groups,
behaviours or preferences. Critical analysis
of such information is important, as it is
not always the most common or noticed
users who need the most support, and
some users and uses may be invisible or
problematic. It can also be of value for
managers to inform users in various ways,
increasing the knowledge and understand-
ing of UOS and its management. This can
be done through signage, media, social
media, etc. (Figure 5.1).

In order to manage in a user-oriented
manner and to build partnerships, it is
important to initiate two-way communica-
tion with users through, for example, work-
shops, focus group interviews or e-tools (see
Chapters 7 and 10). Today, most manage-
ment organisations, particularly local gov-
ernments, have ways for users to comment
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Figure 5.1 Signage in Edinburgh, UK, where the local government is informing users about its

management approach. Photo: Mérit Jansson

or submit requests. Some also have close
contact with interest groups concerning,
for example, access for the disabled; organ-
ising walks focusing on, for example, per-
ceived safety; or educating and learning
from local users through various projects or
guided tours. One step further is to invite
users into decision making or other forms
of active participation through various lev-
els of co-governance, as further described in
Chapter 7.

Providing accessibility and
quality

In UOS, quality and accessibility are two
aspects that are both highly intertwined
and of critical importance for use. Although
quality in relation to UOS is dependent on
various, often individual, factors, there are

some general quality aspects — for exam-
ple, accessibility, maintenance, nature and
facilities (Fors et al., 2018). Bell et al. (2003)
identified the social, experimental, ecologi-
cal and functional as important dimensions
of woodlands, which can be interpreted as
four main aspects of user quality, related
also to accessibility. Good accessibility is a
quality of great societal importance, often a
precondition for use (Van Herzele & Wiede-
mann, 2003). Achieving accessibility in
UOS across abilities can give very positive
experiences, as found among people with
learning disabilities (Mathers, 2008). Exclu-
sion of users, on the other hand, is expe-
rienced as highly negative, such as when
playgrounds are ill fitted for children with
disabilities and their parents (Prellwitz &
Skér, 2017).

Proximity is a highly relevant aspect of
accessibility, as people mainly experience
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UOS close to where they spend time, live,
work or commute and rarely compensate for
lack of nearby green spaces by visiting more
remote UOS. People living close to ample
green spaces with suitable facilities are more
physically active than others across ages
and ethnicities (Kaczynski et al., 2014). In
general, people with access to many urban
green spaces are healthier, but this effect
can depend on the type and character of
the spaces (Weeler et al., 2015). Growing up
in an area with many green spaces is asso-
ciated with good mental health (Engemann
et al.,, 2019). Distances of a few hundred
metres often determine the frequency of
visits, which affects reported stress, health
and quality of life (Stigsdotter et al., 2010).
In order to provide benefits for people, it is,
therefore, valuable to consider accessibility
through proximity. However, true accessi-
bility is also affected by factors such as bar-
riers, usability and social inclusion.
Accessibility and quality interplay at
various urban scales and through several
factors, from individual gardens to entire
neighbourhoods. These factors can include
high residential density and mixed land
uses (offering services and facilities close
by), accessibility (easily reached green
spaces), connectedness and permeability,
legibility (quality and number of nodes
and landmarks), attractiveness (user per-
ceived, amount of greenery), inclusive-
(pedestrian friendly, welcoming
to all), maintenance (level, amount of
litter), safety and character (Dempsey,
2008). Most urban residents prefer signs
of human care in UOS (Nassauer, 1995),
particularly in their immediate residential
environment, for a local place identity
(Jorgensen et al., 2007). Many also have
an equally pressing need for accessible
wilderness-like areas (such as woodlands)
close to home for restorative experiences.
Jorgensen et al. (2007), therefore, suggest

ness

providing access to a wide range of UOS
types close to residential settings so that
residents can choose the way in which
they use and interact with UOS.

A common issue among users is the per-
ceived fear in UOS, particularly within some
groups, due to perceived vulnerability or
past experiences of crime, even though they
are often not likely to be victims of crime
(Sreetheran & van den Bosch, 2014). This
includes the elderly, who are dependent on
perceived safety for their residential satis-
faction (Kahana et al.,, 2003), immigrants
who might be anxious due to low language
proficiency (Wu & Wareham, 2017) and
women (Koskela, 1999). Perceived unsafety
outdoors limits many people in their social
lives and physical activities, with negative
consequences for well-being. The reasons
are complex, often based on both social and
individual aspects (Sreetheran & van den
Bosch, 2014). Physical properties, which are
much affected by the way a UOS is man-
aged, have a large impact on the experience,
particularly after dark and where vegetation
is free-growing or unmanaged (Jansson
et al., 2013).

Aspects affecting perceived safety include a
readable and unified landscape design with a
low degree of closure (e.g. vegetation only on
one side of a path) and good possibilities for
overview and control, including the possibil-
ity to escape or see other people approaching
and evaluate whether they pose a potential
threat. This can be achieved through strate-
gic lighting and vegetation designs allowing
visual access and ease of movement - for
example low vegetation density between knee
and eye level. Vegetation character and main-
tenance are also important - i.e. preventing
poorly maintained, vandalised and littered
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UOS (Jansson et al., 2013). A challenge when
managing for increased perceived safety is to
retain an attractive vegetation character and
its benefits, as very simple, safety-promot-
ing concepts might result in less attractive
UOS. As there is also a need for more wild
and varied UOS characters, providing choices
between routes and areas with various types
of management approaches might be valua-
ble also in this respect (Jorgensen, 2007).

In order to provide all functions needed in
UOS and to adapt to changes in uses and users,
multifunction and flexibility are needed. New
approaches might balance between different
types of multifunction. UOS management
often needs to enable social and ecological
functions to co-exist (Shams & Barker, 2019).
This can include biodiversity, protection of
vulnerable ecosystems and species, cultural
heritage and stormwater management. Leg-
islation might protect some areas and guide

governance and management. Managing
UOS for a multitude of ecosystem services
and values can, therefore, mean regulating
its use. When considering mainly social mul-
tifunctions, there are different approaches,
such as providing places to support specific
uses (boule courts, skate parks, playgrounds)
or striving for total multifunction, to fit sev-
eral users (see Box 5.1).

Social activities in UOS are much appre-
ciated among many user groups, includ-
ing different ethnicities (Ordé6fiez-Barona,
2017). UOSs often act as meeting places
and, with deliberate design and manage-
ment, can facilitate social cohesion and
integration of immigrants (Van der Jagt
et al., 2016), encouraging active use by
diverse users, avoiding over-regulation and
leaving room for self-organisation (Peters
et al., 2010). There is a need for different
‘social environments’ that are inclusive for
all users (Haase et al., 2017). Complex and
diverse UOS can provide various affordances
for multifunction and is often preferred over
monotonous areas. Lawns can be developed
by adding sensory experiences — for example

Multifunction in UOS can mean different things and be of various types. Rode (2016)

defines three types of spatial multifunction:

Tessellated (mosaic) multifunction (separated functions within an area)

Partial multifunction (combination of functions within an area, with one or two

dominating)

Total multifunction (a balance between different functions within an area).

Multifunction can also be based on time (Ahern, 2011):

Time-based multifunction (several functions within an area but at different times).
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variations between cut grass and meadow —
and providing more affordances (Ignatieva
et al.,, 2017). If thoughtfully managed and
designed, some UOSs can provide multiple
and better functions and values. For exam-
ple, social inclusion can be supported where
UOSs are shared between preschools and

homes for the elderly (partial or time-based
multifunction) or between children in play-
grounds and elderly people doing commu-
nity gardening (tessellated multifunction)
(see Box 5.2). However, not all functions
can be successfully combined and aim-
ing for too much ‘multifunction’ within a

BOX 5.2: MULTIFUNCTION IN EAST
VILLAGE, CALGARY, CANADA

The UOS Crossroads in East Village in Calgary, Canada (Figure 5.2), was developed
in 2016 through a closed co-governance approach, supported by local politicians and
managers. It provides social functions across the generations and ecological functions.

In response to requests from nearby homes for the elderly, facilities for community gar-

dening are provided. A playground, a small square with chairs and tables and parcels

of meadow are located close by. This is an example of mainly tessellated multifunction,

with various functions mostly separated but located together.

Figure 5.2 Playground, community garden and square in tessellated multifunction at Cross-

roads, Calgary, Canada. Photo: Marit Jansson
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limited space can instead decrease both val-
ues and uses — for example, by heavy wear
and tear or users disturbing each other.
Places and elements can be both pro-
grammed (benches, gym and play equip-
ment) and non-programmed (rocks, hills,

vegetation, sculptures, walls, etc.) for use.
Programmed elements can be inviting to
specific users or signal what is allowed but
have the possible disadvantage that the use
is steered or excluding. Therefore, non-pro-
grammed places and elements that bring

BOX 5.3: TAMING THE INFORMAL IN
HIGH LINE PARK, NEW YORK CITY, US

One UOS that has been developed based on an informal character is High Line Park
in New York City, US (see Figure 5.3), the subject of much fascination and criticism for
being ‘over-managed’ and gentrified. In 2009, an abandoned and overgrown elevated
railroad track in Manhattan’s West Side was re-designed into a public park, but critics
claim that too much of the informal character has been lost and thereby also many of

the possibilities for creative uses (Millington, 2015).

Figure 5.3 The High Line, New York City, US, where the informal character has been tamed.

Photo: Johan Ostberg
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a multitude of affordances and flexibility
of use are valuable, including many infor-
mal, in between or abandoned UOSs. Such
places are appreciated because they impose
little restriction and can provide biodiver-
sity, nature contact (Rupprecht, 2017) and
a feeling of wilderness or escape for chil-
dren, for example (Jansson et al., 2016).
Many researchers, including Qvistrom
(2011), stress the importance of keeping
informal areas as attractive features and
warn that recreational values risk disap-
pearing if they are ‘over-managed’ (see
Box 5.3). However, not everybody appre-
ciates informal aesthetics, and it can be
important to deal with, for example, litter,
weeds, pests or animals since ‘even a min-
imal level of management [maintenance]
could improve both perception and rec-
reational value of informal green spaces’
(Rupprecht, 2017, p. 19).

Multifunction, particularly time based, is
also connected to flexibility. Flexibility over
time can be necessary for long-term UOS
quality, as the qualities sought change with
societal changes but also for short-term or
seasonal changes. Such flexibility can support
community initiatives (Brinkhuijsen & Steen-
huis, 2015) and allow well-functioning tem-
porary uses, such as festivals. Some seasonal
happenings connected to UOS and culture
require active management, like ice skating
or the traditional hanami, when springtime
cherry blossoms are viewed and celebrated
with picnics in specific UOSs in Japan.

Uses of UOS shift over time and contexts,
as related to various users and roles, and
can be categorised in several ways. Fongar

et al. (2019) describe uses as extrinsic (dog
walking, foraging, play), social (meeting
friends, picnics, festivities), active (run-
ning, ball games, skateboarding, qi gong),
intrinsic (nature experience, mental recre-
ation, sunbathing) and non-use (passing
through, not using). Some uses can also be
of several types, including walking and rec-
reational running, and the possibilities for
different activities depend strongly on local
affordances.

In some of the multiple and changing
uses of UOSs, users might disturb each
other. Governance and management activ-
ities must, therefore, address or avoid con-
flicts in use (de Magalhdes & Carmona,
2009). A wish among many, often young,
users to affect, explore and co-create the
environment has challenged UOS manage-
ment increasingly over recent decades and
has sometimes led to conflicts. Expressions
from graffiti and skateboarding to a variety
of bottom-up so-called do-it yourself urban-
ism taking various forms, including urban
knitting (yarn bombing) and guerrilla gar-
dening, may have historical roots (Talen,
2015) but have changed and challenged
the way people use, perceive and interact in
UOSs. It is often possible for landscape pro-
fessionals to learn from and support these
initiatives (Fabian & Samson, 2015) - for
example by encouraging stewardship by
users over time — rather than quick actions
that might counteract UOS management
goals.

Besides the challenges associated with
the co-existence of several uses, crowding
through the mere presence of many people
can be an issue. There is a need for suffi-
cient space, as, for example, heavy wear
and tear in the use of UOSs by schools and
preschools that lack their own or sufficient
outdoor environments can pose challenges
for managers in dealing with conflicts and
maintaining the quality for other users. By
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providing variety in facilities, the manage-
ment can support those users who desire
low densities of people (Arnberger et al.,
2010).

Walking and mental
recreation

A very common and multifaceted use is
walking in, or just passing through or by,
UOSs. Walking is facilitated in neighbour-
hoods with connected greenways, good
accessibility to green spaces and public UOS
facilities, such as gyms and gardens, a wide
choice of paths and consideration of per-
ceived personal safety and (traffic) security
(Wang et al., 2016).

Walking in UOSs has lately been affected
by GIS and mobile technology, with
location-based games, most notably the
highly used Pokémon GO (launched in
2016), encouraging various types of treasure

hunts in the physical environment. These
games increase the overall use of UOSs,
mainly public parks and places close to
water, and enable engagement from land-
scape professionals (Potts et al., 2017). For
example, it is important to provide variation
and landmarks in order to make UOSs more
interesting to explore with GIS technology.

Many users seek UOS, and particularly
green areas, for intrinsic motives, such as
mental recreation, often to reduce and
recover from stress. UOSs can be man-
aged for mental recreation in several ways,
including more free-growing, nature-like
environments (Hartig et al., 2003; Grahn &
Stigsdotter, 2010). Restorativeness is mainly
found in biodiversity and the dimensions
refuge and nature (Grahn & Stigsdotter,
2010) or where grass, shrubs and trees form
a varied nature-like environment, which
is more often the case in large parks (Fig-
ure 5.4) but sometimes also provided in lim-
ited spaces (Nordh et al., 2009). Although

Figure 5.4 Restorative environments with grass, trees and shrubs are more often provided in

large parks than in smaller UOSs. Photo: Anna Bengtsson
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moving in supportive environments is
preferable, viewing trees, water or similar
natural elements from a window can also
reduce stress and blood pressure (Hartig
et al., 2003).

Recreational running

Active physical activities, such as recrea-
tional running, Nordic walking and power
walking, are common in UOS. Recrea-
tional running is estimated to be the sec-
ond largest recreational outdoor activity

in Sweden, after walking (Qvistrom, 2017).
The increase in recreational running over
time has affected UOS management in
various ways (see Box 5.4). In some coun-
tries, it has had a major impact, with the
development of outdoor fitness centres and
trails with outdoor gyms and organisation
of various sports activities related to run-
ning (Figure 5.5). Today, recreational run-
ning is a malleable and diversified practice
occupying a wide range of places. The main
challenge in UOS management is to accom-

modate all runners.

Figure 5.5 The many forms of recreational running developed lately include fun runs, here for

children in a suburban park in Alnarp, Sweden. Photo: Marit Jansson
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BOX 5.4: DEVELOPMENT OF
RECREATIONAL RUNNING IN SWEDEN

Societal changes can lead to new activities in UOS, affecting management, as shown
in the example of recreational running. Before the general understanding of the
importance of recreational exercise for all ages triggered by the dramatic increase
in lifestyle diseases in the 1950s and 1960s (Latham, 2015; Qvistrém, 2017), it would
have been deemed out of place and physically harmful for a middle-aged woman to
jog. From its early experimental phase, recreational running developed into a large
movement in the 1960s and 1970s. Sweden became a forerunner in providing for
recreational running, with ideas of exercise related to outdoor recreation rather than
to sport (Qvistrom, 2016). There were at least 5,000 fitness trails for running by 1987,
of which almost 2,000 were illuminated (Qvistrém, 2017) (see Figure 5.6). From the
late 1970s onwards, the development of city marathons and fun runs has contributed
to the popularity of the exercise. Large mass events can block entire city centres,
sometimes combining elite sport activities with carnival-like activities (Edensor &
Larsen, 2017). The ingredients of sport, everyday exercise, nature and commercial
interest continue to mix and blend in new constellations, adding new forms rather
than replacing old forms. More recent international trends include commuting by
running, organised tourist runs, informal fun runs or ‘park runs’ (Stevinson et al.,
2015) and bottom-up trends, such as the Swedish initiative ‘plogging’ - i.e. picking
up litter while jogging.

Figure 5.6 The popularity of recreational running is evident in urban and peri-urban loca-
tions, like in the many trails provided in Skrylle, an area for outdoor recreation outside the
city of Lund, Sweden. Photo: Mattias Qvistréom
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There is growing recognition of UOS
functions for the extrinsic use of foraging
(Shackleton et al., 2017). As a distinctive
community of practice, foragers harvest
diverse species of plants, mosses, lichens
and other allied organisms, including asso-
ciated materials (e.g. fruits, leaves, blos-
soms) for foods, medicines or raw materials
for culturally or economically important
items (e.g. jams, teas, baskets) (Poe et al.,
2013; Hurley et al.,, 2015). Some foraged
materials may represent an important con-
tribution to a user’s diet (Synk et al., 2017)
or, in some cities, culturally appropriate
wild foods and medicines for indigenous
peoples (Poe et al.,, 2013). Foraging also
supports personal connections to nature
(Poe et al., 2014) and stewardship of some
species, habitats and areas (McLain et al.,
2017).

Foraging poses a number of challenges
for UOS governance and management.
A variety of UOS types (Figure 5.7), rang-
ing from parks to cemeteries, backyards
and street trees, support the activities of
foragers, but harvesting of plants may be
illegal in some spaces (Shackleton et al.,
2017). Likewise, the extent to which exist-
ing UOS development, such as species
selection, enables or constrains foraging
remains understudied. Analyses of for-
aging supply are still rather novel - for
example the recent evaluation of New York
City’s street trees as potential resources for
foragers (Hurley & Emery, 2018). Foraging
is increasingly understood as a commu-
nity of practice transcending social and
economic distinctions. However, research
suggests that foraging practices, includ-
ing the species that support these and the
conditions under which they are accessed
in UOS may be culturally differentiated
and characterised by unequal access and

involvement in the decision-making pro-
cesses (Watson et al., 2018).

Within specific user groups, with similar
though not totally homogeneous uses, per-
ceived qualities and accessibility of UOS
may differ from those in other groups. For
example, the importance of social, phys-
ical and management aspects of UOS may
change with user age (Laatkainen et al.,
2017). Some user groups can be of specific
importance in user-oriented UOS manage-
ment. This is highlighted by Target 11.7 in
the UN Sustainable Development Goals,
which emphasises the provision of univer-
sal access to safe, inclusive and accessible
green and public spaces, in particular for
women, children, the elderly and people
with disabilities (United Nations, 2015).

Children of preschool and primary school
age are among the most active users, both
in terms of time spent and in the inten-
sity of the use, but they need to be close
to UOS. The use is in general different for
children compared with adults, making it
of specific relevance for UOS managers to
take an interest in children’s perspectives.
Children tend to look for affordances for
play and interaction in their environments.
Specific facilities such as school grounds,
playgrounds, skate parks and multi-sport
facilities can facilitate outdoor play, but
a mix with other UOSs provides richness
and variety in affordances. When children
of school age go about on their own, they
may use, for example, playgrounds and grey
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(i)

Figure 5.7 Foraging can take place in various types of UOS. (i) Foraging in vegetation in an UOS in

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, US, and (ii) by a playground in Landskrona, Sweden. Photos: (i) Patrick

Hurley, (ii) Elin Pritzel Sundevall

spaces, such as roads and sidewalks, but also
appreciate ‘wild’ areas, such as abandoned
lots or nature for the many affordances
found there (Jansson et al., 2016). Jones
(2000) describes the value of otherable space
for children since UOS that is disordered,
polymorphic (allows multifunction), var-
iable and manipulable also has permeable
boundaries through which children can
move between various spaces. In such oth-
erable space, children find meaningful uses
and exploit environments without being
hindered.

Nature in its large variation often has a
richness in affordances exceeding that in
fully designed spaces. Variation in UOSs
in terms of management levels, qualities
and content is, therefore, interesting to
children (Jansson et al., 2016). Hills and
ditches, multi-stemmed and other climb-
ing-friendly trees, shrubs, rocks and other

hideouts, as well as anything that is loose
or can be picked, manipulated or modi-
fied, such as mud and water, are popular
elements for young children (Lerstrup,
2016) (Figure 5.8). In particular, mixing
prefabricated play equipment with natural
elements in large UOSs has been found to
lead to versatile play (Martensson, 2013).
Children creating their own places
(dens, bike trails, etc.) might be considered
problematic from a management perspec-
tive, but it is often possible to find ways to
support such initiatives. Children have an
interest in construction and maintenance
of UOS and sometimes also in the profes-
sionals performing these activities, which
is a promising starting point for involv-
ing children in operational management
activities (Jansson, 2015). Children’s con-
structive play can also be encouraged, for
example, by leaving branches to allow den



USER-ORIENTED URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT 5 CHAPTER

(i) -

(i)

Figure 5.8 (i) and (ii): Manipulable and mouldable elements like water provide many affordances

for children and can be made accessible for play in several types of UOS, whether formal or infor-

mal, programmed or unprogrammed. Photos: Méarit Jansson

construction (see the example in Box 5.5
and Figure 5.9)

Managers often have to deal with differ-
ent ideals and thoughts concerning envi-
ronments for children, as adults may find
children’s play disturbing, messy or dan-
gerous. Risk often becomes a major aspect
of managing UOSs for children, affected
by a focus on safety standards and adults’
fears. These aspects must be balanced with
play values and the importance of children
having access to varied, challenging and
inspiring UOSs where they can learn how to
handle risks (Brussoni et al., 2015). Ditches,
trees, rocks, climbing structures, loose ele-
ments and water are features that children
can use to develop strength, risk awareness
and self-regulation. UOS managers can

make UOSs accessible, enabling and inter-
esting for children and provide knowledge
and common sense in contacts with users
and others.

Playgrounds are commonly provided in
UOSs. Much visited playgrounds often have
place-specific qualities, such as surround-
ing play-friendly and shading green areas,
while play equipment that is perceived as
new, challenging or unique generates much
interest (Jansson, 2010). Adaptation to local
needs and preferences is important in order
to make playgrounds useful parts of a var-
ied local landscape. In particular, fathers
prefer challenging features for playing with
their children and mothers prefer places to
socialise (Refshauge et al., 2012). Among the
aspects preferred by children on playgrounds
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BOX 5.5: THE ‘FOREST OF DENS’ IN
BRUNNSHOG, LUND, SWEDEN

One example of managing UOS for active construction and manipulation by children is
‘kojskogen’ (the forest of dens) in the area Brunnshég in Lund, Sweden. There, a forest
of deciduous trees (mainly Acer pseudoplatanus) planted in the 1990s was converted
into a place that actively invited children and others to play and build dens, supported
by the local government. It was initiated in 2015 by the Swedish branch of Architecture
Sans Frontiéres International, together with the local government and university stu-
dents. The first constructions were made in willow by the artist Steen Madsen. By pro-

viding piles of willow branches, continuous construction was encouraged, both freely
and as part of temporal educational activities.

Figure 5.9 The entrance area to the ‘forest of dens’, Brunnshdég, Lund, Sweden. Photo: Bjorn
Wistrom

are physical challenges (climbing high, mov- supported by play workers, children’s per-
ing fast), placemaking (finding or construct-  spectives are often very well met (Figure 5.10).
ing dens) and manipulation (physically

affecting, using loose parts), all supported by

vegetation in or close to playgrounds (Jans- Children in schools and

son, 2015). UOS managers can learn from preschools

children'’s perspectives to provide richness in

affordances in playgrounds (Jansson, 2015). Outdoor areas at institutions such as schools
In so-called adventure playgrounds, where and preschools can allow children everyday
children construct their own play spaces outdoor experiences and related benefits.
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Figure 5.10 An adventure playground in Chiba, Japan. The adventure playground movement

started in the Nordic countries but has become particularly successful in Japan and provides inspi-

ration globally. Photo: Mérit Jansson

Many children spend little time outdoors in
their free time compared with previous gen-
erations, increasing the importance of insti-
tutional areas, where approaches from both
school staff and UOS managers can have
large influence (Jansson et al., 2018a). Over-
all school ground quality can be assessed
through Outdoor Environment Play Cat-
egories (OPEC) (Martensson, 2013), based
on research findings on the need for space,
shade and play possibilities. The OPEC
describe three main qualities: large surface
area (preferably above 6,000 square metres),
varied and green content (at least half of
the surface area covered by trees, shrubs
or broken ground) and design (integration
of areas that are open, vegetated and with
play equipment) (Boldemann et al., 2011;

Soderstrom et al., 2013). Another overarch-
ing approach is the ‘seven Cs’ by Herring-
ton & Lesmeister (2007): character, context,
connectivity, change, chance, clarity and
challenge.

School grounds can be improved
through, for example, gardening or partic-
ipatory greening projects. Participation by
pupils in planning and design is impor-
tant to develop spaces that suit children,
while participation in UOS management —
for example through education-based
approaches — is positive for everyday appre-
ciation of school grounds and their devel-
opment (Jansson et al., 2018a). It is highly
relevant to include school grounds in the
curriculum and develop them through dia-
logue and active participation.
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Schools and preschools also use UOS
outside their own grounds, such as nearby
playgrounds, parks or forests, where man-
agement may have a strong influence on
the play value and learning possibilities. For
preschools, proximity and safe routes are
of the utmost importance for visits, often
to green playgrounds (Jansson & Persson,
2010) or to gathering sites sheltered from
traffic and with variety, abundance, changes
over the year and possibilities to manipu-
late objects and materials. Forest preschools
prefer glades or sites by forest edges, often
with slopes and access to open water (Ler-
strup & Moller, 2016).

Adolescents are a marginalised and some-
times invisible user group, and there are dif-
ficulties in finding places that suit them and
where their use is accepted (Bell et al., 2003).
There are different views of adolescents as
either abusive users or not, but they can use
UOSs with sound relations to an understand-
ing adult world, including UOS managers.
Adolescents often favour UOSs with
social qualities for retreat, alone or in
smaller groups, and for interaction, relat-
ing to others and being seen (Lieberg,
1995). Providing a number of such multi-
functional settings, also allowing solitude,
helps adolescents more easily find uses in
UOSs. These can be organised settings,
such as playgrounds if these allow sitting
together (Owens, 2002) - for example, on
multiple or large swings or unprogrammed
structures that allow social interaction.
Sport facilities, outdoor gyms and large
slides can also attract adolescents, particu-
larly in well-maintained and aesthetically
pleasing settings (Mertens et al., 2019).
Many also appreciate green spaces that

are informal or even ‘invisible’, includ-
ing small clearings and wooded areas
(Bell et al., 2003). Owens and McKinnon
(2009) found that adolescents often prefer
environments supporting recreation, res-
toration and socialising, with nature and
vegetation being of varying, often large,
importance.

In school grounds, the uses of adoles-
cents tend to be neglected, and the spaces
and their management are rarely well
adapted to them, often leading to limited
use and sedentary behaviour, in particu-
lar among girls, with negative effects on
their health. By developing several mul-
tifunctional and not too programmed
places on school grounds, adolescents
can find affordances, allowing multifunc-
tion, such as socialising and ball games, in
well-maintained green settings (Jansson
et al., 2018b).

Many fragile users rarely go outdoors and
if so mainly in good weather conditions
(Bengtsson & Carlsson, 2013). UOS manage-
ment can use strategically located windows
to enhance indoor views of outdoor attrac-
tions, such as daylight, nature, plantings
or places for activities and meetings. Shel-
tered indoor-outdoor spaces, such as win-
ter gardens, balconies and patios, provide
the possibility to connect with the outside
environment (Chalfont & Rodiek, 2005),
and strategic use of plants, for example,
preferably developed in dialogue between
users and managers, can screen and prevent
access to private rooms from outside.

UOS management to suit fragile users
also involves facilitating the use of parks
or gardens, preferably in the immediate
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surroundings of buildings and with con-
nections to the wider neighbourhood
(Bengtsson, 2015). Bengtsson and Grahn
(2014) point out two overall important
aspects to consider when developing and
managing UOS to support fragile users —
namely, managing to make people com-
fortable in the outdoors and supporting
access to nature and surrounding life
(Figure 5.11).

Providing qualities that allow people
to be comfortable outdoors requires UOS
managers to consider perceived safety, rec-
ognition, variation and enclosure and to
listen to users concerning their comfort
in the entire UOS. Perceived safety can be
achieved when users feel safely enclosed
but not confined, avoiding physical or
psychological unpleasantness, such as
risks of falling, sliding or being exposed
to disturbing features or extreme con-
tent and shapes that might cause stressful

reactions. The management can strive
for UOSs to appear as united and natural
parts of settings, with familiar features and
plants that are functional year-round and
support recognition, interpretation and
orientation, avoiding too many impres-
sions, with variation and options in terms
of sun, shade and protection from wind
and rain.

Qualities that support access to nature
and surrounding life can be achieved
through a gradient of challenge, from pas-
sive impressions in calm and secluded
areas to interaction with people and natu-
ral elements in active areas. Environmen-
tal qualities can support contact with the
surrounding life (views of events involving
people, traffic, pets, etc.), social interaction
(accessible and attractive seating for vari-
ous group sizes) and impressions of human
culture (e.g. elements stimulating mem-
ory). UOS management can support the

Figure 5.11 Example of how a comfortable UOS for elderly people can be safely enclosed but not

confined. Photo: Anna Bengtsson

85




86

MARIT JANSSON, ET AL.

possibility to experience nature’s various
expressions with all senses and access to
secluded, peaceful UOSs enclosed by green-
ery and preferably including water features.
In relation to the continuum of the gradi-
ent of challenge, it is important for UOS
management to consider users’ choices on
whether to confront qualities perceived as
challenging or avoiding overstimulation
(Bengtsson & Carlsson, 2013).

Disabled people can have physical disabili-
ties, including sensorial disabilities (such as
vision and hearing) and/or mental disabili-
ties (such as anxiety and stress-related disor-
ders). These people may have very different
needs but often encounter the common
problem of being excluded from social life
in, for example, UOSs (Seeland & Nicolg,
2006; Baris & Uslu, 2009).

As a basis for inclusion, the UN Conven-
tion on the Rights of Persons with Disabili-
ties emphasises access in a broad sense and
requires state parties to ‘ensure to persons
with disabilities access, on an equal basis
with others, to the physical environment’
(United Nations, 2006). Processes forming
and developing UOSs, including manage-
ment, can consider and involve all users
rather than making additions to existing
UOSs that might even increase stigmati-
sation (Seeland & Nicole, 2006). One way
of considering people with disabilities in
a larger context is though the concept of
universal design, which aims to provide
environments that function for everyone.
The seven principles of universal design
are equitable use, flexibility in use, simple
and intuitive use, perceptible information,
tolerance for error, low physical effort and
size and space for approach and use (Story,
2001). Universal design can be employed in

many contexts, including in UOS govern-
ance and management.

People with physical disabilities face
many obstacles in UOSs, limiting their
independence and inclusion, but UOSs
with appropriate qualities can promote
their use (Botticello et al., 2014). There are
a number of physical obstacles to consider,
mainly in relation to people with physical
disabilities. Kerb ramps can be too few, in
bad condition, too steep, slippery or even
blocked. Stairs need handrails or comple-
mentary elevators or ramps. The presence
and width of sidewalks are important, as are
placement and availability of street cross-
ings. Nearby parking spaces specifically for
the disabled may be needed. Walking paths
should be clear, level and wide enough to
pass and meet others (with wheelchairs).
Providing the possibility to rest, especially
on sloping ground, is important, preferably
with shelter from the rain (Baris & Uslu,
2009; Rosenberg et al., 2013). Presence of
light and pleasing aesthetics in local envi-
ronments can encourage going outdoors.
Providing more greenery, secluded areas
and community gardens can promote social
interaction, beautiful views and a variety of
things to look at, including animals, chil-
dren playing, water and artworks, which are
appreciated among midlife and older adults
with mobility-related disabilities (Rosen-
berg et al., 2013).

