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Executive summary

This report presents the approach and results of studying tuntzdn governance arrangements (GA). The
report also reflects on the process of establishing, developing and upholding such arrangements and sheds
a light on the limits and opportunities of tBfent types of GAs.

This synthesis report provides an overview of effective governance arrangements for different settings and
reflects on the replicability and transferability of effecti@&sMore specifically, the report analyses to

which extend theGAsin 11 ROBUdIiving LabgLL) include elements of network governance, what are

their opportunities and limits in terms of rurakrban synergy, and which solutions or experiences would be
worth sharing more widely.

Regional, national and European workpk have been platforms for joint reflecting on-o®ating and

advocating network governance arrangements. Thus, in addition to studying these arrangements,

collecting data and experiences, the events have been designed also to facilitate the prdmeisdirud

GAs linking rural and urban areas-@oduction with practice partners and other stakeholders is in the

O2NBE 2F wh.!{¢d /2yaSldsSyidtes GKS YIFIAY YIFIGSNRIFE I
Living Labs (described briefly in Apperfixand the related Community of Practices (CoPs), serving as

evolving reakime case studies. In addition, we have collected information, as well as compared and

shared findings with experienced external stakeholders.

When studying governance arrangemeimtfROBUST, we perceivealurban relationships as a twway,
co-constituted relationship, and highlight the agency of rural actors. The localities studied include both
concrete communities, and various social, economic and political sites and prodestegjows and
interactions, which go beyond their own territory. During the course of the whole ROBUST project, the
learnings of experimenting in the elevehg(WP3) and engaging with ongoing national, EU and global
policy discussions (WP6), it becamadent that essential ruralrban governance arrangements are
evolving around different and interlinked foundations for ruuaban wellbeing. Wellbeing economy
offered us an ugo-date lens through which to identify and structure promising governancangements
for rurakurban synergies on the one hand, and to pinpoint limits and opportunities, on the other hand.

Network(ed) governance has been used here as an analytical tool to study the characteristics of
governance arrangements the 11 ROBUST IngiLabs (chapter 2Jhe evidence from the LLs but also

from other experiences confirms that there is no single form of effective governance arrangement for
rural-urban synergy. A weflinctioning arrangement is always embedded in its purpose and context.
However, some key characteristics can be identified. An effective GA most often embraces multiple levels
of governance and involves multiple actors. The public sector and/or local government role is crucial. An
efficient governance arrangement can evohatbtop-down or bottomup. However, if it is a togown
initiative, attention should be paid to balanced participation building, as unadn inequalities are

deeply entrenched. GAs should reflect the needs of all areas and serve both. Establishment and
manifestation of the governance arrangement may take ydaedso came out that influencing existing
networks was most effective.

Key messages of the network governance analysis indicate that elements of network governance are
important for effective GAs. These imply a negotiated, natlikeholder process; a collaborative system of
decision design and decision making, characterigedignificant degrees of sajbverning; with attendant
resources, commitments and shared power; sufficient common cause; and a pragmatic understanding that
to achieve the needed capacity and agency requires appropriate institutional and organizational
arrangements beyond that of government. These elements improve the effectivity of a mature
arrangement, but they are also needed during the establishment and development process of any GA.



A common goal seems to be the easiest beneficial GA element tesagaltiereas more effort needs to be
taken in order to reach the autonomy to make decisions, responsiveness to both rural and urban
communities, a situation where all parties commit resources, and a situation where all arrangements are as
equal and inclusi as possible.

Our analysis on the limits and opportunities of governance arrangements (chapter 3) is structured around
five dimensions of the wellbeing econorfpresented also in WP3 synthesis report

1 social services

1 proximity

1 circularity

1 ecosystems and

1 heritage / culture.
In each dimension, we look at encountered limits and present potential and actual opportunities to
overcome these limits. The ROBUST and other selected GA examples in each wellbeing dimension are
visualised on maps and summarisedables.

Some of the limits and opportunities are of a more general nature (presented in chapter 3, and chapter 4 /
table 8), while others are more place specific. (Elements of) the {sipeeific examples are also potentially
transferable, and the lessonsdrned are valid for other places as well. Replicability always requires
customisation and adjustment to the specific local contexts in which a practice or tool shall be
implemented. The analysis is subdivided into several interlinked subjects: goverwlatmration and
coordination (local, suimational, national and EU level), funding and finance, esessoral connections,
synergies and integration, as well as data and knowledge. Chapter 4 departs from the key findings of
chapter 3 and discusses theplicability and transferability of the effective governance arrangements.

Key learningsin addition to the supportive institutional environment and the network governance model
- are that territorial ceordination capacity, creative awareness of valaed local assets through

education and new business models are enablers of effective GAs. We can transfer and replicate the
principle, but not the application. It is essential to link the GA topics to shared responsibility across rural
and urban spheres ahto underline the ruralirban linkages lens. Finally, it is all about managing and
governing the relationships and interactions between urban and rural areas, their formal and informal
alliances and to take up the innovative governance arrangements, wiagle lifestyles and economic
systems more environmentally and socially sustainable, and thus contribute to the wellbeing economy.

In conclusion, the synthesis represented in this report provides an overview of elements for and examples
of effective goverance arrangements. We hope that the report will be able to concretize the main
principles of effective governance arrangements in rurdlan synergies, as well as inspire and encourage
such activities that lead to more robust and durable interlinkagegben rural and urban areas.
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This report constitutes Deliverable 5.4 of ROBUST and synthesises the resuityofg ruralurban
governance arrangements (GA). The report also reflects on the process of establishing, developing and
upholding such arrangements and sheds a light on the limits and opportunities of different types of GAs.

1.1 Introducing ROBUSIfamework for studying effective governance
arrangements

Both ruralurban interaction and governance arrangements are abstract and complex phenomena. There is
no single, given or commonly shared way of capturing them. The WP5 approach has evolveshifia re
conceptual and empirical findings and development taken place during the-ad@ted run of the

project.

In ROBUST Workpackage 1, Woods and Heley (2017, 26) indicated how different conceptualizations of
rural-urban interactions are significafir the way how we think about possible or desirable governance
arrangements. Conventional functionalistic starting points make us underline the leading role of urban
areas, whereas more actariented approaches tend to see the relationship tway and ceconstituted-
highlighting the agency of rural actors. Our approach, which is particularly interested in the potential of
network governancegeans on the latter one.

Similarly, it is essential to clarify the scope and nature of the qunt@n interactions that are to be

managed with governance arrangements. Our task in ROBUST is to seek governance arrangements which
are effective in terms of enhancing cressctoral nteraction and ruralrban synergiesrhe localities we

AaKFff RSFf gAGK Ay GKS F2ft29Ay3 AyOf dzRS aAayvydz Gy
institutions¢ concrete communities with democratic legitmacy | YR Y2 NB NBf I GA 2y £
endl 3SYSyi(iés 6KSNB (GKS NUzNIf FyR dzNBly FOi2NR O2f f
and political sites and processes, flows and interactions which go far beyond their own territory. (Brown &
Shucksmith 2017 building on Cox 1998.) WithemROBUST framework we call thaew localities.

Ruraturban linkages have previously been studied in particular as-mibain partnerships (e.g. OECD
HaAaMoUX | LI NIYSNAKALI NFopetahdithaf Mandiges these knsages ® @&ch y A a Y
common goals and enhance urb&tzNJ f NBf [ A2y aKALAE OAOARI opud t |
context of functional regions, whereas the ROBUST governance arrangement approach tries to capture all
kinds of collaborative partnerships, which are boandspanning and coordinate ruraiban actions.

In the course of the project, ROBUST experience and understanding of the main significanceuabanral
d2ySNHE Y2@0SR 2y FTNRY (KS 2NRIAYIE SYLKIaiaez2y &y
and inclusive growth and maximizing the creation of rural jobs and sadded. Currently, we regard it

more apt to talk aboutvellbeing econom{Maye et al 2021 )which refers to providing essential basics for

good life and citizenship as foundations faralurban wellbeing. Although this framing did not direct our

work on governance arrangements in the ROBUST Living Labs (LL) or Communities of Practices (CoP) in the
beginning, we regard it a fresh lens through which to identify promising governaraxggaments for

rural-urban synergy. The applied ROBUST framework below illustrates the overall approach used in this
report.



Figurel ROBUST framework (modified from WP1)
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From these starting points WP5 has explored efficient governance arrangement fouraal synergies.
To address this aim we had four objectives:

V to explore the current diversity of arrangements for governing rurdan relations in general and
for the 5 thematic fields in particular;
V to better understand the relations between different governance arrangements and-udah
growth characteristics and dynamics;
V to critically assess the plaspecific opportunities and limitations of different typesgafvernance
arrangements;
V and to evaluate the transferability of promising governance arrangements between regions and
thematic domains.
To answer these aims and objectives, the work was organised into four tasks, which started with
identification, charaatrization and evaluation of effective governance arrangements. In Task 5.1, all Living
Labs (LLs) filled in elements of their governance arrangement in a template to present the state of affairs
at that time, followed by the scenario workshops (Task ®forted in D5.2), thematic workshops (Task
5.2, reported in D5.1), and finally by the European workshop on transferability and replicability (Task 5.4,
reported in D5.3). In general, this synthesis report will provide an overview of effective governance
arrangements for different themes and territorial settings, discuss the nature of their interrelations with
balanced ruralirban development and reflect on the replicability and transferability of effective
governance arrangements. More specifically, thigore analyses to which extend the governance
arrangements in ROBUST living labs include elements of network governance, what are their opportunities
and limits in terms of ruralirban synergy, and which solutions or experiences would be worth sharing
more widely. Below we explain the network governance arrangement approach and methods employed in
WP5, as well as introduce the structure of the rest of the report.



