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Baseline Study  

1.  The State of the Art  

Introduction  

 

In a time of continuing urbanization, there is an increasing focus on developing attractive 

and healthy urban environments. Making cities green and healthy goes far beyond simply 

reducing CO 2 emissions through energy -efficiency and energy -saving measures or via 

sustainable urban transport . Namely, i t is not only technological solutions that can 

effectively improve environmental performance of urban areas. The larger the cities 

become, the more  traffic routes and environmental pollution influence the daily life of 

people, the bigger the wish and the need for a green environment. A city only has the 

right to call itself a ñgreen cityò, if in addition to adopting a ñcarbon-neutralò or ñcar-freeò 

policy, the cityscape is determined to a major extent by living green spaces. Urban green 

spaces, such as parks, gardens, tree lines, outdoor sport, play and leisure facilities etc. 

contribute greatly to the wellbeing of the population and make a far bigger  and important 

contribution to sustainable urban development and living than most decision -makers 

realize.  

Facing the challenges of climate change, t he emerging Green City philosophy implies that 

instead of considering plants and green space s as a cost , they should be handled as 

common assets which bring value from a social, economic and environmental point of 

view  and  provide a multitude of benefits to human urban populations . Urban green areas 

can assist in re connecting society with nature and offer  a public space  for environmental 

awareness raising and informal education  thus can play a substantial role in improving  

pro -environmental attitude of citizens.  As communities come to value and ñownò their 

green spaces for the benefit of all, they can genera lly become more sensitized to 

ecological behaviour, which is a fundamental prerequisite of living within environmental 

limits and sustainable development. Green spaces are getting vivid platforms of 

community building  and  the emerging number of grassroots initiatives (e.g. urban  

garden ing ) indicates  the growing demand for  community participation in the 

management of urban green spaces and in the design and  delivery of the related policies . 

In line with these European trend s, the  Urban Green Labs projectôs mission is to foster 

ex isting bottom -up  initiatives targeting  upgrading green spaces and to amplify their 

impact through new co -governance methods.  

 

The  policy challenge to be tackled by the ULG  

 

Urban Green Labs network focuses on urban  green spaces  (UGS) as multifunctional 

resources  which  play a vital role in sustainable urban development. The key importance 

of green spaces in making cities more attractive and liveable places due to the multitude  

environmental, social and economic benefits they deliver, is a n increasingly  

acknowledged and appreciated phenomenon by  European  cities.  

The cities  involved  in the UGL network share a different set of  the following key 

problems  connected to UGS :  



1.  Land - use related  problems:  

¶ green spaces (e.g. parks, urban forests) have low attractiveness and are 

underused due to their poor quality and not adequate functions (traditional 

functions do not meet new user demands)  

¶ green spaces have poor quality and are misused (t he two factors mutually 

reinforce each other), therefore do not fulfil important environmental and social 

functions  

¶ abandoned, not utilised and misused urban areas  

¶ usage conflicts: conflicting development interests of different stakeholders  

 

2.  Governance related  problems:  

¶ more integration is needed in the policy area of UGS planning and management 

as synergies amongst the sectoral (environment, economic, social) development 

policies and urban (territorial) planning are not perfectly exploited  

¶ scarce municipal resources vs. high maintenance costs of UGS  

¶ new user demands connected to UGS are not integrated within the strategic urban 

planning processes  

¶ grassroots initiatives connected to urban greening (and also promoting community 

building and social in clusion) cannot have impact on policy -making as they are 

isolated with low capacities  

¶ low level of community engagement as citizens and bottom -up initiatives are not 

motivated/ mobilised and/ or supported effectively by local governments to 

participate in UGS planning and implementation (e.g. co -creation and 

maintenance) procedures  

 

3.  Attitude related problems:  

¶ often not satisfactory level of awareness/ informedness of residents on general 

environmental issues  

¶ often not satisfactory level of pro -environmental  attitude and behaviour of citizens  

¶ the benefits of UGS are not known and valued by citizens and communities  

¶ lacking willingness for voluntarism and self -organisation amongst citizens  

¶ often not satisfactory level of knowledge of the municipal staff on the  overarching 

multifunctional benefits and of UGS  

¶ a deep knowledge on the strategic benefits of collaboration with citizens, 

community groups and civil associations has not taken root at city administrations  

 

Based on this pool of problems, the common poli cy challenge  for  the UGL partnership 

is built up from three interlinked areas, such as:  

1.  sustainable regeneration and upgrading of urban green spaces;  

2.  participatory governance arrangements for planning and managing green 

spaces;  

3.  environmental aware ness raising linked to green spaces.  

To meet these challenges, partners aim to mobilise citizens and promote community 

grassroots initiatives in order to blend bottom -up and top -down initiatives and boost 

collaborative spatial policy -making and practices and realize sustainable governance of 

UGS through an integrated and participatory manner.  

The below key questions will be analysed  during the project within the different socio -

economic backgrounds of partner cities:  

¶ What are the forms of eff icient user involvement  and methods of cooperation  in 

the fields of strategic planning, design, delivery and management of UGS ? How to 

facilitate collaboration with citizen  group s in green  issues?  

¶ How to channel city level green infrastructure projects towards community -based 

initiatives to meet real needs and reach wider community acceptance?  



¶ How to collect grass root s initiatives and make them meet with the relevant policy 

and decision makers and how to facilitate a mutually empowering discussion 

among them, pa ving the way towards collaborative UGS planning and 

management mechanism  and more effective public  interventions?  

¶ How to identify and mobilise  key actors (predominantly NGOs)  able to act as 

mediators between bottom -up initiatives of  self -organised groups a nd the policy 

level? What kind of capacities and authority support do they need?  

¶ How to sensitize and motivate residents for  voluntary participation in place -

keeping (maintenance of green spaces) through formulation of e.g. 

neighbourhood groups? What kind of support is needed to strengthen self -

management capacities ? 

¶ What kind of regulation is needed to create  UGS management mechanisms based 

on shared responsibility among the policy level and civic /community groups (e.g. 

maintenance contracts , stewardship agreements )? 

¶ What can be the efficient communication mechanisms and channels to provide 

residents information on the  overarching benefits of green spaces and their 

impact on individualsô life and well -being in order to promote  citizensô pro -

environmental attitude and behaviour?  

 

Within their Integrated  Action Plans  (IAP) , UGL partners aim at develop ing  local 

strategies for s ustainable regeneration and upgrading  of UGS  in a co - creative process  

with foreseeing co- responsibility  in strategic planning and management between the 

policy and community level . Beyond empowerment of grassroots, partners will also 

address promotion of  pro - environmental behaviour  of the community members 

which is a corner stone of newly evolving pro -nature policies. T he IAPs will  foster the 

integrated  approach within the local administration as well by promoting  cross -sectoral 

collaboration  within UGS related policy  and planning  fields . The uptake of the innovative 

Green In frastructure concept , which is a multi functional planning tool of sustainable 

urban regeneration policies aiming at creating healthy, liveable cities  through  promoting 

the connection of isolated green spaces and substitution of grey infrastructure element s 

with nature -based solutions , will be also an important perspective . 

Green spaces in urban environments  

 

Urban green spaces as key for liveable cities  

 

Green space is such a green area that is connected to urban environments. The 

European Environmental Agency (EEA) defines green space as ña plot of vegetated land 

separating or surrounding areas of intensive residential or industrial use and devoted to 

rec reation or park uses .ñ There is great number of types of green spaces such as publicly 

accessible parks, gardens, squares, recreational grounds and playing fields, cemeteries, 

street trees and planting, community gardens, green roofs and walls.  

Urban g reen spaces (UGS) are an often overlooked component of sustainability, 

liveability, development and regeneration of  cities.  In fact, living conditions in cities can 

be substantially improved by the inclusion of more  public and private green spaces which 

are the most cost -effective supporters of a good urban climate.  

 

The ñGreen City Philosophyò, laid down in the Green City Europe Convention (2009), 

places green space at the centre of sustainable urban development and regeneration and 

advocates that plants and green space are not a cost for communities but bring value 

from a social, economic and environmental point of view. The  Green City  Europe  



initiative , established in 2002 and led by the European Landscape Contractors 

Association (ELCA) has been instrume ntal in demonstrating how living conditions in cities 

can be improved by the inclusion of more public and private green space. Individual 

countries have subsequently adopted the initiative under their own titles.  

(See: http://www.elca.info/en/green -city -europe.aspx )  

The significance of green areas within cities is also underlined by the European Green 

Capital Award  (EGCA) launched in 2008 by the European Commission  (one of the 

initiatives rooting in the 7th Environmental Action Programmeôs objective on enhancing 

the sustainability of EU cities ) . The award, given each year to a city, is based on the 

evaluation of the citiesô ñgreenò performance under 12 environmental indicator areas, 

two out which covers greenery : ñgreen urban areas incorporating sustainable land useò 

and ñnature and biodiversityò, but indicators such as :ñquality of local ambient airò and 

ñnoise pollutionò are also interdependent with the status of UGS. 

 

There exists a large body of international academic literature on the various potential 

benefits of green spaces. The following figure summarizes the essential positive effects 

of green spaces on urban communities.  