Many people with mental disabili-
ties spend their daily life at home, with
restricted experience of leisure pursuits.
Visiting public UOSs requires much energy
and preparation for this group and for those
caring for them (Mathers, 2008). For exam-
ple, people with learning disabilities prefer
environments that are easily understood
(Mathers, 2008). Having staff at sites, simple
maps, obvious routes, smooth footpaths,
cleanliness and flexible seating are adapta-
tions that can encourage visits, as can ready
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information about toilets, places to sit and
other facilities (Mathers, 2008).

Uses and preferences for UOSs generally have
many similarities across cultural and eth-
nic backgrounds. Good UOS management
can offer affordances for social interaction
and integration, which Ordofiez-Barona
(2017) identified as one of the most impor-
tant values for immigrants. Several studies
have pointed out that high maintenance
levels make UOS function well for a mul-
ticultural user clientele and support social
benefits such as integration (Gobster, 2002;
Kazmierczak, 2013). This could be due to
many immigrants and ethnic minorities
being socio-economically marginalised
and having limited access to high-qual-
ity and functional outdoor environments
(Ordéftiez-Barona, 2017). However, some
studies show that while immigrants (Jay &
Schraml, 2014) and people with various
ethnic backgrounds (Byrne, 2012) enjoy
natural settings, they may rarely visit these
because they feel unwelcome when users
are predominantly non-immigrants (Byrne,
2012).

Social interaction and a sense of con-
nection with UOSs can lead to multicul-
tural, Feelings
of connectedness can be achieved by
familiar plants, landscapes or activities
that link homelands to the new country
(Rishbeth & Finney, 2006). Other inclu-
sive adaptations are to provide diversity
of engaging activities, such as local festi-
vals, sports or beautiful flowers (Rishbeth &
Finney, 2006), functional infrastructures
that allow passive social activities in large
groups (Ordoéiiez-Barona, 2017), accessi-
bility through openness and free access

inclusive environments.

with easy wayfinding (Rishbeth & Finney,
2006; Byrne, 2012). Providing information
about parks and their use to newly arrived
immigrants - for example, through employ-
ing park personnel - is also valuable (Rish-
beth & Finney, 2006).

User-oriented governance and management
of UOSs require professional training for
UOS managers in various positions (Fors
et al., 2018). The role of managers involves
facilitating services for a large variation of
uses and users. Adaptation to, and com-
munication with, multiple user groups can
be a way of making UOSs useful, relevant
and inclusive for more people. Participatory
approaches are important, but UOS manag-
ers and their competences are also needed
to balance the influence of various users and
ensure that the least powerful groups, such
as children, young people, the elderly, the
disabled and immigrants, are given access
and influence. In this respect, the role of the
manager is to communicate, negotiate and
explain management approaches leading to
diverse qualities and functions, including,
for example, cultural history and biodiver-
sity. Managers also have an important role
in finding ways to allow active involve-
ment - for example foraging, den play,
urban gardening and participation - with
awareness of the ever-changing uses and
user perspectives, encouraging (long-term)
stewardship among users. There is a particu-
lar need to be aware of views and demands
that tend to diminish the quality of UOSs or
limit the value and use of UOSs for others,
particularly for more vulnerable groups.
Since governance and management actions
have large impacts on the content and
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quality of UOSs and on people’s relations to
these spaces, they greatly affect the associ-
ated benefits for people. The individuality of
users underlines the importance of working
strategically and being user-oriented, pro-
viding for a multitude of present and future
users and uses. There is a need for flexibil-
ity in UOS governance and management, as
uses change over time. Beyond the physical
results of UOS governance and management,
activities, presence and contact with users by
individual UOS managers might be benefi-
cial to users. The role of the manager of UOS
uses and users is thereby truly multifaceted.
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Ethical dimensions
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and Marit Jansson

Although it might not always be obvious
to the beholder, landscapes are not neutral
or natural but are the result of many differ-
ent values and ideas, which have shaped
them through the many human activities
that occur there. According to Jorgensen
(2016, p. 2), it is ‘inevitable that political,
economic, social and cultural inequali-
ties become enshrined in landscape itself,
creating unequal access not only to nat-
ural goods and resources, but also to the
embedded processes that determine how
landscape is shaped and represented’. Con-
sidering this, ethics are, or should be, a basic
component when landscapes and urban
open spaces (UOSs) are being shaped. Ethi-
cal considerations lead decision makers and
managers beyond immediate and private
needs and encourage responsibility for the
common good, as well as concern for future
generations and other species — for exam-
ple animals and plant life. In UOS govern-
ance and management practices, an ethical
approach will typically promote values,

such as democracy, social inclusion, justice
and equal opportunities. A particular focus
in this chapter is, therefore, on vulnerable
societal groups that are disadvantaged and
need particular recognition and support.

There is reason to believe that an urban
environment that ignores ethical concerns
is also less resilient (Barrett et al., 2016).
Discounting vulnerable groups may foster
distrust, crime, weak community bonds,
narcissistic tendencies and populistic pol-
itics. Barrett et al. (2016) present the ethi-
cal city as a meta-concept covering existing
models of resilient, sustainable and just
urban development to which management
approaches and governance arrangement
can contribute.

Urban developments and lifestyles have
impacts far beyond local geographical
boundaries and time frames, as they can
influence people far away, future genera-
tions and other species (Vogel, 2015). The
ways in which people eat, build, arrange
transport and manage UOSs have an impact
on climate, biodiversity, etc., and may have
far-reaching consequences. Consequences
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of decisions and actions, therefore, need
to be scrupulously recorded and critically
assessed from an ethical perspective, par-
ticularly if they create path dependencies
with a more permanent impact on the qual-
ity of environments for humans and other
species. Therefore, UOS management can
be perceived as spatial expressions of ethical
configurations.

The role of ethical considerations is often
underestimated due to the fact that it per-
meates all sectors of society, including law,
politics, economics and planning to such a
degree that people tend to overlook its pres-
ence and determining influence. Ethical
concerns often work as a kind of tacit knowl-
edge in the societal fabric, where past strug-
gles over rights and limits have disappeared
and self-evident concerns have taken over.
Explicit disputes around ethics mainly appear
in situations of conflict. Current debates
on urban development occur in multiple
domains, from local questions of affordable
housing, common rights to the city, resource
allocation, social justice, etc. (Barrett et al.,
2016), to wider concerns, such as climate jus-
tice or biodiversity losses. These challenges
are often described as wicked problems, as
they have complex interdependencies and
are often difficult to fully recognise.

Core challenges concerning UOS govern-
ance and management include social ques-
tions of inequality in access, quality and
use and the need to embrace the diversity
of local stakeholders but also the distant
victims of more wide-ranging impacts in
time or space. Ambitions of CO, neutrality,
reducing distant impacts of urban living,
etc., are new, more ecological issues on the
ethical agenda for cities. Fainstein’s (2011)
three core criteria of a just city (equity,
democracy and respect for diversity) are,
therefore, relevant but must be comple-
mented with long-term sustainability and
concern for other species.

Today, local government environmental
policies and guiding principles are often
based on international conventions, such
as the New urban agenda connected to
Habitat III (UN, 2017) and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) (UN, 2015).
These serve as frameworks that attempt to
safeguard ecological and social values in
urban development. They can also serve as
a basis for understanding, discussing and
implementing shared values at a global
scale. However, implementation at a local
scale is still needed and may lead to new
challenges and disputes when the overarch-
ing goals are concretised locally.

Ethics and their purpose can be understood
from various perspectives and on several
levels (Box 6.1). In general, ethical concerns
are of two kinds (Arler, 2002):

1 Concerns relating to questions of val-
ues and ‘the common good’. In the case
of UOS governance and management,
values may be related to, for example,
preservation of biodiversity, protection
of features of historical significance,
access to landscape resources or concern
for distinctive elements that determine
specific characteristics of the landscape.
Values are also related to human ambi-
tions of furthering the common good
in the landscape, whether this is pri-
marily conceived as economic growth,
environmentally friendly development
or rewilding.

2 Concerns relating to considerations
for others. The demand for impartial-
ity and universalisation means that
all relevant parties ought to be taken
equally into consideration. This is
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Ethics are moral considerations that govern a person’s behaviour or an institution’s
actions. The overall purpose is to identify actions, projects, rules, plans, institutions,
etc., that can be justified with reasons that ought to be universally acceptable in a given

set of circumstances. One’s actions, projects, etc., must be justifiable impartially to one-

self as well as to others without using special standards for oneself or for one’s close

relations.

Often a distinction is made between meta-ethics, dealing with the nature of ethical

properties, statements, attitudes and judgements; normative ethics, focusing on gen-

eral standards and arguments that are relevant for assessing right and wrong behav-

iour; and applied ethics, referring to the practical application of moral considerations.

The three levels can be difficult to separate, however.

particularly the case with individuals
who are exposed and vulnerable to
negative impacts of a proposed change
of action, but it is also a general con-
cern that appears in various shapes. In
Western law, for instance, protection of
individual human rights is a growing
concern. Democracy and user partici-
pation are other ways of taking all rel-
evant parties into consideration. Public
impact assessments can be seen as a
way of showing ethical considerations,
as they explicitly strive to include sub-
stantial impacts on all people and have
the explicit goal of furthering human
welfare and freedom.

The palette of ethical concerns in the
landscape profession is broad. For exam-
ple, ethical concerns arise regarding the
complexity of an agricultural system that
involves farming vast amounts of cheap
animal products for food, often at the
expense of animal welfare, human health,
biodiversity, environmental concerns, land-
scape accessibility and climate change. Eth-
ical concerns relating to equity and justice
in the distribution, benefits and decision

making around UOSs are also increasing
(Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016). Managers need to
be aware of those parameters in their work
from policymaking to more daily opera-
tional decisions. This may require spatial
re-designs for more inclusive settings or
intensified dialogue with relevant actors to
genuinely understand (missing) user val-
ues within UOS. More generally, the field
of environmental justice deals with how
environmental and social differences are
intertwined and with processes through
which environmental inequalities arise and
are maintained (Walker, 2012; Perez et al.,
2015). For example, a ‘fair’ distribution,
and thus equal access to high-quality UOSs
and associated health benefits, is an ethical
concern.

Explicitly stated ethical considerations will
inevitably change. Some concerns disap-
pear from the public realm and become
tacit knowledge that is no longer disputed,
whereas others emerge along with new
conflict areas. The form and content of the
disputes are influenced by discourses in

95



96

NINA VOGEL, ET AL.

different cultural contexts and historical
periods, as established ways of thinking are
continually challenged by new emerging
ideas. This is the case with environmental
ethics, which has emerged as a new focus
area with explicit influence on landscape
professions and on governance and man-
agement practices in UOS.

Environmental ethics are concerned
with humans’ relations with their environ-
ment and the conflicts and considerations
relating to treatment of organisms and
other features there. This includes a vari-
ety of issues from global challenges, such
as climate change and biodiversity losses to
more local or regional questions concern-
ing, for example, acidification and concern
for wildlife but also issues such as preserva-
tion of significant landscape features, access
and influence.

The development of environmental eth-
ics is often presented as a ladder, where an
increasing amount of concerns are included
(Table 6.1). The first move is from the ego-
centric actors, who exploit everybody else
if possible, to the moral actors, who respect
and care for fellow humans and may be
aware of the long-term usefulness of treating
the environment kindly. This is what Arne

e Anthropocentric
= interpreting the world in terms
of human interests, values and
experiences

Naess (1973) calls ‘shallow ecology’. The next
move, to a nonanthropocentric realm, is to
include other species, initially only animals
with an advanced sensory system but later
other organisms in the circle of moral stand-
ing in a kind of biospheric egalitarianism,
where equal respect and care are obligatory.
In the final move to deep ecology, ecosystems
as integrated wholes are included among the
objects deserving respect.

The ladder model is attractive due to
its simplicity, but it has a number of prob-
lems related to it. First, the interpreta-
tions remain anthropocentric all the way
through, in the sense that it is always
human beings who interpret, not other spe-
cies. Second, biospheric egalitarianism can
quickly develop into a moral nightmare, as
pointed out by one of its defenders, Albert
Schweitzer (1969). Theorists like Paul Taylor
(1986) and Robin Attfield (1991) have tried
to avoid this by making rules about which
concerns should come first but not without
encountering major problems (Arler, 2009).
The idea that ecosystems have goals of their
own that must be respected can also be
problematic as humans are part of them.

The discussion on environmental eth-
ics has influenced landscape professionals

Egocentric — dominated by self-interest, both fellow
humans and other species are considered resources
to be exploited, mutual advantage of common laws

Homocentric — includes mutual respect among

humans, welfare and social justice values, recogni-
tion of dependencies between human and non-
human nature, stewardship of the natural world

¢ Non-anthropocentric
= interpreting the world by also
granting moral standing to
natural objects, such as animals,
plants, ecosystems or landscapes

Biocentric — includes moral significance to ani-
mals (and sometimes plants) as part of the biotic
community, humans as equal parts of nature with
equal rights to all

Ecocentric - focused on ecosystems more than indi-

vidual life forms, assumes that ecosystems have
goals of their own that are worthy of respect
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very differently over time (Thompson,
1998). The period from the late 19th cen-
tury, when nature protection organisations
emerged, until the 1960s was dominated by
aesthetic values and concern for rare species
and unique landscape features. Environ-
mental damage was primarily seen as an
aesthetic problem and ecological balance
mainly appreciated due to its ‘beautifica-
tion’ of landscapes (Colvin, 1970).

The North American tradition is some-
what different from that in Europe for
several reasons, including a history of colo-
nisation where landscapes and peoples were
‘tamed’ (Gasteyer & Flora, 2000) and a long
religiously inspired concern for remaining
wilderness areas and wildlife regarded as
remnants of divine creation (Nash, 1982;
Oelschlaeger, 1991). Such landscapes are
preserved and protected in national parks
(Muir, 1991). This concern has later been
supported by ecological justifications with
ecocentric undertones. Aldo Leopold’s Sand
County Almanac (1949) is famous for the
claim that ‘the land’ is the centre of con-
cern. Later, in the 1970s, American water-
course protection was established with
pristinity as an ultimate goal. This has later
been adopted by the European Union (EU)
in the Water Framework Directive, where
the highest score is given to water areas
that appear as though they have never been
touched by humans (EC, 2000). Another
related, still very active, approach is ‘rewil-
ding’, a concept with various meanings but
which basically involves diminishing the
influence of humans in substantial areas
into which large animals are reintroduced
(Vera & Buissenk, 2007; Nogués-Bravo et al.,
2016).

The period from the 1960s to the 1980s
was characterised by a more pronounced
awareness of environmental concerns, start-
ing with Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring (1962)
and later taken to a new level through - for

example Paul and Anne Ehrlich’s books
about human overpopulation, resource
problems and environmental degradation
(Ehrlich & Ehrlich, 1970). This was reflected
in landscape-related works, such as Design
with Nature (McHarg, 1969) and Landscape
Planning: An Introduction to Theory and Prac-
tice (Hacket, 1971). In this tradition, the
stronger attention to the ecological val-
ues of landscapes and nature did not lead
beyond the anthropocentric realm.

In the concept of sustainable develop-
ment, which emerged in the International
Union for Conservation of Nature strat-
egy from 1980 (IUCN, 1980), awareness
of planetary boundaries and environmen-
tal pollution consequences was combined
with global societal awareness. This was
later elaborated upon and popularised in
the so-called Brundtland Report (WCED,
1987). The main message was that eco-
nomic growth and environmental concerns
could both be met by making gentler and
more efficient technologies. This was later
codified in the ‘ecological modernisation’
movement in the 1990s, promising eco-
nomic success and environmental protec-
tion at the same time (e.g. Hawken et al.,
1999).

Ecological humanism or ‘eco-humanism’
(Brennan, 1988) is a pragmatic approach
related to environmental ethics, according
to which ecosystems provide human life not
only with necessary resources but also with
spiritual and emotional values. This approach
was predominant in the concern for biodiver-
sity that emerged during the 1980s and cul-
minated in the adoption of the Biodiversity
Convention in Rio in 1992 (UN, 1992) and
the EU Habitat Directive in the same year (EC,
1992). Since then, it has been common to
talk about ecosystem services (see Chapter 8)
in a broad way, covering not only ‘provision-
ing’ services, such as deliveries of food and
energy, together with necessary ‘supporting’
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and ‘regulating’ services, but also a variety of
‘cultural’ services (MEA, 2005).

Even though the homocentric approach
has been strong, voices that value the pro-
tection of all species continue to be present
(McNeely et al., 1990). If all arguments for
the preservation of biodiversity were related
to servicing human survival, we might
manage with a smaller number of species
than now, but other arguments are also
made (Arler, 2009). These include German
philosopher Immanuel Kant’s concept of
‘disinterested’ interests (Kant, 1974) - i.e.
interests that do not reduce other species
to servicing means for human welfare and
satisfaction but emanate from a purer fas-
cination with organisms and their beauty,
intricate lives and evolutionary narratives
(Arler, 2009).

Environmental ethics and its development
can serve landscape professions, such as
UOS managers who play a crucial role
in offering a form of development that
incorporates ecological responsibilities,
and represents a diversity of life support
services. Ethical concerns are represented,
for example, in the codes of ethics and
conduct established by the overarching
organisations of the landscape profes-
sions in order to help members adhere
to commonly agreed upon standards and
appropriate professional behaviour (see

Box 6.2).

There are codes of ethics developed by associations for landscape professionals such
as the European Region of the International Federation of Landscape Architects (IFLA
Europe) and the American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA), serving profes-

sionals as ethical guidelines and common sense indicators for good practice. ASLA has

developed a professional code of ethics and an environmental code of ethics to guide

standards in this professional discipline. Violation of these codes of ethics can result in

the loss of the licence to practice in the landscape professions.
The following are the main statements of the ASLA Code of Environmental Ethics

(BSLA, 2000):

The health and well-being of biological systems and their integrity are essential to

sustain human well-being.

Future generations have a right to the same environmental assets and ecological

aesthetics.

Long-term economic survival has a dependence on the natural environment.

Environmental stewardship is essential to maintain a healthy environment and a

quality of life for the earth.
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Setten et al. (2013) call for increased
engagement in questions concerning envi-
ronmental justice and specifically the
emerging term landscape justice to arrive
at a better understanding and identifica-
tion of ways to cope with challenges con-
cerning, for example, power distribution in
decision-making processes or deprivation
of rights. Main inequalities faced may con-
cern access, ownership and connection at
various scales. Landscape justice deals with
challenges concerning equality, justice and
distribution of power and raises critical
ethical considerations, as ecosystems and
their elements (trees, water bodies, parks,
etc.) are considered environmental goods.
Therefore, it is important to consider how
equitably these goods are distributed and to
what degree diverse actors are engaged in
decision making and management. Nesbitt
et al. (2018) raise two dominant concerns
regarding landscape justice: the spatial dis-
tribution of UOS and the recognition of
diverse actors and their values in related
decision making. Spatial distribution deter-
mines who has access to UOS and the qual-
ity of that space. Procedural recognition
touches on who defines the rules of UOS
decision-making processes and how diverse
voices are included and acknowledged in
both formal and informal decision-making
processes. Both aspects touch on the ethical
considerations of inclusion and exclusion
in UOS governance and management.
Distribution of UOS is a key environ-
mental justice concern (Walker, 2012)
related to the distribution of environmen-
tal goods, such as spacious high-quality
parks and environmental bads, including
toxic industrial land and polluted water
bodies. Despite this, numerous examples
illustrate that the distribution of UOS and,

specifically, vegetation is often inequitable
globally (Heynen, 2003; Buijs et al., 2016;
Nesbitt et al., 2019). High-quality UOSs are
more frequently located in wealthier neigh-
bourhoods (Poudyal et al., 2009), while
lower-income and ethnically diverse neigh-
bourhoods are more often associated with
lower levels of tree canopy cover (Schwarz
et al., 2015; Nesbitt et al., 2018). Ethnically
and socioeconomically diverse users are
sometimes excluded from UOS governance
and management processes (Buijs et al.,,
2016) and feel a lack of control over UOS
resources (Heynen, 2003). Studies show that
ethno-cultural preferences and a lack of
‘sense of belonging’ impact the distribution
of cultural goods in UOS development, rais-
ing the question of which services are pro-
vided through ecological networks and for
whom (Byrne, 2012; Gulsrud et al., 2018).
The management of UOS could be
strengthened by more examinations of
differentiated distribution of various UOSs
and the implications over time, along-
side explorations into pluralistic notions
of quality (Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016, p. 124).
Examples of this include resident-driven
indicators of quality of diverse UOSs. Such
actions could assist in analysing what phys-
ical and economic changes related to UOS
governance and management mean for
diverse social groups over time (see also
Chapter 8 for a discussion on valuing UOS).
Another key aspect of landscape justice for
UOS governance and management is the
way in which actors are included, and feel
included, in decision-making processes.
Some have called for procedural justice to
include explicitly democratic processes, but
these can be interpreted in many ways. In
procedural environmental justice, ‘fairness’
is thought to be dependent on more than
concrete outcomes but equally on how per-
sons are treated or expect to be treated (Low,
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2013; Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016). This relates
to how power is considered in the govern-
ance processes of UOS. Some considerations
include how personal, cultural and emo-
tional access in physical UOS differ between
diverse users and how decisions around
such spaces are negotiated, accepted and
contested over time (Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016).

Many policy domains are incorporating
global to local directives on how to govern
urban spatial development. Some are bind-
ing, others more guiding or visionary. How-
ever, any policy needs to be implementable
in a local context to have an impact. Sustain-
ability goals have been criticised for lacking
measures (Vogel, 2015), guiding function
and connection to everyday life, which can
explain the disempowering effect of discon-
nected sustainability goals (Hajer & Versteeg,
2005). Contemporary societies can critically
assess and renew agreed upon conventions
to safeguard human rights, equal treatment
and well-being for all societal members. This
includes the UN Convention on the Rights
of the Child from 1989 and the UN Conven-
tion on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
from 2006 (UN, 2006), as well as the Euro-
pean Landscape Convention (CE, 2000) and
the SDGs agreed upon in 2015 (UN, 2015).
The 17 SDGs - and the related 165
sub-themes - reflect the main challenges
considered by the current group of global
leaders. These range from no poverty (SDG
1) and quality education (SDG4) to respon-
sible consumption and production (SDG
12) and climate action (SDG 13), to name
a few. Particularly interesting for UOSs are
goals concerned with sustainable cities and

communities (SDG 11), gender equality
(SDG 5) and good health and well-being
(SDG 3). However, all goals are interrelated
and represent a comprehensive set of targets
and ambitions. It is quite remarkable that
there is global consensus on a broad spec-
trum of ethical concerns, some of which
may even have become trivial and self-
evident in some parts of the world, although
it is obvious that explicit implementation
of the agenda will continue to be the sub-
ject of political controversy and conflict.

These and other conventions need to be
translated to particular development con-
texts in order to act as meaningful measures
for local governments. Thus researchers and
administrations are increasingly engaging in,
and assessing the possibilities for, a meaning-
ful process to integrate these goals in actual
governance and management (Valencia et al.,
2019). For example, the SDGs can potentially
have transformative capacity but need coher-
ent governance, political will and new col-
laborations (Valencia et al., 2019). They may
also represent an ‘ethical turn’ related to sus-
tainable development, going from the three
pillars to a new normative model of human
needs, social equity and environmental pil-
lars (Holden et al., 2016, p. 214).

The European Landscape Convention
(CE, 2000) interprets landscapes as affected
by people’s actions and can thereby provide
a starting point for a holistic discussion
on landscape justice with connections to
human rights. This is valuable as the plu-
ralistic landscape, particularly in the urban
context, will comprise conflicting and com-
peting targets that need to be debated in
each particular setting. Here an ethical lens
can guide the assessment of synergies and
trade-offs as part of continuous monitoring
of consequences of global targets for local
practices, possibly prompting reorientation
and amendments.



ETHICAL DIMENSIONS IN URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

There are certainly different rationales
and value systems, as well as personal
preferences and behaviours, underlying
professional action and decision making
concerning UOS governance and manage-
ment. For critical practitioners and/or the-
orists, it is of interest, if not a necessity,
to be aware of those value-laden systems
of thought. The question then arises as to
which of these could be applied to support
decision making, reflection on decisions
and their possible impact. Different con-
ceptual approaches can incorporate ethical
considerations in the development of UOS,
building on the main strands of environ-
mental ethics and landscape justice and
their link to UOS governance and man-
agement. The parameters worthy of moral
consideration cannot be predefined as such,
but a ‘fair’ dispute on what to consider may
result in more just decisions.

Ethical considerations are not only relevant
in relation to local contexts and people. As
illustrated clearly with the current concern
about climate change, actions and decisions
have impacts far beyond the local area, both
in space and time. Figure 6.1 illustrates three
dimensions relevant to include (Arler, 2004).
The axis representing the dimension of time
differentiates between past generations, cur-
rent generations, near generations and dis-
tant generations. The circumstances of past
generations cannot be changed, but past
decisions may continue to influence current
decisions, just as creations of the past (build-
ings, UOS structures, practices, etc.) are often

highly relevant for current choices. The main
concerns relate to current and nearest future
generations (children and grandchildren),
but they should not overshadow concern
for people further away in time. Sustainabil-
ity is basically another word for impartiality
across generations, so even though concern
for people close to us in time is intense and
comprehensive, the weaker concern for peo-
ple further away still dominates. Efforts to
support the nearest generations should not
be accomplished at the expense of future
people, as stated in the Brundtland Report
(WCED, 1987).

Similar points can be made in relation
to the axis representing space and culture.
Obviously, our major concerns are related to
people close to us (family and friends), and
we participate in political communities, for
example nations, that take a special interest
in members of the community. Again, this
special concern should not be performed at
the expense of people further away. General
concerns trump special concerns. It is fair to
be partial to family and fellow members of
one’s community, but this partiality should
not overrule the impartial claim to let every-
body else have the chance to do likewise.

The third and final axis represents spe-
cies (and other natural phenomena) that
are either close to or far from us in origin.
Often, we mainly care about humans but
tend to make restrictions on how to treat
members of other species, for instance in
relation to food production. We distinguish
between species and make stricter regula-
tions in relation to those with qualities such
as an advanced nervous system. This does
not mean that we can remain indifferent to
other species, but our concern is of a dif-
ferent kind. Therefore, it can be fascinating
to ponder what impartiality across species
(or biospheric egalitarianism) might imply
(Arler, 2009).
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Figure 6.1 can be used as a checklist for
mapping relevant ethical considerations
in a variety of situations where decisions
about UOS are made. When a road is built,
a new building is erected or a playground is
re-constructed (from imported hardwood),
the consequences may be significant far
beyond the local area due to climate change
and biodiversity decline. First of all, however,
the diagram is a reminder that all decisions
may affect individuals beyond our narrow
circles and that we are constantly forced to
assess whether our comprehensive concerns
for people close to us can be justified and are
compatible with other people’s equally legit-
imate concerns for friends and community.

‘Having a norm-critical perspective means
to explore and visualize norms that affect

SPACE/

CULTURE
global community
civilisation
region
nation
community
association

family and close friends

past generations
humans
hominides

mammals
vertebrates

animals
multicellular organisms
eukaryote organisms

structural natural phenomena

our actions, values, and beliefs’ (Jons-
son & Lundmark, 2014, p. 3). Norm-
critical approaches deal with social norms
and their implicit or explicit power rela-
tions. Studies engage with revealing and
understanding possible inequalities as
regards sexuality, gender, class, race, ethnic-
ity or religion; how to offer alternatives to
given norm structures; and how to trans-
form them (Jonsson & Lundmark, 2014).
As such, norm-criticism is a means towards
more just societies, offering important
insights to reassess and reflect on value sys-
tems underlying ethical, and thus norma-
tive and moral, principles.

This is relevant when dealing with the
quality of functions (see also Chapter 3)
and particular values (see also Chapter 8)
of UOS. Professionals in the development
of UOS need to be sensitive to the differ-
ent user groups benefiting from the space.
This includes those who may not be pres-
ent or even excluded and why. Questions

TIME

distant generations

nearest generations

current generations

SPECIES/
PHENOMENON

living organisms
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arise that concern accessibility to an UOS,
user groups’ needs and values, as well as
acceptance of different societal groups
there. UOS managers may initiate or
facilitate user involvement. Participatory
approaches can explore new processes for
UOS development driven by users’ needs
and ideas or even involve them as co- or

self-managers of explicit spaces. These
often temporary project
can be curated by professional organisa-
tions other than the local government (see
Box 6.3 and Figure 6.2), as processes may
stretch beyond the typical time frame and
use of resources generally employed (see
also Chapter 7).

interventions

Disorder installs democratic architecture — Disorder, an experimental and research-
based collective by landscape architects Karin Andersson and Johanna Bratel, claims
that ‘we are not playing with kids — we are developing Sweden’s democracy’.

Rosengdrd Centrum, in the disadvantaged neighbourhood of Rosengdrd in Malmo,
Sweden, has the city’s second most, well-visited library. People go there to read news-
papers, use computers, play chess or draw with their children. Just outside the library
is a mini-square that only received a name, Biblioteksplatsen (Library Square), in 2017.
Despite being centrally located along the main path for pedestrians and cyclists, the
site used to be rundown, mismanaged and neglected, described as scary and dark,
perceived as only used by men and avoided by teenage girls.

Disorder — a landscape architecture team as the project lead, local residents (in
particular children and teenagers), local social institutions, owners and the local
government.

In spring of 2016, Disorder started a commission for the urban redevelopment process
with the focus on developing public space through dialogue and co-creation. Bibliotek-
splatsen had great potential for being a meeting place for local residents due partly
to its central location and defined area and partly to the multiple social institutions
adjacent to it. The local library and the youth club Tegelhuset were very keen to col-
laborate to improve the site. Disorder proposed a temporary architectural installation
in one summer as a test of how to alter the use of the site in a collective design process
with local children and teenagers, which ended in a grand opening. User empower-
ment has been the foundation for this process. Disorder’s aim has been to provide the
participants with all the knowledge they need to be able to engage to their full extent.
Thus they worked from the motto ‘knowledge is power’ and that the knowledge people
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gained will be useful to them in the future. In that sense, Disorder regards this method
as a way to strengthen democracy.

Being on-site and engaging with people, playing, talking and eating are of the
utmost importance in building genuine involvement and truly exploring the
site.

Avoid project fatigue: People need to see and experience that their input is valued,
valuable and leads to actual change.

The diverse roles of landscape architects became obvious during this process — for
example as facilitators between local government, property owners, residents and
other local stakeholders.