1.2 Network governance and governance arrangements

Network governance and other types afulti-actor governance

Governancén our context refers to reallocation of authority upward, downward and sideways from the

central state (Hooghe & Marks 2003), whergasernmentrefers to an established architecture of power,

control and authority, genérf £ @ Ay | &GFGSY aF &d8aGSY 2F &a20A1f
FYyR GKS NRAIKG G2 SyF2NDS GKSYZ Aa OSadGSR AWM+ LI N
our 11 Living Labs the extent to which government has reallocatetlawed the reallocation authority to

govern ruralurban issues varies.

Basically, governance is thus used to describe decentralised government, which can take place in
numerous waysMulti-level governanceharacterises the changing relationships betweactors situated

at different territorial (vertical) levels, both from the public and the private sectors. It emphasises both the
increasingly frequent and complex interactions between governmental actors and the increasingly
important dimension of nosstate actors that are mobilized in (EU) potimyaking. (See e.g.
https://www.feelingeurope.eu/Pages/multilevel%20governance.hitiMiany governance arrangement
examples thatvill be discussed in this report are mtliével solutions, but not all.

Similar to network and muHeevel governance, th&erritorial governancepproach highlights the
interdependence of different actors from different levels and different territor@g@gation, emphasizing
the importance of indigenous knowledge and local experience at different stages of policy and planning
processes (Moodie et al 2021). It places a specific emphasis on both territorial distinctions and temporal
variations and changé&his focus upon adaptation to changing contexts and plesed / territorial
ALISOATAOAGASAE A& GKS RAYSyarzy GKIF G - S\@IE oF 20 JINGMla
(Van Well et al., 2018, p. 1285). Territorial governance is (obées) an important prerequisite for
implementing major policies, including the EU 2020 Strategy, the EU Territorial Agenda 2030 and EU
Cohesion Palicy (Bohme et al., 2015; Cotella, 2018). The OECD (2020) has also outlined a territorial
governance approacfor helping to meet the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Limits and
opportunities of governance arrangements in our wellbeing economy framework will be identified with
the help of territorial governance concepts.

Multi-actor governancémplies that amultitude of actors are involved. It is used to describe interactions in
which government, other public bodies, private sector and civil society participate. All the governance
arrangements discussed here are mualtitor, but they do not necessarily indiei all three types of actors,
they may be combinations of two types.

Network governances a model for deciding together. Network governance emphasizes the participation

of local stakeholders and partnerships across sectors and scales. (Woods and BeleiNetvork
32OSNYFyOS Aad GKFIG ¢6KAOK 3IAPSa 20t yR NBIAZ2YI
0KS adFrdsS 1SSLAY3I WLRGSNI 208SNDP ! f G K2dzZ3K OSy (NI €
governance is more to coordinate ardable than to simply direct. In ROBUST, we are especially

interested in the way how network(ed) governance that is based on participation and equal partnership

can help build ruratirban synergies.

wh.!{¢Qa CAOS CSI (dNWeodszFh 201816 2 N] D2 ISNY I yOS

1. Groups from different sectors and scales are brought together in an ongoing partnership.

2. They negotiate with each other.

3. The partnership is formalised somehow, such as through a committee or with monthly
meetings.


https://www.feelingeurope.eu/Pages/multilevel%20governance.html

4. The partnership has the astomy to make decisions (although there will be external
limits to what it can do, such as national laws and allocated budgets).
5. There is a public purpose to the group's work.

A slightly more detailed network governance definition which we applied iranalysis to rurajurban
aeySNHEHe 6hglFail SG td wnumd aidiSya FNRBY 52dAfla o
context of rural development but proved to be useful for structuring the aspects of-wban synergy, as

well. Comparedd the original ROBUST definition, this network governance model is more detailed in

terms of sefgoverning attendant resources commitments. In the WP5 analysis, synergistiqurbeai

network governance arrangements contain the following elements:

(a) regotiated, multistakeholder process;

(b) a collaborative system of decision design and decision making; characterized by

(c) significant degrees of sgbverning; with

(d) attendant resources commitments and shared power; where there is

(e) sufficient common cause; and

(f) a pragmatic understanding that to achieve the requisite capacity and agency requires
appropriate institutional and organizational arrangements baytime established architecture of
power, control and authority, notably that of government.

Figure2 Ruraturban network governance arrangements

Institutional and organizational arrangements beyond
established government

Mew, negatiated multi- 0 Common cause
stakeholder process 0

Rural-urban network

governance
Collaborative system of arrangements

Attendant resources

0 commitments and shared

power

decision design and decision
making

€

Significant degrees of
self-governing

Governance arrangements

Designing systems of governance that can embrace a balancedirbead interaction have proved

challenging (see e.g. Woods & Heley 2017, 55). In the few efforts to examinegbeanance

arrangementK I @S 6SSYy RSTAYSR AYy O SchNdstoashi@ in RgiondSpleMing 4 dzOK
FYR RS@St2LIVSyiGé 6. NRgy YR {KdzO1laYAOGK OHAMTI MMO
FRYAYAAUGNI GA2YyEé OAOAR®Y mMcO® LYy wh.!{¢ 2tu wlkLRAR
G D2 @S NY Iy arfsl refelieB 6 hoth §avérnance arrangements and planning instruments. Attention
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related social, organisational and institutional innovations. Othtréests concern different expressions of

network governance across the interfaces between rural -pdsan and urban areas, the role of territorial
approaches and collaborative partnerships, interactions that cut across territorial competences, and forms

2F JA20SNYIyOS GKIFG &adzLILI2 NI AYEFENI OGSNNRG2NALFE O RS
Il OO2NRAY3 (2 I+ RAOGAZ2YINEB RSTAYAGAZ2YS | NN} y3aSYSy
A2YSGKAY3I gAff KIFILILISY 2N oS LlraaArotsSé o6/2ftAya |/
https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/arrangement). In our ROBUST project, in WP2 we
already screened different general expressions of network governance such as relevant policy frameworks,
governance systems, instruments and practices (Knickel &kal2018, 22). Following the ROBUST
framework, WP5 analysis takes network governance as its starting point, and focuses in governance

I NN} y3SySyida 2y (K2a$S LINIOGAOSa GKIFG FNB LINL 27F

lj
h

1.3 WP5 methods

Regional, national and European wdrps have been platforms for reflecting on,-cating and
advocating network governance arrangements. Thus, in addition to studying these arrangements, collecting
data and experiences, the events have been designed also to facilitate the procga®deiion with

practice partners and other stakeholders is in the core of ROBUST. The main material are thus the
A2FSNYFYyOS NNIyaASYSyida Ay wh. ! { ¢ Qatimedase studies. NA JA y !
addition, we have collected information, a®ll as compared and shared findings with experienced external

a0l 1SK2f RSNE® 2KSy F2ff2gAy3 LINRPOSaasSaz O02yySOGA:
used as an analytical lens in particular in Task 5.1 and in the regional workshops.

1.3.1 Regional scenario workshop method

In each of the eleven Living Lab regions, regional rataieholder workshops were organized by the LL

teams to discuss their future visions and different governance arrangements for fosteringsemssal
interactionsand ruraturban synergies idanuaryDecember 2020 (described in detail in ROBUST Deliverable

5.2). Future ruralirban synergy prospects and visions were actively explored in a-péssal, multi
stakeholder setting. The workshop was organized as a fdviesigercise (Natural Step approach, see figure

2) that builds on previous work, taking the LL motto, one of the WP3 achievements, as a starting point, and
GOUONY yatlFGAy3é AG AyaGz2 I LI &A G-Argadintératton ih tdd faréalaBddza o6 d:
chosen topic in 2030/2035.

11



Figure3 The Natural Step method (https://thenaturalstep.org/)
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Workshops were attended by different stakeholders (businesses, interest groups, civil society organisations)
and representatives of local/regional authorities. All eleven regional workshops were organised using a
similar approach and were reported in a #Bm manner and format to allow for maximum comparison.

The aim of the exercise was to promote the network governance elements in the governance arrangements.
To start the exercise, participants needed to understand what kind of governance arrangembeateen
rural-urban synergies and interaction, and what it means for individuals, business and other organizations
and society After identifying the gap between where they were today (current reality) and where they
wanted to go (vision), they were able to start to think step by step about innovations and creative solutions,
like new (more equal and inclusive) platforms for rewdtban actors to collaborate, finding new ways and
channels for cooperating, or formalizing partnerships if needed. This method prevents one from developing
strategies that just solve the problems of tod&mally, the LLs were able to decide on priorit@fswhat

they need to do, and when should they do it. Through a set of prioritization questions it was possible to
design a pathway that keeps the goal in mind with maximum flexibility and benefits. This method was
applied also for the sake of offeringgh.Ls with a practical development tool, as the exercise can (and is
recommended) to be repeated at regular intervals.