 

 

Figure 1. Overview of the evidence of the benefits provided by green spaces (Source: 

Green Spaces: The Benefits for London,  Report prepared for the City of London 

Corporation, 2013)  

 

Green spaces are the most important instruments in cities for reducing the negative 

influences of climate change  and for  improving the  air  quality  thro ugh pollutant 

absorption . Green spaces like biodiversity - rich parks, greenways not only provide 

http://www.elca.info/en/green-city-europe.aspx


habitats for flora and fauna in the city, but serve as fresh air corridors and lessen 

ambient noise . Shade of  trees  cool the air and mitigate the negative effects of summer 

heat waves . G reen roofs have similar effect: the cooling energy consumption of a 

building can be reduced by about 20 % . Green surfaces also enhance water infiltration  

and retentio n and thus ease wat er run -off. Parks and (peri - )urban for ests function as 

carbon stocks: a  city tree stores 3,500 kilogramme CO 2 per year which corresponds to 

the emissions of 11 air - conditioning systems per year.  

Besides c lean er and cooler air , the opportunities provided for relaxation and recreation  

also improve  the health conditions  of the citizens . Green spaces in urban areas can 

create a greater sense of community , strengthen the link with voluntary actions 

undertaken by civil society , and help combat social exclusion and isolation. They benefit 

the individual and the community physically, psychologically, emotionally and socio -

economically. Community gardens  and urban farms  address the disconnect between the 

production and consumption of food and help increase its perc eived value and also are 

efficient tools to educate  school children and engage the interest of young people in 

particular.  

 

Benefits of recreation  

Å Encourages people to live healthier 

lifestyles  

Å Stimulates children to grow into 

healthy fit adults  

Å Provides a public space for social 

contact  

Factors determining the success of 

recreational spaces in the city:  

Å availability (area and distribution of 

spaces)  

Å usability (maintenance, policy, 

provisions, social safety)  

Å accessibility (service area, walking / 

biking distance)  

Å utilization (users and possible 

activities)  

 

Benefits of urban farming  

Å A place to grow safe fresh food with 

less ñfood kilometresò 

Å Children and adults learn where food 

comes from  

Å Opportunities for social projects for 

marginalised or socially excluded groups  

Å A social element that brings residents 

from different backgrounds and cultures 

together  

UGS also bring sound economic  benefits : they can create jobs and make cities more 

appealing places to live  and work.  In terms of direct financial impacts, case studies from 

around the UK suggest that proximity to green space is positively linked to both 

commercial and residential property prices, with properties overlooking a park being 

valued around 5 -7% high er than equivalent properties elsewhere (A Brief Guide to the 

Benefits of Urban Green Spaces, UBoC, The Sustainable Cities Group and LEAF research, 

2016).  

 

EU policy background  

 

As a term, urban green spaces (UGS) are not explicitly subject to EU - level policy papers, 

but they are key for sustainable urban development and the  topic  shows strong  link ages 



with the environmental and the territorial development policy framework  ï there fore 

these policy areas are worth of a brief overview  from the urban green perspective . 

 

Sustainable urban development  

 

Sustainable development  is a fundamental principle of the European Union. It 

promotes the continuous improvement in the quality of life and wellbeing  of present and 

future generations. It rests on four separate pillars ï economic, social, environmental 

and global governance  ï which need to reinforce one another. Sustainable development 

will not be brought about by policies only: it must be  taken up by society at large as a 

principle guiding the many choices each citizen makes every day.  

(See: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd )  

 

Environmental aspects  

 

The European Commission has, in rec ent years, been increasing its focus on urban 

issues, as a response to the fact that by 2020 it is estimated that almost 80% of EU 

citizens will be living in cities. Cities share the same environmental problems: poor air 

quality, high levels of traffic and  congestion, very high levels of ambient noise, poor -

quality built environment, derelict land, greenhouse gas emissions, urban sprawl, and 

waste and sewage disposal  (Thematic Strategy on Urban Environment, 2005) . Cities and 

metropolitan areas are key actors for global sustainability and the fight against climate 

change, because they use the highest quantity of resources (both material and energy) 

and the generation of waste and emissions, especially greenhouse gas emissions, is 

concentrated in these ar eas (more than 60% of CO 2 emissions are produced in urban 

areas; Toledo Declaration, 2010 ).  

The political importance of the urban issue is demonstrated by its inclusion in the 7th 

Environmental Action Programme (7EAP, 2013) setting out a strategic agenda for 

environmental policy -making with 9 priority objectives to be achieved by 2020, under 

Priority Objective 8 entitled Sustainable Cities : "Working together for Common 

Solutions". The overall objective of this policy drive is to enhance the sustainability of EU 

cities to achieve by 2050 that all Europeans are "living well, within the limits of the 

planet".  

EU cities set the standards in terms of urban sustainability  and pioneer innovative 

solutions to environmental challenges. An ever -growing number of Euro pean cities are 

putting environmental sustainability at the core of their urban development strategies.  

 

Territorial development aspects ï urban regeneration  

 

The Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cities  (2007) outlined an ideal model 

for the European Sustainable City and laid the foundations for an integrated urban policy . 

The common sustainability goals and the Charterôs objectives were translated into 

practice by the Reference Framework for Sustainable  Cities  (RFSC, 2008)  which  is 

an online toolkit support ing  European municipalities in their work on integrated 

sustainable urban development. It covers a wide - range of topics including amongst 

others green space.  

The  Toledo Declaration  on Urban Developmen t  (2010) places u rban regeneration  

into its focus which is a way to reorganise and upgrade existing places rather than 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd


planning new urbanisation. Urban regeneration actions involve economic, social and 

physical/environmental improvement measures . The green, ecological or 

environmental regeneration of cities  aims at the protection of natural, landscape, 

forestry, water resources in and around cities.  Strategies for recycling land  and 

buildings (redevelopment or reuse of abandoned, derelict or unus ed areas) and creating 

attractive open public spaces through greening of the city  accompanied with 

development of green belts/ corridors , have a vital role in improving the 

environmental quality of urban ecosystems , lifestyles and assets along with mitigat ing 

the environmental risk ( Cities of Tomorrow, EC Report, 2011; Sustainable regeneration in 

urban areas, URBACT II Capitalisation, 2015 ).   

 

Natural r esource s ï in an urban context  

 

As natural and semi -natural features, green spaces  can be  counted amongst natural 

resources  and thus form part of Europeôs natural capital , the protection, conservation 

and enhancement of  which is the bottom - line and the first key objective of the 7th 

Environmental Action Programme (7EAP, 2013).  

Natural resources  such as food, soil, water, air, biomass and ecosystems  underpin our 

economy, which, on the other hand, puts an  increasing pressure  on these assets , 

particularly in densely habited areas, i.e. in and around cities.  The importance of 

managing the natural resources more efficiently is stressed in the Roadmap to a 

Resource Efficient Europe  (2011), one of the main building blocks of the Resource -

efficient Europe Flagship Initiative  (2011) under the Europe 2020 Strategy.  

ñTransforming the economy onto a resource-efficient path (é) requires policies that 

recognise the interdependencies between the economy, well -being and natural capital 

and seeks to remove barriers to improved resource efficiency.ò Economic prosperity and 

wellbeing of human societies depend on our natural capital, including ecosystems that 

provide us with a flow of essential goods and services (so called ecosystem services) 

from fertile soil to productive land and seas, from fresh water and clean air to pol lination, 

flood control and climate regulation.  

 

Ecosystems  services  contribute directly and indirectly to human well -being, including 

provisioning services (e.g. food, fresh water, wood, fiber ), regulating services (e.g. flood 

and disease control), suppo rting/habitat services (e.g. nutrient cycling) and cultural 

services (e.g. recreation).  

 

Many of these ecosystem services are used almost as if their supply is unlimited. They 

are treated as "free" commodities, their economic value is not properly accounted for on 

the market, and therefore they continue to be overly depleted or polluted, threatening 

our long - term sustainability and resilience to environmental shocks. The roadmap also 

identifies investing in Green Infrastructure as an important step towards protecting 

natural capital.  

 

Green Infrastructure  

 

In 2011, the European Union adopted a Biodiversity Strategy  to halt biodiversity loss 

in Europe by 2020. Among its 6 targets,  Target 2 aims to ensure that óby 2020, 

ecosystems and their services are maintained  and enhanced by establishing  Green 

Infrastructure  and restoring at least 15% of degraded ecosystemsô. Responding to this 

political ambition, as w ell as the Resource Effici ency R oadmap, the European Commission 



released its Communication on  óGreen Infrastructure ï Enhancing Europeôs 

Natural Capitalô (COM249, 2013 )  outlining the strategy to maintain and enhance 

Europeôs ecosystems and their services. This new Green Infrastructure Strategy ôs 

purpose is to  encourage the use of Green Infrastructure  (GI) and to ensure that the 

reinforcement  of natural processes is systematically  incorporated within land -use 

planning  and territorial development procedures. The Commission recognises  that GI  

provides a wide range of  ecological,  economic and social benefits  through recourse to 

natural solutions .  GI  itself does not wish to restrict business activities or economic 

growth, but rather aims to contribute to those by offering solutions provided by nature.  

(EC 2013,  Building a  Green Infrastructure for Europe ; Civic, K. and Siuta M. 2014 , Green 

Infrastructu re ï Training manual for trainers. ECNC, CEEweb for Biodiversity )  

Many definitions of GI have been developed. The one defined by the EC Communication 

is the following:  

ñGI is a strategically planned network of natural and semi -natural areas with other 

environmental features designed and managed to deliver a wide range of ecosystem 

services . It incorporates green spaces  (or blue if aquatic ecosystems are concerned) and 

other physical features  in terrestrial (including coastal) and marine areas. ò 

On land,  GI is present in rural and urban settings .  GI includes natural features , such as 

parks, forest reserves, hedgerows, restored and intact wetlands and marine areas, as 

well as man -made features , su ch as ecoducts and cycle paths (EC In -depth Report óThe 

Multifunctionality of Green Infrastructureô, 2012) . GI solutions are particularly important 

in urban environments as they are an essential instrument of effectively offsetting the 

negative side effects of urbanisation and can make a sound contribution towa rds 

sustainable urban development.  