The end of the process can be questioned and considered an ethical problem, as it
would have been valuable to continue to activate and appropriate the site in collabora-
tion with more user groups, as a social management strategy to keep local stakehold-
ers caring about the space. It is important that participatory processes include all

relevant ethical aspects, including the dimension of time.
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Trends of co- and self-
governance and forms
of stewardship

New trends of collective action are entering
the practice of urban development, reclaim-
ing community values, managing shared
resources and hence appropriating urban
commons (Vogel, 2017). These include co-
and self-governance and management prac-
tices that include a multiplicity of actors
and flexibility concerning time frames and
scales for action (Vogel, 2017). Some reasons
for these new approaches are frustrations
with given policies and conditions in the
built environment that, for example, reflect

unequal access to UOSs and increased pri-
vatisation of public goods. New forms of
spatial appropriation and collective gov-
ernance and management practices provide
a basis for negotiations about the use and
function of UOSs and collaborative forms
concerning resource management and use
(Oswald et al., 2013; Diedrich, 2013; Vogel,
2017; Parker et al., 2018).

Often, these new uses are of a temporary
character and represent high adaptability
and flexibility to counter uncertainty and
sudden shifts in urban development. They
allow new collective decision making and
empower actors who might otherwise not
take part to explore and test UOS functions
and form (see Figure 6.3). Increasingly, local

Figure 6.3 Prinzessinnengéarten (Princess Gardens), Moritzplats, Berlin, Germany, was a waste-

land for over 50 years. Now, transportable containers are used for growing organic fruit and veg-

etables on the site. The organisation Nomadisch Griin (Nomadic Green) created this community

garden to increase biological, social and cultural diversity in the neighbourhood and pioneer a

way of living together in the city (see also prinzessinnengarten.net). Photo: Nina Vogel
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governments are involved and see tempo-
rary uses as an urban redevelopment oppor-
tunity that stimulates and creates new uses,
values and identities (Parker et al., 2018)
(see Figure 6.4). However, there are certainly
both potential and pitfalls with temporary
uses. Democracy can be supported by deeper
and more varied participation in UOSs, real-
ising alternative urban developments, but
conditions of precarity for those developing
and using UOSs can be reproduced and peo-
ple’s capacity in building meaningful spaces
abused (Parker et al., 2018).

The recognition and inclusion of
socially marginalised and frequently
ignored groups is critical to a just out-
come of UOS governance and manage-
ment. Social identities are closely bound
to, and largely shaped by, societal norms

and dominant sociopolitical narratives,
including the portrayal of multi-cultural
groups in the media. According to Rutt
and Gulsrud (2016), recognition-based jus-
tice calls for the acknowledgement of typi-
cally excluded social groups (e.g. migrants,
women, people with disabilities and the
elderly) and their meaningful inclusion in
political spaces (Fraser, 2010). Recognition
has an enormous influence on how distri-
bution and procedures occur in UOS man-
agement. Moving forward, it is critical to
consider how groups are identified in UOS
governance processes and how this impacts
participation. It is also critical to consider
how different experiences and understand-
ings of UOS purpose, use and management
reflect or contest dominant sociopolitical
narratives (Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016).

Figure 6.4 Covered meeting space and community garden within #Pixlapiren (the Pixel Pier), an

urban commons project on a disused ferry terminal in Helsingborg, Sweden, initiated by the local

government. Photo: Nina Vogel
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New trends of collective governance
and stewardship show promising potential
in accounting for distributive and repre-
sentative aspects of justice and equity in
UOS governance and management. The
case of #Pixlapiren can also be seen as an
example of novel governance approaches

BOX 6.4: BYBI

in the making (see chapter 2). In Copen-
hagen, Denmark, the social cooperative
ByBi (Urban Bee) provides a rich case study
of how collective and stewardship-based
forms of UOS governance are enabling new,
ethically desirable procedures and voices
(see Box 6.4).

The social cooperative ByBi (Urban Bee) aims to enrich the environment through urban
beekeeping, based in the belief that everyone has something to contribute, whatever
their background (see also http://bybi.dk/om_bybi/).

The case and process

ByBi is a social cooperative that rents beehives to public, private and social organisa-
tions in the city of Copenhagen, Denmark. The beehives are housed around the city,
often on rooftops (Figure 6.5), and ByBi is responsible for more than 250 bee colonies
all over Copenhagen and for processing and selling the honey produced.. In addition,
ByBi facilitates events and tours, organises courses for schools and non-profit housing
associations and sells the products, mostly directly to employees in the collaborating

businesses.

Figure 6.5 ByBi Beekeepers checking their hives on a rooftop in Copenhagen. Source: ByBi —

www.bugsfeed.com/bybi_urban beekeepers_of copenhagen — creative commons licence
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The social cooperative ByBi works in collaboration with public, private and social

organisations in the city of Copenhagen and a broad range of people within civil soci-

ety, from the homeless and refugees, to schoolchildren, migrants, women, people with

disabilities and the elderly.

This circular model of production directly relates to UOS governance by actively

collaborating with many actors, contributing to the general distribution of quality

UOS for people and highlighting the importance of insects.

New voices and perspectives are added to the governance of UOS through ByBi’s

collaborative model of networking, generating social and natural values.

Actors are simultaneously collaborators, stewards and producers and thereby

acknowledged as meaningful participants in the governance of UOS.

Impacting the UOS governance can support local policies to create more and higher

quality UOS with users.

UOS stewardship in this case moves beyond the human, as co-production is understood

in a broad sense, encompassing both human and non-human interaction and technol-

ogy. This is a radical shift in power allocation from the human to the more than human,

supported by theory from environmental ethics and environmental justice in terms of

how equity can and should play out in UOS.

This chapter introduced ethics as an integral
part of human life and described its deci-
sive influence on the existence and quality
of desirable environments for human and
non-human species. An ethical lens on
UOS governance and management prac-
tices allows managers to reflect on decisions
made and to assess their wide-ranging con-
sequences. This not only concerns the local
impact of development projects and prac-
tices but also wider issues of inclusion/exclu-
sion of affected people, species and themes.
An ethical perspective challenges the short-
term and narrowly defined character of

decision making and requires longer-term
strategies, even though they may be more
complex and costly in the short run. By crit-
ically assessing the consequences of actions,
for vulnerable societal groups in particular,
differing needs are recognised that may
explain user behaviour and possible con-
flicts. More ethical reflection in UOS devel-
opment will benefit more societal members
and likely be more cost-effective. Further,
ethics can challenge the conception of
‘human needs’ as always superior to those of
other species, a conception that often leads
to self-destructive exploitations of natural
environments and resources and damages
biodiversity and ecosystems. This broad-
ens the horizon of the impact assessment



ETHICAL DIMENSIONS IN URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

of UOS governance and management and
points in the direction of increased interdis-
ciplinary and transdisciplinary work modes
in all landscape professions.

Local governments may strengthen and
legitimise new forms of development and
decision making by offering clear mandates
and policy support and develop interdisci-
plinary and transdisciplinary capacity with
high awareness of ethical considerations to
facilitate applied ethics in a local context.
This will be needed to cope better with
today’s and tomorrow’s wicked problems.

Arler, E, (2002). Miljeetik — en introduktion. In:
F. Arler (ed.) Humangkologi. Miljg, teknologi og
samfund. Aalborg: Aalborg University Press.

Arler, F, (2004). Distributive justice and sus-
tainable development. In: G. Barbiroli (ed.)
Principles of Sustainable Development. Ency-
clopedia of Life Support Systems. Oxford: Eolss
Publishers.

Arler, E., (2009). Biodiversitet. Videnskab Kultur Etik.
Vol. I-1I. Aalborg: Aalborg University Press.
ASLA (2000). ASLA Code of Environmental Ethics.
[October 2019] www.asla.org/ContentDetail.

aspx?id=4308

Attfield, R., (1991). The Ethics of Environmental
Concern. Athens and London: University of
Georgia Press.

Barrett, B.ED, Horne, R. & Fien, J., (2016). The
ethical city: A rationale for an urgent new
urban agenda. Sustainability. 8(1197), 1-14.

Brennan, A., (1988). Thinking about Nature: An
Investigation of Nature, Value and Ecology. Lon-
don: Routledge.

Buijs, A.E., Mattijssen, T.J.M., van der Jagt,
A.PN., Ambrose-Oji, B., Andersson, E.,
Elands, B.H.M. & Mgller, M.S., (2016). Active
citizenship for urban green infrastructure:
Fostering the diversity and dynamics of
citizen contributions through mosaic gov-
ernance. Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability. 22, 1-6.

Byrne, J., (2012). When green is white: The cul-
tural politics of race, nature and social exclu-
sion in a Los Angeles urban national park.
Geoforum. 43, 595-611.

Carson, R., (1962).
Houghton Mifflin.

CE, (2000). European Landscape Convention. Coun-
cil of Europe.

Colvin, B., (1970). Land and Landscape: Evolution,
Design and Control. London: John Murray
Publishers.

Diedrich, L., (2013). Translating Harbourscapes.
Site-specific Design Approaches in Contemporary
Harbour Transformation (Ph.D. Thesis). Copen-
hagen: University of Copenhagen.

EC, (1992). Council Directive 92/43/EEC of
21 May 1992 on the conservation of nat-
ural habitats and of wild fauna and flora.
European Council. [October 2019] https://
eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/
PDF/?uri=CELEX:319921L0043&from=EN

EC, (2000). Council Directive 2000/60/EC of 23
October 2000 establishing a framework for
Community action in the field of water pol-
icy. European Council. [October 2019] https://
eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/
PDF/?uri=CELEX:02000L0060-20140101

Ehrlich, P. & Ehrlich, A., (1970). Population,
Resources, Environments: Issues in Human Ecol-
ogy. San Francisco: Freeman.

Fainstein, S., (2011). The Just City. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Fraser, N., (2010). Scales of Justice: Reimagining
Political Space in a Globalizing World. New
York: Columbia University Press.

Gasteyer, S.P. & Flora, C.B., (2000). Modernizing
the savage: Colonization and perceptions of
landscape and lifescape. Journal of the European
Society for Rural Sociology. 40(1), 128-149.

Gulsrud, N.M., Hertzog, K. & Shears, 1., (2018).
Innovative urban forestry governance in Mel-
bourne? Investigating “green placemaking”
as a nature-based solution. Environmental
Research. 161, 158-167.

Hacket, B., (1971). Landscape Planning: An Intro-
duction to Theory and Practice. Newcastle upon
Tyne: Oriel Press.

Hajer, M.A. & Versteeg, W., (2005). A decade of
discourse analysis of environmental politics:
Achievements, challenges, perspectives. Journal
of Environmental Policy & Planning. 7(3), 175-184.

Hawken, P.,, Lovins, A. & Hunter Lovins, L.,
(1999). Natural Capitalism. Creating the next
Industrial Revolution. Boston, New York and
London: Little, Brown and Company.

Heynen, N.C., (2003). The scalar production of
injustice within the urban forest. Antipode. 35,
980-998.

Silent  Spring. Boston:

109


http://www.asla.org
http://www.asla.org
https://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu

110

NINA VOGEL, ET AL.

Holden, E., Linnerud, K. & Banister, D., (2016).
The imperatives of sustainable development.
Sustainable Development. Wiley Online Library.

TUCN, (1980). World Conservation Strategy. Living
Resource Conservation for Sustainable Develop-
ment. International Union for Conservation
of Nature and Natural Resources. [UCN.

Jonsson, F. & Lundmark, E, (2014). Norm-Critical
Design Analysis: A Framework. SIRG Research
reports SIRR, 2014:1. Stockholm Internet
Research Group, Stockholm University.

Jorgensen, A., (2016). Editorial: 2016: Landscape
justice in an anniversary year. Landscape
Research. 41(1), 1-6.

Kant, 1., (1974). Kritik der Urteilskraft. Hamburg:
Felix Meiner.

Leopold, A., (1949). A Sand County Almanac: And
Sketches Here and There. New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Low, S., (2013). Public space and diversity: Distrib-
utive, procedural and interactional justice for
parks. In: G. Young & D. Stevenson (eds.) The
Ashgate Research Companion to Planning and
Culture. Surrey: Ashgate Publishing. 295-310.

McHarg, L.L., (1969). Design with Nature. Ameri-
can Museum of Natural History. Garden City,
New York: Natural History Press.

McNeely, J.A., Miller, K.R., Reid, W.V., Mitter-
meier, R.A. & Werner, T.B., (1990). Conserving
the World’s Biological Diversity. Washington,
DC: International Union for Conservation of
Nature and Natural Resources, IUCN.

MEA, (2005). Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
Report. Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Syn-
thesis. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
Washington, DC: Island Press.

Muir, J., (1991). Our National Parks. San Francisco:
Sierra Club Books.

Neass, A., (1973). The shallow and the deep, long-
range ecology movement. A summary. Inquiry.
16, 95-100.

Nash, R., (1982). Wilderness and the American
Mind. New Haven and London: Yale Univer-
sity Press.

Nesbitt, L., Meitner, M.]., Girling, C., Sheppard,
S.RJ. & Lu, V., (2019). Who has access to
urban vegetation? A spatial analysis of distri-
butional green equity in 10 US cities. Land-
scape and Urban Planning. 181, 51-79.

Nesbitt, L., Meitner, M.J., Sheppard, S.R]J. &
Girling, C., (2018). The dimensions of urban
green equity: A framework for analysis. Urban
Forestry & Urban Greening. 34, 240-248.

Nogués-Bravo, D., Simberloff, D., Rahbek, C. &
Sanders, N.J., (2016). Rewilding is the new
Pandora’s box in conservation. Current Biol-
ogy. 26(3), R87-RI1.

Oelschlaeger, M., (1991). The Idea of Wilderness.
New Haven and London: Yale University
Press.

Oswald, P.,, Overmeyer, K. & Misselwitz, P,
(2013). Urban Catalyst: The Power of Temporary
Use. Berlin: DOM Publisher.

Parker, P., Vogel, N. & Diedrich, L., (2018). Investi-
gating the democratic potential of temporary
uses in urban redevlopment projects. In: J.K.
Fsiker, L. Chiappini, L. Pugalis & A. Bruzzese
(eds.) Enabling Urban Alternatives: Croses, Con-
testattion, and Cooperation. London: Palgrave
Macmillan. 85-107.

Perez, A.C., Grafton, B., Mohai, P.,, Hardin, R.,
Hintzen, K. & Orvis, S., (2015). Evolution of
the environmental justice movement: Activ-
ism, formalization and differentiation. Envi-
ronmental Research Letters. 10, 105002.

Poudyal, N.C., Hodgesa, D.G. & Merrett, C.D.,
(2009). A hedonic analysis of the demand for
and benefits of urban recreation parks. Land
Use Policy. 26(4), 975-983.

Rutt, R.L. & Gulsrud, N.M., (2016). Green justice
in the city: A new agenda for urban green
space research in Europe. Urban Forestry &
Urban Greening. 19, 123-127.

Schwarz, K., Fragkias, M., Boone, C.G., Zhou,
W., McHale, M., et al., (2015). Trees grow on
money: Urban tree canopy cover and environ-
mental justice. PLoS One. 10, 1-17.

Schweitzer, A., (1969). Reverence for Life. New
York: Harper & Row.

Setten, G., Brown, K.M. & Rertveit, H.N., (2013).
Landscape and social justice. In: P. Howard, I.
Thompson & E. Waterton (eds.) The Routledge
Companion to Landscape Studies. Abingdon,
England: Routledge. 243-252.

Taylor, P.W, (1986). Respect for Nature: A Theory of
Environmental Ethics — 25th Anniversary Edition.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Thompson, I.H., (1998). Environmental ethics and
the development of landscape architectural
theory. Landscape Research. 23(2), 175-194.

UN, (1989). Convention on the Rights of the Child.
UNICEE

UN, (1992). Convention on Biological Diversity.
United Nations.

UN, (2006). Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities. United Nations.



ETHICAL DIMENSIONS IN URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT 6 CHAPTER

UN, (2015). Sustainable Development Goals. United
Nations.

UN, (2017). New Urban Agenda. United Nations.

Valencia, S.C., Simon, D., Croese, S., Nordqvist,
J., Oloko, M., et al., (2019). Adapting the
sustainable development goals and the new
urban agenda to the city level: Initial reflec-
tions from a comparative research project.
International Journal of Urban Sustainable Devel-
opment. 11(1), 4-23.

Vera, F. & Buissenk, F.,, (2007). Wilderness in Europe.
Baarn, The Netherlands: Tirion Publishers.
Vogel, N., (2015). Transitions in the Making:

A Critical Dispute on Urban Transition Processes

Toward Sustainable Mobility (Ph.D. Thesis). Aal-
borg University, Aalborg.

Vogel, N., (2017). Synergies through entangle-
ment: Commoning entering the urban gov-
ernance realm. The Public Sector. 43(1), 7-18.

Walker, G., (2012). Environmental Justice: Con-
cepts, Evidence and Politics. London: Routledge.

WCED, (1987). Our Common Future. Report on
the World Commission on Environment and
Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

All figures are used with permission.

111



112

Participation in urban
open space governance
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In the past, local governments have been
responsible for the management of public
urban open space (UOS). However, recent
years have seen an emerging trend for user
involvement in UOS management (Mat-
tijssen et al., 2017; Sheppard et al., 2017).
User participation in urban planning and
management issues dates back to the 1960s,
when local governments — for example in
the US and UK - started involving users in
urban and regional planning as a response
to contemporary criticisms of profession-
ally based rational comprehensive planning
(Smith et al., 2014). The work of Patsy Hea-
ley (1997) contributed to establishing and
developing more collaborative approaches
to planning. In the specific case of green
spaces, such as parks and other UOSs, user
participation is currently promoted not
only in terms of contributions to plan-
ning and design but also most recently in
terms of ongoing management. Interna-
tional policies and initiatives, such as the

Local Agenda 21 Action Plan (UN, 1992),
the European Landscape Convention (CE,
2000) and the Aarhus Convention (UN,
1998), all of which advocate involving users
more closely in decisions regarding UOSs,
have contributed to this widening remit.
The underlying idea regarding user partici-
pation is that UOS can only be planned and
managed in an appropriate, democratic,
robust and sustainable way if its users are
directly involved and their needs, perspec-
tives and capabilities are effectively inte-
grated (Van Herzele et al., 2005; Sheppard
et al.,, 2017).

Various benefits of participation in UOS
management have been highlighted. User
participation in UOS management has the
potential to benefit local governments,
participating and non-participating users
and UOSs. Users have been found to bene-
fit from participation in UOS management
through an increased sense of satisfaction
with their neighbourhoods (Nannini et al.,
1998), with greater recreational and social
use (Jones, 2002; Glover et al., 2005) and
an increased sense of attachment to green



PARTICIPATION IN URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

spaces (Van Herzele et al., 2005). When a
user (sometimes denoted ‘connoisseur’) is
invited to participate in actual planning, a
new expert is introduced and an exchange
of knowledge emerges that strengthens
trust between participating stakeholders
(Mellqvist, 2017). Participation can also
address environmental justice issues (e.g.
Rutt & Gulsrud, 2016) and lead to UOS qual-
ity being perceived as higher among partic-
ipating users (Fors et al., 2018a). However,
a review of the scientific literature on user
participation in UOS planning and man-
agement found that, while many potential
benefits of participation were discussed, few
were empirically tested (Fors et al., 2015).
This implies that many benefits of participa-
tion seem to be taken for granted, especially
whether participation actually improves the
quality of physical UOS.

User participation in UOS governance
and management has gained increased
attention with the introduction of the var-
ious international policies, research studies
and development of new trends, such as
urbanisation and individualisation. User
participation is becoming a more empha-
sised aspect of UOS management and a
main pillar for UOS governance (Jansson
et al., 2019). This chapter addresses the
need for theories and appropriate methods
to support participatory approaches within
these practices.

As a result of the increased interest in user
participation, different ways of including
users have been tested. A variety of par-
ticipatory approaches are actively pro-
moted by managers on the strategic level

(top-down), facilitated by various organi-
sations and initiated by users (bottom-up).
Some of the trends affecting green space
governance and management in Europe,
but also relevant for North America and
worldwide, are described in Box 7.1. Asso-
ciated examples of participatory projects
and actions in UOS management are
shown in Figure 7.1.

The concept of participation may be defined
in various ways, but the important signifier
here is user — implying that the target group
is mostly relatively local to the UOS. Users
are a specific part of the public - namely, the
people or groups that regularly or poten-
tially inhabit and interact with a space.
Users can also be described as either ‘com-
munities of location’, i.e. a group of people
living in the same geographical location,
such as a neighbourhood close to an UOS,
or ‘communities of interest’, i.e. a group of
people brought together due to their com-
mon interest in using the same UOS (e.g.
Seyfang & Smith, 2007). When these users
participate in the management of, and deci-
sion making about, a publicly accessible
UOS, the term ‘public participation’ is also
relevant. ‘Public participation’ and ‘public
involvement’ are often used interchange-
ably, but their meanings can entail differ-
ent nuances. The term public involvement
includes the public in decision making
without necessarily guaranteeing that they
actually have any impact on the end result
(World Bank, 1993). In contrast, in her sem-
inal work on public participation, Sherry
Arnstein (1969) stressed that participation
should give access to process and a degree of
power to affect outcomes. The use of these
terms as synonyms shows that participation
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Several societal trends currently affect participatory governance practices for UOS in
Europe (Van der Jagt et al., 2016). Four of these trends are described next.

Public involvement in green space management is often linked up with sociocultural
objectives, finding mechanisms to improve social cohesion, supporting users with
less power or facilitating integration of immigrants. However, there is little attention
in current research on how to involve different groups in modes of participation that
move beyond consultation towards empowerment and self-organisation.

E-governance facilitates participatory green space governance. It is becoming
increasingly common to include the use of electronic Internet-based communi-
cation tools in governance activities, such as online consultation platforms, par-
ticipatory GIS and mapping of green space issues. Another example of this is
participatory budgeting, when local governments invite users to submit their ideas
on how to develop local green spaces. Winning proposals are implemented for a
dedicated part of the municipal budget, and in this way, users influence what is
done with their city.

Cuts in maintenance budgets have forced local governments to find alternative
solutions in order to maintain public UOS quality. This has increased outsourcing of
public green space maintenance to private actors and led to a third trend: fostering of
public-private partnerships where, for example, private businesses sponsor mainte-
nance of a local public green space.

Many local governments across the globe promote and engage in community-
supported urban agriculture and local food production. Urban residents in many parts
of the world are showing increasing interest in knowing more about the origins of food,
understanding the health benefits of gardening and wanting to encounter biodiver-
sity. This has led to the initiation of many urban gardening initiatives. Urban gardening
initiatives create unique UOSs, such as allotment gardens, community food gardens,
orchards or vineyards. A rather new urban gardening practice in Europe, North Amer-
ica and elsewhere is to make use of former industrial or infrastructural areas (i.e. brown
space) through temporary and ‘pop-up’ gardening projects, often linked with objec-
tives to foster social cohesion.



PARTICIPATION IN URBAN OPEN SPACE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT 7 CHAPTER

Figure 7.1 Examples of four current trends in user participation. (i) School ground greening

in Malmo, Sweden. (ii) E-governance using children’s maps in GIS. (iii) Public-private collabo-

ration in Mexico City where some businesses have taken responsibility for maintenance of public

planting areas outside their premises. (iv) Davie Village community garden in Vancouver, Canada.
Photos: (i) Jansson et al. (2014), (ii) Ulla Berglund, (iii) Elizabeth Shelley and (iv) Marit Jansson

notions can range from consultation with-
out influence on decisions to integrated
cooperation (World Bank, 1993), a range
that raises questions regarding what ideals
of participation processes and outcomes to
strive for.

Involvement of users in UOS planning
and management is generally seen as good
and desirable, but it is not always clear
what it means in practice in terms of the

degree of actual involvement and how
much power is transferred from, for exam-
ple, local governments to participating
users. Figure 7.2 presents different ways of
describing the level of user participation.
Apart from the ‘spectrum of public partic-
ipation in forest and woodland planning’,
none of the ladders and spectra described
next is specifically developed for partici-
pation in UOS management, but all may,
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nonetheless, be applied to the field. An
early description of involvement levels can
be found in Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of cit-
izen participation, which was a response
to how citizen participation was treated
in the 1960s in the US, often without
redistribution of power. This created an
‘empty’ participation process for the users
involved, while the authorities could still
claim that they had permitted user partic-
ipation. Arnstein (1969) pointed out that
there are gradations of user participation
with varying degrees of power and depicted
the different levels of user (citizen) partic-
ipation in decision making and planning
as a ladder with eight progressive rungs: (i)
manipulation, (i) therapy, (iii) informing,
(iv) consultation, (v) placation, (vi) part-
nership, (vii) delegated power and (viii)
citizen control. Rungs i and ii represent
non-participation and rungs iii-v represent
tokenism, so only the three highest levels
of participation can be described as ‘citizen
power’ (Arnstein, 1969). This work is still
influential and frequently cited, although
its suggested view and the metaphor of a
ladder, with the highest degree of partic-
ipation always at the top (the best), has
been criticised because the full spectrum of
user participation may play an important
part in different social and political con-
texts and at different stages in the develop-
ment of UOS (Hayward et al., 2004).
Tritter and McCallum (2006) criticised
Arnstein’s ladder of participation for being
a hierarchical, linear and, therefore, unreal-
istic model of user involvement that only
emphasises the transfer of power between
authorities and the public. Their focus was
on user participation in health-care policy
and practice, but their remarks are valid for
other contexts. Gaining power through a
public participation process is not the goal
for all users or in all circumstances, and

some do not even wish to become involved.
Transferred power from, for example, local
governments to users does not automat-
ically result in high-quality participation
processes or outcomes. Rather, Tritter and
McCallum (2006) call for a model that
shows the full potential of participation,
dynamic and evolving with time, includ-
ing a diversity of valuable knowledge and
experience of the professionals and users
involved - i.e. instead of a ladder, they pro-
pose a mosaic model.

It is not enough to consider only how
people are involved; it is also important
to be clear about which users are involved.
Some societal groups tend to have less pos-
sibilities to influence decision making and
the development of UOS, and it is impor-
tant to include these groups in participa-
tory approaches. Examples are ethnic and
cultural minorities, people with disabili-
ties, the elderly and children. Children and
young people are a societal group that is
particularly important to involve, as they
provide a valuable perspective that is dif-
ferent from adults and are often interested
in becoming involved and having their
points of view included as important users
of UOS. Participation can be a way to foster
their democratic learning too, providing an
opportunity for young people to learn about
users’ rights and duties and how decisions
are made in a democracy. Article 12 in the
United Nations (UN) Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UN, 1989) supports chil-
dren’s participation, stating the right of each
child to express views, be listened to and
taken seriously. Despite these compelling
reasons, adults often fail to involve children
or even consider doing so (Lansdown, 2001).

Children’s participation in the develop-
ment of UOS has often been restricted to
planning and design, but children might be
particularly interested in participating within
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management, including on the operational
level through possibilities for physical manip-
ulation of the environment (Jansson, 2015).
Management has the potential to facilitate
children’s participation on a level that is
daily, informal, local and hands-on (Clark &
Percy-Smith, 2006), while also allowing for a
dialogue-based approach (Graham & Fitzger-
ald, 2010). Increased participation and dia-
logue can help counteract the common lack
of understanding and large distance between
managers on various organisational levels,
on the one hand, and children and youth as
users of UOS on the other hand (Roe, 2006;
Jansson, 2015).

Hart (1992) recognised the need to pro-
mote children’s participation in particular
and adapted Arnstein’s ladder to include
children’s participation in the UN Children'’s
Fund publication Children’s Participation:
From Tokenism to Citizenship. The purpose of
this re-conceptualisation of Arnstein’s lad-
der was to stimulate dialogue on children’s
participation rather than provide a compre-
hensive tool for assessment of work where
children are involved (Hart, 2008). According
to Hart (1992), a project involving children
can be considered truly participatory when
the children (i) understand the intentions of
the project, (ii) know who made the decisions
concerning their involvement and why, (iii)
have a meaningful (rather than ‘decorative’)
role and (iv) volunteer for the project after it
is made clear to them.

There has been some criticism and misin-
terpretations of Hart’s use of the ladder meta-
phor for children’s participation, as discussed
by Hart (2008). This is partly due to the
important difference that, in many if not all
circumstances, children are not fully empow-
ered and in control of processes and decision
making because of the (necessary) involve-
ment of adults. Hart (2008) acknowledges
that his approach provides a rather narrow
range of ways for children to participate —i.e.
formal programmes and projects rather than

the much-needed every day informal partic-
ipation of children and creation of a culture
of play in their communities. That said, the
most important thing when children are
involved is that they are provided with the
opportunity to choose to participate in any
way they can to the best of their ability and
in the fullest way possible (Hart, 1992).

Francis and Lorenzo (2002) reviewed
30 years of children’s participation in plan-
ning and design and identified seven partly
overlapping realms or approaches. They
concluded that involving children in the
romantic realm meant regarding children
as competent planners who made better
environments for themselves than adults
could. Other realms were advocacy, needs,
learning, rights and institutionalisation,
as well as the increasingly common pro-
active realm, which regards participation
as a communicative and visionary process
that empowers both children and adults
to create good environments for children
through their genuine participation (Fran-
cis & Lorenzo, 2002). More recently, critical
discussions have concluded that there are
sometimes too many expectations on chil-
dren’s participation in UOS development
and that adults need to take more responsi-
bility for ensuring children’s access to UOSs
of both sufficient quantity and quality as a
basic requirement for children’s participa-
tion to be meaningful and ethical.

There are also more recent descriptions
of user participation levels. The spectrum
of public participation, developed by the
International Association for Public Par-
ticipation, was adapted by Ambrose-Oji
et al. (2011) to specifically describe pub-
lic participation in forest and woodland
planning and management. A difference
between the spectrum and the ladder of
citizen participation is that the former does
not take account of non-participation and
the use of a spectrum, rather than a ladder,
that attempts to move past the normative
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association that the upper rungs of the
(Arnstein) ladder are ‘best’ or the ultimate
objective of any participation process.
According to Van der Jagt et al. (2016), the
value of the spectrum also lies in clarifica-
tion of various roles of non-government
actors along different parts of the spectrum
(see the bottom row in Figure 7.2). Thus
‘involve’ is included between the rungs ‘pla-
cation’ and ‘partnership’ on the Arnstein
ladder (Figure 7.2). Partnership is about
‘partnering with the public in each aspect
of the decision including the development
of alternatives and the identification of the
preferred solution’, while to empower is to
‘place final decision-making in the hands of
the public’ (Ambrose-Oji et al., 2011, p. 3).

There is a real distinction between involve-
ment, partnership and empowerment in
terms of where the power to make decisions
and move forward with use and manage-
ment of a UOS actually rests. Involvement
and partnership imply different degrees of
collaborative decision making but with a sig-
nificant controlling interest remaining with
the government agency or local government.
Empowerment implies that the local commu-
nity or other participatory groups —i.e. com-
munities of interest — can act autonomously
and have the power to move ahead with their
own ideas about the development and man-
agement of UOS. In some cases, for example
in Scotland through the National Forest Land
Scheme, this might mean community groups
actually purchasing land in public owner-
ship (Ambrose-Oiji et al., 2014; Lawrence &
Ambrose-Oji, 2015). However, empower-
ment is commonly achieved through nego-
tiation of a lease or similar agreement, where
ownership of the land remains with the local
government but the community or ‘user
group’ has the agreed and often legal right to
make its own decisions about land use.

The level of participation achieved may be
affected by whether participation is initiated
top-down by authorities or bottom-up by

users. A participation process could be placed
along the levels described earlier but could
also be described according to the role of users
in different modes of governance, ranging
from hierarchical to closed co-governance,
open co-governance or self-governance,
depending on the level of public involve-
ment and power sharing between different
actors (Arnouts et al., 2012).