1.3.2 Thematic Workshop method

After getting the results from the regional workshops, five thematic workshops were organised for both
ROBUSTProject participants and invited external stakeholders (described in detail in ROBUST Deliverable
5.1). The workshops were organised partly parallel durinddFebruary 2021 on the 5 thematic fields of
Wellbeing economy: Services; Culture & Heritagegulirity; Ecosystem Services, and Proximity. The aim
was to share and exchange the findings and experience with governance arrangements in different areas
and settings of themes.

At this stage the elements of wellbeing economy were also launched to thesdisn, and a Background

paper (see ROBUST Deliverable 5.1 & Maye et al. 2022) was provided in forehand. lllustrative examples of
governance arrangements in the theme in question were presented, and participants were divided into
breakout rooms to discudbe presented examples as well as their own experiences in terms cfordlt
functioning solutionsA second breakout room session and a following plenary session focused on what is
needed to make innovative examples work in terms of governance agraegts, what does it mean in

12



terms of ruralurban relations, and finally, whether these governance arrangements foresee or enable any
interactions with other dimensions of the foundational in the collaborative production of wellbeing

1.3.3 European workshop miod

As a joint effort of WP5 and WP6, LUKE and PURPLE organised an interactive workshop, supported by the
Lead Partner. It was attended by representatives from local, regional and national authorities, EU and
international actors, NGOs and researcherss(alidbed in detail in Deliverable 5.3). This diverse group came
together to share experiences of governance principles and identified challenges, and to critically discuss to
what extent and under which conditions promising governance arrangements carnabsfdrred and
replicated. This was explored in the contexts of places as well as themes.

Before the Workshop, a background paper (included in Deliverable 5.3) was shared with the workshop
participants, providing information on key concepts, initial findings and aims of the day. The first substance
session dealPrinciples and Challenges of &tudrban Governance Arrangemeratad was divided in two
sub-sessions on 1) Principles and 2) Challenges and Solutions. Inspired by presentations and interviews with
people representing ROBUST internal and external examples, participants continued inafaliel p
breakout room groups on Food: policy and procurement; Green infrastructure and spatial planning; Service
delivery mechanisms; and Mechanisms for balancing the rural and the urban. The plenary also contained
reflections on ROBUST policy level detbes.

1.4 Reporting structure

In chapter 2 we shall have a closer look at the different governance arrangements in ROBUST cases using
the lens of network governance, which we have argued is beneficial for balancedroaal synergies and
dynamics. In chater 3 the opportunities and limitations of different types of governance arrangements

will be critically assessed. Chapter 4 summarises our findings on the transferability and replicability of
promising governance arrangements. In chapters 3 and 4 wetateithe results along the dimensions of
wellbeing economy. Chapter 5 presents the main conclusions, and the report ends in Chapter 6 with points
for discussion.
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In this chapter we shall first chart the main features in runddan governance arrangements (GAs) and

what kind of arrangements are typical for different topics. For the second, we shall attaysehrough

the lens of network governance: How networked are the ROBUST governance arrangements? Where do
we have challenges and weaknesses? For the third, effective governance arrangements will be discussed
from the point of view of different dimensioraf foundational/wellbeing economy. The chapter finishes

with conclusions as to the GA effectiveness in terms of tumahn synergy. The analysis is based on
ROBUST LL case studies, and on the material collected in different stages of WP5 explained above.

2.1 Ruralurban governance arrangement features

The eleven regional scenario workshops and information collected there in network governance templates
afforded an overall view on what kind of governance types ROBUST activities have facilitated in terms of
their development phase and scope, as well as of their effectiveness andgplaciicity.

As to the development phase of the studied governance arrangements in LLs (for summaries of the LLs, see
Annex 1), there is considerable variety. We have thesmblished arrangements in place: those of
FrankfurtRheinMain on land use planning, Styria on regional development strategy and Ljubljana on regional
development plan. Most of the governance arrangements in our LLs were involvedemiinging
arrangements This was the case in Ede (instministrative program for vital countryside to integrate food,
environmental and spatial planning), Helsinki (a network to combine the separate rural and urban policy
councils and their respective networks), Gloucesterskzatering schools locally and Natural Flood
Management (NFM) , Mid Wales (governance arrangements for the delivery and realization of the Rural
Vision for Mid Wales and Natural Flood Management (NFM) and Tukums (arrangements for coordinating
cultural straegy by strengthening rurairban cultural connections). In two cases, the ROBUST LL was more
clearlyinitiating a ruraturban synergy GAthose of the Lisbon metropolitan region (a proximity territorial
economy model) and Valencia (arrangements for impating ruraturban territorial processes in the
domains of business, labour markets, public infrastructure and sustainable food systems); and to some
extent also the Helsinki GA of a common network for rural and urban policies. Also, these cases wekre base
on existing structures and processes, but the ROBUST LL work launched a more holistic, qualitatively new
ruralurban approach. The studied GAs were mostly formalized arrangements, with the exception of
Valencia, Lisbon (urbamiral dynamics laboratoryHelsinki (joint ruraurban network), Ede and Tukums.
These were emerging or just initiated arrangements.

In terms of network governance criteria, most of our GAs are Aeugl arrangements, mainly combining

local, regional and national levels. The lgvirabs of FrankfurtRheinMain, Lucca (iaternicipal food
policy), Styria and Valencia had to do with leeaional arrangements, whereas Tukums LL is basically a
local arrangement.Most GAs gather both public, private and the civil society sectors. Hawev
Gloucestershire case on food procurement is closer to a ppblate arrangement, while
FrankfurtRheinMain and Styria LL cases rather represent public government arrangements and practices,
which include civil society participation.

Most of the ROBUISLL governance arrangements amglti-sectorarrangements. Gloucestershire and Lucca
offer examples of one sector (food) GAs. Midtiel and multiactor structures were perceived as a starting
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point in most ruralurban governance arrangements since tisishe way to reach and involve all essential
actors. Placespecificity and the topic of the GA have an effect on how many levels or sectors it is functional
to include.

In most cases the ROBUST LL governance arrangements do not exist{foramadynegy per se it is not

their explicit purpose but they contribute to it in several ways. First of all, their purpose may be to plan
and implement regional development or regional land use. In these aasakurban synergy is a significant

part of the governance arrangement. This is the case in Frankfurt Rhein Main and Styria, partly also in
Ljubljana. Mid Wales is an example of a governance arrangement which is in place in order to plan and
implement rural development. Rurarban synergy is a crucigért of it. For the third, there are governance
arrangements which are initiatives primarily aiming at solving a larger problem, with acknowledgement of
rural-urban dynamics. In Ede it is a matter of finding a balance between economy and environmet in th
area, while in Lisbon the actors have joined around circularity. For the fourth, there are arrangements which
focus on a particular topic, embedded in the rusaban synergy. In Gloucestershire it is public procurement

of food, in Tukums culture, and lrucca integrated food policy. Helsinki, Valencia and partly Lisbon are
examples of governance initiatives the prime aim of which is turahn synergy.

There seem to be some characteristics connected to certain topics of the GA. In the case of sjpaiiad pl

or regional development, it is typically an interunicipal arrangement, where public authorities have a
leading role. Legal or policy instruments underpin and even structure the arrangement to a large extent. If
the underlying policy measure or pymam itself is targeted to rural development, the arrangement most
likely also recognizes the rural dimension (Ljubljana, Mid Wales), which is not necessarily the case with
general regional development or spatial planning arrangements. This type of GAwutigde levels and
actors, and in our sample, they were often the most formalized arrangements.

Ruraturban governance arrangements for one sector are most common in the case of food, and they may
take different forms, such as the public procurementbtact in Gloucestershire and the integrated food
policy in Lucca. The more detailed the arrangement is, such as in the case of procurement contracts, the
more placespecific the form becomes since it has to be embedded in the existing regulatory and
institutional setting. From the rural point of view, a botteup approach building on the actual (seasonal)
supply and involvement of (local) farms would be crucial.

Culture or regional heritage GAs can be based on one sector (such as culinary culture)pbe foutis of
culture (music, folklore, industrial history), and they can be organized either very locally emintgcipally

to brand a whole region. They require multiple actors, and the participation of the private sector may offer
firmer future prospets. Being clear about and committed to the shared common goal is particularly
important, as well as a joint understanding of its rural and urban significance.

Governance arrangements to manage circularity and/or ecosystem services requireuméipal,multi-

actor approaches. Although they may focus on single issues suchtelsmentbased partnerships or
ecosystem service payment schemes, they are by definition a part of a larger system. They may be
challenging to communicate to all involved partiedse ROBUST experience suggests that careful facilitation

is important to break path dependency which may prevent from seeing the benefit of joint arrangements.

2.2 Network governance

To study the diversity of network governance arrangements in ROBUST Living Labs, we inquired all LL teams
(research and practice partners together) about their governance arrangements, including levels, actors,
settings and policyWe analysed the resultSom the perspective of what makes network governance
effective for ruralurban synergy, applying the aspects that are expected to foster mutually beneficial
relations (based on Douglas 2006, introduced in chapter 1).
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The LLs were asked to indicate andleate different elements of network governance arrangements in
their case. The following table summarizes the results. It should be noted that the evaluation was done
separately in each workshop and the results cannot be compared with each other asiscelhe way of

using the scale of the scores§) varied. On average, a public purpose seems to be strongly present, and
the arrangement is often regarded participatory. Although it is not necessary to try to fulfil all network
governance arrangement chacteristics completely in all kinds of cases, the result indicates that many rural
urban GAs still have little autonomy to make decisions, it is not clear if they are responsive and to whom, all
partners do not always commit resources, and not all arramgas are equal and inclusive.