One of the key attractions of GI is its multifunctionality, i.e. its ability to perform several 

functions and provide several benefits on the same spatial area  if its ecosystems are in a 

healthy state . These functions can  be environmental, such as delivering ecosystem 

services like filtering pollutants from air and water (in a broader interpretation 

biodiversity and climate change adaptation related benefits can be also listed here), 

social, such as providing opportunity f or recreation and social interactions, and economic, 

such as supplying jobs and raising property prices.  GI can therefore be a highly valuable 

policy tool to promote sustainable development and smart growth by meeting multiple 

objectives and addressing var ious demands and pressures (EEA, Green infrastructure and 

territorial cohesion, Technical report No 18/2011).  

The Green Infrastructure concept has been already channelled into mainstream 

Operational Programmes in several EU member states  in the current pr ograming period . 

Therefore, the Urban Green Labs network  considers the  GI concept  as a way forward in 

develop ing urban green spaces.  

 

Nature - based solutions  

 

The concept of  nature - based solutions  (NBS) represent s a ground -breaking approach 

in spatial/ urban planning and could be an  outstanding future instrument for 

environmentally  sustainable urban regeneration. It can substantially promote the 

regeneration of underused/ unused urban lands (e.g. conversion of abandoned land into 

ur ban farms and community gardens;  regeneration of former factory sites through the 

bioremediation of toxic soils and subsequent transformation into green space).   

 

Nature - based solutions  are such solutions to societal challenges that are inspired or 

supported by natu re  (species, habitats, ecosystems and ecosystem services) , which are 

cost -effective, simultaneously provide environmental, social and economic benefits and 



help build resilience. Such solutions bring more, and more diverse, nature and natural 

features and processes into cities and landscapes, through locally adapted, resource -

efficient and systemic interventions.   

The development of the  new  EU Research & Innovation (R&I) agenda on nature -

based solutions,  supported by the work of a Horizon 2020 Expert Group on óNature-

Based Solutions and Re -Naturing Citiesô, is considered  by the Commission as an essential 

component to greening the economy and achieving sustainable development.  

 

Nature -based solutions can also provide openings for business  and promote innovati on in 

business models driven by sustainability, thus urban regeneration through NBS also 

offers a context for innovative interventions for green growth .  

Governance of urban green spaces  

 

I ntegrated urban policies  

 

The integrated approach is a key element of sustainable urban development, implying 

strong óhorizontalô, i.e. cross-sectoral coordination  of urban regeneration measures and 

physical urban renewal as well as strong óverticalô coordination with all relevant levels, 

coherence with European, national  and regional objectives  (EC Report óPromoting 

sustainable urban development in Europeô, 2009). On local level, the integration 

approach must make a step further and also address social participation : The 

effectiveness and sustainability of urban policies can be achieved only when challenges 

are dealt with in an integrated, holistic way by matching pla ce-  and people -based 

approaches , which  calls for citizens' participation and stakeholders' involvement  in 

decision -making processes. For reconciling competing  objectives and conflicting interests 

typically characteri sing  land -use and UGS management related interventions , and to 

build shared visions, there is an ever growing need for n ew , flexible and  adaptive urban 

governance structures  capable of innovative us e of social capital  (EC report óCities of 

Tomorrowô (2011). 

 

Participatory  governance  

 

The concept of governance  

 

As advocated in the Toledo Declaration , g ood governance , based on the principles of 

openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness,  coherence and subsidiarity, is 

required in order to assure the successful implementation of public  policies, a more 

efficient and effective allocation of public resources and to increase citizenôs direct 

participation, involvement, engagement and empowerme nt, considering that citizensô 

satisfaction  and well -being is also key fo r the success of urban policies . 

Traditionally, local authorities have been primarily responsible for land -use, including 

urban green space planning and management. In present times, mainly in Western and 

Northern Europe, local communities, private enterprises and non -governmental 

organizations are more often get involved in related decision -making processes. This has 

brought about two trends recently diffusing across Europe: 1) the de velopment of the 

concept of governance  and 2) higher prevalence of stakeholder inclusion , 

specifically of civil society organisations and citizens  in green space planning and 



implementation processes ( Innovative Governance of Urban Green Spaces ï Learning 

from 18 innovative examples across Europe . Deliverable 6.2  of EU FP7 project GREEN 

SURGE).   

For municipalities, saving costs on óplace-makingô, but especially on the maintenance 

costs of óplace-keepingô is an important driver to reach out to local communities. By 

getting involved in decisions about their streets and green spaces (taking part in d esign, 

construction and maintenance) and making them nicer places to live, residents feel 

ownership  of these places ï they use them and help maintain them, which ensure  the 

quality and long term sustainability  of these spaces.  Thus, there is an evolving ro le of 

municipalities from being providers of green services to citizens, to creating value 

together with citizens.  

 

Benefits of resident participation  

Å Liveability of the neighbourhood increases 

Å Criminal and anti-social behaviour decreases, safety improves  

Å More social control and social cohesion 

Å People identify more with their neighbourhood and green space  

(Source: M. de Roo 2011:, The Green City Guidelines. Techniqu es for a healthy liveable 

city. See: http://aiph.org/wp -content/uploads/2015/04/Green%20City%20 -

%20Guidelines.pdf )  

 

The change in thinking about the role of various actors in society can be  described as a 

shift from ógovernmentô to ógovernanceô (also used as participatory governance ) . The 

term of governance refer s to collective decision -making  via involvement of a range of 

actors in the process of governing, in a decentralised, net worked and participatory  

manner and creating.  New types of interaction between the public and private spheres  

enable more often generating cross -departmental projects focusing on issues defined 

through societal requests rather than specific administrative fields of professional 

expertise (as in government).  

The table below borrowed from the Urban Green Toolkit of the Greenscom project  points  

out the typical differences between government and governance (See:  

http://www.mrfood2012.com/tp/t_main.php?article_ID=1000 ):  

 

Government  

-  Hierarchical network   

-  One formal and central decision maker  

 

-  Hierarchy and authority as the basic 

principal for the organisation   

-  Rules and orders manage the work in 

specialised working units   

 

-  Clear distribution of responsibility, task 

and roles  

-  The politicians decide and public 

servants loyally carry through the 

decisions   

 

-  The public issue frameworks for actions 

Private actors do the implementation  

http://greensurge.eu/working-packages/wp6/files/Innovative_Governance_of_Urban_Green_Spaces_-_Deliverable_6.2.pdf
http://greensurge.eu/working-packages/wp6/files/Innovative_Governance_of_Urban_Green_Spaces_-_Deliverable_6.2.pdf
http://aiph.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Green%20City%20-%20Guidelines.pdf
http://aiph.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Green%20City%20-%20Guidelines.pdf


Governance  

-  Policy network  

-  Public and private actors take common 

decisions in policy networks (formal and 

informal)  

-  Equality, confidence and negotiations 

as the basic principle for the organ isation  

-  Common understanding of problems 

and solutions manage the work in groups 

with different professionals  

-  Dissolution of clear boundaries in the 

roles of the actors  
-  The politicians and public servants 

collaborate on the decision and the 

implement ation  

-  Public and private actors participate 

together in the whole process  

 

Participatory governance  of urban green spaces  is defined by the GREEN SURGE 

project as arrangements  in which citizens, entrepreneurs, NGOs and other non -

governmental parties develop and manage networks of urban green spaces at different 

levels, with or without the involvement of formal authorities. 3 main governance types  

has been identified on the basi s of how governmental and non -governmental actors work 

together; however it is emphasized that these forms are usually interconnected and a 

clear distinction is rarely possible in practice:  

¶ governmental regulation : governments have a leading role in governance, even in 

different forms of consultation ï participation is hierarchically organized ( ~ ótop-

downô approach); 

¶ collaborative governance (co -governance) : both governmental and non -

governmental actors play an important role in governance arrangemen ts;  

¶ self -governance : non -governmental actors have a leading role, while governments 

have a facilitating or near -absent role ï participation is self - initiated ( ~ óbottom-

upô approach). (The Governance of Urban Green Spaces in Selected EU -Cities . 

Deliverable 6.1 of EU FP7 project GREEN SURGE) .  

 

Innovative f orms of governance  

 

There are many possible  degrees of participation  in governance processes: ranging from 

passive consultation that is organised by governments to empowerment with a real 

influence on the outcomes of decision -making. Participatory governance originally had a 

dual focus:  

1) Top - down governance processes  are hierarchically initiated with  a formalised 

stakeholder inclusion.  Municipalities create the framework for participation by mobilising 

the social capital  through inviting grassroots and individual citizens to participate in in 

spatial planning, place -making or place -keeping.  

Public consultation  on main planning documents is a good example of top -down 

arrangements, which is a rather formal process  reach ing  only a limited number of people 

and providing slight chances for asserting community interests . However, more 

sophisticated consultation  methods also exist, like  IT tools such as web applications 

allowing citizens to report public space problems and oppor tunities for improvement by 

tagging them on a map.  