The message conveyed by all spectra and
ladders described earlier is that local gov-
ernments should aim for genuine and real
participation by a range of users while con-
sidering the benefits of their involvement.
The most important issues for local gov-
ernments to consider are what type of par-
ticipation is appropriate, when and which
users or groups of users to include. Once the
decision to involve people has been made,
the process needs to be handled with care,
commitment and awareness. Users may
lose interest in participation processes and
become disappointed if their efforts and
inputs are (or seem to be) disregarded by
authorities seeking a more consultative type
of involvement or if participation processes
take too long, making it difficult to main-
tain enthusiasm and involvement and to
effect the changes users want.

A key challenge is to match the type of
participation to the objectives and users’
desire to beinvolved, avoiding unconscious
symbolic box-ticking on participation
or imposition of the highest (empower-
ing) level of involvement if participants
do not want this. As Burton and Mathers
(2014) emphasise, participants’ capacity
and interests concerning the scale and
type of participation need to be matched
with corresponding management activi-
ties. If an activity requires insurance, for
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example, or if participants lack the needed
skills to carry it out, it is better to offer
participants other tasks. Many stakehold-
ers in European cities continue to regard
UOS management as the responsibility of
local government, making them reluctant
to participate in initiatives or very selec-
tive in how they become involved. Partic-
ipants who feel that they are ‘taking jobs’
from professional staff may choose to be
involved in arranging events rather than
in operational maintenance. Participants
may also find the initial place-making
part more exciting than the place-keeping
(management) of an UOS and lose interest
over time (Burton & Mathers, 2014).

Building on a more critical perspective of
earlier categorisations, spectra and ladders
of participation, Buijs et al. (2016) propose
so-called mosaic governance as a way to
maximise environmental outcomes of user
participation in UOS development. Mosaic
governance is about applying an enabling
and stimulating governance style in order
to exploit the full potential of user partici-
pation while avoiding undesired outcomes.
The cultural diversity of urban residents and
their UOS use, the institutional diversity of
how they self-organise and the diversity of
physical UOSs demand context-sensitive
rather than generic governance approaches
from the authorities. In practice, this means
embracing a wide range of partnerships
with users, from bottom-up initiatives to
cross-sector partnerships, creating different
kinds of arrangements depending on UOS
type and character and that of the users
involved and adapted to changing social
and ecological circumstances (Buijs et al.,
2016).

Mosaic governance is closely connected
with spatially explicit UOS and the spatial
dimension of strategic urban planning, rec-
ognising that its components are not totally
independent of one another. The variety of
governance arrangements that exist and

the different governance models employed
in them reflect the urban landscape scale
mosaic of interrelated urban green infra-
structure ecologies, ecosystem functions
and benefits. However, while landscape
governance takes, primarily, characteris-
tics of non-urban landscapes into account,
mosaic governance explicitly focuses on
grassroots and bottom-up processes in the
urban context, as well as the unique feature
of sociocultural diversity of residents and
communities (Buijs et al., 2018).

While it is important to be aware of
problems associated with the different types
of non-participation described in Figure 7.2,
the higher levels of participation are more
interesting when discussing what participa-
tion at different levels might consist of in
practice. The choice of method depends on
the type of place where participation takes
place and the type of participation pro-
cess — for example involving residents in
their local UOS close to their homes - calls
for a different approach than, for example,
involving them in planning for a more dis-
tant park. Based on conclusions reached
by Tritter and McCallum (2006) and Buijs
et al. (2016) on mosaic governance in UOS
in practice, the following aspects need to be
included:

Acknowledge that participants may
seek different types of involvement in
relation to different issues and at dif-
ferent times in the development and
implementation processes.

Use a variety of methods for partic-
ipation to tap into complementary
communities of users. Thus provide
context-sensitive methods for partici-
pation varying in set-up, ranging from,
for example, one-off events to contin-
uous participation, from hierarchical
to self-governance, from bottom-up to
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cross-sector partnerships or from indi-
vidual to collective organisation and
concerning a diversity of UOS types
and scales — i.e. individual street trees,
small street gardens, community gar-
dens and nature conservation areas.
These can target a diverse range of
users — for example individuals, groups
or organisations — as well as user diver-
sity in culture, age, UOS use, knowl-
edge, experience, resources, etc., and
ensure UOS meets local requirements.
Employ a dynamic structure and par-
ticipation process negotiated by users
themselves, along with changing social
and ecological circumstances.

The mosaic envisioned by Tritter and McCal-
lum (2006) shows a complex and dynamic

Citizen

Community
gardens

Friends of park
communities

Children’s
participation in
school ground

greening

(Adult initiated, shared

decisions with children)

Guerilla
gardening

Hierachical
public green
space
management

Urban gardening

Temporary Where citizens
urban perform tree inventories or
. monitoring in their local
gardening

Collective
Urban tree garbage picking
planting projects days in public

Top-down initiated. Citizens
participate by engaging in the
operational tree planting

Resident
arranged
local park
concert

relationship between individual tiles and
groups of tiles, where tiles of different col-
ours and shapes are essential parts of the
complete picture, but only when system-
atically integrated. In the context of UOS,
the tiles would represent different govern-
ance arrangements associated with different
spatial locations varying in size, UOS type,
community and participant type and inte-
gration within different institutional and
organisational arrangements which might
be top-down or bottom-up initiated, long-
term or short-term and so forth. The com-
pleted mosaic could then be considered
to represent the entire UOS governance
approach and enable user participation to
be mapped and monitored (Figure 7.3).

The mosaic governance concept (Buijs
etal., 2016) resembles the policy arrangement

green space. Local authori-
ties responsible for
training and planning

open spaces

Public-
private
partnerships

Urban gardening
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approach developed within the field of envi-
ronmental policy and governance (Arts
et al.,, 2006). This approach looks at the
components important to decision mak-
ing and places equal focus on the different
types of users involved (e.g. individual users,
local governments, communities).
ever, it makes the point that the power and
resources (e.g. knowledge, time, financial),
the discourses (main ‘storylines’ that provide
context and background) and the rules of the
game (formal and informal, guiding interac-
tion and decision making) are harnessed and
used by the different kinds of users in ways
which produce different power relationships
and outcomes (Arts et al., 2006).

How-

A crucial question for user participation
in UOS management is how local govern-
ments can facilitate long-term user partici-
pation. Long-term initiatives often rely on
individual ‘champions’ or ‘key drivers’, and
if they leave, succession is often a problem.
The concept of environmental stewardship
can be described as responsible, sustainable
engagement in natural resources, which can
include individuals or groups of stakehold-
ers in relation to UOS. In the US, environ-
mental stewardship has been recognised as
a way to foster longer-term involvement of,
for example, community groups in the man-
agement of UOSs and other areas. Efforts
are underway to identify and connect envi-
ronmental stewardship organisations in
networks. An example is the US Forest Ser-
vice's Stewardship Mapping network, which
currently includes cities such as New York
City, Seattle and San Juan (Puerto Rico) (e.g.
Romolini et al., 2016).

In some cases, local government can
be the limiting factor over the long term.

The well-established nature association
De Ruige Hof (the Wild Court), which has
managed 13 ha of nature in the Nether-
lands since 1986, has experienced both
close and distant contacts with the local
government over the years. Similarly, the
Boscoincitta (Forest in the City) in Italy, a
120 ha public park managed by a non-gov-
ernment organisation for 40 years, reports
both good and bad relations with different
administrations during this time. These two
European examples illustrate that changes
in public administrations over time can
make it difficult for users to create long-term
relationships with authorities. Ambiguous
communication structures and bureaucratic
procedures may also hinder users’ activities
(Mattijssen et al., 2018). The set-up of for-
mal arrangements and official policies that
influence UOS substantially affect whether
it is possible to secure long-term partic-
ipation in UOS management. Annually
renewed management contracts between
local governments and an association, or an
area not being officially designated as UOS
or protected area, are examples of aspects
that hinder users from feeling convinced
that their work will be long-term and not
destroyed by urban development (Mattijs-
sen et al., 2018).

Three factors that support long-term user
participation in public UOS management
were identified by Mattijssen et al. (2018).
First, formalisation supports continuity, so it
is important to establish rules, procedures
and power structures for stability within the
group of users involved. However, a balance
is needed between enough institutionali-
sation, matching existing laws and regula-
tions to safeguard continuity and managing
the UOS in a preferred way without losing
too much independence. Second, users
need to have strong adaptive capacity to cope
with external political, socioeconomic and
cultural development over time caused by
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continual contextual changes. This capacity
may include resources such as social capi-
tal, sufficient funding and a strong network.
Third, the supporting role of authorities is very
important for long-term user involvement,
including providing security via stable
(UOS) policies, formally protecting spaces,
allowing long-term management contracts
and contributing resources. Today, local
governments retain a key role in UOS gov-
ernance arrangements as landowners and
policy makers, making users dependent on
their cooperation and support in order to
carry out activities but possibly also play a
facilitating and enabling role in the back-
ground (Mattijssen et al., 2018).

The residential area Sletten in Holste-
bro, Denmark, is an example of resident
participation in UOS management that
has persisted over a long time (Fors et al.,
2018Db). Sletten residents participate in main-
tenance and management of the urban
public woodland edge zone bordering their
private gardens (Figure 7.4). This transition

area between private and public land has
been named the ‘co-management zone’.
Early on, some Sletten residents started to
weed around the small tree seedlings or to
grow flowers and vegetables at the wood-
land edge. As the tree canopy started to
close, residents engaged in activities such
as pruning and thinning among the trees,
planting their own plants, providing nest-
ing and feeding boxes for birds, setting up
hammocks, putting out garden furniture,
creating paths or building huts as part of
children’s play. Their participation in the
woodland was tolerated and even encour-
aged by the local government. Some years
later, resident participation became for-
malised with written guidelines for the
co-management zone.

The case of Sletten both confirms and
contradicts the importance of the three fac-
tors identified by Mattijssen et al. (2018b)
in sustaining local residents’ engagement
in the long run. Formalisation of partici-
pation in Sletten, when guidelines for the

Figure 7.4 (i) and (ii): Two locations in the co-management zone between private garden and

public woodland edge and the results of residents participation in Sletten, Holstebro, Denmark.

Photos: Anders Busse Nielsen
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co-management zone were written down
and sent to all residents, increased the level
of resident participation. The participation
of Sletten residents was probably not greatly
affected by societal changes over time, but
they still needed strong adaptive capacity
since the continuously growing woodland
changed the circumstances. A young and an
old woodland allowed for different actions
and expressions of participation, where, for
example, some residents initially grew veg-
etables but later put up a hammock in the
shade of the trees. Sletten residents have
appreciated the supporting role of author-
ities when given professional guidance,
inspiration and control, clear guidelines
for the co-management zone and continu-
ous communication between residents and
the local government. Earlier periods when
this communication did not function well
and guidelines were unclear made some
residents refrain from participation, while
others were satisfied with participating

Local official
planner or
manager

independently. It is important for local gov-
ernments to find a good balance between
encouraging and controlling the partici-
pation process since too strong control or
too strict guidelines too early in the process
seem to discourage participation. The Slet-
ten residents appreciate their freedom to
participate individually or in collaboration
with neighbours without always having to
ask for permission before they act.

In order to facilitate long-term partic-
ipation in planning and management of
UOS, the connoisseur method has been
developed and tested in southern Swe-
den. The method aims to achieve a com-
plete mosaic (see Figure 7.3) where the
local users are considered experts or con-
noisseurs of their everyday landscape.
Another aim is to support the role of local
government. This is done by introducing
university researchers as a third party in a
model for planning, governance and man-
agement of UOS (see Figure 7.5). Studies

Outsiders as
mediators

Local society
(connoisseurs)

(university or
think tank)
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have shown that university researchers
can contribute knowledge but also act as
mediators, focusing the dialogue between
local governments and local connoisseurs.
University researchers could be replaced
by think tank members or similar as a
third party involved in the process with an
interest in mutual learning and communi-
cation (Mellqvist, 2017).

As discussed earlier, power transfer from
local governments to users is not always
the ultimate goal of participation in UOS
governance and management. Similarly,
long-term participation is not the only par-
ticipation type to strive for, as short-term
and temporary participation can also be
valuable by allowing participation in cases
where the long-term perspective is particu-
larly challenging or not the goal for other
reasons. Short-term/temporary participa-
tion can also be a way of broadening the
possibilities for participation, involving
those who are less interested in longer
commitments and perhaps even reaching
out to non-users. As an example, when
children and their parents participate in
playground development, the long-term
perspective can be a challenge because the
users quickly change as the children grow
older, but short-term participatory projects
can still be useful and create mutual learn-
ing (Jansson & Ramberg, 2012). Short-term
involvement can also have value in school
ground greening, developing more vegeta-
tion or growing vegetables, with children,
teachers and managers involved in creating
the change. Being able to extend children’s
participation to ongoing maintenance has
also been shown to be valuable for chil-
dren’s engagement (Jansson et al., 2018).

With a mosaic governance approach, long-
and short-term participatory approaches
can co-exist.

Developing the enabling and stimulating
governance style embodied by mosaic gov-
ernance and using the full potential of user
participation places the role of UOS man-
agers under scrutiny. To fully mobilise the
diversity of urban residents and the values
and knowledge they hold regarding physical
UOS types and ways of organising user par-
ticipation, UOS managers need to be skilled
communicators, sensitive and flexible to
user initiatives when they arise, as well as to
new trends in UOS management and partic-
ipation. It helps to have a palette of reliable
participation methods at hand, facilitating
top-down integration of participation pro-
cesses in the daily work and responses to
urban residents’ initiatives bottom-up. This
also makes it easier to decide which method
to use when jointly creating a functional
UOS mosaic governance form built up from
interdependent tiles.

While participation  processes
demand new skills, the more conventional
core competencies of UOS managers related
to, for example, vegetation and technique
are still needed. The changed role can take
different forms. Some managers perceive
the transformation from hierarchical gov-
ernance to increased co-governance as
challenging (Molin & Konijnendijk van
den Bosch, 2014), while others simply deal
with the changed circumstances (Fors et al.,
2018b). The important inclusion of many
different types of users in participatory

user
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approaches, including groups such as chil-
dren or people with disabilities, can be chal-
lenging and time-consuming but could be
facilitated through collaboration with, for
example, schools or interest organisations.
Managers’ reactions to this new role could
depend on the type of governance arrange-
ment, as dealing with participation through
empowerment in a limited zone close to
participants’ homes might be perceived as
less challenging than partnerships between
local governments and users in an UOS far-
ther from home. Location and participation
types affect how much participants care
about a specific place and how much work
is demanded from managers.

There are increased opportunities for user
participation in UOS management in gen-
eral, but success will depend on a wide range
of actors and opportunities as related to the
parts of various governance arrangements
(Arts et al., 2006). In Sweden, for example,
few UOS managers involve users in manage-
ment or intend to do so in the near future
in contrast to the trend among managers
in the UK (Randrup et al., 2017). There are
neglected UOSs and under-prioritised areas
farther away from city centres in residen-
tial areas in many parts of the world. Par-
ticipation in management is an untapped
resource that could increase UOS quality in
such areas as long as participants are given
clear guidelines and managers are suffi-
ciently engaged, present and follow up on
individual participation arrangements.
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Urban open space
valuation for
policymaking and
management

David N. Barton, Natalie Gulsrud,
Nadja Kabisch and Thomas B. Randrup

People living in urban areas rely and depend
on urban open space (UOS) to provide key
benefits in everyday life. The values of UOS
and methods to capture these values are the
subject of contentious debate. Such values
are represented by the use and the ecologi-
cal functions of UOS but are often invisible
to, or taken for granted by, users, devel-
opers, planners, managers and politicians.
Despite UOSs seldom appearing as capital
assets in business or municipal accounts,
they potentially have high economic value
for residential or commercial developments.
The economic case can sometimes be made
that benefits from ecosystem services exceed
benefits from development. Multiple quali-
ties of UOSs and their multiple users, with
differing roles and a diversity of valuations,
also mean that there are potential conflicts
of interest in the qualities that should be
planned for, designed and managed.
Against this background, it is possible
to apply a variety of valuation methods for

identifying, demonstrating and capturing
the benefits of ecosystem services of UOS
(TEEB, 2010). This chapter focuses on the
qualities of UOSs and the contribution that
mapping and monetary valuation of their
benefits can make to governance and man-
agement of UOSs (Pascual et al., 2017). The
aim is to provide an indication of the high
multi-dimensionality of UOSs’ qualities, the
richness of their potential benefits and the
resulting values. We identify the various
qualities that characterise UOS and describe
the benefits and beneficiaries. Classification
and mapping of physical qualities of UOS is
needed to identify various values. We provide
an overview of monetary valuation meth-
ods that can be used to find the economic
values of particularly urban ecosystem ser-
vices. We then discuss how monetary valu-
ation methods can be used to complement
non-monetary valuation approaches in sup-
port of policymaking. Despite the diversity
of values, single metric monetary valuation
methods can perform several narrow, but
potentially useful, roles in UOS governance.
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We conclude by re-examining some chal-
lenges raised in the literature on valuation
of urban ecosystem services in the context of
UOS governance and management.

UOSs are often publicly accessible areas
within a populated settlement compris-
ing vegetated ‘green’, derelict ‘brown’,
water-dominated ‘blue’ and hard-surfaced
‘grey’ elements (see Chapter 3 for a defi-
nition of the urban matrix). Depending
on their qualities, UOS provide different
urban ecosystem services to urban residents
(Voigt et al., 2014; Massoni et al., 2018) (see
Box 8.1 and Figure 8.1).

UOSs provide multiple benefits across
diverse scales and infrastructural typologies
(Voigt et al., 2014; Massoni et al., 2018) and
contribute to quality of life through rec-
reational and aesthetic services (van den
Bosch & Nieuwenhuijsen, 2017). The social
and cultural perspectives and user values
are critical to planning and management,
yet they are difficult to measure due to
increasing social, cultural and environmen-
tal diversity in urban areas (Massoni et al.,
2018; Barton et al., 2019a). Addressing the
benefits of UOS, therefore, demands a broad
focus on both the structural diversity and

The UOS resources have multiple values, with green spaces in particular providing
numerous benefits for people and society through what are often referred to as ecosys-
tem services. Ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from ecosystems and
can be provisioning, regulating, cultural or supporting (MEA, 2005).

Provisioning ecosystem services are the output of products, such as food, fresh
water, wood and biochemicals.

Regulating ecosystem services are those that mediate, such as wetlands that
absorb excess runoff water and prevent flooding.

Cultural ecosystem services are the non-material benefits ecosystems can pro-
vide, such as recreation and cultural heritage.

Supporting ecosystem services are processes that underpin all the other services —
for example the formation of soil and cycling of nutrients.

Ecosystem services depend on the biophysical structures, or qualities, and con-
nected functions of UOS, and they lead to benefits which have values for people and
society, as described by Haines-Young et al. (2006).

The composition and spatial configuration of different vegetation types — for exam-
ple trees and shrubs — are critical factors for regulating and cultural ecosystem services,
such as moderating the temperature or providing an attractive space for physical activi-
ties (Nesbitt et al., 2017; Palliwoda et al., 2017). Trees provide regulating ecosystem ser-
vices, such as cooling ambient air through shading and evapotranspiration, improving
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air quality through filtering out pollutants or buffering noise, regulation of stormwater

run-off and mediation of air flow (Nowak, 2017). Green spaces provide arenas for cultural

ecosystem services, particularly for recreation. These include spaces not only for sports
activities but also for other sorts of social interactions. Tree and shrub species differ con-
siderably in drought resilience and in their capacity to mitigate or even amplify air pol-

lution under certain environmental circumstances. Some of them produce allergens or

cause other undesirable impacts, also known as disservices (Gémez-Baggethun & Barton,

2013; Churkina et al., 2015). There is also an ongoing debate about the introduction of
non-native species expected to have higher resilience against drought and pests. The link
between biodiversity in general and specific ecosystem services needs further explora-
tion at the fine spatial scale of differentiated urban structures (Schwazrz et al., 2017).

the social and cultural values attributed
to those places (Dempsey & Smith, 2014;
Voigt et al., 2014).

Human health and well-being have
long been acknowledged as key benefits
of UOS (Nowak et al., 2018), while biodi-
verse UOSs have been shown to benefit
users through indirect cultural pathways
(Clark et al., 2014). Structurally complex
vegetation, such as a diversity of flowers,
birds and other wildlife, is highly valued by
users (Harris et al., 2018) and can thereby
provide restorative effects (Nordh & Qstby,

RN,
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2013). In densely urbanised non-Western
settings, cleanliness, beautiful views within
parks, tranquillity, high green coverage
provided by mature trees and good mainte-
nance have all been proven to be important
for use (Jim & Chen, 2006). There are also
education benefits, especially to younger
users, as interaction with biotic and abiotic
elements at an early age can have positive
effects on appreciating trees and nature in
later life (Lohr & Pearson-Mims, 2005).

The benefits of UOS are frequently
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interactions, with the focus on ecosystem
structure and function (Voigt et al., 2014;
Massoni et al., 2018). The ecosystem func-
tion approach involves a landscape and
population-scale framing of ecosystem
services and benefits. This framing is dif-
ferent from an urban ecosystem services
discourse that links park users’ percep-
tions to a variety of social-ecological con-
texts and relations. The socioecological
approach highlights elusive and less tan-
gible values (Zwierzchowska et al., 2018),
recognising plural and diverse individual
and social valuation contexts (Jacobs et al.,
2016). Framing benefits within a UOS per-
spective thus provides an opportunity to
integrate place-specific socioecological
perspectives with an ecosystem functional
approach. Such a place-based approach
recognises dynamic human emotions and
relationships involved in individual and
group attachment to a specific location or
place and can be used to improve under-
standing of how people perceive and expe-
rience urban nature and thereby stimulate
public engagement in urban stewardship
(Tuan, 2001). An integrated place-based
and structural approach to UOS manage-
ment has the potential to encompass and
embrace diverse biocultural perspectives,
contextualising and shedding light on
new and reflexive platforms for environ-
mental governance (Buizer et al., 2016).
Examples of different UOSs and their rela-
tions to ecosystem services are shown in
Table 8.1.

As a mix of biotic and abiotic qualities, UOS
represents a diverse and rich set of con-
texts in which perspectives, preferences and

values of cultural ecosystem services may
vary. Values and preferences are influenced
by seasonal variations (Box 8.2 and Fig-
ure 8.2). They are also conditioned by indi-
viduals’ capabilities in relation to the specific
biophysical and social contexts and are
articulated in ways that reflect the individ-
uals’ roles and the norms they adhere to in
their social contexts (Vatn, 2005). Value-
articulating institutions (Jacobs, 1997) are a
framing that accommodate value diversity
in the ‘high-context density’ of UOS, where
individuals may have different preferences
depending on activity. Values articulated
by any particular valuation method reflect
only specific dimensions of mixed-use and
multi-purpose environments. Figure 8.3
shows a hierarchy of ecological, economic,
sociocultural and
which may determine values of UOS.

Basic information concerns the extent
and condition of UOS (Massoni et al., 2018).
Mapping and indicator methods can be
described as ecological valuation methods
that identify important qualities explaining
the capacity and suitability of UOS. Mod-
elling UOS capacity as a habitat for plants,
insects, urban wildlife and human recreation
may be combined with indicators of spe-
cies-specific suitability to map the potential
supply of ecosystem services. This is used in
the ESTIMAP (Ecosystem Service Mapping
Tool) approach to mapping pollination and
recreation potential (Zulian et al., 2018).
These methods articulate ‘ecological values’
of UOS. Economics is concerned with the
next level of how revealed choices, either
directly through purchases in markets or
indirectly through expenses, allocation of
time or stated willingness to pay, reveal
monetary values for access to, and suitabil-
ity of, UOS. These ‘economic choices’ are
conditioned by individuals’ physical, social
and financial capabilities. Social capabilities
are also determined by the social contexts

institutional contexts
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BOX 8.2: CHALLENGE MAPPING
AND VALUATION - SEASONAL AND
AD HOC UOS QUALITIES IN OSLO

There are UOSs that include temporary pedestrian areas with no or few green ele-
ments in the middle of city streets, where most of the qualities may be built and
architectural. The ecosystem services of vegetation may then be predominantly due
to aesthetic qualities providing mental recreation. In winter, UOSs in temperate cli-
mates may temporarily become ‘white space’, as broadleaf vegetation is no longer
green. For some months, trees function as urban fabric and perhaps retainers of
memories of green. Trees in groups may function as space makers in a way akin to
built infrastructure, providing a semi-transparent, rich-texture enclosing UOS. Dur-
ing all seasons, people provide vitality to UOS that might otherwise be devoid of
biotic qualities (Gehl, 2011). Taken together, multi-dimensional, dynamic, ad hoc and
seasonal variations in qualities of UOS at eye-level spatial scales pose methodolog-
ical challenges when mapping qualities and modelling functions of UOS. Methods
for valuing the benefits of UOS also need to be calibrated to the appropriate spatial
and temporal resolution and need to control for a large number of contextual factors
(Gémez-Baggethun & Barton, 2013).

Figure 8.2 A temporary pedestrian area in Oslo. Photo: David N. Barton
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Figure 8.3 Integrated framework showing diverse value contexts of UOS addressed by a range
of value-articulating methods and institutions. Note: The notation value = f(quality) in the dia-
gram indicates that values are a function of different hierarchical types of UOS qualities. Source:
Adapted from Barton (2015). People icons by Shutterstock/Freestock, landscape gradient by

Duany Plater-Zyberk and company.

in which UOSs are used. Different social
settings in UOS encourage people to act
in different roles. There are different social
norms for use of UOS, which may also vary
depending on the social setting. Without
self-contradiction, the same individual may
hold different values in different social con-
texts and express different preferences in
different choice situations. Therefore, UOSs
are high ‘context density’ environments
(GOmez-Baggethun & Barton, 2013). Single
valuation methods will reflect only a part of
the plural valuation picture.

The highest level in this framework con-
cerns how institutions (see Box 8.3) formalise
methods — for example by researchers. Qual-
ities of UOS are mapped, biophysical capaci-
ties are modelled and capabilities and choices

of UOS users are assessed using sociocultural
and economic valuation methods. Sociocul-
tural valuation methods appraise shared val-
ues by studying social deliberation by groups
and sharing of information about preferred
UOS on social media (Irvine et al., 2016).
Social values are also expressed through local
referenda, court rulings on environmental
damage and establishment of environmental
quality standards (e.g. water and air quality
in UOS) by relevant authorities. Biophysical
mapping and modelling are also value-artic-
ulating institutions to the extent that they
express the relative importance of structures
or functions of UOS. Value-articulating insti-
tutions emphasise that values do not exist
independently of institutional settings in a
wide sense. Thus it follows that economic
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Institutions (as shown in Figure 8.3) are the conventions, norms and formally sanc-
tioned rules of a society. They provide expectations, stability and meaning essential
to human existence and coordination. Institutions support certain values and produce

and protect specific interests (Vatn, 2015).

values do not exist independently, and social
norms co-determine individuals’ choices
about the use of UOS. Where and when pub-
lic norms govern urban inhabitants’ behav-
iour is an empirical question, but it is likely
that these norms play an important role in
UOSs that are public and shared. In conclu-
sion, the greater diversity of preferences asso-
ciated with the rich context of UOS requires
an inclusive and plural approach in valua-
tion methods (Jacobs et al., 2016; Barton &
Harrison, 2017) (Table 8.2).

Monetary valuation methods are a subset of
available plural valuation methods (Harri-
son et al., 2017). Within the set of mone-
tary valuation methods (Box 8.4), there are
a number of different approaches available
for decision support in UOS governance and
management (GOmez-Baggethun & Barton,
2013; Harrison et al., 2017). Figure 8.4 pro-
vides a general overview of the different
decision contexts in choosing a monetary
valuation method (Harrison et al., 2017).

A starting point for monetary valuation
could be local governments wanting to raise
awareness about the monetary value of UOS
(Barton, 2015). The type of valuation method
used may not be a deciding factor but rather
the availability of credible results from sim-
ilar cities. In that case, VT methods may be
used in both stated or revealed preference

methods - for example recreation amen-
ity values from green spaces in other cities
(Brander & Koetse, 2011). Another context
is local government accounting. Built infra-
structure represents capital assets that pro-
vide local government services. Similarly,
parks and street trees are assets that provide
a stream of cultural and regulating services.
Their management requires budgeting for
maintenance and replacement costs. To bet-
ter justify the costs, the value of these assets
can be used alongside other local govern-
ment assets. Ecosystem accounting guid-
ance recommends using valuation methods
based on observable market prices (exchange
based) (Baro et al., 2014). For example, Czem-
browski and Kronenberg (2016) determined
the contribution of proximity to urban parks
to property prices after controlling for other
neighbourhood characteristics. This proxim-
ity value capitalised in the housing market
represents a monetary asset value of urban
parks.

Local governments may be faced with
a choice of whether to re-regulate an area
previously dedicated to industry to hous-
ing, commercial activity or UOS. In princi-
ple, cost-benefit analysis could be used to
screen and rank the profitability of alter-
native zoning options of UOS. In practice,
the use of monetary cost-benefit analysis in
zoning is limited due to multiple cultural
and regulating ecosystem services being
affected and only partial monetary valua-
tion of this suite of services being possible
(G6mez-Baggethun & Barton, 2013). In a
plural values context of UOS, the ranking



Valuation methods:

Market price/ Values are observed directly or derived from prices in markets. This is a large cat-

exchange- egory of monetary methods that includes cost-based methods (next). Revealed
based preferences methods (next) are sometimes included in exchange-based methods
methods because market prices (house prices, costs of travel) are used to derive values of

ecosystem services indirectly. Shadow pricing is also an implicit form of market
price defined as the marginal price society ‘puts’ on the provision of non-marketed
ecosystem services through setting environmental targets (e.g. Konrad et al., 2017).

Cost-based A group of ‘exchange-based’ techniques that use the cost of actual measures to main-

methods / tain ecosystem service provision as a proxy for the value of actions undertaken in the
mitigation mitigation hierarchy (BBOP, 2009), including actions to avoid, minimise, restore or
costs replace ecosystems and their services that are potentially at risk in connection with a

development. As a valuation technique, the costs of actions are taken as proxies for
the value of the ecosystem services lost. This group of methods, therefore, includes
(i) restoration cost, (ii) replacement cost and (iii) clean-up cost.

Revealed Values of ecosystem services are revealed indirectly through purchases (e.g. house
preference prices) (Czembrowski & Kronenberg, 2016) or recreation travel costs (Bertram &
methods Larondelle, 2017). Examples include (i) hedonic pricing, which is the study of

multi-correlation between environmental characteristics of a good and its sales
price, and (ii) travel cost methods, which are based on the observation that
recreational services can only be realised through physical access to nature. Random
utility models consider travel choices between many sites (Day & Smith, 2018).

Stated Stated preference valuation is a family of economic valuation techniques which use
preference individual respondents’ stated hypothetical choices to estimate change in the
methods utility associated with a proposed increase in quality or quantity of an ecosystem

service or bundle of services (Bateman et al., 2002). The methods include
(i) contingent valuation, (ii) choice experiments and (iii) contingent ranking.