Tablel Characteristics of network governance in LL cases.

3 5 5 2 5 4 4 2 5 2 5 3,8
3 5 3 3 a 5 3 3 a 2 3 3,5
2 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 5 1 2 3,6
3 5 3 2 2 5 3 3 5 = 2 3,3
5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4,6
3 5 5 1 a 3 3 a a - a 3,4
2 5 a - 3 3 a 5 5 - a 3,5
3 5 3 3 5 5 3 3 5 = 3 3,8
2 a 1 3 a4 5 1 3 a - 2 2,9
3 5 2 3 5 5 a a a 3 a 3,8
3 5 3 2 a4 5 a 3 a 3 2 3,5
a 5 a 2 a 5 = a = 2 3 3,7
3 5 5 = 5 3 = a4 = 1 5 3,9
5 5 2 = a4 3 4 4 5 4 a4 4,0
3,1 5,2 3,4 2,4 a 4,6 a,7 3,7 a,4 2,6 3,3

The results showed great heterogeneity. The LL cases represesastailished EU member states but also
so-called new member states. There are differences in existing institutions: both organisations and customs.
The GAs are shaped by time and place amedcontext dependent. To understand these differences, Ovaska

et al. (2021) elaborated five of the LL cases in detail: The Block Section of the Finnish Village Association in
Helsinki LL, cultural strategy of Tukums in Tukums LL, Foodvalley coAnedtelEde LL, Ljubljana Local

Food Marketplace in Ljubljana LL and Municipal Food Council of Valencia (CALM) in Valencia LL. The cases
show a variety of territorial but also ruirban governance angles: Foodvalley, CALM (Valencia) and
Ljubljana Local Foddarketplace focus on food, whereas Tukums deals with cultural strategy and the Blocks

1Foodvalley is wider than the original Ede LL. It is a challenging governance setting characterized by contrasting weNes on ci
farming, different ideas on rural land use optimization and lack of consensus aboutirbgal synergy potential.
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Section of the Finnish Village Association in Finland concentrates on mutual cooperation, interaction and
learning (see also Ovaska et al. 2021).

The elements of the reork governance arrangements as defined by Douglas (2006) were present in all
five cases. They were intended to be new, negotiated rstdtkeholder processes operating beyond
established government arrangements. The elements of collaborative decisggn and decisioimaking

and selfgovernance to significant degree were shaping or already existing. There was also an overall
agreement of the common goal in the cases. The limitations were to be found in sharing power, and
committing resources, such asmi&, money or expertise. It was possible that the ownership of one
participant was too strong to let others contribute or the participants were not even willing to contribute.

In Helsinki LL case, the urban actors were less organized and less in needtaftsan interaction. In the

Ede LL case and Valencia LL case, larger, urban companies or cities dominated the scene-scalesmall
rural actors did not have an equal say. In the Tukums LL case, the GA was intended to be participatory but
the response frm the civil society and NGOs was passive.

Despite the limitations, the reasoning behind every network governance arrangement is that there is not
sufficient agency, resources or other capacity to act without collaboration, i.e. GAs are created to attain
capacity, which is not sufficiently availakb the individual participants. Keeping this in mind, the pursuit
for an ideal GA for a common goal is easier to realise.

2.3 Governance arrangements for different wellbeing economy dimensions

In the Thematic workshops we continued the search for Hfuglttioning and potentially interesting
governance arrangements. In this case, the governance arrangements were considered in the connection to
wellbeing economy dimensions. In each of the workshops that were organized according to the five
domains: Social seices; Culture & Heritage; Circularity; Ecosystem Services; and Proximity, an ideal type of
the domain was created.

In the case of services, thematic working groups and specific challetigeissions were raised. In addition,
support and recognition tone GA from the national or regional level through midtiel governance
schemes was called for.

As for circularity, it was stated how important it is that all relevant actors are included, both those who win
and those who lose. There was a need for Bexicooperation arrangements and model agreements that
include different types of actors, as well as niditel perspective that links different scales for both
upscaling and downscaling governance arrangements. All mechanisms that enable actions tarenove
welcome, independent of who takes the initiative.

Concerning GAs for culture and heritage, mattior, inclusive arrangements were preferred under a clear
leadership and responsibility. These arrangements require strength in terms of accountabiity an
continuity, possibly in the form of an anchor institute or a hub model. Also moving beyond the local level
towards EU / national / regional cultural strategies was suggested.

In the case of ecosystem services, mldtiel and multiscale approaches wemecommended. However,
besides formal, competent structures with a say also informal platforms offering a space to discuss are
needed, since trust and openness only work in an environment where they are allowed-uRianal
ecosystem governance arrangemeiet! for innovation, which comes best from novel partnerships. The
inherent system approach requires functional regions, GAs along administrative boundaries will not work.

The crucial role of anchor institutes and passionate individuals within them tbdad make links were
emphasised also in connection to proximity. These GAs must be based on cooperation of engaged
stakeholders with diverse background teaming up on equitable relations. The activities in question require
legal compliance, so the GA shdulnvolve enough expert knowledge. Transparency and open
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communication between rural and urban actors as well as sufficiently flexible regulations to allow initiatives
to facilitate cooperation between stakeholders and different scales were called faallyFipractical
proximity GAs can reach their goals only if they can count ontlemmg funding.

2.4 Effective governance arrangements for ruratban synergy

There is no single form of effective governance arrangement, but in the case curbaa synergyan
effective GA is most often muliével and multiactor. The public sector and/or local government role is
crucial in most functioning governance arrangements. An efficient governance arrangement can evolve both
top-down or bottomup. However, if topdown, attention should be paid to balanced participation building,

as ruralurban inequalities are deeply entrenched. Especially in the most institutionalized cases,
establishment of the governance arrangement may take years.

The elements of network governance prove to be important for effective GAs: negotiatedstalholder

process; a collaborative system of decision design and decision making; characterized by significant degrees
of selfgoverning; with attendant resoues, commitments and shared power; where there is sufficient
common cause; and a pragmatic understanding that to achieve the requisite capacity and agency requires
appropriate institutional and organizational arrangements beyond that of government. Thesemrtis

improve the effectivity of a mature arrangement, but they are needed, maybe even more importantly,
during the establishment and development process of the GA. A common goal seems to be the easiest good
GA element to realiseyhereas more effort neeslto be taken in order to reach the autonomy to make
decisions, responsiveness to both rural and urban communities, a situation where all parties commit
resources, and that all arrangements would be as equal and inclusive as possible.

Finally, the ruralirban synergy effectiveness of governance arrangements depends also on the scope of its
purpose: Does the governance arrangement exist for surb&n synergy only, or rather for some other goal
linked or including this synergy. In particular in the casepatial planning and regional development the
effectiveness to ruralirban synergy is not so selfident, it depends on how strongly the ruaban
particularity is taken into account.
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As already shown, the ROBUST project identified, developed and worked with numerous examples of
rural-urban GAs, both in the living labs, Community of Practices and through the final European workshop
(WP5 and WP6). This chapter zooms in on the limitsogpdrtunities of different GAs. It is structured

around five dimensions of the wellbeing econo(eyy. Bentham et al. 2018youd et al. 2020; Maye et al
2022):

9 social services

1 proximity

9 circularity

1 ecosystems and

1 heritage / culture.
The five sukchaptess discuss the limitsand opportunitied of each dimension. In this discussion, we will
first look at encountered limits and then present potential and actual opportunities to overcome these
limits. Some of the limits and opportunities are of a more gaheature (see also chapter 4 / table 8),
while others are more place specific. (Elements of) the ptpeeific examples are also potentially
transferable, and the lessons learned are valid for other places as well. In any case, replicability always
requires customisation / adjustment to the specific local contexts a practice or tool shall be implemented
in.

The analysis is subdivided into several interlinked subjects: governance collaboration and coordination
(local, subnational, national and EU levefunding and finance, crosectoral connections, synergies and
integration, as well as data and knowledye.

Table 2 provides an overview of GA examples that ROBUST collected and/or was concerned with,
complemented with other EU cases discussed at @BBST European Workshop. The five wellbeing
economy dimensions are to be found in the column on the left side. Moving from left to right, the table
provides examples of arrangements organised at different levels of governance. All examples listed here
arediscussed in the subhapters below. As will be seen, some of the cases presented under circularity
also contain elements of / strongly relate to ESS.

2Wefof 26 GKS /FYONARIS 5A00GA2Y I NEE SKSNB fAYAGLFIGAZY A& RSTAYSRH
a4 GKS& O2dAZ R 0S¢éd ¢KAa Aa Of2asSte NBEFGSR G2 'y 2o0adl Ot S
3We follow the Cambridge Diti A 2y NBX GKSNB 2LIRNIdzyAGe Aa RSTAYSR Fa aly 20
A2YSUKAY3I GKIFIG &2dz glyld G2 R2 2N KFE@S G2 R2XI 2N GKS LR2aaio

used elsewhere.