Strategic involvement in decision -making is a more advanced form of participation 

compared to consultation p rocesses, as also some decision -making power is delegated to 

non -governmental stakeholders (e.g. inhabitant groups, NGOs). A good example of such 

a tool is participatory budgeting : non -governmental actors can present proposals for 

projects to be implemented to the city online and citizens can vote for filtered proposals 

by SMS and internet. Novel elec tronic instruments help the involvement of a more 

extensive group of citizens in decision -making processes about green space planning and 

increase transparency.  

http://greensurge.eu/working-packages/wp6/files/Buizer_et_al_2015_D6.1_GREEN_SURGE_The_governance_of_urban_green_spaces_in_selected_EU_cities.pdf


Another example is participatory planning , in which process e.g. neighbourhoods are 

entitled to  formulate their own ideas on green space and decide upon the use of funds 

available.  Citizen mobilisation through personal interaction and group meetings can result  

in higher engagement in the implementation phase and in building communities that may 

cont ribute to place -keeping through engagement of residents in maintenance.   

2) Bottom - up  initiatives  aris e from non -governmental actors , whereas  municipalities 

just react to these initiatives coming from below . Grassroots initiatives  such as 

community or urban gardens  are relatively small scale , usually unconnected  initiatives 

located on public land  (often on the otherwise unused bits of green space between 

residential blocks) , started and maintained quite a utonomously by local residents . They 

can evolve from spontaneous guerrilla gardening without any consent for using municipal 

land ï these actions are mostly legitimised (or demolished) sooner or later by the local 

governments.  As m unicipalities play a crucial role as owners of the land, in providing 

financial and political support, and can provide additional knowledge and expertise , 

developing a good relationship with the local authority is pivotal for the longevity of 

arrangements .  

Other forms of bottom -up initiatives are  informal spont aneous actions like protesting 

against proposed developm ent on green spaces.  

However,  the  distinction between óbottom-upô and ótop-downô is not always clear in 

practic e and  there is also a new tendency when ñcoalitionsò are initiated between the 

municipality and non -governmental actors, most frequently NGOs which represent 

(mobilis e and keep engaged) citizens. This collaboration where power and responsibility 

is shared betwe en the municipality and community groups is called co - governance . 

NGOs have vital facilitator role in creating strong and lasting partnerships as, with their 

expertise and networks they can have strong legitimacy and serve as a bridge between 

the óinstitut ionalized and the informal world ô. Co-governance is usually directed at the 

execution of already present municipal plans  (i.e. co-operative forms of management ) , 

such as creating new green spaces or rehabilitation or maintenance of already existing 

ones within the framework of formalised and regularly renewed land -use agreements 

and /or  maintenance contracts.  

According to the policy recommendations of the  URBACT II capitalisation report, 

integrated sustainable urban regeneration policies , including UGS management,  should  

be built through co -creation processes via  blending bottom -up and top -down approaches  

within spatial/ urban planning practices . Municipalities are urged to proactively seek new 

ways for engaging with local actors who already work on or want to tackle the 

sustainability challenges facing their local communities and consider non -governmental 

actors as a source of creativity and (soci al) innovation  (URBACT II capitalisation report -  

Sustainable regeneration in urban areas, 2015).  Local initiatives generally address issues 

that have been overlooked by the urban policy  agenda . By engaging in constructive 

dialogue with these initiatives, local governments  can widen their thematic scope, get 

fresh ideas and find better ways of performing their tasks and resp onding to the 

communityôs needs as an active player in the on-going change dynamics  in their 

community.  

Major tools to indicate  partici pation are  tailor -made communication  instruments and 

messages, guidelines or incentives to implement participatory governance, and the use 

of certain tools such as electronic surveys or workshops . The use of e - tools and social 

media can be a powerful instrument for local communities to organise themselves on 

green topics ( I nnovative Governance of Urban Green Spaces ï Learning from 18 

innovative examples across Europe . Deliverable 6.2  of EU FP7 project GREEN SURGE).  

But as a bottom - line , successfully engaging citizens and stakeholders in planning and 

implementation processes  requires establishing participative approach as a basic mind -

set  within the municipal administration.  

http://greensurge.eu/working-packages/wp6/files/Innovative_Governance_of_Urban_Green_Spaces_-_Deliverable_6.2.pdf
http://greensurge.eu/working-packages/wp6/files/Innovative_Governance_of_Urban_Green_Spaces_-_Deliverable_6.2.pdf


I mproving  pro - environmental  attitude and behaviour  

 

For long - lasting effects and sustainability of urban policies and interventions directed to 

environmental regeneration it is necessary for cities to facilitate the adoption of pro -

environmental attitude and behaviours amongst their citizens. Even organisat ional and 

regulatory efforts (top -down measures) to achieve changes can only work if the human 

factor is considered, so it is much more significant in case of introducing new co -

governance mechanisms that individuals within communities understand the impor tance 

behind new concepts. The ñvicious circleò of under-use of UGS can be only broken when 

the issue gets mutual  support of communities and the local authorities at  the same time, 

as public awareness is also important for fund - raising reasons, such as the  following 

figure depicts it well:   

 

 

Figure 2 The vicious circle in the development of green spaces. Source: Appraisal Report 

on General Framework in Partner Cities and Current Status of the Pilot Projects, 

GreenKeys project, 2006.  

 

For gaining the engagement of a wide range of citizens beyond the already working 

grassroots initiatives, and enhancing their willingness to actively getting involved in 

upgrading UGS in their neighbourhood, people need to be convinced about the multitude 

benefits delivered by green spaces to their personal  life. Local government can have a 

key role to play in raising public awareness  and knowledge  related to the topic and 

through that unlocking pro -environmental attitude and behaviour  amongst all 

stakeholders at all scales from the household to the neighbourhood, to business, and to 

different communities -of - interest.  

According to the URBACT II capitalisation Report (Sustainable regeneration in urban 

areas, 2015), fostering pro -environ mental behaviour of citizens  requires three types of 

measures:  

1.  Walking the walk  



Attitude and behaviour change needs to take place first within city administrations  and 

local government needs to demonstrate that it has embedded pro -environmental 

behaviour in its own operational activities.   

2.  Enabling approach  

Local government needs to use its various legal, regulatory, planning and other powers 

to support pro -environm ental behaviour  in residents.  

3.  Communicative action:  

Local government needs to embed pro -environmental messaging  in its communications 

messaging and corporate profile.  

The Report classifies solutions that cities can deploy to overcome barriers to their 

residentsô pro-environmental behaviour as push -  and pull -based approaches. Regulations 

and legislation  belong to classic push -based approaches  (most examples come from the  

field of CO 2 reduction as this area is rather at the core of urban environmental policies) 

such as taxes (e.g. congestion charges), trading schemes like renewables obligation, 

subsidies for renewable energy use, planning regulations, building regulations and codes, 

susta inability certification schemes . Pull -based approaches  can be i nformation -based  like . 

awareness raising campaigns , peer -based  bring ing  residents together for example 

through group discussions,  community - led activities and neighbourhood foru ms , 

incentive -based  like financial or other rewards for  residents for their pro -environmental 

behaviour , for example through discounts, credit,  prizes and, which is of utmost 

importance in case of UGS co -management, a ffect -based through offering  direct 

experience  for instance  of the value of natural systems. Contacting nature in the urban 

environment  (e.g . through initiatives for urban gardening, wildlife and ecosystem 

conservation) can substantially increase  pro -environmental sensibility  of residents . Parks 

by their nature provide a social meeting place and recreation opportunities for all soc ial 

classes and all generations and , together with other types of UGS,  are ideal locations for 

awareness raising green festivals offering  informal education and the possibility of  

personal interaction  through hands -on participatory methods  (e.g. games, competitions, 

creative workshop, joint actions like planting flowers or trees etc.) .  Therefore green 

spaces can function as a platform and t ool for social integration and community building  

and have a great potential in engaging citizens to voluntary actions like greening their 

neighbourhoods . This can largely contribute to  enhancing  individualsô pro -environmental 

behaviour ( with  a general  spill -over effect on  adopting more sustainable lifestyles), as 

well as foster a wider - scale community participation in urban policy -making related to 

green issues . 

Urban living labs  

 

The living lab  is originally a research concept. It is about moving out of laboratories into 

real - life contexts, and therefore entails a major paradigm shift for the whole innovation 

process. A living lab is a user -centred, open - innovation ecosystem , often operating in a 

territorial  context  (e.g. city, agglomeration, region), in which user/community -driven 

innovation  is fully integrated in the co - creative process  of new services, products and 

societal infrastructures, based on a business -citizens -government -academia partnership. 

Living labs build on four main elements: co -creat ion, exploration, experimentation and 

evaluation of innovative ideas, scenarios, concepts and related technological artefacts in 

real life use cases. It is a system enabling people, users/buyers of services and products, 

to take active roles as contributor s and co -creators  in the research, development and 

innovation process.  Besides testing of innovative technical solutions, cities and its 

communities can function as laboratories for social, cultural and green innovation  as well. 

The Cities of Tomorrow Report introduced the vision of living social labs  supporting social 

innovation as a way to develop participative democracy. To function, living social labs 



require a mobilisation of citizens  and stakeholders  and the opport unity to define 

objectives, shape content and process and be part of implementation .  

The living lab approach offer s an excellent  opportunity to the empowerment and 

involvement of citizens in UGS- related actions and policies with the help  of re -connecting 

people with nature, raising awareness of overarching societal and environmental benefits  

of  green spaces  and thus creating a public demand for healthy green urban 

environments.   