Time-use This method is an innovation of the conventional stated preference techniques

studies taken from the contingent valuation approach. Surveys are used to estimate the
value of ecosystem services by asking people how much time they would be will-
ing to invest for a change in the quantity or quality of a given service (Garcia-
Llorente et al., 2016).

Resource A method that derives the value of the ecosystem service as a residual after the

rent contributions of other forms of capital have been deducted from the operating
surplus (e.g. Obst et al., 2016).

Simulated Based on a derived demand function, it is possible to estimate a marginal exchange

exchange value by choosing a point along the demand function, either based on observed
behaviour or through intersection with a modelled supply curve. This is an
experimental method proposed for ecosystem accounting (see Campos &
Caparr6s, 2011; Obst et al., 2016).

Production/ These approaches relate the output of marketed goods to the inputs of ecosystem

cost function services through the use of econometric techniques (e.g. Bateman et al., 2011).

Value Benefits transfer or, more generally, value transfer (VT), refers to applying

transfer quantitative estimates of ecosystem service values from existing studies to
another context (see Johnston et al., 2015). Brander and Koetse (2011) estimate
VT functions for green space using meta-analysis.

Decision-support approaches:

Cost- A decision-support tool for ranking alternative ways of meeting the same policy goal
effectiveness by their ratio of effectiveness to cost (see Boardman et al., 2006).

analysis

Benefit-cost A decision-support tool for screening alternatives by their internal rate of return or
analysis ranking alternatives by their discounted benefit/cost ratio or net present value

(see Boardman et al., 2006).
Multi-criteria An umbrella term to describe a collection of formal approaches that seek to take
decision explicit account of multiple criteria in helping individuals or groups explore deci-
analysis sions that matter. Spatial MCDA are carried out in Geographic Information System
(MCDA) (GIS) in order to enable visualisation of the multiple criteria (see e.g. Munda, 2004).
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of different land-use options may only be
possible using multiple criteria analysis
(Saarikoski et al., 2016). Once a decision has
been made to zone an area for UOS, simple
cost-effectiveness analysis may be used to
determine the cheapest means to achieve a
specific level of service provision — for exam-
ple choosing the cheapest tree species with
a minimum life expectancy to line a new
avenue or the cheapest way of providing
a required playground area. Cost-effective-
ness approaches do not compare alterna-
tive quality levels, only the cheapest way of
reaching regulated norms for outdoor areas.
In some cases, green elements in UOS will
be damaged, willingly or not. Local gov-
ernments may have regulations in place
requiring assessment of damage in order to
set compensation levels or fines. For exam-
ple, the VATO3 method for valuation of
trees (Randrup, 2005) is used by local gov-
ernments in Denmark and Norway to cal-
culate fines for damage to public trees. The
replacement cost of a tree is adjusted for the
quality of the damaged tree in terms of tree
age, health and location characteristics.

In choosing a monetary valuation method,
the decision-support context will in part
determine the kind of data on values that
are acceptable to decision makers. In addi-
tion, different policy questions in UOS
require different levels of precision for valu-
ation estimates (Figure 8.5).

The fact that UOS can be highly hetero-
geneous, involving large numbers of diverse
users with different perspectives (Gomez-
Baggethun & Barton, 2013), means that the
variation in valuation results can be expected
to be higher for cultural ecosystem services,
for example, than for single recreation desti-
nations in rural areas. Before using a valua-
tion method to assess UOS, an understanding
of the accuracy and reliability requirements
of the situation is needed. In the following,
based on Barton (2007), we discuss whether
the expected accuracy of the valuation

information is sufficient for the requirements
of the decision-support context.

Demonstration of ‘big numbers’
for awareness raising about the eco-
nomic importance of UOS does not nec-
essarily involve comparing this value to
alternative land uses. The expectation
is often that valuation methods will
yield ‘big numbers’ — in the millions or
billions — depending on the currency,
number and size of the UOS consid-
ered. The required accuracy is low and
benefit-transfer techniques using avail-
able estimates of ecosystem services val-
ues from other UOSs may be acceptable.
Valuation to reflect big numbers can be
used in a strategy of ‘city branding’.
Accounting for trends in the value
of UOS. Local governments may wish
to include the natural capital value
of UOS in their accounts. The aim of
economic valuation is to allow detec-
tion of significant trends in asset value
over time and relate this to city-level
policy targets, such as ‘no net loss of
city trees’ or increasing the availabil-
ity of UOS within 500 m of residences.
Accounting-compatible valuation methods
are based on exchange values observed
in markets. Only a share of economic
welfare is captured by exchange values.
For example, I-Tree Eco (Nowak, 2017)
is a tool for monetary valuation of a
suite of ecosystem services from urban
forests with a level of accuracy that is
appropriate for observing trends in
asset value for urban forests as a whole
but lacking the spatial resolution to
assess individual trees. In some cases,
monetary valuation methods may not
be robust enough to value the use of
UOS for accounting, and applying
physical measures of use may serve to
track trends in importance equally well
(Box 8.4 and Figure 8.6).
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The gradient of UOS in Oslo ranges from city streets with trees in the urban core to old
growth forest wilderness areas in the peri-urban Marka forest. The importance of visits
can be valued in non-monetary terms as the amount of time spent per site for each
visit. Time spent on-site is greatest for wilderness areas and lowest for urban areas with
trees (Figure 8.6). Combining the data suggests that the part of the Marka forest that is
closest to the city is the most important UOS in Oslo in terms of total time spent on-site
for recreation. Estimates also suggest that Marka wilderness areas, although visited
much less frequently, may be as important in terms of time on-site as parks and ceme-
teries or nature areas within the city. This example shows the power of non-monetary
valuation methods for communicating the importance of UOS.

Peri-urban old

growth forest

Peri-urban forest
interior

Peri-urban forest
access areas

Natural areas in
built zone

Parks and
cemeteries

Built area with
trees

Millions 10 20 30

Total hours on-site/year
Total visits/year
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Screening and ranking profitabil-
ity of alternative projects for pri-
ority setting means asking whether an
action is worthwhile rather than which
alternative will give the most benefits
from the investment. Cost-benefit anal-
ysis (CBA) of UOS is rare. Previous CBA —
for example of green roofs — has tended
to focus on selection of the most impor-
tant ecosystem services. Nurmi et al.
(2016) found that even when green roof
benefits are limited to scenic benefits,
the inclusion of benefits from just one
ecosystem service can tip a cost-benefit
screening of roof designs in favour of
green over grey roofs. The results are
sensitive to green roof design, and this
sensitivity to the actual design of blue-
green spaces — rather than just counting
surface area — could be expected to be
even greater for multiple-use UOSs.

Pricing and incentive design. The
benefits from UOSs are often public
goods from which it is physically diffi-
cult to exclude people and thus charge
a fee. On the other hand, local gov-
ernments provide and charge for pub-
lic utilities, recovering costs directly
through water and sanitation fees or
through property taxes. Economists
have estimated the loss of tax reve-
nue due to brown spaces (Mihaescu &
Vom Hofe, 2013). Similarly, one would
expect gains in tax revenues from main-
tenance of UOS. For example, Escobedo
et al. (2015) estimated the contribution
of urban trees to higher property values
versus a loss in value for grass. Where
there are property taxes, there seems to
be scope for using hedonic pricing to
assess the impacts on local government
revenue. Where there are no property
taxes, their introduction may be moti-
vated by significant positive effects
on property prices. However, hedonic

pricing methods are sensitive to model
specification and the accuracy require-
ments for property tax design may
exceed the capabilities of the valuation
method.

Determining economic liability
and sanctions. The requirements of
monetary valuation methods for deter-
mining damage compensation to quali-
ties of UOS are perhaps the highest of all
the decision contexts discussed so far.
Typically, damage occurs at small scales
associated with property development
or vandalism, in particular to trees. At
this scale, original valuation studies are
much more expensive than the damage
itself. Consequently, cities use stand-
ardised appraisal methods for valuing
damage to urban trees (Randrup, 2005;
Ponce-Donoso & Vallejos-Barra, 2016).

Assessing the values of UOS is complex and
varies depending on beneficiaries. Manag-
ing organisations (local governments, hous-
ing companies, cemeteries, etc.), may not
always see the direct values and outputs of
the ecosystem services they provide via the
UOS they own and manage. While a local
government or a housing company may
see it as an important management aspect
to optimise ecosystem services for the ben-
efit of its users, a developer may gain less
due to building restrictions caused by prior-
itising of ecosystem service provision. The
question is whether the immediate loss of
profit to the developer can be justified by
increased values for the future residents or
the developer can increase the gains of the
development project due to the existence of
ecosystem services.
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In addition, it is difficult to compare dif-
ferent types of values, even if the monetary
value is the same for two different solutions,
simply because the beneficiaries may differ.
Therefore, although valuation would be
easy, cheap and accurate, it could not stand
alone in a management situation. Next, we
describe a number of technical challenges in
assessing monetary valuations of UOS. How
to use these valuations in a meaningful way
is a matter of management approach, which
is dealt with more in Chapters 4 and 11.

GOmez-Baggethun and Barton (2013)
list ten challenges in valuation of urban
ecosystem services for urban planning, gov-
ernance and management. Here we review
these challenges in light of UOS and offer
some ways forward.

Population density and wuse. The
combined scarcity of UOS in densely
built areas and the high density of
beneficiaries lead to variations in time
spent between different urban tran-
sects. Time spent in different UOS
may be more accurately accounted for
as global systems for mobile commu-
nication tracking data become more
widely available (De Nadai et al., 2016),
with new challenges arising regard-
ing privacy of individual-tracking
data.

Non-linear distance decay of
benefits. Depending on residents’
perception of their neighbourhood,
attractiveness and willingness to walk
to UOSs may be highly non-linear and
local. Computing network walking dis-
tances and perceived distances in street
networks is becoming more common
using GIS-based Place Syntax Tools
(Heyman et al., 2017).

Recreational substitution possi-
bilities. Larger substitution possibili-
ties generally reduce the value of any

individual UOS. In urban areas, there
may be many alternative recreational
activities competing for free time. Mul-
tiple-site discrete choice recreation
models offer an approach to control
for the effect of substitute sites (Day &
Smith, 2018), although the challenge
remains how widely to define recrea-
tion alternatives.

Substitution possibilities between
ecosystem services and man-made
services. In densely populated urban
areas, space is scarce and UOS that pro-
vides multiple benefits can be more
cost-effective than maintaining or
restoring, for example, extensive natu-
ral systems. Replacement cost methods
offer a partial approach to valuation.
The method may not capture all the
plural benefits of UOS - for example
the value of time spent exercising in
a space estimated by the cost of exer-
cising in an indoor gym addresses only
physical exercise effects (Barton et al.,
2017).

Heterogeneity of inhabitant spa-
tial ‘perspectives’. Higher density of
population is expected to be associated
with a larger number of perspectives —
i.e. inhabitants literally experience
more sides to the same structural qual-
ities of UOS. Monetary valuation has
not reached the sophistication of being
able to disentangle the inter-personal
effects of different structural elements
of UOS. Environmental psychology
research can identify inter-personal
preferences for structural attributes of
UOS (Nordh et al., 2013).
Socioeconomic and cultural
diversity. Sociocultural diversity
varies more over smaller spaces with
clustering of similar populations in spe-
cific neighbourhoods or even streets.
Integrated valuation methods, such as
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participatory mapping in combination
with hedonic property pricing, offer
avenues for considering plural values of
UOS (Czembrowski et al., 2016).
Connectivity/infrastructure
value. By acting as corridors and hab-
itats for human transit, UOSs have an
‘infrastructure value’ (a ‘between-ness
value’), which has begun to be appre-
ciated in hedonic pricing through the
use of urban network integration meas-
ures to identify the connectedness of a
property through UOS (Heyman et al.,
2017).

Urban growth and time stabil-
ity of values. Rapid urban growth
and re-zoning raise questions about
the time stability of monetary valua-
tion estimates. Both market-based and
survey-based valuation methods show
that valuation results for UOS are sen-
sitive to population density (Brander &
Koetse, 2011). Hedonic pricing meth-
ods should account for zoning plans, as
well as existing accessibility (Kendall &
Tulip, 2018).

Multiple environmental stressors.
The multiple stressors in urban envi-
ronments create difficulty in attribut-
ing health effects to UOS. Although
the pathways have been documented
in controlled environments, studies
must have large samples and be able
to control for confounding variables
sufficiently to identify physical health
outcomes of greenness in UOS (Kardan
et al., 2015). Recent studies also control
for a number of personal mediating fac-
tors and evaluate more subtle impacts
on mental health outcomes (Dadvand
et al., 2016).

Spatial clustering of services. Where
spatial clustering of ecosystem services
and disservices is present, a CBA of
excessively limited spatial scope would

have a higher likelihood of show-
ing that costs of UOS exceed benefits.
Advanced spatial modelling is availa-
ble to map the recreational potential
of UOS, but classification of qualitative
values in ecosystem service mapping
is very sensitive to the specification of
spatial resolution applied in the analy-
sis (Zulian et al., 2018). Future research
should evaluate the impacts of the
modifiable area-unit problem (Avelino
et al., 2016) on valuation of recrea-
tional qualities of UOS.

Finally, a generic research challenge for
monetary valuation of UOS is to study the
cost in relation to the number of benefi-
ciaries. The cost of carrying out original
valuation studies is high, and so justifiable
studies from an information value point
of view should address a large number of
beneficiaries. At the same time, changes
in urban environments are incremental —
plot by plot. At the individual property
development level, almost no valuation
study is worthwhile because few benefi-
ciaries are involved while study costs are
high. A general challenge for monetary
valuation methods in urban environments
in the future is to use valuation methods
to generate site-specific predictions of
value that are representative of an urban
population.
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Introduction

Management practices, which integrate
and align the performance of maintenance
within a comprehensive planning frame-
work, are critical for ensuring the func-
tionality and continuous development of
ecosystem services in urban open space
(UOS). Ideally, management should take
into account long-term ‘development’ and
short-term ‘maintenance’ responsibilities,
ensuring that activities are carried out for
specific purposes and that UOSs are able to
meet the needs of current users and future
generations (Jansson & Lindgren, 2012;
Dempsey et al., 2014). This chapter reviews
and discusses a range of management
approaches for organising maintenance in
UOS, with particular emphasis on practices
in Western Europe.

The type and level of maintenance
will differ according to the characteristics
and type of the specific UOS - for exam-
ple operations for maintaining nature-like
areas will differ from those for maintain-
ing many historical parks. Management

organisations are often responsible for the
maintenance of several UOSs spread over
many geographical locations. This requires
logistics and investments in physical facil-
ities and machinery. The wider economic
and political context means that many
management organisations have experi-
enced dramatic cuts in their funding over
recent decades. The extent and conse-
quences vary — for example the financial
cuts have been detrimental to many public
UOS organisations in the UK (Beer, 2002;
Neal, 2016), whereas cuts and related con-
sequences have not been as pronounced in,
for example, Scandinavia (Randrup et al.,
2017). The general focus on reducing costs
in the public sector has been sustained by
various management tools introduced in
the mid-1980s as part of New Public Man-
agement (NPM) reforms (see, e.g. Hood,
1995; Gruening, 2001). With the NPM
came a range of alternatives for organising
the management of maintenance, such as
purchaser-provider models and contract-
ing out. Later reforms have introduced
various community-based models. As a
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consequence, multiple governance alterna-
tives have become available.

In this chapter, we describe the preva-
lent management models for maintaining
UOS and discuss the general understand-
ing of maintenance, how the organisation
of UOS maintenance has developed in
relation to governance and the standards
and systems most frequently applied when
describing and monitoring maintenance
operations.

General understanding of
UOS maintenance

Specialised departments within landowning
organisations, such as local governments,
housing companies or cemetery organi-
sations, typically conduct UOS mainte-
nance routines. Management is carried out
at three different levels: (i) visionary and
long-sighted policy level, (ii) tactical level
and (iii) operational level (Randrup & Pers-
son, 2009) (see Figure 11.1 in Chapter 11).
The need to integrate long- and short-term
responsibilities means that the manage-
ment of maintenance includes, but also
goes beyond, mere technical aspects based
on horticultural and arboricultural exper-
tise. Up to 80% of the management activ-
ities conducted in specialised departments
are concentrated on direct operations
(Randrup & Persson, 2009). Such activities
relate to organising and carrying out main-
tenance, which includes operations such
as planting, pruning and weeding but also
repairing equipment, painting and clean-
ing. With this focus, organisational activ-
ities often concentrate on technical and
budgetary questions rather than long-term
planning, strategizing and policymaking.
This is the case around the world, includ-
ing in, for example, the Nordic countries

(Randrup et al., 2017), the UK (Neal, 2016)
and Hong Kong (Chan et al., 2014). It
means that much attention and resources
are devoted to allocating sufficient mainte-
nance resources (skills, labour and machin-
ery) for minimum upkeep of the spaces in
question.

However, experiences from the UK show
that park organisations need to do more
than just ‘maintain’, as dynamic systems,
such as parks and green spaces, that are
just maintained gradually degenerate and
can lose their functionality as providers
of ecosystem services (Jones, 2000; Beer,
2002; Neal, 2016) and for various users
and uses (see Figure 9.1). Overall societal
discourses (climate change, urbanisation
and immigration) will also inevitably call
for a change to the prevailing mindset
of maintenance. There is growing inter-
est and awareness of the need to embed
maintenance as a central part of govern-
ance and management (Lindholst et al.,
2016b; Salbitano et al., 2016). Gustavs-
son et al. (2005) discussed the values and
importance of maintenance operations
in relation to the development of green
spaces, while Koningen (2004) coined the
term ‘creative management’ to describe
an integral approach to design and man-
agement (maintenance) and highlighted
the inextricable link between spontane-
ous processes (as provided by nature) and
human intervention (as provided through
maintenance operations). For Gustavs-
son et al. (2005), Koningen (2004) and
many others, the process of maintaining
vegetation (e.g. lawn mowing, hedge cut-
ting and tree pruning) can be used as a
central means for the development of a
space. This approach to integrated design
through maintenance is in contrast with
the prevailing UOS management models
applied in practice.
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Figure 9.1 Mix of users walking, cycling, picnicking and playing in Endcliffe Park, Sheffield.
Photo: Paul Brindley

Organisation of UOS
maintenance - the
governance perspective

NPM emerged in the 1980s as an attempt to
make the public sector more business-like
and to improve government efficiency. It
was inspired by ideas and management
models from the private sector (e.g. those in
Hood, 1995) and focused on a decentralised
approach to management. It involved new
service delivery models to achieve efficien-
cies — for example use of private companies
in providing public services. Today, organ-
isations show a large diversity in how UOS
maintenance is organised. In the following,
we describe three generic organisational mod-
els, many variations of which can be found.

Carmona et al. (2008) identified three
distinct organisational models in public
space management that are also relevant for
UOS management:

@)

(ii)

(iii)

A state-centred model in which hierar-
chical structures of planning and deliv-
ery are dominant, with a clear division
between services and use. In general,
the state-centred management model
is characterised by a public service
ethos based on the impartiality of
officers and commitment to the public
interest.

A market-centred model in which pub-
lic service departments employ private
resources, bridging skills and exper-
tise between the public and private
sectors. This aims to secure services
which go beyond those normally pro-
vided by the public sector or to engage
private companies to perform the vari-
ous maintenance routines at the same
cost (if not cheaper) and possibly in a
more efficient way than a public ser-
vice provider.

A community-centred model that involves
seeking more effective, responsive
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and cost-effective ways of delivering
public services but also formulation
of a new contract between users and
public managers by re-distributing
responsibilities.

Each of these three organisational mod-
els has its pros and cons. The state-centred
model may actually increase costs due to
a lack of market competition and thus a
sort of local monopolism. Carmona et al.
(2008) mention costs, lack of flexibility and
responsiveness and increased bureaucracy
as the main disadvantages associated with
this model. The model is likely to reflect a
political choice in order to secure internal
control of services and thus achieve inter-
nal flexibility and responsiveness, despite a
potential higher cost than what the market
brings (Leiren et al., 2016). The model is
dominated by a hierarchical organisational
structure, usually informing users rather
than engaging them.

The main purpose of the market-centred
model is often to lower operational costs,
but transactional costs may be incurred
instead (Lindholst et al., 2016a). However,
the introduction and potential sharing of
knowledge and expertise may benefit all
partners involved. Different operations
and/or areas may be under different con-
tracts, which can lead to the fragmentation
of operations.

The community-centred model also
risks fragmenting maintenance practices
and resulting in unequal provision of ser-
vices to different user groups, favouring
those who can and will take the responsi-
bility at the risk of leaving out those who
cannot. However, in general this model
is valued as an inclusive co-governance
approach to organising UGS maintenance,
(Jansson et al.,, 2019), as explained in
Chapter 2.

In practice, many organisations today
use a combination of these three organ-
isational models. It is often the case
that a state-centred model includes mar-
ket-centred approaches by outsourcing
parts of the maintenance operations while
also engaging with local community users
in specific areas.

Another way of describing the range of
UOS maintenance models is through the
changing role and influence of the state
and/or authorities, ranging from hierar-
chical to self-governance, via a contin-
uum from ‘closed’ to ‘open’ co-governance
(Arts & Visseren-Hamakers, 2012). It is help-
ful to examine how these models have been
applied in practice for maintenance opera-
tions. With reference to the different man-
agement models identified by Carmona
et al. (2008) and to governance arrange-
ments (Arts & Visseren-Hamakers, 2012),
these models and their typical variations are
described next.

State-centred models

The state-centred, unified organisation
is characterised by hierarchical and cen-
tralised organisation of responsibilities,
where managers can intervene directly in
maintenance operations. In some cases,
the overall management organisation is
predominantly characterised as a ‘main-
tenance organisation’ due to a lack of
managerial expertise. In Western Europe,
unified organisations were the dominant
model for organising maintenance respon-
sibilities in local governments up to the
1980s, when NPM was introduced. Today,
unified organisations are typically found
among smaller local governments and in
many cemetery organisations and social
housing companies (Coquand et al., 2017).
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Before NPM was introduced, many unified
organisations had a direct line between the
UOS manager and the political level - i.e.
the head of the UOS organisation (head
of parks, park manager, park superinten-
dent) was employed at the same organi-
sational level as the head of the technical
organisation (head of roads, head of infra-
structure, etc.). Today, this direct rela-
tionship to political decision makers is
often diminished as the UOS organisation
has gradually ‘slipped’ from being a uni-
fied organisation, with one person being
responsible for all, to become a sub-set of a
combined technical department with split
responsibilities.

THE SPLIT-RESPONSIBILITY ORGAN-
ISATION A
centred hierarchical model is an organisa-
tion in which maintenance responsibilities
are divided between a ‘purchaser’ and a
‘provider’ within the same department. The
purchaser is responsible for formulation
and specification of objectives and (qual-
ity) standards for maintenance, including
the level and type of maintenance, while
the provider is responsible for carrying out
maintenance in compliance with these
objectives and standards. This type of
arrangement is often seen when an organ-
isation is striving towards an outsourcing
situation in which the existing organisa-
tion needs time to build the foundation
and related experiences to become a pro-
fessional purchaser and/or provider. This
includes the creation of inventories of the
UOS in question as a basis for creation of
quality standards. The organisation can
then specify actual maintenance costs for
a specific space. With exact knowledge of
operational costs, such organisations can
engage in providing services for other local
government departments — for example the

variation of the state-

social department. Both sub-organisations
(the purchaser and the provider) have the
same manager/leader, and thus the spilt
can be seen as an organisational formality
rather than an actual split.

THE DIVIDED ORGANISATION The
divided (spilt-responsibility) organisation
is characterised by a degree of limited hori-
zontal decentralisation of responsibilities
within the same department. A greater and
more formal horizontal decentralisation
is seen within the divided organisation,
where purchaser and provider responsi-
bilities are organised into separate sub-
divisions of the overall organisation. The
provider department is typically respon-
sible for its own budgets, has a separate
manager and has its own organisational
objectives. Thus the two sub-divisions are
in principle separate and operate as auton-
omous units. They may also be organised
across different geographical locations,
the purchaser in proximity to political
decision makers and city planners, while
the provider is located ‘in the field” with
physical facilities for storage, equipment
and machinery. Managers in both parts
of the sub-divided organisation report to
the same overall leader. This type of struc-
ture is often seen in organisations where
outsourcing is planned to be implemented
within a shorter time frame or when man-
agement and maintenance are organised
within a market-like framework.

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT-OWNED
COMPANY Many local
have established their own maintenance
organisation and treat it as a private com-
pany with separate leadership and its own
budget. The maintenance organisation
operates almost as a private company and
communicates primarily with the purchaser

governments
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via annual contracts specifying what needs
to be delivered. As both the purchaser and
the provider are owned by the same organ-
isation (e.g. a local government), both often
report to the same director. However, a local
government-owned company differs from a
provider in a divided organisation in that it
is typically governed by an appointed execu-
tive board, is organised to operate outside the
local bureaucracy and has an autonomous
corporate status, constituted
under private law. Sometimes these compa-
nies are jointly owned by several local gov-
ernments for whom they provide services.
Local government-owned companies may or
may not be exposed to direct competition for
the services they provide. In Sweden, many
such local government-owned companies
deliver services without direct competition
from private providers. When exposed to
competition, the model is market centred,
with the local government-owned com-
pany as a local market player. Evidence from
Denmark and Norway indicates that local
government-owned companies are vulnera-
ble when exposed to direct competition from
private providers (Lindholst et al., 2019).

sometimes

The market-centred model

In many local governments, some or all
maintenance is contracted out to a pri-
vate provider. Public housing companies
or cemetery organisations also contract
maintenance operations to private provid-
ers to varying degrees. In these cases, there
is a formal organisational division between
the purchaser and its private providers, and
the formal roles and responsibilities of the
parties are typically defined by legally bind-
ing contracts. The motive for contracting
with the private sector and the approach
to organising contracts is predominantly

a need to reduce costs and an empha-
sis on formalised market-based competi-
tion (Lindholst, 2008). This approach was
introduced as part of the NPM reforms and
replaced earlier contracting approaches
based on the informal and recurrent buyer-
supplier relationships described earlier for
the state-centred divided organisation.
However, many smaller local governments
lack the operational expertise for special-
ist or infrequent work and, therefore, rely
on private providers for a range of mainte-
nance tasks (e.g. Leiren et al., 2016).
Market-centred models have been the
cornerstone in the NPM-style local govern-
ment reforms since the 1980s, and differ-
ent contracting models have emerged over
the years (Lindholst, 2009; Dempsey et al.,
2016). These models can be viewed as vari-
ations of a conventional, partnership-based
contracting model. Conventional con-
tracting follows the logic of NPM reforms,
and conventional outsourcing models can
be categorised as hierarchical governance
arrangements due to their emphasis on low
costs and price competition (see Box 9.1)
in combination with a management style
characterised by reliance on detailed service
specifications, unilateral contract monitor-
ing and financial penalties if the specified
tasks are not delivered. Partnership-based
contracting is characterised by a broader
range of rationales, such as service devel-
opment, strategic objectives, investments
and flexibility. The management style is
characterised by joint cooperation, reliance
on a broader and more complex framework
for specification of services, a formalised
framework for communication and some
degree of delegation of responsibilities for
planning and user involvement to the pri-
vate contractor. Such partnership-based
cooperation may be categorised as closed
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BOX 9.1: LOWEST PRICE - LOWEST
QUALITY?

Contracting is often based on the assumption that the lowest price is preferable in order
to keep the cost as low as possible. However, the lowest price in a competitive bid may
not always result in the lowest cost over the total contract period (Lindholst et al., 2017).
Depending on the quality of the tender material — for example the ease and understand-
ing of all tasks and the market situation — there are numerous incentives to interpret the
actual delivery of a UOS maintenance contract. Such interpretations can lead to additional
tasks and thus extra costs during the contract period. Therefore, many contracts are based
on aspects other than cost — for example the provider’s documented qualifications, track
record, certifications. Such criteria are often a prerequisite, but the final determinant is
the price. In some cases, the provider’s ability to cooperate and descriptions of incentives
to develop the agreement and the tasks involved are also included as determinants for
granting a contract. Such contracts are often called ‘partnering based’. The use of aspects
other than cost has prevailed in some countries, while in others, they have been ignored
due to a general mistrust in the use of qualitative (subjective) determinants.

The effects of procurement approaches based on the lowest price have been discussed
over many years (Jones, 2000). Lindholst (2008) described the ‘vicious circle of lowest
price’ (Figure 9.2), whereby a focus on low prices (saving of resources) in procurement
may eventually lead to insufficient resources (too low prices), poor working conditions,
unattractive jobs, inferior performance of maintenance, loss of quality and an increased
need for monitoring. When the purchaser spends more time on monitoring, time spent
on the actual development of the UOS may be lost. Lack of focus on UOS development
may also be due to the potential lack of skilled workers due to poor working conditions.
A prevalence of low-skilled and low-paid grounds maintenance activities can ultimately
lead to unattractive working conditions on the operational (maintenance) level of the UOS.

Focus on
savings
Low prices in Poor working
the coqict / conditions \
Insufficient Unattractive jobs
/ resources
Increased control Bad
and steering performances Recruitment
Lost focus on problems/lack of
development professional

working power
Lost quality in green
spaces/creation of green
deserts

Figure 9.2 The vicious circle of lowest price. Source: Reproduced from Lindholst (2008)
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co-governance since the formal steering lies
within the outsourcing organisation but,
via the partnerships, cooperation is in place.

The community-centred model

A variation of the market-centred organisa-
tional approach involves the engagement
of users in actual maintenance routines
and can thus be denoted a communi-
ty-centred model. Engagement of users in
maintenance routines is related to soci-
etal changes and norms (e.g. Van der Jagt
et al., 2016; Ugolini et al., 2018), including
increased interest among users in being
locally engaged. Megatrends such as climate
change, urban densification, urban regener-
ation and urban sustainability also play a
role in defining new engagement routines.

A simple agreement about who has the
responsibility for a certain task may be
reached between the management organi-
sation (the purchaser or the provider) and
a certain group of users. This can relate to
the handling of a peri-urban pasture where
grazing cattle are kept by a cooperative (e.g.
Rodgers & Mackay, 2018) or to a playground
that is maintained by local users (Jansson,
2015). Such arrangements are often hier-
archical because they are steered by the
formal UOS organisation but may vary in
their degree of openness to the actual (co-)
governance model, as there are many ver-
sions and combinations of engagement and
responsibility.

Engagement can have a practical theme,
but user engagement is often related to
social perspectives in local activities by
engaging inhabitants in their local neigh-
bourhoods (e.g. Fors et al., 2015). In the
UK and US, there are several examples of
community-steered maintenance where
responsibilities (and, to a much lesser
extent, budgets) are increasingly shared
between different combinations of public,

private, third-party and community-sector
stakeholders (Dempsey et al., 2016). This
trend of shifting away from in-house pub-
lic sector delivery of UOS services to a com-
bination of governance structures related
to maintenance operations has also been
reported in the Scandinavian countries
(Leiren et al., 2016; Lindholst et al., 2016a;
Bretzer et al., 2016).