4The subjects relate to the conceptual framewsdf network andterritorial governance (e.g. Schmitt & van Well 2016, Gualini
2008, Kull et al 2021, Moodie et al 2021) and have been successfully used to analyse the nuances and to support evidence
based pdicymaking in governance practices at different levels and in different contexts of governance (e.g. Kull et al. 2017,
Cedergren et al 2019)Vhilst it would have been nice to investigate all characteristics of network governance in this chapter,
we did nd possess of sufficient information of these characteristics with regard to the GAs discussed here, such as, for
instance, autonomy to make decisions, commitment to resources ettepth results presented in chapter 2 based on
network governance charadtistics were derived from workshop exercises in the LL. Here we rely on information distilled
from LL, thematic and scenario WS reports, CoP papers and European Workshop.
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Table2 Ruraturban governance arrangements

Dimension | Local andnter-municipal Regional Level National Level | Transnational / | Global
EU level
Social Styria (AT): LEADER LAGs with] Austria: Regional EAFRD funding
Services urban participation. budgets for municipal operational
Graz district (AT): GUSTmobil. cooperation programmes
. . . Styria(AT): Regional
E‘:nlarllld' Blocks Setgtlon under Management Agency
e village association. (RMA)
LisbonMetropolitan Area (PT): . . .
Collaboration among urban and Styria (AT): REGIOtm
rural municipalities. Bretagne (FR):
. - . . reciprocity contracts
Italy: Municipal unions sharing in health provision
resources and planning.
. ) . Netherlands: Regional
¥a|§in?lal(Eﬁ?. Surd%etz for inter deals between public
uhicipal coflaboratio and private partners
Wales: Major planning
act
Wales: Welsh
wellbeing & future
generations act
Valencia (ES):
Territorial
Employment Pacts
(TEPs)
Wales: Growth Deal
partnership
Flanders and Wallonia
(BE): SMARTA: smart
rural transport areas
Proximity | Ede (NL): Urban Food Policy Finland: Procurement | Italy: changes in
Making rings food
- . . rocurement
Ljubljana (SI): ShoRood Supply | Lisbon (PT): Lisbon Eystems for
Chain (SFSC) Organisations & | Strategy 2030
Ljubljana Food Marketplace schools and
bl P Tuscany (IT): small | hospitals
Lucca (IT): Participatory LINE RdzOS NA Q
Guarantee System (under coordination &
consideration) for local markets| collaboration
UK: local food councils The Netherlands: City
Deals Food, Region
UK Preston model Deals
\éale:qlla&(ES): Municipal Food Nuremberg (DE):
ounct Regional platform fo
Town HallStrategy for Food local producers
Wales: Monmouthshire Food
Project
Circularity | Ljubljana (SI): food promotion i France: Upcoming Peerto-
primary schools reciprocity reform of the peer
L contracts CAP and related| connections
Lucca (IT): food promotion in .
. hool Ski DK): policies between
primary schools : |ye( ): farmers and
linking rural,
consumers
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Dimension | Local andnter-municipal Regional Level National Level | Transnational / | Global
EU level
. tional th
Lucca (IT): publiprivate nationa ./ across the
laboration in th f transnational globe
Epore:]a(;;alon in the use o actors and
: spaces around

Valencia (ES): food promotion i CE innovations
primary schools and restaurantg The
Bath and North East Somerset Netherlands:
Council (UK): Dynamic Agriindustrial
Procurement System (DPS) Circular

) ) Farming
G_Ioucestershlre (UK_). I_nclud_e Futures:
circular economy principles in oriented at
County Cllmat.e Change strateg potential
and Annual Adon Plan. circularity gains
Ede: joint elaboration and at higher scales
studying agreecological circular
farming futures in quadruple
helixes.

ESS Ede (NL): Environméal Frankfurt (DE): Finland: BE, NL, DE:
cooperatives; Territorial Planninginspired implementation | ThreeCountries
cooperatives as novel forms of | approach and supply | of water Park landscape
multi-stakeholder cooperation | of ESS framework partnership on
and levers for new ruralirban ) directive Green
alliances; multifunctional rural Frgnkfurt (DE.) ) trust . Infrastructure

. ) building and linking UK: Sustainable
enterprises as predominantly eople through cycle | Urban Drainage
private-actor led GAs peop rougn cy inag

highways Schemes
Gloucestershire and Stroud . ) )
Valley (UK): Naturaldod E';”Caelsée;s.rt‘gf (UK): Ua’i'tfeat‘l:qhmem
Management (NFM) Ma:p;ing P! P rships
Lisbon (PT): Metropolitan Glouestershire (UK): glill_c;tg\;“vli::hrjorm
N k of A k - ; ’
etwork of Agroparks Building with nature | key role for
scheme agri
Helsinki/Uusimaa enwronm.entz.al
; ) cooperatives;
region (F_I). Dutch
522'0%"’:'::;“ land | Environmental
' ! and Planning
transport (MAL) Act
UK: Regional Floods
and Coastal
Committees
Culture / Bamberg (DE): UNESCO garde| Frankfurt(DE): Finland: European
Heritage Tukums (LV): Living lab on a Cultural Region Regional Capital of
Councils Culture

cultural strategy by
strengthening rurabirban
cultural connections

Lucca: local food policy &
territorial plan valorising cultural
heritage, landscape and territory

CLLD projects &
funds

Projects
focussing on
culture /

cultural heritage
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3.1 Social Services

The social services dimension is concerned with the availability, access to and quality of social services. In
ROBUST, this dimension was primarily linked to the Public Infrastructures & Social Services CoP, but also
the Business Models and Food SystemB @ealt with services. Accessibility, mobility, municipal

cooperation and the building of public infrastructure can be attributed to this dimension. Teleworking,
multi-locality living, multimodal mobility and health care are typical examples. FigureubNées selected
governance arrangements from ROBUST and elsewhere dealing with social services and linking rural and
urban areas.

Figure4 Governance ArrangemeriSocial Services

Finland: Working group for multi-
local living & Blocks Sections

Services GAs

Welsh wellbeing & future
generations deals & Growth

Deal Partnerships .
NL: Region deals between public &

private partners from different levels

Bretagne (FR): Reciprocity contract: rural-

urban health care provision

Lisbon Metropolitan Area (PT): Urban &
rural municipalities identifying common
interests

Valencia (ES): Budgets for inter-

Styria (AT): RMA & LEADER LAGs with
urban participation

Italy: Municipal unions: share resources &
planning, based on voluntary agreements

municipal collaboration among
mayors of depopulating regions

Table 3 lists a number of limits an@portunities for GAs identified and discussed in the ROBUST project.

Table3 Limits and opportunities for GASocial Services

Different sizes, power structures and
financial strength of municipalities
participating in a GAs.

Whilst cooperatiormechanisms
between different local levels exist,
mechanisms are not fully used.

Multi-local living challenge: linking
traditional GAs in organising service

(FI).
Participatory and spatial rigidity.

Subject Limits Opportunities
Governance | Disparity in capacity and interests: | Coordination and clarification: needs, financing andgias
coordination | larger, more urban municipalitesvs.l| RA FFSNBy O0Sax SaidGl ofAaKAy3a a0z
maller, rural ones. S A A S A . . : , .
Conabf)‘raﬂon, e QEGSYRAY3 SEAAGAYI & NHzNI-ufban afs
local & " | Individual municipal interests and urban areas (e.g. LEADER LAGs with urban participation in Styrn
subnational focus. and Blocks Sections in Finland).

Organisations promoting intesommunalco-operation / acting as
mediators (e.g. RMA Styria).

Growth Deal partnership: collaboration of two local authorities,
representatives from educational institutions and business
organizations (Ceredigion and Powys)

Voluntary agreements on sharing resoureesl planning within
unions of municipalities (Italy).

Building more strategic cooperation between municipalities.

Umbrella arrangements including region deals (Welsh Major
Planning Act)
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Subject

Limits

Opportunities

Local service boards incl. local authorities fosterimdlbeing
(Welsh Wellbeing & Future Generations Act).

Use flexible GAs to implement specific tasks within the framewo
of planning law, e.g. for mobility (Frankfurt Metropolitan Region)

I NeaanO2YYdzyAilié YAONRMLIzEt AO
Graa.

Networks of multimodal mobility nodes along public transport
routes (REGIOtim Styria).

SMARTA: smart rural transport areas, local governments drawin
plans for public transport (Flanders and Wallonia BE).

Governance | Lack of policy links / silos for rural anf Multi-local service provision at national scale.
coordination | urban policies. . . . .
2 P Rural Service Hubs: multiple / different types of servicexare

collaboration: rl_neLcnkiC(?f ;ltirt?etgg::]csco;ﬁp:re‘t{;?]rrl] il;)]etwee located in the same space.

national & EU P P P g Working Group for MultLocal Living (Finland).
Ensuring to link rural issues to urban strategies, and vice versa 1
both cohesion policy & CAP should prioritize these strategies
Space for regional differences: 9 different net&for regional
development in Austria.

Funding & Lack of common resources / budgety Budgets for inteimunicipal coll&oration among mayors of
finance for inter-municipal collaboration. depopulating regions (Valencia).

Smaller municipalities lacking
resources for cooperation (Styria).

Additional cost of providing services
in rural areaslower market base to

support businesses and facilities (e.g
Wales).

Who pays for services in multcal
living contexts / municipalities having
strong selfgovernance, e.g.
organising public services and tax
rights? (FI)

Regiondeals between public and private partners (NL).
Territorial Employment Pacts in Valencia.
Shared economy models (Styria).

Regional budget for municipalities cooperating in planning &
production of services (AT).

Reciprocity contracts on ruralrban health care provision
(Bretagne)

EAFRD funding / operational programmes,
Experimental funds.
Rebalancing resources and addressing / managing services join

Social / smart ridesharing as a puldiprivate joint venture.