 

European  good practices  to capitalise on  

 

Transnational cooperation projects  

 

GREEN SURGE (Green Infrastructure and Urban Biodiversity for Sustainable Urban Development and 

the Green Economy, 2013ς2017) 

The GREEN SURGE project is a collaborative project between 24 partners in 11 countries. It is funded 

ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ тth Framework Programme (FP7). GREEN SURGE will identify, develop and test ways of 

linking green spaces, biodiversity, people and the green economy in order to meet the major urban 

challenges related to land use conflicts, climate change adaptation, demographic changes, and 

human health and wellbeing. It will provide a sound evidence base for urban green infrastructure 

planning and implementation, exploring the potential for innovation in better linking environmental, 

social and economic ecosystem services with local communities.  

The GREEN SURGE project identified some factors which are considered key for the success of the 

participatory planning processes relevant for the UGL project partners:  

¶ strong political will is needed on municipality level to initiate and drive forward the 

participatory process 

¶ a community taking part in the participatory process needs to demonstrate capacity in 

terms of time, skills and knowledge as resources, but also a degree of organisation on 

community level 

¶ in case that degree of organisation is missing external organisations can provide a 

assistance for citizen involvement and participation facilitating the process for the 

Municipality 

¶ adequate time has to be devoted for developing common understanding of the problems 

and building up consensus between the key stakeholders including residents and civil 

associations 

¶ all stakeholders, who are considered to be relevant and want to take part in the process 

have to be considered legitim and eligible participants 

¶ flexibility has to be applied in the planning process which means that it needs to be 

modified as the process evolves   

(See: http://greensurge.eu/) 

http://greensurge.eu/


The three-year FP7 research project InContext ς Supportive environments for sustainable living 

closed in 2013 identified framework conditions enabling societal transition towards an ecologically 

sound, economically successful and culturally diverse future. The policy brief "Out of the town hall" 

explores new ways of engagement between local governments and bottom-up initiatives, including a 

presentation of an innovative form of dialogue and co-operation called ǘƘŜ ΩŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǊŜƴŀΩ 

process that was developed in InContext and which aims at empowering the citizens to develop a 

long-term vision for their community and to identify fields for immediate action.  

¢ƘŜ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǊŜƴŀΩ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

UGL partners when setting up or re-designing governance arrangements in relation to community 

involvement: 

¶ local governments initiating a participatory process should be open towards issues which 

communities consider to be relevant for themselves  

¶ community area is a democratic forum where discussion is organised between individuals 

who are not bound by their original roles to create a climate for mutual trust and respect 

¶ meetings should take place on neutral ground and the discussion facilitated by a skilled 

moderator 

¶ expectations have to be clarified in advance creating a framework for the discussion 

¶ start with elaborating on a future vision to enables people to move beyond their immediate 

interests 

GREENSCOM (Communicating Urban Growth and Green, 1999ς2003) 

Greenscom was a research project with the collaboration of 5 research institutes across Europe and 7 

North West European Cities withƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ рth CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ YŜȅ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ Ψ/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

¢ƻƳƻǊǊƻǿ ŀƴŘ /ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƘŜƳŜ ΨLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 

aŀƪƛƴƎΩΦ Lǘǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘat strengthen the 

integration of urban green space in urban development of medium sized cities in NW Europe, 

including two main topics: governance of the balance between green open spaces and built up areas 

and ways of communication and participation in decision making for developing green spaces. Based 

on assessment of 14 case studies, researchers and practitioners jointly identified lessons learnt from 

the project highlighting conditions of successful participation of inhabitants in decision making 

processes.    

¶ concept and image of a green city can create a sense of common identity for a wide range of 

stakeholders to build on 

¶ agreed vision by the local authorities and by citizens can support the awareness and 

protection of green values 

¶ combining fixed rules with flexibility can help to adjust the policies to the local characteristics 

and to take into account the differences among neighbourhoods and social groups 

¶ citizen involvement, motivation and engagement needs meetings on a regular basis to think 

about issues of their neighbourhood 

¶ it is important to stimulate active groups without fear of criticism and consider discussions as 

constructive participation 

(See: http://www.mrfood2012.com) 

http://www.mrfood2012.com/


 

GreenKeys (Urban Green as a Key for Sustainable Cities, 2005-2008) 

The INTERREG III B CADSES project focused on the improvement of urban green space systems as a 

step towards more sustainable cities by developing a άtƻƻƭ ƻŦ DǊŜŜƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέ (instruments, 

methods, concepts and good examples). Participating cities formulated together with local 

stakeholders ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ Ψ¦Ǌōŀƴ DǊŜŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ development on 

green spaces meeting community needs from social, ecological and economic perspectives (more 

accessibility, social and recreational value and ecological efficiency). 

The GreenKeys Manual is a practical and detailed guide on how to prepare an urban green space 

strategy from scratch. Partners in the UGL network will capitalise on the document. 

(See: 

https://www.ioer.de/greenkeys/Greenkeys_Tools/files_manual/GreenKeys_manual_Chap_2_250808

.pdf) 

 

City - level  good  practices  

  

The following examples cover a wide range of topics relevant for the Urban Green Labs network as 

sources of information: 

¶ shared responsibility in green management 

¶ incentivising residents in creating green spaces 

¶ enhancing green governance 

¶ green space revitalization as part of urban regeneration 

¶ collaboration for greening the cities 

¶ citizens grassroots initiatives 

The examples are grouped in two: examples of city level programmes and single initiatives. The 

selected good practices are all relevant for the UGL network as sources of inspiration. 

 

Programmes, schemes implemented on city level  

 

GARDENS BANK PROJECT BY THE OURENSE CITY COUNCIL 

In the outskirts of Ourense (Spain) in order to boost suburban food production the municipality 

matches landowners with potential food producers. The municipality applies and incentive which is 

relieving fire fines of the landowners if they lend the land they do not use for market gardening for 

young entrepreneurs. This way landowners who moved away from these areas or elderly people who 

cannot take care of these areas anymore lend them to potential producers, mostly young 

unemployed people from the area.  

https://www.ioer.de/greenkeys/Greenkeys_Tools/files_manual/GreenKeys_manual_Chap_2_250808.pdf
https://www.ioer.de/greenkeys/Greenkeys_Tools/files_manual/GreenKeys_manual_Chap_2_250808.pdf


(See: http://www.sustainable-everyday-project.net/urbact-sustainable-food/2012/09/17/food-and-

sustainability-7) 

 

THE COURTYARD GREENING PROGRAMME OF BERLIN 

Berlin has a long history of planning for green spaces in densely developed areas. The Courtyard 

Greening Programme (1983-1996), aimed to add green space in the form of green roofs, green 

facades and backyard community gardens in the most densely built-up areas of the city. The aim was 

to improve urban climate, quality of life for residents, and the urban amenity. On average each 

ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ƳŜǘŜǊ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ мфΦмл ϵ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ 

amounts for construction and design. During the period of the program, 54 ha of courtyard and roofs 

ŀƴŘ онΦр Ƙŀ ƻŦ ŦŀŎŀŘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎǊŜŜƴŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŜǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ϵмсΦр ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

initiative has helped the Landscape Programme (the main strategies of which focused on the 

protection of nature and wildlife, natural resources, landscape, and recreation areas) to implement 

goals relating to increasing green space in the city. !ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ срΣтрл Ƴч ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ ǊƻƻŦǎ 

have been subsidized. Residents received a reimbursement for about half (25-сл ϵκƳчύΣ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

expenses for the cost of green roof installation. 

These days, in regard to green space implementation and maintenance, the city aims at high levels of 

participation and shared responsibilitiesΦ CƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ƻŦ .ŜǊƭƛƴΩǎ 

inhabitants to influence urban development have been mentioned as reasons for this shift. The 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Ǌōŀƴ [ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƴƻƴ-

governmental and private initiatives such as allotment gardens, subsistence farming and 

(commercial) urban agriculture, interim-uses, and the creation of social learning areas. The city 

encourages semi-private and temporary uses of public green spaces, namŜŘ άǳǊōŀƴ ǇƛƻƴŜŜǊǎέΦ  

(See: http://www.grabs-eu.org/membersarea/files/berlin.pdf and 

http://greensurge.eu/products/case-studies/Case_Study_Portrait_Berlin.pdf) 

 

AARHUS MODEL FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND CO-RESPONSIBILITY IN GREEN SPACE 

MANAGEMENT 

Aarhus Municipality is the main spatial planning authority, and the legally binding Municipal Plan is 

the central spatial planning instrument. The Municipal Plan is a comprehensive spatial plan covering 

all sectors. It includes overall objectives for development and land use, and detailed planning 

regulations and guidelines related to land use management for urban and rural areas (Municipal Plan 

2013). The Aarhus Model for Public Participation was launched in 2004. The model was approved by 

the City Council and its application is mandatory for all strategies, policies, plans and projects. Local 

Community Councils (CCs) are part of the model and play a crucial role in participatory governance as 

constituted umbrella organisations for local areas involved in all matters of importance to the given 

local area. 

Since 2010 Aarhus has financed a yearly funding programmŜ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ άDǊŜŜƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέΦ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΣ 

NGOs and other stakeholders can apply for the funds. Furthermore, the Outdoor Recreation Plan 

http://www.sustainable-everyday-project.net/urbact-sustainable-food/2012/09/17/food-and-sustainability-7
http://www.sustainable-everyday-project.net/urbact-sustainable-food/2012/09/17/food-and-sustainability-7
http://www.grabs-eu.org/membersarea/files/berlin.pdf
http://greensurge.eu/products/case-studies/Case_Study_Portrait_Berlin.pdf


2013-2017 is in particular based on CC participation and user involvement in decision-making with 

regard to the need and location of new recreational facilities and related maintenance tasks. In 

general, much of the green space planning and management in Aarhus is based on partnerships (e.g. 

the afforestation) with private people, land owners, CCs, NGOs, clubs and other actors. 