Recent austerity policies have led to
a range of different ways of organising,
if not splitting, local services away from
local government responsibility. A study
in England found that responsibility, par-
ticularly for parks, is increasingly being
shared with non-government organi-
sations, including community groups,
although this is not reflected in budget
re-distributions (Dempsey et al., 2016).
Interestingly, this approach is not new;
it dates back to the first half of the 20th
century when the welfare state was estab-
lished. However, the approach is still novel
given its low levels of implementation and
can range from local community groups
raising their own funds through subscrip-
tions for individual parks, developing
partnerships and philanthropy between
businesses and to the city-scale transfer
of parks management. In the US, Central
Park in New York serves as an example,
as the local government, the City of New
York, holds the ownership of the park,
but a local interest group, Central Park
Conservancy, was formed by concerned
New Yorkers in the 1970s in response to a
decline in the quality of maintenance and
services in the park. Now, the incredibly
well-funded Central Park Conservancy is
the official management organisation for
Central Park (Central Park Conservancy,
2019). There are also examples of inno-
vative market-driven cooperation like for
the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park in Lon-
don, UK (see Box 9.2).
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BOX 9.2: THE QUEEN ELIZABETH
OLYMPIC PARK

Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park (QEOP; Figure 9.3) is an example of an open co-gov-
ernance model, with an innovative market-driven approach to cooperation between
the (semi-)public purchaser and the private provider. This approach may be seen as a
post-NPM model in which the provider will be required to not only do more than tech-
nical, operational tasks but also to engage in, for example, securing local employment.

The park was established as a legacy of the 2012 London Olympic Games, envi-
sioned to provide a physical legacy, contributing significantly and positively to the
economic, social and ecological future of east London (Dempsey et al., 2017). It was
also the largest new park to be built in the UK in over 100 years (Naish & Mason, 2014)
and involved prominent landscape designers who, based on innovative and sustaina-
ble planting methods, created an award-winning, spectacular large public UOS with
over five million annual visitors (Hopkins & Neal, 2012). The park and immediate sur-
roundings will eventually be home to over 10,000 households within five neighbouring
boroughs. The London Legacy Development Corporation is responsible for the man-
agement, but it is a sunset organisation, meaning that it will cease to exist at some point
in the future, after which a trust may manage the park.

Figure 9.3 The QEOP, London. Photo: Nicola Dempsey
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A private parks maintenance provider was selected after a year-long outsourcing
process based on quality criteria, flexibility, experience and track record. There were
additional legacy-specific criteria requiring the provider to invest in the locality and
generate employment for local residents, which should constitute a minimum of 80%
of the total workforce and involve women (45%), ethnic groups (35%) and people with
disabilities (10%) and secure volunteers to help manage the park. The regeneration
theme for the QEOP has thus been carried over into the maintenance through active
engagement of the private provider initiated and specified by the purchaser.

Unlike standard UOS contracts, the foundation of the QEOP management agreement
is the London Legacy and its positive social outcomes. For example, employing at least
80% of its workforce from the local area on the London living wage drives up costs,
given the high cost of living within London. In addition, the contractor was required
to invest in horticultural skills and training, as well as apprenticeships, to comply with
a biodiversity action plan, which is often not a principal driver of UOS management
plans. The wide range of landscape types also required investment in equipment, but
the resources spent on equipment and skills are possible due to the long-term nature

of the contract (ten years).

Standards, logics
and monitoring of
maintenance

Construction of UOS is supported by
well-developed systems of general steer-
ing documents based on national trade
ordinances, templates for project admin-
istration and construction techniques. For
quality control and project supervision,
routines have been developed over decades.
Maintenance of UOS rarely has the same
kind of well-established, document-based
development and in general has received
less attention in terms of sector-led devel-
opment of mutual documents for quality
description and quality assurance (see also
Chapter 4). When UOSs are established (or
re-developed), maintenance plans will often
be drawn up (Smith et al., 2014). However,
these are often technical plans describing
the required maintenance operations (Sal-
bitano et al., 2016). Ideally, maintenance
plans should be part of the design process to

ensure that all intentions about new spaces
are sufficiently considered (Dempsey et al.,
2014).

Maintenance standards

As aresult of the NPM paradigm, UOS main-
tenance standards were introduced during
the 1990s in many Western countries — for
example Sweden and Denmark (Juul et al.,
1998; Persson, 1989). It became evident
that many local governments did not have
a sufficient overview of their resources;
costs were based on department spending
and not allocated to specific maintenance
tasks (Lindholst et al., 2016a). Thus there
was a need to develop methods for assess-
ing quality and costs related to individual
tasks, such as lawn mowing, hedge cutting
and cleaning (Lindholst et al., 2016Db).
Today, there are often national standards
for maintenance serving as a general refer-
ence for descriptions on maintaining the
technical quality of UOS. These standards
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embed a conceptualisation of quality as
‘conforming to specification’, where qual-
ity is determined by the level of compliance
with predefined and quantitative meas-
ures (Lindholst et al., 2015). The purpose
of these standards is to provide a common
outline, which gives a short and precise
description of generally accepted UOS ele-
ments. The maintenance task can thus be
easily described to allow for monitoring and
to calculate the necessary resources. In an
outsourcing situation, this common basis
makes comparisons among different offers
easier, while for a maintenance organisa-
tion, it becomes easier to assess, plan and
evaluate resources. The maintenance qual-
ity standards typically divide a space into a
subset of separate physical, tangible proper-
ties that are maintained to a certain stand-
ard. Maintenance operations include four
aspects: (i) activities performed (mowing,
cleaning, etc.), (ii) resources used in these
activities (manpower, skills and machin-
ery), (iii) technical or physical results of the
activities and (iv) effects of the results for
users (Figure 9.4).

Depending on the context, each of the
four aspects can be used to define the main-
tenance operation, even though resources
and activities can only serve as a partial
measure of the results and effects. They can
define the type of maintenance approach
taken and serve as a framework for descrip-
tion of individual elements within UOSs,
as shown in the example of lawn mainte-
nance and lawns (Table 9.1 and Figure 9.5).

Resource-based descriptions are usually
used in combination with the other three
types and seldom as stand-alone descrip-
tions. They are also used occasionally to
describe the knowledge or technical inputs
required to perform the operation (level of
education or training, or machinery type).

®  An activity-based description speci-
fies, for example, the number of times
a lawn should be mown during the
season.

m A results-based description specifies
the expected condition - for example
how high lawn grass should be allowed
to grow, perhaps defined as a level of
acceptance (6-8 cm).

® A function-based description specifies
the expected function of the element -
for example the expected use of a lawn.

These three most commonly used descrip-
tion approaches are sometimes combined,
and each has its own strengths and weak-
nesses (Table 9.1).

National or trade-related standards have
been introduced in many countries, but it
is important to note that the descriptions
of maintenance operations should always
be adapted to the local context. Acknowl-
edging how local conditions differ from the
standard can include highlighting special
circumstances via photos or developing
local descriptions of the overall goals and
expectations for the area or the specific
elements.

Resources Activities Results Effects
Materials 3 Lawn mowing 3 No weeds 3 Wind shield
Man power Cleaning Even hedge Suitable for
Machine power Pruning Mowed lawn ball games
Aesthetics

Figure 9.4 The maintenance logic. Source: Adapted from Persson & Kristofferson (2018)
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Table 9.1 Strengths and weaknesses of activity-, results- and function-based description
approaches for maintenance of UOS

Activity-based description Results-based description Function-based description

Contract type  Input-based Output-based

Worked The lawn should be The height of the grass The lawn should always
example: mown 25 times should always be at least be useable for ball play
Lawn for per season (defined 4 cm and maximum or similar recreational

general use months).

Monitoring
of lawn for
general use

Easy to monitor and
document via, for
example, worksheets
completed by the
mowing team, pic-

8 cm.

In principle, easy to mon-

itor with a ruler/ tape
measure but with uncer-
tainty about exactly
where the measurement

activities.

The lawn should serve
as a mechanism for
holding stormwater
in the event of pluvial
flooding.

A subjective form of
monitoring, as the
exact quality or per-
formance of the lawn
can be debated: Is the

tures with dates. is made. lawn actually useable
in its current form?
Documenta-

tion

Documentation is
often related to a
dialogue between the
purchaser and the
provider. Use of lawn
as a stormwater buffer
is documented as the
event occurs.

Documentation can show
an average of measure-
ments within, for exam-
ple, a 1 m? frame, where
a certain percentage
of the measurements
should be within the
required range.

These types of measure-
ments are easy but
time-consuming to
perform. In practice,
they are used when
new contracts are being
initiated (mutual trust
is being built) or when
exact documentation is
demanded by the pur-
chaser (lack of trust may
be the driver).

Strengths and These types of input-

weaknesses led activities may
be inflexible due to
weather conditions —
for example in a dry
growing season, less
mowing and more
watering is needed.
Descriptions are now
moving towards the
other two types.

Functional descriptions
require a certain
amount of trust
between the two
parties and are often
seen as an instrument
to be used on a day-
to-day basis, with the
other two instruments
being applied if
uncertainties arise.

MAINTENANCE LOGIC Despite the seasonal (growing) variations, requiring

unique conditions in each organisation, a
number of basic management conditions
are common in all types of organisations.
Many UOSs are characterised by living
materials that grow and change over time,
as opposed to non-living materials in, for
example, the construction of buildings.
Thus maintenance work is dependent on

an openness to change in routines. It also
makes the quality of UOS highly dependent
on maintenance (Figure 9.6).

is based on continued
operations, within a time frame of days (e.g.
cleaning), weeks (e.g. grass mowing) or sea-
sons (e.g. hedge cutting). Figure 9.7 shows
the quality of work delivered over time for

Maintenance
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Figure 9.6 A site altered through maintenance. Photo: Nicola Dempsey
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Real quality (Q,)

A\ Quality level

™

Acceptable quality (Q;)

\
Quality before operation (Q,) Quality after operation (Q;)

Time duration

Figure 9.7 Change in maintenance quality over time. Source: Adapted from Persson & Kristofferson

(2018)

any maintenance operation. At any point,
the actual maintenance quality (Q,) will
vary in relation to the desired (described)
quality (Q,), typically defined by technical
standards based on professional knowledge
within any given operational interval (a).
The quality immediately after an operation
is considered to be maximal (Q,), whereas
the quality before the operation is consid-
ered to be minimal (Q,). The difference
between Q3 and Q4 is the interval described
as acceptable by the purchaser (Q,). The
desired quality (Q,) is seen as an average
mode throughout a given operational inter-
val (a) and is ideally embedded in an under-
standing of user values, taking appropriate
economic considerations.

Maintenance monitoring

As the majority of UOS maintenance is
carried out under the auspices of public or
semi-public administrations, the monetary
resources involved are usually tax based.
Thus the purchaser has an obligation to
document its spending, and the need for
monitoring the delivery of a maintenance

operation has become a central point for dis-
cussion. Based on Van der Meer-Kooistra &
Vosselman’s (2000) monitoring descrip-
tions, two basic models are applied for UOS
maintenance monitoring — namely, market
based and trust based.

MARKET-BASED MONITORING A
market- or bureaucracy-based monitoring
system relates to the state- and market-
centred models of Carmona et al. (2008)
and covers the quantities and qualities
of the operation. The quantity and qual-
ity of the output can be (relatively) accu-
rately described and measured as activities
or results (see Figure 9.4). The frequency of
the activities (‘a’ in Figure 9.7) could be one
week, one month, one season, etc. Monitor-
ing results is most common, as it is based
on the direct result of an activity. The qual-
ity requirements and related monitoring
mechanisms are challenged by the differ-
ences in quality immediately before (Q,)
and after (Q,) the operation and thus when
the monitoring is carried out. Monitoring
in relation to activities is most often carried
out through a quantitative documentation
of the amount of activities delivered, either
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as exact numbers, or as intervals or at a cer-
tain time. An example of results monitoring
is when a contractor is required to clear lit-
ter in a specific area — for example every day
by a specific time — which can be monitored
very precisely.

Monitoring in relation to the resources
used is often based on documentation of
the actual use of resources (skills, educa-
tion level, type of machinery, etc.). This is
basically equivalent to keeping a diary of
the workplace, recording who and what are
engaged, at which level and at which time
(Persson & Kristofferson, 2018).

TRUST-BASED MONITORING A trust-
based monitoring system is characterised by
a high degree of interdependency between
the purchaser and the provider as regards
knowledge, skills and experience tailored
to the other party’s needs. The long-term
vision for a space may be described via the
expected effects, but the way of achieving
these is not described. In principle, the
trust-based monitoring system relates to
function-based descriptions of quality (see
Table 9.1), and the provider’s own mon-
itoring data are often used as documenta-
tion. In QEOP in London (see Box 9.2), a
‘thin client model’ is the main steering
mechanism, meaning that the contractor
effectively both monitors and delivers the
service based on an output-based model.
Thus the contractor polices its own perfor-
mance but is subject to regular checks by
the purchaser. Regular evaluation meetings
focus on the exceptions reported — i.e. where
performance needs improving within the
contract as a remedial process. If standards
are not met by the next monthly meeting,
this can result in a financial penalty. There-
fore, a contractual relationship with these
features must be firmly based on trust.

The resources set aside for monitoring
UOS maintenance are often not sufficient

to permit control and documentation
(Lindholst et al., 2017). Persson and Krist-
offerson (2018) identified a general need for
better integration of measures for monitor-
ing and steering UOS maintenance oper-
ations, as the specified requirements are
generally unsuitable as a basis for monitor-
ing. They showed that there is a tendency
for purchasers to increasingly introduce the
‘thin client model’. It seems evident that
(at least in Sweden) the issue of monitoring
and control is shifting from rigid measuring
of, for example, grass height to an increased
focus on trust and providers’ own monitor-
ing. Whether this is due to a general lack
of funding, insufficient monitoring meth-
ods or a general reluctance by the parties
involved to spend time and resources on
monitoring is not clear. It is probably a
combination, but there seems to be a trend
for mutual discussion of effects and pro-
gress rather than focusing on monitoring
mechanisms alone.

Conclusions

Management practices integrate and align
the performance of maintenance opera-
tions within a comprehensive planning
framework in order to secure the function-
ality and continuous development of eco-
system services in UOSs across a local area
or an entire city. Short-term maintenance
responsibilities have become the main
focus in many UOS management organisa-
tions, with a lack of strategic development
of UOS as a main risk.

The organisation of UOS maintenance
has been described as being state, market
or community oriented. These different
organisational models determine the degree
to which maintenance is carried out within
a closed or open governance system. Cer-
tain organisations usually have a preference
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for a specific model, but combinations of
the three models are often used within the
same organisation.

Despite the lowest price not always gen-
erating the overall lowest cost, it is often
used as the principal criterion when con-
tracting out UOS maintenance. This is due
to a lack of verified qualitative evaluation
models for determining UOS contracts.
Likewise, description and monitoring
of UOS maintenance is still in the devel-
opment phase and would benefit from
a simple, replicable and measurable way
of communicating the expectations and
wishes of the purchaser to the provider.
Performance monitoring is hampered by
unclear descriptions, as these often include
elements covering resources, activities,
results and effects. There is a tendency
for the greater use of trust-based arrange-
ments, as demonstrated by increasing use
of function-based or effect-driven descrip-
tions, community groups acting as pro-
viders and providers’ own monitoring.
However, as these arrangements may often
be driven by reduced funding, there is a
need to develop new organisational mod-
els for UOS maintenance in order to enable
suitable long-term management.

Trust- and function-based arrangements
include descriptions of what a UOS should
be but often do not require how operations
are performed or documented. Contem-
porary approaches, such as nature-based
solutions (European Commission, 2015),
are likely to alter the way in which mainte-
nance is described and performed, as they
require holistic and inclusive arrangements
and are suited for function-based descrip-
tions, where visions rather than exact defi-
nitions of activities or results are set. There
is a general need for new ways of organising,
describing and monitoring UOS mainte-
nance that can incorporate the community
and be flexible for future needs.
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Introduction

Managing urban open space (UOS) as a spa-
tial resource requires knowledge on what
kind of UOS features there are and where
they are (see Chapter 3). In this chapter, we
outline how digital systems and tools can
be used in governance and management to
support planning, design, construction and
maintenance of UOS and to enhance inter-
action between stakeholders. Figure 10.1
shows the complex structure of UOS gov-
ernance and management work, the pro-
cesses included and how digital technology
can support UOS governance and manage-
ment using different digital systems and
tools. The way in which UOS governance
and management can be supported by dig-
ital systems and tools depends on how the
relationships between different stakehold-
ers and concepts are defined. This is ulti-
mately done within a broad and evolving
system of more specific components that
are easier to define. For example, Smart
Urban Forestry Management has been

defined as ‘the design, establishment, moni-
toring, and management of urban trees and
vegetation through the use of digital tech-
nologies, for the joint purpose of improving
the urban environment and engaging all
municipal stakeholders, including citizens,
in its governance’ (Nitoslawski et al., 2019,
p- 9). This provides a useful overall template
within which the specificity of ‘urban trees
and vegetation’ might be replaced with var-
ious other ecosystem services such as ‘low-
impact drainage’ (Sang, 2020) or ‘socially
equitable access to green space’.

The chapter starts by defining a few
key concepts (see Box 10.1), followed by
a section on management of spatial data,
describing methods for collection, storage
and classification of data. This is followed
by a review of specific digital approaches
that could be used to support UOS main-
tenance, evaluation, communication, par-
ticipation and design. We conclude by
outlining some possible future directions
for digital technology within UOS govern-
ance and management.
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BOX 10.1: KEY CONCEPTS
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Geographic information: Information about features/places/events that occur on the

surface of the earth.

Geographic information systems (GIS): Systems used to handle geographic

information - i.e. input, storage, manipulation, editing, analysis and visualisation.

Data management: How UOS data are managed regarding storage, organisation and

retrieval so that values can be shared, analysed and communicated.

Collection tools: Tools that aid in collecting data that can be used for further UOS

analysis and monitoring.

Maintenance tools: Tools that support maintenance of UOS in both long-term and

short-term perspectives.

Evaluation tools: Tools that aim to increase UOS management support by, for exam-

ple, estimating the impact on UOS and green and blue infrastructures.

Communication tools: Tools that can be used to interactively inform stakeholders

about UOS, either internally within an organisation or externally to the public.
Participation tools: Tools that aim to increase or facilitate public participation and
citizen engagement in UOS governance and management.

Design tools: Tools that can aid in including UOS management aspects within design

processes.

Management of UOS data

For digital systems and tools to generate
useful values, it is critical to define how
the data should be managed regarding stor-
age, organisation and retrieval so that the
values can be shared, analysed and com-
municated (Heywood et al.,, 2011). The
most commonly used structured systems
for UOS today are spreadsheets, databases,
computer-aided design (CAD) and GIS (Cho
et al., 2017), plus unstructured text, such
as a pdf or Word doc, with varying spatial
abilities. While CAD has historically had
little capacity for spatial analysis, recent
developments (e.g. through systems such as
ACAD MAP, Civil 3D, Rhino/Grasshopper)
are strengthening this capacity and increas-
ing the interoperability of the two systems.

Since UOS is a spatial resource and
UOS governance and management require

storage, analysis and distribution of UOS
data, GIS might be the most comprehensive
choice. While GIS is often used for analys-
ing various planning aspects of urban and
green environments (e.g. accessibility, eco-
system services provision or green justice
and equity), there has been insufficient
research on the use of digital systems and
tools for UOS governance and management
(Cho et al., 2016; Nitoslawski et al., 2019).
There is a particular lack of knowledge on
how to ensure validity and provenance of
data.

Digital tools for UOS data
collection

The development of the increasingly data-
driven city has created tools to aid in col-
lecting and providing UOS data, with the



use of mobile devices, applications and
different open-source mapping platforms
broadening the potential applications
(Nitoslawski et al., 2019). Depending on
the purpose and type of data needed, these
could include methods such as online map-
ping tools, field collection, remote sensing
tools and open data.

Today, mobile devices and smartphone
apps allow for location-based services (LBS)
and field collection of data for uploading
directly in the field. A LBS is any system
which makes use of the global positioning
system (GPS) of a mobile device to infer
the location of the user as an integral part
of the information system (Gartner et al.,
2007). These tools enable field collection of
data on features that require a visit in situ —
for example an inspections or inventory
(Figure 10.2).

Remote sensing tools can be used to capture
information on the earth (e.g. from satel-
lites or drones) (Figure 10.3). The increasing
availability of satellite data and drones has
made remote sensing data more accessible
to all and enables fast analysis and extrac-
tion of information not always visible to the
human eye (Heywood et al., 2011). Remote
sensing can efficiently identify and analyse
both the spatial distribution and configura-
tions of UOSs continuously, making it pos-
sible to monitor changes over time (Treitz &
Rogan, 2004; Chen et al., 2018) and gain a
birds-eye perspective on UOS. With remote
sensing, it is possible to generate informa-
tion such as leaf area index, canopy density,
vegetation types and Normalised Difference
Vegetation Index (NVDI) (Chen et al., 2018).

The smart city concept is making use
of the latest development of sensors and
small computers to create a digital network
of smart digital devices able to communi-
cate with each other and the surrounding
environment (Figure 10.3). This collection
of heterogeneous objects, capable of both

DIGITAL SYSTEMS AND TOOLS 10 CHAPTER

collecting data and sharing information
with minimal human interaction, is termed
the Internet of Things (IoT). Smart cities
can make use of this flow of data in gov-
ernance processes — for example between
connected computers used in industry and
digital devices used by private individuals,
ideally to improve the quality of life of users
(Silva et al., 2018). The smart city discourse
has also contributed to a growing interest
in using the IoT in sustainable development
(Nitoslawski et al., 2019). Today, IoT is vis-
ible in UOS management as, for example,
smart waste bins with sensors informing
when they are full, real-time data on air
quality (SKL, 2017) or digital trees moni-
toring soil moisture through sensors that,
together with weather forecasts, can gen-
erate simulations informing about mainte-
nance needs (TreeMania, 2019).

The use of digital tools for gathering
data, together with increasing accumula-
tion of data, has also opened the way for the
use of open data (Nitoslawski et al., 2019)
to maximise its reuse. Open data is digital
information created by someone else (e.g.
local governments or European Union) and
freely available, with minimal restrictions
on use and reuse. Open data aims to ben-
efit society, creating transparency, growth
and efficiency by providing opportunities
to develop innovative services from differ-
ent sectors — for example geography, traf-
fic, forestry and other sciences (Agency for
Digital Government, 2019). OpenStreetMap
is an online-based mapping tool, function-
ing as an open-source mapping platform
that creates and supports different types
of geographical information in the form of
maps and a structured database. It is free
for people to download data collected by
others but also for people to use to collect
their own data (OpenStreetMap, 2019). It is,
therefore, closely related to both participa-
tion tools and open data.
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Figure 10.2 Field collection of GPS-linked data as part of a tree inventory enables direct updating

of tree databases. Photo: Jessica Svédnnel

Data storage

Databases, or other registers, to monitor
conditions and developments in different
UOSs are widely used for organising data
(Schultz et al., 2015). The data need to be
structured to describe both the UOS features
and the relationships between them, which
requires a suitable data storage model.

Common storage methods include spread-
sheets, such as MS Excel and databases such
as Microsoft Access, Microsoft SQL Server
or Oracle, the key criterion being that data-
bases are designed for relating multiple
tables via common ‘key’ attributes, sup-
port complex query languages and ensure
the integrity of the data with simultaneous
users.
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Figure 10.3 (i) Satellites taking pictures of Earth that are then used in remote sensing. (ii) The
development of small computers has provided innovative ways for cities to harvest and collect
data. Source: (i) Nasa, Unsplash, (ii) Harrison Broadbent, Unsplash

The choice of data storage model affects purpose of the system a central consider-
how easily the data can be applied for ation for its design. As the purpose differs
different end uses, further analyses, pres- between organisations, so does the best
entations, distributions, etc., making the data storage model. To gain the full benefit
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of using a database, it should also be com-
patible with data produced elsewhere.
Effective processes by which a system for
collecting, integrating and distributing data
can be agreed on are, therefore, essential.
For a small project, this may only require
consultation with a few people (but may
then require later integration with other
projects). Larger projects or organisa-
tions with many stakeholders are likely to
require an ongoing process to build spa-
tial data infrastructure (SDI), which can
generate efficiencies by making data more
widely accessible (Williamson et al., 2003;
Sang et al., 2005). Problems arise when
the application starts to exceed the origi-
nal intention, a condition often encoun-
tered as large organisations such as local
governments start combining data sources
from previously separate fields of opera-
tion. It can, therefore, be worth building in
potential compatibility via open standards
(www.opengeospatial.org/).

Classification and
organisation of data

The mapping and classification of data is
a process involving decisions on what to
represent and how. The wide range of UOSs
(i.e. green, blue, grey and brown spaces,
see Chapter 3) in the urban matrix offers a
plethora of possible values to be classified
in the database. Such information can be
UOS features (e.g. trees, grass, playgrounds)
and related properties (e.g. tree species,
grass type, size of playgrounds) but also
other data connected to the features, such
as inspections (e.g. of playgrounds), inven-
tories (e.g. of trees), UOS usage (e.g. physi-
cal accessibility) or other information (e.g.
historical value) (Figure 10.4).

The complexity of UOS with differ-
ent associated values and functions pro-
vides challenges when creating a database
structure for classification. Depending
on their interests, different end users and

Figure 10.4 Image showing the varying green, blue, grey and brown spaces (see also Chapter 3)

found in UOSs. These spaces can be diversified into features (e.g. trees, playgrounds and ground

materials) whose properties need to be described through classifications and attributes. Source:

Felipe Santana, Unsplash


http://www.opengeospatial.org

organisations will wish to see different
types of information recorded. Therefore,
using several classification methods is a use-
ful way of being consistent and focused on
the specific purpose. Examples of methods
that can aid in classifying UOS are sociotope
mapping (Stdhle, 2006), biotope mapping
(Lofvenhaft et al., 2002) and park mainte-
nance manual (Persson, 1998), all adding
different perspectives to UOS governance
and management. Sociotope mapping is
used to explore public open space usage by
analysing both expert and user evaluations
(Stahle, 2006). Biotope mapping is used to
classify biodiversity and biotope structure,

Sociotope perspective
Place Activity Usage
Calm
Picnic
Social Event
Sit in the sun
Name of the Physical Walks
place
Nature Green oasis
Cultural history
Beauty
View
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with the goal of maintaining biodiversity
(Lofvenhaft et al., 2002). Both methods can
aid management in addressing values asso-
ciated with different UOSs. In contrast, the
park maintenance manual focuses on how
to describe the UOS feature itself, to achieve
more consistent classification and stand-
ardisation (Persson, 1998). Thus it can act
as a guide for standardising descriptions of
UOS features and their properties, especially
for maintenance purposes (Figure 10.5).
A drawback is that this also increases col-
lection and maintenance costs, so there is a
balance to be struck between more specific
and more general classifications.

Maintenance perspective
UOS Type  Maintenance product ~ Maintenance type
Spring cleaning
Grass Utility lawn Trimming
Fertilisation
Bushes and Utility bush Weed control
hedges Pruning
Trees Park tree Pruning
Supervision
Change
Equipment Bench Repair
Surface treat-
ment
Supervision
Change
Lighting Repair
Surface treat-
ment
Supervision
Change
Gazebo Repair
Surface treat-
ment
Biotope perspective
Land cover  Biotopes and matrix Biotope quality
Developed With dense vegetation | With trees/
land (30%-50%) shrubs
Road Heavy traffic
Remaining from road maps
bare ground Solitary broad-leaved
deciduous trees

Figure 10.5 UOS data can be classified and described in several different ways, affecting how the

information can be used, for example, for further analysis and decision making. Photo: Thomas Le,

Unsplash.
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When classifying UOS, the focus is
often more on what features to include
and how to describe them and less on the
consequences of omitting certain types of
data. In a local government context, UOSs
excluded from classification are often infor-
mal spaces (e.g. vacant lots) and UOSs not
managed by the local government. How-
ever, as described in Chapter 3, up to 50%
of UOSs are not publicly owned but still of
interest in an ecosystem service perspective.
This highlights the importance of solutions
to increase cooperation between different
government departments and with other
stakeholders that own or manage UOSs in
order to include data across management
responsibilities (Feltynowski et al., 2018).
It is also important to assess how excluded
data affect data usage and interpretation
of analytical results derived from the data
collected.

Digital tools for
governance and
management support

Digital spatial systems (e.g. GIS) can reveal
what kinds of UOS assets need to be man-
aged and where they are spatially distributed
within the landscape, enabling analysis
based on different UOS properties (e.g.
design, size, use or location) (Schultz et al.,
2015). In the following, a selection of digi-
tal approaches for maintenance, evaluation,
communication, participation and design
are explored in relation to potential values
for UOS governance and management.

Maintenance tools

UOS management requires planning of day-
to-day maintenance (Beer, 2002; Neal, 2016)
integrated into a long-term management

framework (Ugolini et al., 2018) in order
to effectively supply ecosystem services
(see Chapter 8). This needs to be based
on an understanding of UOS features and
their properties (e.g. location and type),
as it affects both type and level of main-
tenance operations (Ugolini et al., 2018).
It can also be of importance to document
how the monetary resources are spent, by
whom and at what level and time in order
to understand the UOS resource distribu-
tion (Persson & Kristofferson, 2018). To
meet these needs, maintenance data (e.g.
working hours, costs of internal and exter-
nal providers) concerning specific UOS fea-
tures need to be collected (Schultz et al.,
2015), described and used in accordance
with the specific organisation, depending
on its model (state, market or community)
and type, including resource distribution,
activities, results or effects (as discussed in
Chapter 9).

Through analysis of past work, distribu-
tion of resources and effective workflows,
insights can be gained into how UOSs
perform, aiding in developing a long-time
framework for the management of UOS.
The idea of ‘spatial accounting’ takes this
a step further by identifying hidden extras
that different spatial plans imply due to
future maintenance costs (Minicozzi, 2019),
thereby enabling a transparent approach
to resource allocation, as illustrated by an
example from Helsingborg, Sweden, in
Figure 10.6.

Combining maintenance data with
mobile device solutions can further enhance
UOS governance by using digital commu-
nication between different stakeholders —
for example between local governments
and external contractors or between these
and users, as well as permit more internal
communication regarding maintenance
between UOS managers (Schultz et al.,
2015). Examples of such tools are Cityworks
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Figure 10.6 Digital maintenance class map used by Helsingborg local government to provide

maintenance data to external contractors. Source: The map was created with ArcGIS® software

by ESRI using data from the following sources: Helsingborgs stad, Danish Geodata Agency, ESRI,

HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS (2019)

and FixMyStreet, which both allow an
accelerated information flow between
stakeholders towards more demand-steered
maintenance. Cityworks has created a dig-
ital framework for asset management (e.g.
UOS, roads) that can create maintenance
activities (e.g. preventive and reactive work,
inventories) by using GIS to perform spatial
analyses of work activities, enable mobile
fieldwork and generate real-time operative
insights regarding maintenance (Cityworks,
2019). The online tool FixMyStreet allows
users to report issues in their environment
to the managers responsible (FixMyStreet,
2019), thus functioning as a crowdsourc-
ing app for UOS maintenance, so it can be
regarded as both a participation and a main-
tenance tool. Another example of GIS use is
for management organisations to keep con-
trol over data connected to maintenance

and associated contracts, as described in
Box 10.2.