Crosssectoral | Lack of crossectoral dialogue and Organisation moderating / promoting regional development
connections, | connections. processes across sectors / knowing different sector policies.
synergies & S . . .
ir}lltegr%tion Small municipalities take cross Thematic working groups with local urban and rural stakeholders

sectoral approach less frequently Integratedplans, across policy domains (Styria)

(Ljubljana). gratedpians, policy y

Materialising the will to collaborate in !_lnklng e_dl_Jcatlon and vylth transport policy and planning through

. intermunicipal cooperation (e.g. Sweden)

concrete projects.
Rural care: different types of GAs in terms of ownership &
organisation.
Multifunctional rural enterprises: praging different rural services.
Territorial cooperatives: different rural sectors, e.g. agriculture,
leisure, tourism, artisan products, etc. providing wide ranges of
products and services jointly.

Data & Lack of capacity / low capacity of loc| Sharing goo@xperiences / practices fosters willingness to
knowledge municipalities to work with spatial participate in new kind of arrangements and projects (Styria).
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Subject Limits Opportunities
planning, needing support (case by
case).

Learning lessons from failures.

Lack of information on good practice Guide to mayors how to participate in regional work programme.
& stories about failure. Technical Assistance in operational programmesigiain the
Lack of data. promotion of effective urbasmural partnerships, especially in case
of small and mediunrsized cities which lack capacity and resourc
Inaccuracy of both rural and urban

population estimates and demands Robust and detailed data at a high level of resolution.

on services. Knowledge integration: research companies with dateraffic
flows meet expertise of local planning officers to improve public
transport.
General Lack of understanding & dialogue. | Promoting of mutual understanding through (public) discussion ¢

. r-u issues.
Poor infrastructure & low wages.

Identificationof common interest through collaboration (e.g. urbal
and rural municipalities in the Lisbon Metropolitan Area).

Flexible governance arrangement accounting for different scales

Limits

Limits and challenges can be manifold. More general limitations experienced in many EU countries is poor
infrastructures and low(er) wages in rural areas. In terms of collaboration and coordination, this can be
disparities in capacity and interests betweanger, (urban) municipalities and smaller ones located in

rural areas. ROBUST work also came across different sizes, power structures and financial strength of
municipalities participating in a GA. Regarding funding and financing GA4, frem Mid Wadsstressed

in its final report, the additional costs of providing services in rural areas and lower market base to support
businesses and facilities. Furthermore, actors may face a lack of common resources and budgets for inter
municipal collaboration. Saller municipalities may lack resources for cooperation. In countries that have

a strong trend towards new forms of multical living, such as in Finland, it is unclear who pays for

services used by patime dwellers, particularly when municipalities lastrong seHgovernance (e.g.
organising public services and tax rights). Looking at different sectors in a territory, ROBUST living labs also
identified the lack of crossectoral dialogue and connections as a limitation. A case in point is Ljubljana,
stressing that small municipalities may take a cresstoral approach less frequently. Others pointed at

the lack of materialising the will to collaborate in concrete projects, e.g. rural LAGs and fisheries FLAGs not
finding common interests to guide theictions (LL Valencia final report). Lack of capacity, and, related,

the lack of data and information on good practices but also the lack of stories about failure can all limit the
establishment of GAs between rural and urban areas. An issue extendirigltheffservice provision is

the lack of understanding and dialogue between actors in a given territory and potential partners in an
emerging GA. Good news is that ROBUST was able to identify and propel the development of GAs in the
field of services. Digirent types of opportunities will be discussed on the next pages.

Governance coordination and collaboration opportunities

Forms of collaboration at local and regional level can be diverse and range from collaboration between
different actors within a mumipality, municipal cooperation between small municipalities and cities to

GAs organised or coordinated / steered at regional level. Some CoPs and LLs have pointed at an extension
2F SEA&GAY3T 4aNHNI f ¢ Qddnarid arBaNaréafoingtandeltiidipf GAREE & (2 L.
LAGs with urban participatian Styria and Tukumgsr the secalledBlocks Sectioria Finland The latter

are meant to strengthen Lead#¢ype, communitybased local development also in urban areas and to link

the separate natinal multiactor networks of rural and urban policy. TBBcks Sectiom the Association

of Finnish Villages offers a platform for bridging the two policy networks. To tackle the multiple
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dimensions of multlocal living, a new Working Group for Mellical Living has been set up with one of
the Helsinki LL team members as itsozdinator.

ThelLL in Lucctound that ruraturban, publieprivate partnerships could be suitable tools for addressing
various services ranging froagri-kindergartens and urbarafmsto the protection of natural assets
Furthermore, voluntary agreements @aring resources and planning within unions of municipaktxest
in Italy as well, with local culture and attitude to cooperate as important drivers and prerequisites.

An example for more institutionalised forms of collaboration is tbeal service boards in Walashich
include local authorities and their coordinated efforts to fostering wellbeing through working on various
social, economic, environmental and cultural issues.Wésh Wellbeing and Future Generations Act
serves as the foundation.

Another examplef a coordinating institution was provided by thé Metropolitan Area of Stytidhe

Regional Management Authority (RM8{yriaserves to promote intecommunal ceoperation by bringing

in an overarching perspective for its rural and urban territoriesnd2 6 Ay 3 G KS 62 NNR Sa
actors from both. If need be it can also act as a mediator. A stimulating example from the region and for
GKS 2NBHIYyA&alGAZ2Y 2F ONRaanoO2YYdzy A (@GUSHoldhNER T LJdzo £ A O
districtofGrazd ¢ 2 AYLINBOS AYyGaGNI mt 20t | O0OSaaroAtAide F2NJ
settlement areas to public transport nodes in a sustainable and accountable waMBAgvill in future

act as client and take on more responsibifitpstead of imlividual contracts between the municipality and

the operator. Another public transport example is the SMARTA mobility region in Flanders and Wallonia.
Public partners from local government develop plans for public transport. Clear commitment of regional
governments is to provide connections and to suppeut governance in this field.

Frankfurt Metropolitan Regioreferred to flexible GAs to implement specific tasks within the framework of
planning law. Actors to decide together about the activities andn@as involved and have some flexibility
as to the tasks to fulfil and can also involve rural areas close to but not within their region. An example is
mobility, which has to be seen beyond rigid borders.

ThelLL Mid Walesighlighted theGrowth Deal Partarshipas a network governance example par

excellence, linking public and private acttn@m two local authorities; Ceredigion and Powygsand
representatives from educational institutions and business organizations. The partnership has a formalised
structure, with a board comprising mainly elected cabinet members from the two councils. This provides
accountability. An advisory group of business leaders assists them. A geographical balance is to be ensured
through equal partnership of the two member couls¢without a dominant city intervention.

Multiple / different types of services can be bundledRinral Service Hub%hey are cdocated in the same
space, e.g. shops, banks, public offices etc. Organisational forms range frproffgrto state sposored
and social enterprises.

Concerning the organisation of servicesriulti-local livingcontexts, theHelsinki Ldiscussed possibilities
and alternatives of how to formally regularize dual residence. Ideas included shared tax revenues.
Discussions on how to collaborate in service provision among-faca#ti municipalities continues and may
lead to municipal level futs with novel governance arrangements and solutions.

At EU level and in the national operational programs, policies should ensure to link rural issues to urban
strategies, and vice versa. For instance, lmhesion policgnd theCAPRshould prioritize sch strategies.

Irrespective of the level of where a GA is implemented and the diversity of partners to engage, what needs
to be coordinated and clarified at an early stage is the needs, issues of financing, possible differences and
K2g &O2YY2 ybe&stablihadé OI y

5This includes areas such as marketing and communication and developing a CResposive Transport system further.
6 For further explanation incl. examples see Gooditawkins, B. (2020).
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Fundingopportunities

Closely related to coordination and collaboration, and in many cases an enabling condition for joint
activities between different actors, is the availability of funding and financial means.

Shared econommodels where both partners can benefit and should be treated equally and mutually, are
highlighted in the final LL report Styria Furthermore, to support municipalities to cooperate in the
planning and production of services, there isegional budgein Austriaenabling them to do so. Similarly,
also inValenciaand other regions ofpain budgetsare available fomter-municipal collaboratiommong
mayors ofdepopulating regions

InValencia, Territorial Employment PafT&€Ps) can be seen as a n@mernance arrangement for

managing local labour markets and promoting new economic initiatives and business moHE®&s.focus

on local labour markets and thus encompass different municipalities (extending administrative

municipalities). Consequently,y R I & aidNBaaSR Ay (GKS FAylFf [[ NBLRI
and smaller municipalities, often urban and perban (whilst) in rural TEPs the challenge is the

recognition of rural labour markets and identify their dependency on specifiogand intermediate
OrAGASadE {AyOS [9!59w [!'Da lfaz LXlFe Iy AYLRNIFyD
strengthened through integrating their activities within LAG strategies.

Regiondealsbetween public and private partners, bringing tdiger actors from regional and national
levels, is an interesting GA implementadhe NetherlandsPartners agree on specific investment goals
and coinvestments.

In the field of ruralurban health care provisiomeciprocity contractare implementedn the Bretagneand
regional services are warranted after centralisation of hospitals.