A typical local initiative coming from local stakeholders is the activity of the Trail guilds. Some CCs 

ƘŀǾŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƛƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǘǊŀƛƭ ƎǳƛƭŘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 

new trails. The trail guilds plan, establish and maintain new local recreational pathways with great 

value for the communities (Catalogue of Ideas -Outdoor Recreation Plan 2013-2017).They make 

agreements with landowners, apply for funding, and are responsible for the operation of the trails. 

Typically, the operation includes an annual inspection of the trail, cutting of grass, and pruning of 

trees and bushes. 

(See: http://greensurge.eu/products/case-studies/Case_Study_Portrait_Aarhus.pdf) 

 

LISBON PARTICIPATORY BUDGET 

Portuguese land use planning policy is based on a hierarchical system of territorial management 

operating at different spatial levels. At the city level, the most important instrument is the Master 

Development Plan (PDM), which establishes the territorial development strategy as well as the 

municipal policy of spatial planning and urbanism. 

Over the last years Lisbon has been undergoing a process to regenerate the city economically, 

socially and environmentally. In this context there has been an increase in the number of instruments 

related to land-use and urban green spaces with a focus on biodiversity, connectivity and human 

well-being. 

Planning participation in the city is usually undertaken for the entire planning system and not specific 

to green space plans and projects. However, the municipality holds regular citizen meetings within 

each parish council, allowing the community to discuss green space-related issues. 

The Lisbon Participatory Budget (OPL) is a good example of an instrument to promote local 

initiatives. This participatory programme, whereby any non-governmental actor can propose new 

ideas for the municipality, started in 2008. OPL works in such a way that the ideas of non-

governmental actors, in the form of projects have to be submitted to technical evaluation, selected 

ōȅ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ bƻǿŀŘŀȅǎΣ ǘƘŜ ht[ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ нΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ŀƴŘ 

participation is increasing each year. In 2012, more than 200 projects were approved and 

implemented, voted upon by almost 30,000 citizens. A considerable number of the proposals involve 

green space enhancement (30%), such as the rehabilitation of the University of Lisbon Botanical 

Garden. 

(See: http://www.resolis.org/upload/fiche/pdf/AC1404136-lisbon-participatory-budget-20150807-

103706.pdf) 

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD w9D9b9w!¢Lhb 9Yh{¢!59b !¦D¦{¢9b.hwD a![am  

http://greensurge.eu/products/case-studies/Case_Study_Portrait_Aarhus.pdf
http://www.resolis.org/upload/fiche/pdf/AC1404136-lisbon-participatory-budget-20150807-103706.pdf
http://www.resolis.org/upload/fiche/pdf/AC1404136-lisbon-participatory-budget-20150807-103706.pdf


In 1998Σ aŀƭƳǀΩǎ ό{ǿŜŘŜƴύ Ŏƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ-ranging urban regeneration project, initially 

aiming at innovative environmental and climate improvements, it focused on flooding, waste 

management and biodiversity. The approach taken to water management and climate adaptation 

was to create an open, surface-level storm water system, green rooftops and green walls, and 

improvements to green spaces. The green spaces can be temporarily flooded, helping to manage 

water by slowing its entry into the conventional storm water system. These measures resulted in a 

greater resilience to flooding; during a major flood in 2007, Augustenborg coped much more 

successfully than nearby districts. Beyond that, small allotments to grow food, leisure environments 

and play areas for children have been created between housing blocks. Improvements included 

planting flowering perennials and trees, creating wetlands and providing bird and bat boxes. 

The project also introduced renewable energy sources, recycling systems, sustainable construction 

and local transport initiatives. 

 

 
 

(See: http://malmo.se/English/Sustainable-City-Development/Augustenborg-Eco-City.html) 

 

Single initiatives  

  

AN EXAMPLE FOR SHARED RESPONSIBILITY IN GREEN SPACE MANAGEMENT: UTRECHT CONTRACTS  

Already in the 1980s, economic recession forced the Utrecht city authorities to cut spending on the 

maintenance of public green space. This context, and the desire to involve citizens in green space 

maintenance and to replace chemical weed control by manual weeding, led to the idea to give 

citizens a share in the maintenance. The idea quickly became popular. Residents agreed to maintain a 

particular part of public green space in its present shape, which was then laid down in a contract. The 

intensifying interactions between inhabitants and the municipal authorities meant that the residents' 

changing needs and wishes became integrated in the contracts, and even in municipal procedures. 

The design and maintenance of green space was increasingly adapted to the residents' wishes. 

(See: http://www.mrfood2012.com/tp/t_main.php?article_ID=253) 

 

THE BANKSIDE URBAN FOREST IN LONDON 



Better Bankside is a Business Improvement District (BID), which was the third BID to be established in 

the UK and the second in London. A BID is an independent, business-owned and led non-profit 

company, which seeks to improve a given location for commercial activity. BID services must always 

be additional to those provided by the local authority and others. Bankside Urban Forest is one of the 

Better Bankside BID project launched in 2007. It aims at improving the network of streets and public 

ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ [ƻƴŘƻƴΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ greater tree cover in the city. By 

working with private and public partners, local residents, businesses, developers and landowners, the 

project aims to implement large scale project elements complemented by a range of smaller scale 

community focused projects, which aim to engage people in the work of the Forest, and make 

connections between people and places in Bankside. Although the project introduces elements 

associated with green infrastructure and resilience of the city, there are also important social and 

economic goals to achieve. 

 

.ȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦƻǊŜǎǘέ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƘƻǇŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ 

turn the area into a forest, although it does create opportunities for GI, via the design of tree 

planting, planted walls and other means. 

(See: http://www.betterbankside.co.uk/bankside-urban-forest) 

 

TREES FOR CITIES PROJECTS 

Trees for Cities is an independent charity, which inspires people to plant and love trees in cities 

ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜΦ {Ŝǘ ǳǇ ŀǎ ¢ǊŜŜǎ ŦƻǊ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ƛƴ мффоΣ ¢ǊŜŜǎ ŦƻǊ /ƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƛƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

beautify cities through tree planting, community-led design, education and training initiatives in 

urban areas that need it most.  

Between 2008 and 2015, Mayor of Londons' Street Tree Programme was led by Trees for Cities. 

They worked in partnership with 11 local authorities (London districts) to plant nearly 2,000 street 

trees. The model of street tree planting is based on engaging and involving local people through 

consultation on species and planting locations, provision of information, and advice on how to care 

for the trees on their street. It creates local ownership for the street trees helping to connect 

Londoners to their street and mobilise community volunteers to care for urban trees. Over 5,400 

local residents participated in the project. 

Another initiative of the charity, Edible Playgrounds transform areas in school grounds into vibrant 

outdoor spaces that excite and teach children about growing and eating healthy food in a lively, 

http://www.betterbankside.co.uk/bankside-urban-forest


engaging, multi-sensory way. By instilling healthy eating habits at an early age, they help tackle 

obesity, food poverty and lack of access to nature head on, and provide a platform for fun and 

engaging lessons that support the school curriculum. Already over 25 Edible Playgrounds have been 

created, supporting over 10,000 children across the UK. 

(See: http://www.treesforcities.org) 

GREEN ROOF PROGRAMME, BASEL 

Lƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ {ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ ƎǊŜŜƴ ǊƻƻŦǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

construction. The city of Basel has promoted green roof via different measures, such as: 

¶ investment in incentive programmes which provided subsidies for green roof installation, 

which ran between 1996 and 1997 and between 2005 and 2006. The first programme 

focused on insulation capacity to reduce energy consumption. The second one 

incorporated design specifications into the green roof guidelines 

¶ a research were carried out on the biodiversity protection benefits of green roofs, the 

results of which shaped the formulation of the design specifications (focusing on the 

quality of green roofs, in particular for biodiversity reasons: prescriptions require a 

ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎǘǊŀǘŜ ƭŀȅŜǊ όƻŦ мл ŎƳύ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ Ψ.ŀǎŜƭ ƳƛȄΩ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜŘǎΣ 

adapted for native plant species) 

¶ following the first incentive programme the city amended its Building and Construction 

law stipulating that all new and renovated flat roofs must be greened (green roofs 

remain important for storm water management) 

¶ best looking green roof contest was held by the city following the incentive programmes 

While the original entry point was energy saving, the focus shifted to biodiversity and then to the 

role of green roofs in adapting Basel to climate change. 

(See: http://www.grabs-eu.org/membersarea/files/basel.pdf) 

 

DE TUSSENTUIN  

A housing demolition project in in the middle of Rotterdam (Netherlands) has turned into an 

opportunity for a community to grow together. The removal of the houses on Gaffelstraat 70-88 

created a temporary open space between existing streets and houses and has been reclaimed by 

local residents to create a vibrant community garden dubbed De Tussentuin, the "in-between" 

garden. There are 7 residents and a few school classes, who garden, a designer, a beekeeper, a work 

group who organizes music workshops and concerts, two gardeners who create a neighbourhood 

feast twice a year and a website. When development proceeds on the parcel of land, they hope to 

move to another prominent paved parcel in the neighbourhood. Aside from the fun that all the 

gardeners, musicians and visitors have, the Tussentuin has also a social and physical spin-off for the 

neighbourhood. People have seen that projects like these can be realized with the energy of 

residents ς by claiming public space and making their own environment liveable. 