Evaluation tools

The interest in using evaluation methods
is increasing with the need to support UOS
management (Feltynowski et al., 2018). As
discussed in Chapter 8, there are several rea-
sons why local governments want to raise
awareness of UOS and green-blue infra-
structure. One is to justify management and
replacements costs, account for changes in
natural capital in conjunction with urban
expansion and infill development or make
a general demonstration of ‘big values'.
The use of concepts such as ecosystem ser-
vices and nature-based solutions in various
computer models (Sang, 2020) has helped
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BOX 10.2: USING GIS TO GET CONTROL
OVER UOS MAINTENANCE

The maintenance unit in Helsingborg local government has in recent years been cre-
ating a GIS-based UOS management solution. The UOS maintenance is on a turnkey
contract, and the external contractor is chosen through a public procurement process
where all UOS features are explained and calculated. During procurement, contractors
submit a price for each maintenance code, where the city often specifies a minimum
price to maintain quality. In order to cover changes in the urban landscape and other
changing conditions, such as petrol prices, price indexing is performed once a year to
adjust the budget. To reach a common understanding between the contractor and the
local government, a database explaining the UOS resource is crucial.

Initially, unclear routines in how to keep the data up-to-date caused troubles in
trusting the calculations for logistics and budgets. The Helsingborg local govern-
ment, therefore, decided to create effective and clear routines for how to update the
data, specifying responsibilities in the different stages of the process and allocating
the right competences (Figure 10.7). This resulted in a well-documented workflow in
which new UOS features are documented continuously. With a routine set, the database
slowly started to build up a well-updated, trustworthy representation of the local UOSs,
which could then be applied in several different ways for UOS management. Some
examples of values created for UOS maintenance are as follows:

Digital maintenance class map (see Figure 10.6)
Quick and trustworthy quantification controls and price indexing
Maps and narratives for procurement where the size of the project can be easily
visualised and competition made fair

= Maps to external contractors, pushing for digital competence and decreasing
dependence on printouts that easily become out-of-date

Phase
| g c
Sl e 2
S @ ion |[=25| © &5
Start-up Projection | Procurement | Construction | € & & 29
tme =5 2 $¢
£l 8 <
Project leader ( Continuously updating of project information )
>
£
°
@ | CAD - coordinator DWGAﬁIef - workareas and g g
s drawing into current databases g g
= 7 g
4 . £ £
& | Maintenance Review technical Digital maintenanc < 2
representative inspections classing

Figure 10.7 The workflow that the Helsingborg local government uses to clarify responsi-
bilities between different units (project unit, surveying unit and maintenance unit) in order
to maintain an up-to-date UOS database.



bridge these concerns by providing tangible
means to evaluate how, for example, the
urban forest contributes to natural capital.
Other examples include how trees help mit-
igate stormwater run-off, reduce air pollu-
tion and store carbon. One tool addressing
these challenges is i-Tree (see Box 10.3).

DIGITAL SYSTEMS AND TOOLS 10 CHAPTER

Using evaluation tools, such as i-Tree,
is one of many stepping stones towards
a wider consensus on the natural capi-
tal provided by UOS, as there is a lack of
integrated ecosystem service knowledge in
national regulatory frameworks and estab-
lished professional norms (Saarikoski et al.,

BOX 10.3: I-TREE ECO - A DECISION-
SUPPORT TOOL FOR THE MANAGEMENT

OF URBAN FORESTS

One of the most commonly used tools for quantifying the benefits and values of trees
in UOS management is i-Tree™, with 247,000 users worldwide (i-Tree, 2019). The tool
was developed by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2006 and is based on
long-term peer-reviewed research by several partners and institutes (Nowak, 2017). It

includes a suite of software programmes applicable from parcel-scale contexts (e.g.
private gardens) and streetscapes (e.g. street tree planting) to the overall population
level of the urban forest (e.g. entire cities) (Hirabayashi, 2013). At its core is the inter-
dependence between structural attributes, including tree species and size, leaf area

index, etc., the services provided and how the economic value of these influence the

continuances in UOS management (Nowak, 2017). i-Tree also provides prognoses for

tree risk management and future threats and outbreaks of, for example, pests and dis-

eases and how this in turn may jeopardise the resilience of the tree population (Roman

et al., 2013).

The currently most prominent version in the i-Tree software suite that focuses on

ecosystem services of entire tree populations is i-Tree Eco. It helps stakeholders cap-

ture a broad understanding of the collective services and benefits of urban forests.

The programme requires the input parameters of standardised tree inventory data
and local climate and pollution data. The output in turn delivers data on air quality,
stormwater and carbon (Nowak, 2018), mitigation of building energy use (by strategic
location of trees) and the structural value of, for example, replacement costs. The initial

tree inventory can be either complete inventories or plot samplings to provide a jus-

tified representation of a whole tree distribution (Nowak et al., 2008). Estimates from

plot sampling methods are valuable for drawing up policies for planning and manage-
ment (Figure 10.8), while complete inventories provide a more detailed picture of the
trees in a specific area and offer a basis for maintenance. As such, i-Tree Eco can be

used in different scalar applications and for different management purposes as long

as an understanding of the different inventory methods and subsequent conclusions is

embedded at the outset.
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Figure 10.8 A group using i-Tree Eco for strategic management purposes in the ‘i-Tree

Sweden’ project. The plot sampling methods aid in drawing up policies where the resource

and natural capital of urban trees are the focus in future dialogue (with, for example, deci-

sion makers and in trans-sectoral fora) by using the evaluation for communication. Photo:

Johanna Deak Sjoman

2018). How values are communicated from
the output to best reach stakeholders of
concern is, therefore, important and should
be addressed in detail (e.g. with graphical
visualisations).

Communication tools

To communicate geographical data, dif-
ferent visualisations in charts and graphs,
maps and diagrams are used. A map is often
considered a good communication tool
due to its ability to present data and, for
example, the value of ecosystem services
(Hauck et al.,, 2013), potentially increas-
ing awareness of hidden values. The rapid
development in web mapping has increased
the different ways to create, use, share and
communicate geographical
(Haklay et al., 2008), resulting in a trend
in which an interactive way of explaining
spatial data has generated new products for
communicating to and sharing information
with different users (Meoller et al., 2019).

information

Today, citizen expectations of interacting
with their local government are changing,
with users seeking more effective delivery
of services (Nitoslawski et al., 2019). Among
the tools that can aid in informatively com-
municating UOS in an interactive way are
multimedia GIS and real-time dashboards.

Developing web-based multimedia GIS
enables the users (e.g. UOS managers and
the public) to explore data interactively and
access it in combination with other media,
such as narratives, photographs, videos or
sound, creating a multi-sensory learning
environment (Peterson, 2003). Story maps
are one example of a visualisation prod-
uct created by ESRI to combine maps with
different multimedia (ESRI, 2019), thus
enabling a way of telling the story of UOS
(Figure 10.9).

Recently, there has been increased inter-
est in using real-time interactive dashboards
to transparently explain different bench-
marking projects or other indicators (e.g.
planning projects and traffic) to the pub-
lic. This is possible through the increase in
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Urban Tree Canopy in
the Natio pital
Urban Tree Canopy in the Nation's
Capital

Figure 10.9 Example of a story map used to communicate the value of urban trees in Washington,

DC, US, here with a combination of maps, text and photographs. Source: Story map created by DC

District Department of Transportation Urban Forestry Administration using ArcGIS® software by
ESRI. With data from the following sources: DCGIS, M-NCPPC, VITA, ESRI, HERE, Garmin, INCRE-

MENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA (2019)

sensors and cameras and social and locative
media, usually underpinned by the concept
of smart cities. Through graphs and maps,
the dashboards aim to explain how cities
perform in different areas. The graphics are
often interactive, providing city managers
and users with an up-to-date, one-way infor-
mation channel regarding different aspects
of urban systems (Lockab et al., 2019).

Participation tools

Socially sustainable UOS governance and
management requires engagement with
users, which could be improved by facil-
itating communication of people’s use
and values associated with specific UOSs.
These place-based values are an important
component in order to affect, for example,
public health and well-being (Knez et al.,
2018). Modern technology has opened the
way for new methods and perspectives for

knowledge collection, knowledge sharing
and co-development of ideas and initiatives
to increase the engagement of users and
other stakeholders in the governance of
UOS (Mgller et al., 2019).

A range of spatial digital tools that could
collectively be described as place-based
e-tools (Mgller & Olafsson, 2018) can be
used within UOS governance and man-
agement. They can create relationships
between users, governments and places,
expressing spatial relations and meanings
and thereby change who has the power over
maps and data. These tools could be used to
facilitate participatory approaches to UOS
governance and management with differ-
ent levels of participation and engagement
of people, ranging from informing and
consulting (e.g. information web pages and
tools for reporting problems) to involve-
ment and fostering of partnership (e.g. facil-
itated volunteered geographic information
(F-VGI) and public participation geographic
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information systems (PPGIS) for identifying
values) (Mgller & Olafsson, 2018) (see also
Chapter 7). Some tools can also potentially
support empowerment, allowing users to
define their own spaces through collabora-
tive mapping (e.g. OpenStreetMap), collabo-
rative design and collaboratively identifying
future scenarios (e.g. geodesign).

The extent to which spatial e-tools foster
participation and engagement is dependent
on the governance context, including fac-
tors such as the kind of organisation using
the tools, the resources available for the
interaction and the support to top-down and
bottom-up approaches (Mgller et al., 2019).
In the past, engagement was supported
through dialogue in meetings, whereas
e-tools provide a different type of engage-
ment with rules determined by the applica-
tion of the tools. This includes data that can
be uploaded and registered (e.g. point data,
lines and/or areas but also photos and emo-
jis) and how textual information is handled
(predefined categories or free text). Depend-
ing on the setting, tools such as PPGIS can
be used in one-way communication, where
information from users is collected, or with
added resources and appropriate support
from the organisation, it can be used as a

two-way dialogue forum around place-based
values (Mgller et al., 2019). The PPGIS tool
allows people to map their use and values
of a space, which can later feed back into
UOS management. This is often facilitated
through online surveys (see Box 10.4).

While PPGIS requires active participa-
tion, volunteered geographic information
(VGI) can be used to acquire informa-
tion on place-based values more passively
through, for instance, analysis of georefer-
enced Twitter feeds (Ddamba Kibuuka et al.,
2015) or photos from Flickr (Oteros-Rozasab
et al., 2018). The geographical information
in VGI is provided voluntarily by individu-
als, including georeferenced data produced
through social media. When specific apps
are used, this is generally referred to as F-VGI
and examples of such are found within cit-
izen science projects, such as reporting of
species and children’s GIS maps.

Design tools

Design within spatial planning involves a
process of management at the strategic level
with large impacts on the ability of UOS to
generate ecosystem services and benefits. It

BOX 10.4: USE AND IMPROVEMENTS
OF UOS IN ESLOV THROUGH PPGIS

The local government of Eslév, Sweden (13,000 inhabitants), conducted a survey in

order to map the usage and values associated with UOS and asked local residents to
map where they want to see improvements in the UOS management. Mapping was
conducted using PPGIS and the software Maptionnaire. Over 800 responses were col-
lected, identifying areas used and associated values and frequency of visits. The survey

identified places where improvements were wanted (Figure 10.10), mainly related to

increased maintenance (25%) but also requests for more play equipment and outdoor

gyms. The survey provided spatially explicit material that is being used to support
both strategic planning and UOS management.
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Figure 10.10 Map of use and areas for improvement in UOS in Eslov, Sweden. Source: Map

created using Maptionnaire, orthophoto© Lantmaéteriet

is premised on an intention to guide a com-
plex reality in the direction desired, choos-
ing what aspects to integrate into the design.
Finding consensus about a design proposal
is easier when some costs are hidden from
view (e.g. loss of agricultural soil or habitat),
but as planetary boundaries are breached
(Kahiluoto, 2019), the choices become
harder, and different costs can no longer be
hidden in the process. Therefore, tools must
both clearly communicate the impacts
of proposed designs on human-natural

systems and help find consensus within the
narrowing range of options. At the simplest
level, this might mean using tools already
described (e.g. maintenance or evaluations
tools) to affect the design (e.g. how much
space do we need to provide sufficient UOS
for a given set of functions? How many
resources will be needed to maintain this
UOS?). At the more complex end, it may
mean devising budgets for predicted scenar-
ios (e.g. how many shady areas do we need
in 30 years given climate change?).
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Decisions about how to spend resources
feed back into the design (e.g. which func-
tions can a city afford to provide, which
should be priorities, which are mutually
exclusive?). While GIS is good for mod-
elling the impacts of different decisions,
in practice, the optimal solution may be
more difficult to deliver than a sufficient
and widely acceptable solution. Further-
more, the effective solution may be as yet
unknown if circumstances change unex-
pectedly, and scenario planning design can
play an important role in visualising and
understanding the effects of different deci-
sions involving different stakeholders.

Conventional GIS has struggled in effec-
tively supporting more complex design
processes, partly because the software can
be unintuitive but also because the role of
mediation and conciliation was not the
main focus in GIS software design. Geode-
sign places the focus on that role, with
major emphasis on participation and stake-
holder inclusion in the design process. In
that sense, geodesign as a method offers
a collaborative design platform that can
combine stakeholder participation and

BOX 10.5: DELUGE

collaboration with design creation, improve
understanding of the effects of the design
and facilitate the involvement of a wide
range of stakeholders. The focus of geode-
sign tools is on supporting intuitive and
iterative design, which can be carried out
in real time in a collaborative setting. More
complex models may be worked into the
process to ensure that decisions are guided
by scientific evidence, but the principle is
that this should not be at the expense of a
fluent discussion or excluding less techni-
cally skilled participants.

Geodesign tools combine zone design
with map-driven ‘dashboards’ (Lockab
et al., 2019). These allow stakeholders to see
information, such as accessibility to differ-
ent functions (e.g. health care) or risk (e.g.
flooding), so that they can select the best
locations available and access area-based
statistics to determine whether the goal has
been met (e.g. ensuring that a new develop-
ment has sufficient UOS to provide ecosys-
tem services). Geodesign tools are available
online for ease of use, including as a dis-
tributed session across multiple sites (see
Box 10.5 for an example).

The International Geodesign Collaboration is a global project aiming to coordinate
research on geodesign use to address pressing global trends at the local level (www.
envizzl.com/). One associated research project, DELUGE, has been carried out in
Lomma, a small town on the south-west coast of Sweden. Through regeneration and
gentrification, Lomma has rapidly developed from an industrial town to a fast-growing
area. However, space to grow is limited due to rising sea levels on one side and prime
agricultural land on the other.

The DELUGE research group worked with local planners and specialists to con-
sider different densification strategies to accommodate a doubling in the population
by 2050. The tool geodesignhub.com (2019), structured around six steps described by
Steinitz (2012), was used for negotiation and management as much as for design. By
including pre-negotiated evaluation criteria as suitability maps against which design
suggestions can be compared, proposed changes can be added to the map as zones
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and thereafter selected for inclusion in an overall design. Designs can be saved at any
step by multiple design teams simultaneously and then compared against the evalua-
tion criteria. At the decision stage, a ‘final’ design can be negotiated by selecting ele-
ments from previous designs. In this way, a ‘pyramid’ of negotiations is built, combining
ideas from multiple interest groups, leading to one consensus design. This is not the
end of the process since the software also provides metrics such as costs for different
designs and implementation of timescales. Thus the plan feeds directly into manage-
ment and, if necessary due to unanticipated circumstances, can be altered by a new
process of discussions.

In the DELUGE project, geodesignhub.com provided contextual information, such
as flood risk and feedback on, for example, types of land cover affected by different
designs. Two teams created two different designs and then negotiated a final design.
The process helped the planners to explore different combinations of ideas and visual-
ise the changes in 3D (Figure 10.11).

Decision model Impact summary

Total cost (EUR)
4.38bn

System

q
[=4
F

WD

LDH

Figure 10.11 Screen shots from output of geodesignhub.com (2019), including (top left
to bottom right) design map, 3D visualisation, the priorities for evaluation and land-cover
impact statistics. Source: Screenshots by kind permission of geodesignhub.com. 3D view
generated within geodesignhub.com via CESIUM.com and Bing.com ©CGIAR-CSI. Pro-
duced using Copernicus data and information funded by the European Union DEM layers,
Earthstar Geographics, ©2016 Digital Globe, © 2016 GeoEye.
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Figure 10.12 The six steps in the Steinitz framework. Source: Reproduced from Steinitz (2012)

Steinitz (2012) suggests a six-step pro-
cess by which consensus can be reached for
complex landscape design problems (Fig-
ure 10.12). These steps can also be relevant
to consider for UOS management. To reach
consensus, the process must be iterative, with
steps repeated and conditions altered as the
discussion progresses. This way of working is
pootly supported by conventional GIS, where
editing tools are generally built for precision
rather than ease of use and data management
for security rather than rapid updating.

Future directions

There is growing interest in using digital
technology, with its connected devices,

data analytics and citizen engagement
(the smart city discourse), as an important
part of sustainable development, but how
UOS governance and management can
best benefit from this technological devel-
opment is still unclear (Nitoslawski et al.,
2019). Some local governments are already
collecting extensive data through rela-
tively new technology (e.g. deploying sen-
sors, drones and artificial intelligence (AI))
and using this to support decision making.
Most local governments manage on more
limited, fragmented data solutions, and
some may argue that they do so reasona-
bly, while adopting smarter systems carries
risk (Brooks, 2017).

The mounting pressures on UOS and the
predicted impact of climate breakdown are



placing new demands for evidence-based
planning and management. UOS is expected
to play multiple, sometimes competing,
roles — for example functions for mitigating
heat islands and for flood risk or reserves of
green and sites for densification. Managing
UOS has always required consideration of a
complex set of demands, but the range of
options for finding an acceptable, yet effec-
tive, solution is narrowing. As the pressure
on UOS increases, the need to manage it
efficiently intensifies and demands a com-
prehensive overview of UOS assets and
characteristics. For this reason alone, the
process of collecting and collating relevant
data in accessible form will only increase.
The technical and cost barriers to doing so
are also falling with more GIS and manage-
ment software becoming freely available
online. Yet challenges remain, not least
in deciding which technical solutions to
invest in, given the pace of change, and
how to ensure staff have the skills to man-
age them, which is particularly problematic
for smaller organisations with less spare
capacity (Sang & Sang, 2015).

However, making the right balance of
investments may be a rather daunting
task. First, there is the question of whom
to consult on the matter. This risks a shift
in focus from users or stakeholders to per-
haps scientific or largely accounting issues,
which would be undesirable. Ideally, several
aspects should be considered in the system,
but each may bring different demands in
terms of security, content, user interface
and so on. This also connects to whether
it is better to run multiple specialist sys-
tems, with some cost to ensure compatibil-
ity, or buy into a single ‘ecology’ provided
by a large company, which raises questions
of ethics, privacy, equal access, social jus-
tice, maintaining backwards compatibility,
licensing and more. As pointed out earlier
in this chapter, there is still insufficient
research on the use of digital technology for

DIGITAL SYSTEMS AND TOOLS 10 CHAPTER

UOS governance and management. There
are some common elements underpinning
most of the options available, in particu-
lar effective SDI that supports the everyday
tasks of UOS managers and inclusion of
multiple users. It is perhaps the single most
important investment in digital systems that
a local government can make, as it will form
the coordinating hub of the system. Depend-
ing on the scale of the investment needed,
this can also be a process (Williamson et al.,
2003) of small steps in different areas.

In addition to the aim of achieving effi-
cient decision making within a narrowing
range of options, there is also the question
of how to make better decisions for uncer-
tain future scenarios where we can be confi-
dent that UOS will play a crucial part. This
is where the questions asked need to expand
from ‘What?” and ‘Where?’ to ‘What if?’
and ‘When?’, thus using analyses to gain
a better picture of the potential scenarios
towards which UOS management needs to
be directed. With data collected and acces-
sible via SDI, various analytical tools can be
applied. These might begin with asking sim-
ple questions, such as how many people live
near a proposed new park, but lead to ques-
tions such as how many people are likely to
be living there in 20 years and how much of
a cooling effect might the trees then have on
that area? The range of complexity of ques-
tions will vary, and at present, some analyses
are considered advanced and tend to require
specialist input. However, with demand for
such knowledge growing rapidly and Al start-
ing to automate more analytical roles, new
techniques can be expected to become more
available to regional and local government
offices and UOS managers. Indeed, more
complex and simple models and approaches
can also be of interest when addressing
broader strategic issues, and both build on
the same spatial data and monitoring infra-
structure. Investing in the means to gather,
store and communicate data, including via
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intuitive visualisation, is, therefore, a pow-
erful tool for inclusive UOS governance and
management.
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Introduction

Urban open space (UOS) managers address
many of the current environmental and
ecological trends and challenges prevailing
in society. These include climate change
adaptation and mitigation and solutions
for modern urban challenges that range
from urban stormwater management
(Petit-Boix et al., 2017; Qiao et al., 2018)
to urbanisation and increased densifica-
tion of cities, leading to increased pressures
and loss of UOS (Soga & Gaston, 2016),
individualisation and an increased human
demand for engagement and involvement
(Buijs et al., 2016), as well as demographic
changes resulting in increased pressure on
public funding (EU, 2017). There is a gen-
eral understanding, and demand, that such
challenges can be dealt with or even solved
by active governance and management of
UOS. Nature-based solutions involve the
use of green and blue spaces as a response
to future urban challenges, such as con-
cerning climate change and human health
(EC, 2015; Albert et al.,, 2019). Nature’s
Contribution to People (part of the Inter-
governmental  Science-Policy  Platform
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services)
(Diaz et al., 2018) and the United Nations

Sustainable Development Goals are efforts
to address human dependency on nature
in restoring and developing not only urban
areas but also human life in general. This
places great demands on the actors respon-
sible for UOS governance and management.
Frequently asked questions within a UOS
organisation are as follows: How can we be
efficient without compromising the usabil-
ity of UOS? Do we have the best people in all
positions? Is the organisation an inclusive
and attractive working environment? How
are the values of the organisation expressed
in ecosystem services of UOS (see Chap-
ter 8), and are these sufficient to meet the
needs? Each question may require its own
approaches and involve both long-sighted
and short-term thinking. This calls for a
strategic approach to UOS management.
Strategic decisions are needed in an
everyday context but affect the long-term
well-being of an organisation (Fitzroy &
Hulbert, 2005). Within UOS governance
and management, and in many other cir-
cumstances, managers will be expected
to deal with strategic decision making on
at least two levels: (i) leading personnel
and steering the organisation in the right
direction efficiently, effectively and as a
good, inspiring working environment and
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(i) managing UOSs so that they remain
relevant and valued by users. The manage-
ment literature has long recognised the dif-
ference between being a leader and being
a manager (see Box 11.1). According to
Zaleznik (2004, p. 2), ‘A managerial culture
emphasizes rationality and control’, where
‘a manager is a problem solver’ and ‘from
this perspective, leadership is simply a prac-
tical effort to direct affairs; and to fulfill his
or her task’. Fitzroy and Hulbert (2005) also
make a clear distinction between manage-
ment and leadership. In line with Kotter
(1996), they define management as being
about keeping the organisation operating,
while coping with complexity. Effective
management requires systems and pro-
cedures to handle this complexity, using
devices such as standard operating proce-
dures, planning and budgeting systems. In
contrast, leadership is described as being
about change, developing visions and strat-
egies but also about aligning people with
that vision and inspiring them to make it
happen. The problem for UOS managers
may be to address some or all of the afore-
mentioned challenges, while also making
UOS relevant for users. Doing so requires
leadership in order to direct multiple stake-
holders (staff, politicians, users and various
interest groups) to achieve this goal.

In this chapter, we describe the charac-
teristics of an UOS organisation in relation
to leadership and management. Specifi-
cally, we focus on strategic management as
a combination of both leadership and man-
agement and describe long-term strategy
making and governance. The main focus is
on the local government perspective, but
the leadership and management approaches
described apply also to many other organi-
sational settings dealing with UOS.

Characteristics of a UOS
organisation

Leadership and management actions will
always be conducted under unique circum-
stances depending on the characteristics
of different executives and employees, the
goals of the organisation, the financial situ-
ation, prevailing labour market conditions,
etc. Despite each UOS organisation (local
government, contractor, consultant, hous-
ing company, etc.) facing different real-
ities and at different stages in the process
(planning, design, construction or mainte-
nance), many basic conditions are common
to all UOS organisations (see Box 11.2).
As described in Chapter 4, the UOS sec-
tor in general is characterised by many

BOX 11.1: DEFINITIONS

Manager: A person who is responsible for a certain group of tasks or a certain subset

of an organisation, including a team to achieve the designated tasks. A manager is

a ‘problem solver’.

Management: The art of managing and coordinating an organisation, including set-
ting the strategy of the organisation in order to achieve certain goals.
Leader: A person who is in control or in charge of people or an organisation. A leader

‘sets the direction’.

Leadership: The art of motivating, inspiring and directing a group of people to act

towards a common goal over a substantial period.
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BOX 11.2: CHARACTERISTICS OF A

UOS ORGANISATION

organisations.

organisations of various sizes in which UOS
management is often a small part. This
includes local governments (main focus on,
for example, social issues, education and
health), cemeteries (burial services), hous-
ing companies (living conditions), facility
management businesses (clean and safe
environments) and consultancy companies
(engineering and architectural expertise).
The larger the organisation, the greater is
generally the number of organisational
levels between the UOS organisation and
the ‘parent’ organisation. In larger organ-
isations, UOS leaders and managers have
to adapt to the strategic goals and admin-
istrative demands set by the organisational
level. In general, this means more formalisa-
tion and less room for acting independently
than in smaller organisations, where leaders
and managers often have to take more ini-
tiative and responsibility for strategic work.

Dealing with UOS involves working with
living and non-living materials in the differ-
ent types of UOS (green, blue, brown, grey;
see Chapter 3). This means acknowledging
the unpredictability of weather and climate
(depending on geographical location) and
the likelihood of outbreaks of pests, dis-
eases, etc., and seasonal changes that alter
labour tasks and needs during the annual
cycle. In temperate regions of the world, a
long-standing challenge for the UOS sector

Focus on physical spaces, often with large areas of habitat and vegetation.

Work with outdoor sites, resulting in unpredictable working conditions.

Define operational tasks by seasonal changes.

Understand the importance of communication with staff and users.

Conduct UOS management across a network of more or less UOS-focused

is to maintain a taskforce during the busy
growing season. During months with veg-
etative growth, there may be many tasks to
perform in terms of weeding, mowing, cut-
ting, irrigating, etc., while in months when
the vegetation is dormant, the tasks are
tewer. This fluctuation in tasks often leads
to a similar fluctuation in staff and a risk
of losing dedicated and qualified staff mem-
bers due to the inherent conditions of the
sector. This dilemma is dealt with in many
ways — for example by appointing extra staff
during the vegetative season (temporary
workers, students, etc.) or by moving staff
to other tasks during the dormant season,
e.g. snow clearing and tree pruning. Due to
the seasonal working conditions, the staff
engaged in operational UOS maintenance
often have low or no formal education.
This does not mean that they are unskilled
but that the leadership role is important in
terms of training and allocation of tasks. It
might not take much skill to weed a flow-
erbed, but ensuring that weeding is done
correctly is a leadership task requiring hor-
ticultural knowledge, delegation of respon-
sibility and motivation.

The increasing general interest in engag-
ing users and local stakeholders in UOS
management also affects the leadership
role. It may involve accommodation and
engagement of the public through various
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governance arrangements, often dedicated
to operational maintenance tasks. This
situation is described in more detail in
Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 9. There is a need for
inclusive and strategic thinking in order to
accommodate and benefit from commu-
nity engagement. Economic circumstances
often dictate the level of local community
engagement, creating a need to balance the
roles of permanent staff with tasks that can
be undertaken by dedicated local commu-
nity groups.

In addition, the relevance and use of
specific UOSs define the leadership role
and strategic decisions in relation to out-
put and performance. Most UOSs consist
of recreational, ecologically biodiverse hab-
itats, with many diverse and sometimes
conflicting uses by different groups. The
operational staff working in actual UOS are
front-stage representatives of the organisa-
tion, and their appearance, behaviour and
knowledge in relation to the users is vital
for a good relationship between the UOS
management organisation and the system
in which it performs. Even small mistakes
can have detrimental and long-term effects
on a UOS and its use, and, due to the inher-
ent location of and interest in a UOS, this
can often lead to political interests of a
negative nature. Therefore, communica-
tion on all levels of the organisation is an
important component of the UOS leader-
ship role. Clear communication with staff
in all parts of the organisation is needed to
engage and stimulate a good working rela-
tionship and inform and engage staff about
reasons for maintenance work. Communi-
cation with the public, the users of UOSs,
is important in order to prevent misunder-
standings and misconceptions of inevitable
or politics-driven maintenance tasks.

Strategy and its relation to
UOS management

The word ‘strategy’ has its roots in warfare.
The Greek verb strategos means ‘army leader’
and stratego (from which the word strategy
originates) refers to defeating an enemy by
using resources effectively (Bracker, 1980).
For many, strategic thinking is associated
with military thinking. Without a smart
plan - a strategy — any organisation can
lose a battle. A strategy is thus a matter of
winning or of survival. The links to corpo-
rate strategy making are obvious since it is
difficult to survive in a competitive envi-
ronment without having a plan. The law of
extinction (van Valen, 1973) states that the
probability of extinction does not depend
on the lifetime of a population but rather
on each species’ probability for survival or
evolved adaptive evolutionary supremacy.
The theory can be re-formulated thus: ‘For
an evolutionary system, continuing devel-
opment is needed just in order to main-
tain its fitness relative to the systems it is
co-evolving with’ (e.g. Heylighen, 1993).
This is also called the Red Queen theory,
based on the observation by the Red Queen
in Lewis Carroll’s Through the Looking Glass
that ‘in this place it takes all the running
you can do, (just) to keep in the same place’.
In a UOS management perspective, it can be
claimed that relative progress (‘running’) is
necessary just for maintenance (‘to keep in
the same place’).

Mintzberg (1992) used the five Ps (plan,
ploy, pattern, position and perspective) as a
descriptive analysis of strategy. In Box 11.3,
these are used as a framework for applying
strategic perspectives in UOS management.

Business management literature has long
agreed that in order to survive in compe-
tition with other organisations (e.g. other
departments within a local government),
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BOX 11.3: USE OF MINTZBERG'’S FIVE Ps
IN AN UOS MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

Plan: A strategy is a plan — a method for achieving an end or a consciously intended
course of action or a guideline (or set of guidelines) to deal with a situation. By this
definition, a strategy has two essential characteristics: it is created in advance of the
actions to which it refers, and it is developed consciously and purposefully.

Ploy: The military or business approach to strategy making (the need for continued
development just in order to maintain fitness) is defined as a specific manoeuvre
intended to outcompete an opponent or competitor — i.e. a ploy. It must be empha-
sised that in (public) UOS management, a ‘ploy’ does not involve outcompeting
or even beating a competitor. Rather, it reflects the need to manoeuvre within the
often complicated dynamics and consequences of politics and rivalry within an
organisation.

Pattern: A strategy is a pattern of many actions and behaviours, whether intended or
not. The actions (patterns) can be quite independent of one another: some plans
may remain unrealised, while others may emerge spontaneously. While plans refer
to intended strategy or specify a direction, patterns are realised strategy or what is
actually being done or achieved. If a UOS organisation tends to focus on operational
matters, its management pattern becomes operation oriented. Unintended patterns
can often develop in the absence of intentions or plans or despite them.

Position: A strategy is a position, specifically a means of locating an organisation in an
‘environment’. By this definition, strategy is the mediating force, or ‘match’, between
organisation and environment — i.e. between the internal and external context. In
UOS public management, this involves positioning the UOS organisation in relation
to current or emerging discourses, such as the health agenda or climate change.
By doing so, the UOS management organisation secures relevance as part of future
solutions.