Experimental funds, and, where possible, rebalancing resources and addressing or managing services
jointly, are other opportunities highlighted in the ROBUST thematic wops Participants also made a
strong claim for prioritising strategies that reflect functional and morphological integration of urban and
rural areas irEAFRD funding artde operational programmes

Social and smatrt ridsharing as @ublicprivate joint venture can be organised as-d@emand public
transport through technical platforms etc. This connects public and private customers with transport
enterprises. Public funding, e.g. in the form of public vouchers can support the emergesiech GAS.

Crosssectoral connections, synergies & integrati@pportunities

To overcome limitations related to the lack of cregxtoral dialogue and connections, the organisation,
moderating and promoting of regional development processes ag@s®rs through organisations that

are knowledgeable about different sector policies and needs have proved to be successful. An example is
RAM StyriaThematic working groups with local urban and rural stakeholders prove to be important (see
also governare collaboration and coordination) or the development of integrated plans, across policy
domains (e.g. Styria).

At the European WS the links between education and integration with transport policy and planning were
discussed. Many municipalities in Swedenmbt have own upper secondary schools in rural areas and
trans-municipal transportation to towns nearby is needed. Cooperation between municipalities is very
important. However, many children and young pupils from rural areas need to commute long déstance
YR (Kdza KIF @S ay2 y2NXIt fAFSeo

7 For further explanation including TEP examples seetdips://rural-urban.eu/publications/ruralurbanbusinessmodetprofile-
territorial-employmentpartnershipsteps

8 For further explanation incl. examples see Vihinen, H. (2020b).
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Rural care links farming and other economic activities with different types of service provision. There are
different types of GAs in terms of ownership and organisation, including single farms, independent farm
communities, institutions of charity associations, youth welfare institutfons.

Multifunctional rural enterprises are repositioned within food systems and combine / integrate farming
activities with the provisioning of a variety of rural services. Theylawever, often limited by sector
based regulatory frameworks.

Potentially linked to the former two examples are territorial cooperatives. They bring together actors from
different rural sectors, e.g. agriculture, leisure, tourism, artisan products,Tétey are motivated to

enhance rural entrepreneurship, to sustain rural development and to improve rural quality of life through
co-provision of wide ranges of products and servites.

Data & knowledgeopportunities

Sharinggood experiencesut alsolessons learnt from failureserve as inspiration for setting up and

running new arrangements and can foster the willingness to patrticipate in new kind of arrangements and
projects. In the ROBUST thematic workshops, guides for mayors on how to participeg@iral work
programmes have been discuss@@chnical Assistance in operational programiseanother opportunity

that may contribute to the promotion of effective urbamral partnerships, especially in case of small and
mediumsized cities, which laaapacity and resources. Finally, robust and detailed data at a high level of
resolution is an important enabler for the work in GAs and in both the services and the other wellbeing
dimensions. Knowledge integration is a key opportunity in this regard.aRgsenay produce data about
traffic flow meeting the expertise of local planning officers on how to improve public transport in a given
municipality.

3.2 Proximity

Proximity is concerned with the state of and mechanisms for reducing social and or spatial distance
between providers or producers of services or goods and the customers or consumers of these services
and goods. In ROBUST, proximity was an issue in s@gdal Localisation, short chains (spatial and
social), collective action, anchoring institutes and territorial identity are all attributes of proximity.
Relevant examples include public food procurement contracts, direct sales, digital platforms, fosd pla
and territorial branding. Figure 5 visualises selected governance arrangements from ROBUST and
elsewhere dealing with proximity.

9 For further explanation incl. examples see Vuolto, H. (2020).
10 For further explanation incl. examples see Oostindie, H. (2020e).
11 For further explanation incl. examples see Oostindi€2B20d).

27



Figureb5 Governance Arrangement®roximity

Proximity

GAs

Table 4 lists a number of limiéd opportunities for GAs identified and discussed in the ROBUST project

Wales: Monmouthshire
Food Project

Preston (UK} model for
public food procurement

Finland: REKO rings

The Netherlands: City Deals Food, Region Deals
Ede {NL): Urban Food Policy Making

MNuremberg (DE): Regional platform for local producers

Ljubljana (S1): Ljubljana Food Marketplace

Tuscany (IT): small producers’ cooperations

Lisbon Strategy 2030
Valencia (ES): Food

council & strategy

and to be further explicated below.

Table4 Limits and opportunities for GARroximity

Lucea (IT): Participatory
Guarantee System

Subject

Limits

Opportunities

Governance
coordination &
collaboration:

Unclear leadership / ownership with
many different stakeholders in
participatory processes.

Participation of different stakeiders with diverse
backgrounds (Valencia and UK food councils).

Participatory Guarantee System (under consideration)

coordination &
collaboration:

local & "
subnational Logistical problems for smaltale farms | local markets (Lucca).
to enter markets. L .
Coordination between small producers: public
Medium proximity relationships not procurement, stimulate small producers to produce
promoted / limited. more (Tuscany).
GAs aiming at territorpased integrative | Municipalities supporting SFSC Organisation by provig
policymaking lacking references for a distribution area (potentially) (Ljubljana).
regional ruralurban interdependencies. - . . . . .
g ure ! P ! GAs aiming at territospased integrative polieynaking,
SFSC Organisations acting individually] proving rurafurban implications, impacts and potential
lack of coordination / networking body /| (e.g. Regideal and Citpeal Food imL).
alliance (Ljubljana). .
(Ljubljana) Regional platform for local producers (Nuremberg, DE
Legal power/devolution/remunicipalization.
'Speeddating' meetings direct interaction between
producers & consumers.
Governance | Lack ofunderstanding global Inter-municipal collaboration adding global perspective

interdependencies.

on rurakturban interdependencies (Food Valley Ede).

national, EU &
global
Funding & Transaction costs and ensuring territori{ Funding for intermunicipal agreements and joint action
finance benefits.

Ability to develop cosefficient
transaction mechanisms.

Anchor institutes coordinating public food procurement
(UK: Preston model)

Ongoing change in the food procurement systems for
schools and hospital®.g. Italy).
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Subject Limits Opportunities
Potentially low profit levels of selling an| Procurement rings: public body between several
buying local food directly from producerl municipalities and with food companies (Finland).
to consumers. )
REKO RINGS: péerpeer trade and exchange with
Potential power imbalances between | potential public authority support (Finlant)
small & bigger municipalities in joint . .
procuremgr?t rings (FI;) J Encouraging the role of publgocurement to supply
’ school cafeterias in the promotion of short chains (Lisk
Delays in support activities from Strategy 2030).
different government levels for SFSC . . .
(Ljubljang) Box schemes: Farmers interact directly with consumer
) virtual platforms can propel this interaction.
Crosssectoral | Secbor silos. Promoting sustainable food through primary schools in
connections, Lack of collaboration alon | the city and through restaurants (Valencia town hall
synergies & ﬁcino coflaboration along supply strategy for food).
integration chains. .
Lona & norransparent food chain Food as connector to other sectorsgeservices,
ong & noAransparent food chains. ecosystems etc.
Crosssectorial alliances identifying problems and
opportunities (Lucca).
Linking research, innovation, education and industrial
activity (Ede Foodvalley)
Cultural events and food festivals mobilising civil socie
and strenghening crosssectorial connections (Lucca).
Linking agriculture, public procurement, business
development, skills training, land use and planning
(Wales: Monmouthshire Food Project).
Streamlining the development of short supply chains
(Lisbon Strategy 2@3.
Establishment of Food Market Place Ljubljana by mult
actors from different sectors.
Food market and public procurement potentially
strengthening intraregional linkages between urban an
rural areas; regional government enabling (Tukums)
Slow Foodcommunities: cooperation among producers
processors, retailers and gastronomy.
Data & Lack of understanding value of locally | Linking locally sourced / produced food to educational
knowledge produced food. information.
Complicated public procurement Educating children and parents about food sources & |
systems hard to comprehend. to rural life/activities.
Lack of time and/or interest for Sensitize and educating consumers on the quality,
information exchange & data collection| economic and environmental advantages of local
. . roducts (Lisbon Strategy 2030).
Actors with low(er) capacity in P ( 9y )
collaborative platforms. Regional quality labels: enabling consumers to trust &
Disappointments can happen. distinguish quality products. Helping producessmarket
their products.
General Lack of expertise & communication. Open communication between rural and urban actors.

Involving expert knowledge.

120n food cooperatives see albtips://rural-urban.eu/publications/ruralurbanbusinessmodetprofile-food-cooperatives
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Limits

From a governance coordination perspective, the ROBUST partners have identified a nulinfies of
regarding proximity and GAs. A more general problem relates to unclear leadership and ownership in
situations where many different stakeholders are part of participatory processes. Furthermore, it was
stressed that medium proximity relationships gressibly not being promoted and limited to producers
coming from very close areas. Whilst GAs aim at terdb@ayed integrative policymaking, they do lack, at
times, references for (implications for) regional rusaban interdependencies (highlightedytEde). The

lack of coordination or networking body / alliance was seen with regard to SFSC Organisations acting
individually (e.g. Ljubljana). The LL Helsinki stressed that-soaddl farms may face logistical problems to
link to urban markets. Relatethe ensuring of territorial benefits and handling transaction costs might be
limited when the number of smaédicale producers and buyers is high. The development ofaftistent
transaction mechanisms can be a limit, tddhen it comes tgoint procurement / procurement rings,

there are potential power imbalances, such as between small and bigger municipalities (stressed by
Helsinki LL)TheLjubljana LL added that the public procurement systems appear complicated for different
actors and that itakes a lot of effort to comprehend them. Furthermore, some actors, for example
farmers, lack the time and/or interest to engage into additional activities for exchange of information, data
collection and similar action.