(See: http://land8.com/profiles/blogs/the-tussentuin-the-in-between-garden-brings-people-together) 

http://www.grabs-eu.org/membersarea/files/basel.pdf
http://land8.com/profiles/blogs/the-tussentuin-the-in-between-garden-brings-people-together


 

2.  Partner profiles  

 

The Partner Cities  

Phase 1 of the Urban Green Labs project started with a five city partnership organised 

around the project idea that  cities can address their environmental impact and contribute 

to reducing the effect of climate change by improving the resource efficiency of the citie sô 

physical infrastructures and service systems, and connecting local civil society ecological 

activities to the municipalityôs large scale interventions. The policy challenge for the five 

partners was to develop governance models which facilitate the comp lementarity 

between the initiatives of the two levels while at the same time improving environmental 

consciousness throughout the system. The key issues for the first phase project were:  

¶ how cities can support residentsô and local communities self-organisa tion 

movements  

¶ how to connect local initiators with each other in order to build up a community 

based ecological movement, visible at community level and also on wider political 

level  

¶ how to incorporate sustainability in everyday life  

¶ how bottom -up and top -down solutions can mutually reinforce each other  

The five initial partners of the project were: Budapest 18 th  District (Hungary lead 

partner), Galati (Romania), Heerlen (Netherlands), Maribor (Slovenia) and Padua (Italy). 

These partners all regarded publi c green spaces as  important for the development of 

attractive, healthy and liveable urban environments and the common ground of interest 

for effective collaboration between civil society and municipality at the kick -off meeting of 

the development phase. Th e following selected 5 additional partners clearly showed and 

documented that they shared the same interest for the goals and objectives of the UGL 

action network: Osijek (HR), Rzesz·w (PL), Salford (UK), Santiago de Compostela 

(Spain), Vilnius (Lithuania) . 

 



The Urban Green Labs issues are being considered as a policy priority by all participating cities which 

can be considered as a guaranty for a smooth implementation of the project. 

In terms of knowledge transfer and exchange each city brings in specific know how in the interest of 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŘŜōŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦[{DΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ tƘŀǎŜ м ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ 

evolution took place regarding learning needs and policy challenges. As such these needs will not 

change but these elements will enrich the final outcome of the project. Regarding the sustainability 

of the project all cities expressed a clear intention and expectation that the UGL project should 

create a strong basis for further implementation also after the lifetime of the project. 

Consensus was reached among the partnership that these policy challenges and learning 

needs find their basis in the following principal questions:  

¶ how cities can stimulate and support residentsô and local communities self-

organisation movements in relation  to public green spaces  

¶ how to foster citizensô involvement in influencing decisions on their living 

environment and creating value together with the municipalities  

¶ how to connect local initiators with each other in order to build up a community 

based app roach, visible at community level and also on the wider political level  

¶ how to enhance pro -environmental thinking through direct experience of the value 

of green spaces  

 

These commonly identified questions will be addressed in the local context assisted by a 

transnational exchange and learning process organised around three interlinking policy 

challenges:  

1.  sustainable regeneration and upgrading of urban green spaces  

2.  participatory governance arrangements for planning and managing green spaces  

3.  envir onmental awareness raising linked to green spaces  

 

Lead partner profile: 18 TH  District of Budapest (HU)  

 

1.  Main characteristics of the town  

Budapest, the capital city of Hungary, consists of 23 districts. The 18th district is the 

fourth largest in terms of territory and the sixth biggest in terms of population. It is 

located South -East of the city centre on the outer edge of the current cityôs 

administrative boundary. Its full name, Budapest 18th district PestszentlŖrinc ï 

Pestszentimre, preserved the names of those settlements which were incorporated into 

Budapest in 1950 and formulated a new district of the city. In spite of becoming part of 

Budapest, the different architectural characters of two the settlements were preserved.  

PestszentlŖrinc which had been granted city status in its own right in 1936 had a more 

urban nature and an industrial tradition as well. The industrial activities have now 

disappeared and the quality of the buildings along the main street of the former town 

(which also served commercial purposes) has significantly deteriorated. Pestszentimre, 



which used to be a village, became a mix of areas for low - rise family houses an d one 

modern housing estate.  

 

The area of the current 18th district, formerly functioned as a holiday resort for the 

inhabitants of the capital, and still is one of the greenest among the Budapest districts. 

17,5% of the districtôs territory is either in the category of green area or forest. Now, the 

district is a residential suburb with a population of 98.384 (2011). 78% of the population 

lives in the PestszentlŖrinc part and only 22% in the Pestszentimre part of the district. 

About 2/3 of the inhabitants  live in low - rise family houses, while 1/3 of the population 

lives in the five housing estates of the district. The total population has slightly decreased 

in recent years. Havanna, the biggest housing estate of the district (accommodating 

approximately 16 % of the districtôs population), witnesses a constant fluctuation of 

residents. During the past couple of years, young middle -class moved to the area of low -

rise family houses, given the affordable property prices here, compared to the Budapest 

average, as  well as the districtôs green character. Although there are five other districts 

(10, 17, 19, 20, and 23) neighbouring the 18th district, it has stronger connections with 

some of the surrounding settlements beyond the city border, in the Budapest 

agglomera tion.  

The district is linked to the city centre by three main roads, although their capacity is low 

and the quality is poor. A tram line connects the district to the closest traffic hub of the 

city. Two train lines pass through the area as well, which migh t have a role in the future 

as part of a suburban network.  



  

The district has a commuter town image as there is a limited number of employment 

opportunities, with more people working outside of the district than within the borders. 

One of the biggest empl oyers of the district is the local authority and its companies, 

engaging about 3000 people. Although the traditional industries (textile, engineering) 

ceased to exist in the area, there are some significant companies closely related to the 

only internation al airport of Budapest, the Liszt Ferenc International Airport which is 

situated mainly on the districtôs territory. Institutions of national importance also operate 

here, such as the National Weather Service Forecast Centre and the Central Institute of 

Atmospheric Physics. The unemployment rate in the district is one of the highest (10,9 

%, in 2011) in Budapest.  

 

2.  Governance  

The capital city has a two tier governance system. The Municipality of Budapest is in 

charge of those issues which are relevant for the whole capital city or for a bigger area 

than a district, such as the preparation of the cityôs urban development plan, housing, 

maintenance of main roads or the system of public transport, public lighting.  

The Local Council of the 18th district Municip ality has 21 members including the mayor, 

who is the head of the Council. The Mayor works together with 4 vice -mayors, a general 

deputy for the mayor, and three others, who are working in the field of social, 

educational and civil relations issues. The Cou ncil is in charge of managing and 

controlling the municipality which is responsible for the provision or co -ordination of most 

public services. The city administration operates through 9 departments out of which two 

are directly involved in the Urban Green  Labs project.  

The Municipality of the 18th district has employed a desk officer specifically for dealing 

with the civil society sector. The Civil Fund established by the City Council provides 



yearly support through separate application systems for the run ning costs of the civil and 

religious organisations and for the different activities and programmes organised by 

them. Although more than 240 civil associations are registered in the district, only about 

20% are actually active, according to the expertôs estimate. Moreover, only 10% of them 

receive grants from the Municipality in support of their wide - ranging activities such as 

covering cleaning -up campaigns, tree planting, looking after small plots of neglected 

land, or organising events. The Municipality uses residential forums, newsletters, TV and 

leaflets, and also at different events to meat communities and civil associations.  

Cooperation between the Municipality and the civic sector is seen by both sides as 

cumbersome. The municipality officials think that civil associations are only interested in 

tangible results and not discussions and open ended projects. On the other hand, civil 

associations work in an ever changing legal environment for public benefit.  

A recent study commissioned by the Municipalit y highlighted the need for strengthening 

the cooperation between the Municipality and the civil society. For this reason, the 

establishment of a civil society roundtable was recommended to facilitate common 

thinking between the parties.  

Taking part in a pr evious URBACT project, the municipality gained valuable experiences 

in planning an integrated action plan, involving in the process a wide range of 

stakeholders, including representatives of the civil society. However, this practice lasted 

only until the e nd of the project.  

During the current project, the municipality will have the opportunity to work on 

horizontal and vertical governance practices to make communication and coordination 

within the municipality and with stakeholders more effective.  

3.  Green spa ces 

The determining elements providing the green character of the district are the parks, yet 

some of the green areas on the housing estates, the two forest areas, the cemetery and 

the low - rise residential areas also encompass a high proportion of green sp aces. 

Although the districtôs green network is rather fragmented, all residents are in a walking 

distance of maximum 300m to a public green space. Nevertheless, the size of the green 

space/resident is only 10 mĮ.  

One of the oldest parks is the B·kay-kert established in 1870 at the time when 

PestszentlŖric was a resort place for those who lived in the city (Budapest). The old trees 

planted at the time represent a real value today. Within the 16ha there are several sports 

facilities, a playground, an open -ai r cinema, an adventure -park and venues for different 

events. The Municipality puts continuous efforts in preserving the good quality of the 

park as a recreational area for the residents of the district.  

The P®terhalmi forest - 500ha of artificially establ ished forest -  is the biggest on the Pest 

side of the city. As it is situated in the district, it separates the two parts of the district, 

PestszentlŖrinc and Pestszentimre, and puts the latter in a more peripheral situation at 

the border of the city. The forest is in state ownership. However, the Municipality, 

supporting an initiative of the residents, wants to make the forest more accessible for 

people and increase the public amenity value of the forest.  