Perspective: A strategy is a perspective, and the strategy’s content should consist not
only of a chosen position but also of an ‘ingrained way of perceiving the world’.
According to Mintzberg (1992), strategy is to the organisation what personality is
to the individual. The key is that strategy is a perspective shared by members of an
organisation through their intentions and/or by their actions. In effect, strategy in
this context reflects the collective mind of an organisation — individuals united by
common thinking and/or behaviour.

efficient action, or at least action that is or potential conflicts, when interests col-

more efficient than that of the least efficient lide and forms of resolution is required.

competitor, is vital (e.g. Warren, 2008).
Freedman (2013, p. xi), one of the leading
figures in strategy theory, noted that ‘strat-
egy comes into play where there is actual

This is why strategy is much more than a
plan’. Such a market-oriented approach
is described in the business literature as
the basic requirement for profit-driven
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enterprises to survive in a competitive envi-
ronment (e.g. among private contractors).
The introduction of New Public Manage-
ment (NPM) (e.g. Bryson, 2004) has led to
strategic planning and a market-oriented
approach, also becoming critical for pub-
lic and non-profit organisations. However,
Andrews et al. (2012) noted that the per-
formance of public organisations is (still)
highly variable, referring to the efficiency
of, for example, hospitals. Investing money
in one UOS organisation may produce a
very different outcome than investing the
same amount in another, owing, for exam-
ple, to local physical, geographical and soci-
oeconomic circumstances but also to the

fact that, in general ‘service quantity and
quality depends partly in where [tax payers]
live and weather local public organisations
are performing well or not’ (Andrews et al.,
2012, p. 1). There are also huge differences
in performance within the UOS sector, as
recently described by, for example, Randrup
et al. (2017) and Fongar et al. (2019). Ran-
drup and Persson (2009) identified differ-
ences in expertise and approaches within
Nordic UOS management organisations
nationally and in different countries. They
devised a strategic approach to UOS man-
agement, involving three levels within the
organisation: policies, tactics and opera-
tions (see Figure 11.1).

o
3 Park and Nature
— -
z Policy
Ie)
a
Cross-sector behaviour Sector behaviour
I Green Structure Plan Green Sector Plan
()
= - Involves all > - Involves all
S green areas public green areas
o=t
®
'_
o
3 .
i Action Plans
s - Includes
-(49_0, quality descriptions,
S tender materials, etc.
o
(@]

Figure 11.1 Strategic levels of activity within a local government UOS organisation and examples
of plans. Source: Adapted from Randrup and Persson (2009)
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Based on Figure 11.1, there are two sets
of behavioural approaches within UOS
strategic management, sectoral and cross-
sectoral, indicating that the UOS organi-
sation has its own task to fulfil (primarily
management oriented within the sector)
but also tasks and obligations relating to the
larger organisation (cross-sectoral and more
leadership oriented).

At the policy level, long-sighted and
visionary goals and ambitions set the direc-
tion. Policies may also be developed at the
tactical level but are generally approved
at the political level. A UOS management
policy is a statement made by the political
level within the organisation, and its pur-
pose is to set a direction. It should cover
the entire organisation, or a defined theme
(green spaces, playgrounds, trees, etc.) and
relate directly to the UOS management
organisation in question. Most often such
policies are cross-sectoral, relating to other
parts of the organisation, such as culture,
health care, elderly care and education,
and involve positioning, visualising and
emphasising the relations between UOS
management and other important parts of
an organisation.

At the tactical level, plans or guidelines
are created, ideally based on an overarch-
ing strategy from the policy level. Within
the UOS organisation, these may include a
tree inventory, an overview of playgrounds
or a plan for maintaining cultural herit-
age. Budgeting is also related to the tactical
level, as are contract steering and organi-
sation of staff. Public engagement of vari-
ous types (see Chapters 5, 6 and 7) is also
regarded as a task relating to the tactical
level. There is an obvious overlap with the
operational level, as steering contracts and
organising actual maintenance operations
can be regarded as operational tasks. Thus
we define steering of actual maintenance
operations as operational. Organising and

describing how a lawn is mown is an oper-
ational task, while defining and describing
why the lawn is mown, based on, for exam-
ple, its cultural, recreational or biodiversity
characteristics, and balancing lawn mowing
with other tasks, such as public involve-
ment, is a tactical manoeuvre.

In a cross-sectoral approach, a tree inven-
tory might involve a full inventory being
carried out, including all urban trees, private
and public, which will include more trees
than are actually managed and maintained
by the UOS organisation. The rationale for
this is that all trees provide ecosystem ser-
vices and thus contribute to the overall ben-
efits of trees in urban areas. While managers
can only manage the trees for which they
have formal responsibility, planning, prior-
itising and even operational maintenance
routines can benefit greatly from knowl-
edge of the entire resource. This applies in
planning future tree planting, establishing
or renewing playgrounds, allocating staff
and resources, etc. When planning becomes
policymaking, a cross-sectoral approach is
almost always required.

Ideally, a strategically minded UOS man-
agement organisation covers the entire
scope of Figure 11.1, although most empha-
sis is likely to be placed on the operational
level. Operational maintenance, often
short-term and routine-based activities,
may take up the majority of many UOS
organisation’s resources (see Chapter 9).
This poses a risk of the long-term perspec-
tives of UOS (why the lawn is mown) being
obscured by a focus on the operational part
of the organisation (how the lawn is mown).
A focus on the ‘how’ is relevant but leaves
many UOS organisations with limited or no
focus on long-term management perspec-
tives. The sectoral or cross-sectoral pattern
of activities on all levels shows whether an
organisation has a strategic approach to
UOS management.
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Strategy making within
UOS management

The approach to strategy making is in prin-
ciple very similar to standard planning
approaches or any other analytical-based
and reflective approach to creating a vision
for the future, as well as specifying the
means to achieve the vision. According to
the Oxford English Dictionary, planning can
be defined as ‘the process of making plans
for something’ (OUP, 2019). Thus planning
is the process of thinking about the activi-
ties required to achieve a desired goal. Plan-
ning for UOS is usually referred to as green
infrastructure (GI) planning. On a landscape
scale, GI planning is an approach aimed at
creating networks of multifunctional green
space in urban environments (EC, 2013).
According to Davies et al. (2015), UOS
planning involves at least four detailed and
interlinked goals: (i) securing a connection
between the individual spaces, (ii) securing
multi-functionality, (iii) integrating with
other infrastructures and (iv) operating on
multiple scales (see Box 11.4). Planning of
UOS or GI is an ongoing process and oper-
ates on different scales, both geographical
and temporal. Geographically, planning
ensures that these spaces are interlinked
through prioritising relevance and prefer-
ences among users and resources. In local
government planning, UOS is dealt with at
different geographical scales, ranging from
overall planning, setting long-term prior-
ities for the entire community, to detailed
planning, specifying local planning acts
and priorities. There is usually an overall
plan (e.g. a city master plan) and local plans
for specific sectors, design or urban develop-
ment, including distribution of resources.
The master plan may have a temporary
time frame of up to 12 years, whereas local
plans are developed according to needs and

set a direction, usually directly after a for-
mal hearing period. Planning also ensures
multi-functionality by raising UOS man-
agement from the single space to a wider
perspective.

Gibbons and Ryan (2015) performed
a content analysis and evaluation of the
comprehensiveness of 39 urban forest man-
agement plans in Washington State. They
defined comprehensiveness similarly to
strategic planning, as the degree to which
a plan includes a review of the current state
of the resource; a vision for the future state,
goals and objectives; an action plan for
implementation; and a plan for monitoring
progress. Accordingly, a strategy is not only
a good and thoroughly explained plan or
vision but also must include an action plan
to describe what needs to be done, when,
by whom and how, as well as an evaluation
of whether the plan is on track. Therefore,
in most strategy processes, four steps are
involved: a registration phase, an analytical
phase, a visionary phase and an evaluation
phase, based on thorough descriptions of
the actions needed to achieve the vision.
These four steps, commonly applied in rela-
tion to UOS practices, are explained in the
following section.

The registration and
analytical phases

Andrews et al. (2012) characterised the ana-
lytical, formal and logical process through
which organisations scan the internal and
external environment as rational planning.
The rational approach within landscape
planning and management has been influ-
enced by the likes of Kevin Lynch (1960)
and Ian McHarg (1969) who both advocate
a rational, analytical approach to landscape
planning, design and/or management.
Lynch (1960) presented a methodology
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Connectivity: UOS planning aims for added values derived from interlinking UOS

functionally and physically.

Multi-functionality: The ability of UOS to provide several ecological, sociocultural

and economic benefits concurrently. It means that multiple ecological, social and

economic functions, goods and services must be explicitly considered instead of

being the product of chance. Planning of UOS management aims at intertwining or
combining different functions to enhance the capacity of UOS to deliver valuable

ecosystem services.

Integration: UOS planning considers green spaces as a kind of infrastructure and
seeks their integration and coordination with other urban infrastructure in terms

of physical and functional relations — for example blue (water-dominated), brown
(derelict sites) and grey (roads, paved surfaces) spaces.

Multi-scale: UOS planning can be considered on different spatial levels, ranging from
city regions to local projects, and aims at linking different spatial scales within and

above city regions.

Source: adapted and modified from Davies et al. (2015) and related to UOS

management

for distinguishing a city through paths,
edges, districts, nodes and landmarks, while
McHarg (1969) promoted an ecological
viewpoint with emphasis on a thorough
analysis of the landscape, soil, climate,
hydrology, etc. This work has been influen-
tial to the promotion of geographic infor-
mation systems, as described in Chapter 10.
However, there seem to be two approaches
on how to reach ‘the best plan’ (e.g. Corner,
1991; Stiles, 1992; Carlson, 1993): a herme-
neutical, self-interpretive approach and a
more analytical and positivistic approach.
Turner (1991) claimed that the traditional
survey, analysis, design (SAD) method pro-
duces poor design solutions, as it seeks to
find values based on facts. The meaning of
registration and analysis is then that, regard-
less of who conducts it, an objective and
sober result that can justify a given proposal
or plan is produced. In UOS management

situations, the more data obtained and the
more thorough the analysis performed,
the more robust the final visions or plans.
However, the gap between the registration
phase (what is included) and the analytical
phase (what is included, how the analysis
is performed) is subjective. Therefore, UOS
managers must carefully assess the needs
and understand the discourses and the pur-
poses of a plan, even before the registration
and analytical phases are performed. Based
on Commission for Architecture and the
Built Environment (CABE) Space (2006) (see
Box 11.5 for more information about CABE
and strategy), the following is a checklist of
items that could be included in the registra-
tion and analytical phases of a UOS strategy:

(i) Strategic context and overview of rele-
vant national, regional and local poli-
cies and initiatives, the spatial planning
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BOX 11.5: THE CABE SPACE APPROACH
TO CREATING A STRATEGY

CABE Space was established in 1999 as an executive public body of the UK govern-
ment to champion the UOS sector in the UK. The organisation developed a number of
programmes for national campaigns, research, best practice and enabling to improve
the planning, design and management of UOS before it was merged into the Design
Council in 2011. Among many relevant publications, CABE Space developed Green
Space Strategies — A Good Practice Guide (CABE Space, 2006), according to which a
UOS strategy’s broad aims and objectives are to

m Generate political and inter-departmental support for parks and green spaces and
establish clear lines of responsibility;

m Develop a vision shared by politicians, officers, key partners, stakeholders and
communities;

m Define the value and role of parks and green spaces in meeting corporate and com-
munity aims;

m Create a comprehensive policy framework for the protection, enhancement, acces-
sibility and use of parks and green spaces;

m Make sure that green spaces enhance the quality and diversity of the environment
and the life of local communities and promote civic pride and social inclusion;

m Ensure that the green space network meets the needs of local people, now and in
the future;

m Provide a framework for resource allocation that maximises funding to support
improvements from internal revenue budgets and external funding opportunities;
and

m Create a framework for voluntary and community groups to participate in green
space provision and management.

context, the local character/area pro-

(iii) Demand analysis, including the socio-

file, a review of corporate strategies and
objectives and the relationship of the
UOS strategy to other strategies and
initiatives.

Supply analysis and identification of
UOSs and their functions, a definition
of existing provision based on appropri-
ate UOS typology audit and assessment
of existing provision, both quantitative
and qualitative. An assessment of exist-
ing capital and revenue funding of UOS.

economic and demographic structure
of the area. An assessment of survey
information to identify needs and aspi-
rations of the community, views on
existing provision and current barriers
to use and an assessment of mecha-
nisms for community involvement. An
assessment of user numbers will also
often be highly relevant.

(iv) Analysis of issues, opportunities and

priorities, including an analysis of
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supply and demand (quantitative, qual-
itative and accessibility). Identification
of catchment areas and deficiencies.
Establishment of local standards for
quality and quantity, an assessment of
values and prioritisation of issues and
areas for improvement - for example
identifying human resources and skills.

The visionary phase

After the registration and analytical phases,
the visions for the future need to be for-
mulated. The terms ‘vision’ and ‘mission’
both describe an organisation’s aims and
abilities but often cause some confusion.
Mission and vision statements are tools
which can direct the behaviour of any
organisation. Ideally, these statements are
developed in a collaborative and inclusive
process where all parties are engaged in the
execution of the work, in this case UOS
management.

A mission statement is a public declara-
tion that defines the organisation’s purpose
and primary objectives and commitments.
It covers the entire organisation and spans
across all three levels of UOS management
(policy, tactical and operational) (see Fig-
ure 11.1). A mission statement may be seen
as the rationale for the organisation’s exist-
ence, both to colleagues within the organi-
sation, e.g. within a parks department, and
to people outside of it, e.g. politicians; col-
leagues in cultural, social or health depart-
ments; users; NGOs and other relevant
stakeholders. Mission statements tend to be
short, clear and powerful.

Vision statements define the organisa-
tion’s purpose but focus on high-level goals
and aspirations for the future, essentially,
what an organisation wishes to achieve if
the mission is fulfilled. These statements are
often designed to be uplifting and inspiring

and timeless so that even if the organisa-
tion changes its strategy, the vision often
stays the same. In a UOS strategic manage-
ment situation, the vision is often described
as the plan for the future. This future vision
should be aligned with the five Ps listed in
Box 11.3, making sure that the UOS organi-
sation is in line equally with the plan, ploy,
pattern, position and perspective.

Action plans and evaluations

An action plan includes not only actions but
also timescales and responsibility for deliv-
ery. This will ensure that thorough evalua-
tions can be applied to assess if the strategy
is on track and document if the vision has
been achieved. Many tools have been devel-
oped to guide or steer action planning pro-
cesses, with one of the most well-known
being ‘scientific management’, a theory and
a management approach developed in the
US as a spin-off of industrialisation, peaking
in the mid- to late 1800s. It applied science
to management, and in response, Henry
Gantt focused on production efficiency
and in the 1920s developed ‘a production
scheduling aid’ now known as the Gantt
chart (Sheldrake, 2003; Figure 11.2). It con-
sists of a graphic schedule for planning and
controlling actions and recording progress
towards stages of a project. The chart has a
modern variation, program evaluation and
review technique (PERT), which is a method
of analysing the actions involved in com-
pleting a given project. The Gantt and PERT
charts may be useful in UOS management
projects or strategy making, as they can
provide an overview of the time needed to
complete actions. With an overview, it is
possible to incorporate uncertainty, which
is especially relevant for long-term projects
where the duration of all actions may be
uncertain.
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Context analysis X

Supply analysis X
Demand analysis
SWOT analysis X
Vision setting

Detail design
Software development
Action planning
Evaluation planning

Figure 11.2 Example of Gantt chart for a UOS management project.

Strategic governance and
management

The leadership role of contemporary UOS
managers is complex and seems to be
increasing in complexity. Several trends
and contemporary focus areas are more or
less directly related to UOS management
and its roles and impact on society. These
include climate change adaptation, urban-
isation, austerity, biodiversity, education,
sociocultural and ethical issues, such as
immigration, health and user engagement,
just to mention a few, as described in previ-
ous chapters. All relate to the tripod of sus-
tainability as a combined ecological, social
and economic approach. A comprehensive
UOS management approach, therefore,
needs to deal with both UOS and people
and thus requires both leadership and
management at all scales (see Figure 11.1).
The increasing complexity of being a small
specialist organisation within a larger
organisation (e.g. local government) is
also driving a need for new solutions and
approaches.

UOS management cannot be separated
from governance, as the process of UOS
management involves a wide range of stake-
holders and individual users. Similarly, the
process by which plans are implemented
is linked to governance since plan imple-
mentation involves many actors across
all sectors — for example NGOs, commu-
nity groups and many local government

departments. Governance arrangements
have a particular focus on the inclusiveness
of decision making and the role of multi-
ple actors for UOS planning and manage-
ment. Such types of democratic innovation
are high on the agenda in many Western
liberal democracies, and many initiatives
aiming to stimulate policy innovation by
rethinking UOS management are particu-
larly evident at the local government level
(Dempsey et al., 2014; Buijs et al., 2016).
Many of the current institutional innova-
tions aim to create closer dialogue between
politicians, managers and the public, with
the planner and manager as key players
(e.g. Mellqvist, 2017).

So where is UOS strategic management
heading? Do we need to run even faster
just to stay in the same place or can UOS
management find a pathway to fulfil its role
and maintain its relevance, despite all the
challenges, threats and competition? Today,
UOS management has a tendency to focus
on ‘the needed’ - i.e. operational mainte-
nance — which is partly based on a lack of
more strategic expectations and require-
ments from the policy level. Simply serv-
ing the local community while increasing
the number of policies that are being put
forward by, for example, national and inter-
national guidelines, agendas, conventions
and programmes may not be enough to
maintain momentum. Rather, strategic UOS
management encompasses and concerns all
levels of management (policy, tactical and
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operational while being both sectoral and
cross-sectoral) where it can be more effec-
tively used to bridge all scales without run-
ning even faster.

One way to look forward is to view the
current trends as opportunities, not as
threats or challenges. The increased interest
in UOS and its management as an effect of
current global crises can make future UOS
managers have the main aspects of rele-
vance —interest and attention — in place. For
them to both lead and manage and set the
agenda, they will, hopefully, have relevant
resources, balanced between operational
and more visionary levels (both policy and
tactical). Never before has the UOS govern-
ance and management profession had so
many opportunities for development and
growth through the use of strategic man-
agement approaches.
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management today
and in the future
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and Marit Jansson

Introduction

Urban open space (UOS) governance and
management practices are currently in a
development phase, affected by many struc-
tural changes and challenges, as described
throughout this book. Among the main
changes is the complex transition from
government to governance, where new
stakeholders and engagement processes are
affecting UOS management organisations
and their related work (Buijs et al., 2016;
Jansson et al., 2019). This has included a
dramatic shift from larger organisations,
such as local governments and housing
companies, organising UOS management
in a relatively simple hierarchical organi-
sational structure to them becoming the
centre of providing important and relevant
services to UOS users, often through direct
engagement within varying co-governance
arrangements (Randrup & Persson, 2009;
Randrup et al., 2017; Fongar et al., 2019).
Related to this, various approaches to user
participation are now promoted, supported
and expected (Fors et al., 2015; Jansson

etal., 2019). UOSs are also changing, includ-
ing in terms of the presence of invasive spe-
cies and plant diseases, the application of
new digital tools and major budget reforms
(Dempsey et al., 2014). Global challenges,
such as climate change (IPCC, 2019) and
urbanisation (unpopulation.org, 2018),
also have implications and effects that need
to be addressed and solved at local levels
for which new approaches to UOS man-
agement are now sought. Thus shifts and
challenges are causing contemporary UOS
governance and management to remain in
a state of continuous development.

The governance and management of
UOS include highly important practices and
very loose obligations. There are numerous
international conventions related to UOSs
and their development, to which a large
number of countries worldwide are signato-
ries. These include the Brundtland Conven-
tion on Sustainable Development (WCED,
1987), which calls for combined ecologi-
cal, social and economic approaches; the
United Nations (UN) Conventions on
the Rights of the Child (UN, 1989) and of
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Persons with Disabilities (UN, 2006), which
emphasise the need to include and care
for vulnerable user groups; the European
Habitats Directive (EC, 1992), which aims
to ensure the conservation of rare, threat-
ened or endemic animal and plant species;
the European Landscape Convention (CE,
2000), which promotes the protection,
management and planning of landscapes;
the UN Climate Change Conference (UN,
2016), which seeks to keep the increase in
global average temperature well below 2°C
above pre-industrial levels; and the UN Sus-
tainable Development Goals (UN, 2015),
which address, for example, health and
well-being, reduced inequalities, sustaina-
ble cities and communities, climate action,
peace, justice and strong institutions. These
conventions all set an agenda emphasising
the need for inclusive, long-sighted stra-
tegic approaches to UOS governance and
management around the world.

While there is much support at the global
level, UOS is generally not comprehensively
addressed by national law or is addressed in
a fragmented manner (Knuth et al., 2008).
In general, UOSs and associated practices
are activities and responsibilities mainly
on a (regional or) local level, most notably
for local governments, although other local
organisations, such as housing companies
and cemetery organisations, also perform
some UOS management (Jansson & Lind-
gren, 2012; Dempsey et al.,, 2014). Goals
set internationally and nationally should,
therefore, ideally be implemented and acted
upon at local levels. In reality, implementa-
tion within local organisations can be very
variable.

As a complement to the many interna-
tional conventions related to UOS, a num-
ber of concepts and approaches have also
been launched to promote greener and
more sustainable cities worldwide. These
include, for example, sustainable urban

design (EC, 2004), ecosystem services pro-
vision (TEEB, 2010), green infrastructure
development (Benedict & McMahon, 2006),
ecosystem-based adaptation (Colls et al.,
2009), and Nature-Based Solutions (NDbS)
(EC, 2015). These concepts and approaches
are all examples of an increased attention
for the importance of nature and ecosys-
tems in an urbanising and changing world.
Developing and implementing NbS, for
example, is helpful to counter local environ-
mental, social and economic issues. How-
ever, in doing so, there is a need for local
tools and for balancing the many expec-
tations and requirements. This requires
strategic and long-sighted management.

Solutions to contemporary
challenges

Framing UOS governance and
management

UOS governance and management appro-
aches have the potential to address and
even provide solutions to several current
global challenges, including urbanisation,
climate change and human health. In
order to cope with an uncertain and fluc-
tuating political and economic climate, a
dynamic and flexible system of re-planning,
re-design, re-construction and maintenance
is proposed in Chapter 2.

The physical urban structures described
in Chapter 3 as the urban matrix are com-
plex and intertwined. A comprehensive
overview of a city’s urban matrix - i.e. its
green, blue, brown and grey spaces — is the
context in which strategic UOS govern-
ance and management are performed. The
UOS sector is complex, with fragmented
responsibilities and approaches. Chap-
ter 4 describes the significance of the sec-
tor, mainly in Sweden, from a financial
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perspective and shows how its complex
structure has developed from being primar-
ily a public domain to consist of numerous
individual sub-organisations within, for
example, local governments or housing
companies. These organisations have major
responsibility for matters other than UOS
management, which they often regard as an
important task but not as their number-one
priority. Therefore, there is a need for col-
laboration across sectors and across scales
in these organisations in order to obtain
synergistic effects of governance practices,
identify possible contradictions and build
capacity for integrative approaches for stra-
tegic management.

Understanding relations and
values

UOS governance and management also
affect societal issues by providing func-
tions and values for different types of uses
and user groups. Different types of man-
agement approaches are outlined in Chap-
ter 5, which lists a multitude of uses and
user groups whose activities range from
active to intrinsic. Vulnerable user groups
are of particular importance to address in a
user-oriented UOS management approach.
Clear mandates and policy support will be
needed in order to better cope with ethical
problems related to UOS use, as highlighted
in Chapter 6. It is clear that the current role
of UOS managers includes relations to var-
ious user groups. Not only are UOS manag-
ers expected to engage and involve users to
participate in multiple ways, as described in
Chapter 7, they also need to make sure that
interests and influences of various groups
of stakeholders are balanced, and that they
are active communicators and negotiators.
One reason behind this is that participa-
tion in UOS governance and management

activities can have several positive effects
on, for example, individual and social
well-being. New trends of collective UOS
governance and management offer exam-
ples of new roles and processes and impor-
tantly include new voices. Finding ways for
inclusion and participation that suit various
users is not only important for an ethically
just society but also a way of empowering
and lifting communities.

UOS managers need a palette of reliable
user participation methods in order to make
it easier to decide which method to use and
when. In Chapter 7, this is referred to as
mosaic governance, as a way of respecting
the variations and complexities of people
and the urban context. Representing the
urban population in its entirety is indeed a
challenge, and there will always be a need
for a suite of reliable methods that can
be applied in a site-specific and context-
dependent manner. This also applies to
assessments of monetary values. In Chap-
ter 8, the many ways in which economic
values of UOS can be assessed are outlined.
This is in itself complex but becomes even
more so when those who provide for UOS
benefits (landowners, local governments,
housing companies,
tions, etc.) do not see the direct values and
outputs of the ecosystem services they sup-
ply via the UOSs they manage.

cemetery organisa-

Practice

Many practical aspects of UOS governance
and management are still being devel-
oped to meet the rapidly changing needs
and demands of UOSs. However, as tech-
nical and cost barriers decrease, the need
for collecting and collating relevant data
in accessible forms will increase and can
actively support future management. For
example, there is a need for coherent and
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clear descriptions and monitoring meth-
ods for UOS maintenance, as elaborated
on in Chapter 9. Improved descriptions
and monitoring of the resources, activities
and results of UOS management activities
might lead to a simpler, more replicable and
measurable way of describing the long-term
effects of the activities performed. Some
UOS management organisations are already
collecting extensive data through relatively
new technologies (e.g. deploying sensors,
drones and Al) to improve decision mak-
ing or applying systems, such as smart cit-
ies and the IoT, as described in Chapter 10.
Digital technology is dependent on effec-
tive spatial data infrastructure, making the
everyday tasks of UOS managers easier, as
well as supporting users. The technological
approach to contemporary UOS governance
and management may be the single most
important investment for many managing
organisations rather than any physical or
organisational structure.

The links between describing, assessing
and valuing UOS for the benefit of users
is a strategic task described in Chapter 11.
The differences between leading and man-
aging are further explored and described as
a combined task for UOS governance and
management. Leadership is about setting
the long-term goals, being visionary and
seeing the opportunities for the future.
Management is about delivering the goals
through strategic approaches, where strate-
gic management involves doing so through
the involvement of three levels within the
organisation: policies, tactics and opera-
tions. In all cases, UOS management may
depart from an individual space, but it
is also important to address the relations
between the approaches to UOS manage-
ment of that individual space and overall
green infrastructure planning. Flexibility is
also needed to remain relevant and adapt
to new and future needs, including an

awareness of the large impact that UOS
governance and management can have in
safeguarding quality, value, innovation and
uniqueness at scales from local to global.

Conclusions

Although many of the challenges and pre-
conditions for UOS governance and man-
agement are known, some aspects are in
constant flux. Despite all this, or because
of it, UOS managers will need to act strate-
gically and prepare for future UOS govern-
ance and management in whatever forms
necessary (see Box 12.1).

There is great variation in how UOS
management organisations have addressed
challenges recently, depending much on
individuals, how marginalised the tasks
have become within organisations and
how much of organisations’ work is strate-
gic and long-sighted. UOS governance and
management practices require new and
more detailed knowledge. As the tasks are
complex and differ greatly in their ecologi-
cal, social and economic aspects, as well as,
for example, in leadership, technical, plant
knowledge and digital technology require-
ments, the role of the UOS manager within
an organisation cannot be left to one or two
people.

To enable a more strategic approach,
there is a need for new and innovative
collaborations, solutions and organisa-
tional approaches that address governance
and management in combination, as in
the combined G&M model in Figure 2.4
of this book. This model covers three
dimensions: (i) UOSs as physical struc-
tures delivering ecosystem services (ESS),
(ii) users as primary beneficiaries of the ESS
and (iii) owners representing the organ-
isations delivering the ESS. The linkages
and interconnections between these three
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Challenges

Opportunities

m Address global challenges and related
goals locally

m Develop strategic approaches to UOS
governance and management

m Combine various values, functions
and voices in processes and physical
UOSs

m Provide an overview of local UOS

m Document and demonstrate the values
of UOS

m Set UOS governance and management
aspects on the local agenda

Apply strategic and long-sighted man-
agement approaches (re-plan, re-design,
re-construct and maintain)

Be visionary and set long-term goals

Create overviews of the resources and
make appropriate plans

Operate in accordance to global as well
as local needs

Build teams and establish collaborations
(co-develop, co-create, co-implement,
co-manage) and various participatory
approaches

Apply digital tools and make assess-
ments across administrative borders (be
cross-sectoral)

Apply assessments of economic and
functional values (be inclusive, commu-
nicative and flexible)

Relate to global challenges and conven-
tions, communicate with various local
stakeholders and develop uniqueness in
local UOSs and related approaches

dimensions are considered within a govern-
ance framework, set in relation to aspects
such as gradients from private to public
and various levels of co-governance. Future
governance and management must engage
in developing UOSs as physical structures,
for their relevance mainly to humans, but
must also develop valuable relations and
collaborations.

The relationship between UOS and its
users can be defined as the socioecologi-
cal nexus and affects human health, for
example. The relationship between UOS
users and the managing organisations
can be defined as the sociopolitical nexus,

described in this book as ‘government to
governance development’, with a current
move to more engagement and active par-
ticipation by central stakeholders, including
users. The third relationship can be defined
as the political-ecological nexus, which is
described as the need to be both strategic
and long-sighted, with emphasis on visions,
tactical means and operational activities. In
the future, UOS managers will need to cope
with all three relationships, often simulta-
neously. This requires increased flexibility
in management approaches, as changes in
the role and the tasks will probably con-
tinue. Being context-dependent and finding
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local ways to cope and adjust over time will
be important. In developing successful local
solutions, inspiration and knowledge shar-
ing between managers in different locations
through various networks will be key.

Managers will need to think in terms
of multi-functionality and to grasp several
aspects and aspirations at the same time,
which will require them to expand their
toolboxes. This includes communication
with multiple stakeholders - for exam-
ple users, media, academics and various
organisations; education activities in order
to explain and inform; ecological work
for habitat and wildlife restoration; tech-
nology for handling loads of information,
including historical traits; contemporary
machines and future digital data solutions;
and leadership talent for inspiring politi-
cians and co-workers to set the directions
and deliver the expected results. To make
all this possible, larger teams on the tacti-
cal and possibly operational level of UOS
management will be required. An ability to
focus more on networking and collabora-
tion over departments or organisations will
help to link the necessary professional skills
and specialisations to UOS governance and
management.

Despite the many challenges, UOS gov-
ernance and management has the poten-
tial to address a large number of complex
challenges connected to sustainable devel-
opment with its multiple aspects, mainly
ecological, social and economic. Targeted
UOS governance and management can help
mitigate and adapt to the effects of crises,
such as climate change, urbanisation, pol-
lution, loss of biodiversity and migration.
This potential can be exploited if manage-
ment is viewed in its entirety as strategic
and long-term but not if it is reduced to
mere maintenance. It is, therefore, essen-
tial to put combined UOS governance and
management approaches on the agenda at

the local UOS management level in research
and within education systems.
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