Significant air pollution can be detected along the  3 main roads linking the district with 

other parts of the city due to increased traffic load coming from the commuting residents 

and the transit traffic. The ambient noise pollution caused primarily by the air traffic is 

also an issue for the residents of  the district. Both problems could be mitigated by the 

establishment of multilevel greening along the main roads, but the development and the 

maintenance of these roads are in the hands of the Capital City Municipality, meaning 

that the district level muni cipality does not have the authority or the means to act 

instead of Budapest Municipality.  The situation is, furthermore, complicated because 

some of the tree lines along the roads are protected. However, the Municipality is 

determined to take the necessa ry steps to mitigate the level of pollution.  

The first community garden was created on the territory of the oldest housing estate in 

the 18th district, built in 1963 with big green areas between the houses. Today, the trees 

planted at the time of construct ion have a real value, but the public green areas became 

rundown. A neglected volleyball site situated in the middle of the housing estate was 

converted into the community garden, initiated by a civil organisation and financed by 

Budapest Capital City Muni cipality. A formal Association was created for running the 

community garden, in cooperation with the local municipality and also for the 

collaboration with the individual gardeners. The community garden is fully functional 

from spring 2015 and is considere d to be a success story both from community building 

aspect and a greening point of view.  

  

 

4.  Initial focus of the Integrated Action Plan  

The Municipality identified those challenges for the district that will be addressed in the Urban Green 

Lab project through a process of transnational learning and collaborative stakeholder planning: 

¶ Creating a more positive image for the district based on a green suburb concept 

¶ Integrating the co-creation culture into the local governance system 

As a policy response the Integrated Action Plan will focus on: 

¶ creation, transformation and maintenance, or temporary uses of the green spaces in the 

district 

¶ mitigation of environmental pollution 

¶ (sub)-urban liveability 

¶ motivation and empowerment of local (ecological) groups 



¶ setting new forms of governance 

¶ improving the level of awareness of the residents on environmental issues by organising 

events linked to the design of the IAP. 

Learning needs of the LP: 

¶ good practices in motivation and empowering civil associations, community groups 

¶ good practices in horizontal and vertical governance (rules, processes) 

 

5.  Approach and composition of the URBACT Local Group (ULG)  

The ULG will be a mix of people representing the Municipality - such as the officer responsible for the 

civil relations at the municipality, the head of the environmental department (chief gardener), and 

the representative of the municipality owned company in charge of facility management, including 

the public areas - and people representing the civil sector. Other agencies such as the one in charge 

ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎǊŜŜƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŞǘŜǊƘŀƭƳƛ CƻǊŜǎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

design of the Local Action Plan. The coordinator of the ULG is planned to be a former City Councillor, 

currently the commissioner of the mayor, who also gained experiences as the member of the ULG 

under the URBACT II project Re-Block. 

The final decision on the structure of the ULG will be made during its first meeting in the second 

phase of the project. The initial concept is to set up a two tier structure composed of a core team and 

a wider group divided into working groups in line with the key issues to be dealt with in the LAP. This 

structure was already tested in the Re-Block project and worked for the Municipality. 

 

Partner profile: Galati (RO)  

 

1 Main characteristics of the city  

Galati, the eight most populous Romanian city , is found in eastern Romania, on the left 

bank of the Danube River and 80km from the Danube Delta. Positioned close to the 

countryôs south-eastern tripoint, the cityôs intricate history has always been determined 

by this strategic location.   

Despite only  being attested by historians around the 15 th  century, archaeological 

evidence shows that the area had been occupied starting with the Neolithic period and its 

continuous inhabitation started in the 600s, developing from an ancient Dacian 

settlement. Unfor tunately, Galati has been a victim of atrocious wars between Turks and 

Russians, as well as Greeks and Ottomans, seeing its built environment being destroyed 

or burned on multiple times. In addition, Galatiôs entire historic centre was destroyed 

during Wor ld War II when approximately 90% of 

buildings, residential areas and parks were 

damaged by the American and German aerial 

bombing.  

On the other hand, the Danube has always been an 

extremely important asset for the city, transforming 

The Port of Galati 



Galati into the largest port and sea port on the Danube River and the second largest 

Romanian port. Nowadays, the city has four ports ï one for passengers  and three for 

freight. Irrespective of the historical and cultural events, the fluvial commerce and the 

navigation on this important water course continued to flourish and to convince countries 

such as the United Kingdom, France or Germany to set up local  consulates, as well as 

investors to start businesses here.  

The economic recovery was, furthermore, highly influenced by the creation of the largest 

steel works in Romania, ArcelorMittal, converting Galati from an international tr ading 

centre into a heavily industrialized city. In recent years, in the context of lower global 

demand for steel and rising energy costs, the steel plant has registered significant losses. 

Its reduced activity, not to mention the risk of closure, is a maj or threat both 

economically and socially, and the Municipality must quickly find solutions or alternatives 

to this undiversified economic structure. The development opportunities of the city 

consist of encouraging traditional and profitable sectors, as wel l as new branches, 

including, notably, the development of the tertiary sector (commerce, services, IT&C). 

Other local economic activities besides the 

metallurgical industry include naval and port 

trading activities, as well as food and 

beverages, textile a nd construction 

industries. Fishing and aquaculture are, of 

course, traditional activities.  

 Galati offers different business opportunities 

through the creation of Galati Free Zone 

(aiming to attract investors in the area 

through various tax incentives), G alati 

Industrial Park (promoting innovation and 

technology by supporting the setting up of the clusters and business incubators), or 

Galati Software Park (the only software park in Romania, supporting the development of 

industry and high technologies, as w ell as the technology transfer).  

The population of Galati counted almost 250 000 inhabitants in 2011, showing a 

decreasing tendency caused by migration and low birth rates. Out of the total, only 

46.4% of the residents are economically active and the unemp loyment rate among young 

people is very high. Unfortunately, Galati is also affected by an ageing workforce and 

significant drainage of qualified workforce that chooses to relocate in other, more 

developed Romanian cities or Western countries.  

The city is,  nonetheless, a multimodal transport hub and one of the largest commercial 

traffic knots in Romania, connected to the main European communication corridors on 

water (through the Rhine -Main -Danube canal, connecting the North Sea with the Black 

Sea), railway  (assuring the transfer from the European standard gauge to the larger one 

used in the ex - soviet countries) and road (through a dense network of national roads).  

Moreover, Galati is an academic and research centre, having two universities and other 

educat ional institutions, as well as the Research -Development Institute for Pisciculture 

and Fish Industrialization.  

 

2 Governance  

Galati Software Park 



The Municipality is led by the Local Council which initiates and decides on all issues of 

local interest, except for those placed by law under the competence of other local or 

central public authorities. The 27 elected councillors are organized in five commissions: 

1) Budget and Finance Commission; 2) Commission of Urbanism and Spatial Planning, 

Public Works, Ecology and Environmenta l Protection; 3) Commission of Public Services, 

Municipal Services, Trade and Privatization; 4) Commission of Scientific Activities, 

Education, Health, Religious Affairs, Culture, Youth, Social Assistance, Sports and 

Leisure; and 5) Juridical, Public Admin istration, Law and Civil Rights, Relations with 

Citizens and Public Order Defence Commission.  

The Municipality has a vast experience in designing and implementing urban 

development plans and strategies , having created so far the Local Agenda 21 ï 

Sustainab le Development Plan for the Municipality of Galati in 2002, an Integrated Plan 

for Urban Development of the Municipality of Galati 2007 ï 2013, a Development 

Strategy of the Municipality of Galati 2015 ï 2020, a Master Plan ï Natural and 

Landscaping Potent ial of the Municipality of Galati, as well as an Urban Sustainable 

Mobility Plan of the Municipality of Galati (pilot action at national level).  

Furthermore, concrete actions were realised through structural funds, national 

programmes, or EBRD loans, count ing projects on energy rehabilitation (11 residential 

buildings with a total of 585 apartments), projects for the infrastructure rehabilitation, 

projects for the rehabilitation and modernisation of schools and one hospital, as well as a 

project on intellig ent systems for traffic management (Intelligent Systems for traffic 

management to increase fluency and traffic safety and crime prevention). In addition, 

Galati has participated in the URBACT II network FIN -URB-ACT (striving for more efficient 

local suppor t structures for SMEs' development and innovative economies), was part of 

three projects within the Transnational Cooperation Programme South -  East Europe 

(RETINA -   ñRevitalisation of traditional Industrial Areas in South East Europe", DAHAR, 

about the d evelopment of the Danube river ports, SILVER CITY ï ñInnovative urban 

strategies and action plans to increase the social and economic role of seniorsò). 

It is obvious, therefore, that numerous efforts are made for local development. 

Unfortunately, the expe rience of working with communities and civic associations is still 

in an incipient phase despite the fact that the Municipality has created a certain 

methodology for identifying the local needs of the community (including information and 

consultation campa igns, processing and interpretation of statistical data, as well as a 

permanent on - line questionnaire for citizen satisfaction assessment). Nonetheless, the 

relations between authorities and citizens need to be much more developed to engender 

a truly democ ratic participatory governance.  

Local initiatives coming from the most active community groups and dealing with issues 

related to food, mobility and the built environment gave birth to various events such as 

half marathons, numerous cycling and MTB events, workshops and contests ï includ ing 

some for children, as well as ecological/greening activities on the forest near the Danube 

stadium.  

 

3 Green spaces  
























































