Governance coordination & collalvation opportunities

LL Luccaaised an important point in the context of governing proxirdity & { K2 NI F¥2 2 R & dzLJLJ &
at fostering ruralurban linkages need supporting structures of both log@tianisational (e.g. food hubs)

and informative nalzNS 6 f | 6 St f Ay 3k 3dzk N» y i S S (Fiaadld Répoftiucdd). YR A Y Y
TheParticipatory Guarantee Systeimder consideration in Lucca would be a tool thahrough

participation of producers, consumers and local authorigesight consolidate trust and build a sense of
community among farmers and their customers. The PGS is expected to improve the irpegguctrs,

while providing incentives for other farmers to raise their quality and enter local markets.

TheValencia and UK food counal® examples for GAs bringing together different stakeholders with
diverse backgrounds, such as local politicianesamer associations, schools or regional governments. In
Valencia, theMunicipal Food Coundd a formal governance mechanism, managing both food demand and
supply and provides more visibility for producers in pghban areas. Another example for a Ibtevel GA

is the Finnish REKO Rings utilising filegreer trade and exchange with potential public authority support
as opportunities for overcoming limitations in circularity GAs. In Nuremberg (DE) a regional platform
campaign works with local producessd links small and large ones, with the motivation to leaving no one
behind. With proximity as a key premise, all these examples provide new opportunities for new rural
urban relationships to be created.

Theljubljana Food Marketplaceombines rural deMlopment, public procurement, health as well as
tourism and thus fosters crosectoral synergies. Tha. Ljubljanatressed thamunicipalitiesshould
support the SFSC Organisatmnproviding a distribution area.

TheEde Llpointed at regional GAs aingrat territory-based integrative poliegnaking to prove ruralirban
links, impacts and potentials, such as tRegieDeal and Cityeal Foodn the Netherlandsinter-
municipal collaboration might also pay a greater attention to global perspectives orunian
interdependencies as argued Bpodvalley Ede

Overall, open and balanced communication between rural and urban actors is needed for transparency as
a key enabler. Furthermore, involving expert knowledge, serves to enable legal compliance dmelpnay
to balance perspectives.

B Forfurther discussion of food hubs incl. examples see also Reed, M. (2020c).
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Funding & financeopportunities

A more general opportunity is increased funding for inteunicipal agreements and joint actions. The

Lucca Lbbserves an ongoinghange in the foogrocurement systemi®r schools and hospitals in Italy.
Services are increasingly controlled by munidialinstead of by big firms. Another example from the

local level is theisbon Strategy 203@ncouraging the role of public procurement to supply school
cafeterias in the promotion of short chains. Thus, value is added to local production and oppofbunit
modernizing local markets created. In thkK Preston modegit is anchor institutes that coordinate public

food procurement. IrFinland, procurement ringgre established as public bodies and between several
municipalities to develop procurement agnaents together with food companies. Box schemes is an GA
example, where farmers can interact directly with consumers. Virtual platforms can propel this interaction.
Trust is important and the produce is typically sold as ongoing weekly subsctiption.

Regonal quality labels can enable consumers to trust and distinguish quality products and help producers
to market their products. These GAs provide opportunities to link consumers and tourists with food
producers, restaurants, arts and cratts.

Crosssecbral connections, synergies & integratiaspportunities

The work on proximity in ROBUST highlighted food as connector to different types of services, including
ESS, cultural services or the circular economy. &exssral working along these connectorsidze rather
multi-faceted as stressed iy Mid Waleshighlighting links between tourism and tpeomotion of local
foodsor the procurement of local fooldy hospitals and schools. Related to the latter is the adapting of
school curricula and education provision and the development of new skills for new and emerging
industries like green technology.

TheValencia Town Hall Strategy for Fquomotes sustainble food through primary schools in the city
and through restaurants. The strategy serves to build networks and promotes healthy food, and,
ultimately, also proximity. Similarly, thasbon Strategy 203Pas developed in order to streamline the
developmentof supply chains short production and consumption of agricultural goods (Lisbon LL final
report.)

In the Monmouthshire Food Proje@tvVales) agriculture is linked to public procurement, business
development, skills training as well as land use and planning

TheFood Market Place Ljubljaneas described as a wdlinctioning, crossectoral GA, not least because
it was established by multiple actors from different sectors such as education, rural development,
agriculture and tourism.

New (and original) allieces across sectors can help to identify and understand potential problems. In the
case of Lucca, this comprises school education and food production, catering and distribution but also
planning and agriculture in more general terms. Cultural events aodi flestivals are also seen as tools for
mobilising civil society and strengthening connections between farmers, consumers, restaurants, citizens
(LL Lucca).

The Ede Foodvalley smart growth initiative links several sectors, including research, innoitation
and industrial activity: The focus is on sustainable and healthy food systems to foster economic
development and prosperity. Municipalities in the region collaborate with many regionaficagti
businesses. Yet the aspiration to enhance globadl feecurity may result in lesser attention to regional
rural-urban relations and interdependencies.

14 For further explanation including examples see, for instance Knickel 2020.
15 For further explanation incl. examples see Henke, R. (2020).
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Last not least, slow food communities emerge throughout the EU and beyond and as different forms of
networked GAs. Producers, processors, retailers and @astny cooperate to promote local food, create
food gardens, engage in education étc.

Data & knowledgeopportunities

Related to the issue of crosgctoral integration is the available and exchange of data and knowledge.
Linking producers and consumers in schools can be arranged through educating both children and their
parents. The focus can be on food sources andieesi¢ and ideally also linked to rural life and activities in
rural areas. Theisbon Strategy 2036 motivated to sensitize and educate consumers on the quality of
local products, and to be aware of the economic and environmental advantages of conguodangts
produced in the vicinity of the city. Overall, linking locally sourced and produced food to educational
information, creates greater visibility for products produced in proximity of a place and the manifold
opportunities consumption entails for o producers and consumers.

3.3 Circularity

Closing loops and cycles and enhancing the circular economy are key concerns of circularity and were
addressed in several ROBUST CoPs. Closed loops and cycles, resource maximisation and sharing economies
are all attibutes of circularity. Relevant examples at the interface include circular farming, circular

waste models and local food economies. Concrete examples from ROBUST or discussed in ROBUST
workshops with our partners are visualised in figure 6 below.

Figure 6 Governance Arrangememt€ircularity

Finland: REKO rings for peer-to-peer
trade and exchange

Skive (DK): linking rural, national / transnational actors

Cl rcu | d rlty Gloucestershire [UK): Include around CE innovations

G A CE principles in county CC
S strategy & annual action The Metherlands: Agri-industrial Circular Farming Futures
plan. Ede (NL): joint elaboration of agro-ecological circular farming
futures in quadruple helixes.

Ljubljana (S1): Prometing sustzinable food
through primary schoels in the city

Lucca (IT): Promoting sustainable food through primary
schools in the city & trees / biomass for public heating in
schoaols, municipality etc.

Valencla(E5): Pramoting sustainable food through primary sehoals & restaurants
in the city

16 For further explanation incl. examples see Bauchinger, L. (2020).
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Table 5 lists a number of limits and opportunities for GAs identified and discussed in the ROBUST project

and to be further explicated below.

Table5 Limits and opportunities for GA€ircularity

Subject

Limits

Opportunities

Governance
coordination &
collaboration: local &
subnational

Small and mediursized local
producers facing difficulties in
meeting procurement
requirements individually.

Biomass energy plants and
neighbours unhappy with pollution

Numerous local policy barriers to
developing the circular economy.

Multi-actor and-sector collaboration on food for schools.

IT based, dynamic public procurement, witbarby local
authority areas (Bath and North East Somerset Council).

Promoting sustainable food through primary schools in the ¢
(Ljubljana and Lucca) and schools and restaurants (Valenci

Public institutions as initiators (and drivers) of local camnity
initiatives (Italy).

Local institutions (governments) recognising local communit
initiatives.
New social contracts between urban and rural areas.

LyOf dzRS GKS LINAYOALX Sa 27F {
Climate Change strategy and Annual AttRlan
(Gloucestershire).

Joint elaboration and studying agezological circular farming
futures in quadruple helixes: active engagement of regional
civil sector, urban and rural dwellers as well as regional foo(
consumers (Ede).

Food waste redistributiofinking corporations, civil society
(NGOs, CSOs) and supermarkets.

Cooperative housing: Rural communities (e.g. rural & urban
NGOs) owning suitable housing, e.g. ecovillages, organise t
arrangement jointly.

Governance
coordination &
collaboration:

national, EU & global

National and EU legal frameworks
biased against local ownership /
knowledge

Absence of true pricing
mechanisms for circularity
performances in prevailing trade
and market policies.

Flexible cooperation arrangements/meldagreements for /
including different types of actors. Reciprocity contracts
(France).

Peer to peer connections in globalising rewaban
relationships.

Contemporary governance of rurdeND |y NBf | G A
certain experimental space within mulgvel governance

aSiiGAy3aQ 6AdSd GKS 201t
Bringing rural and national / transnational actors together:

showing spaces, where CE innovations are created (Greenl|
Skive).

Funding & finance

Public procurement led byrfancial
criteria, prioritising the linear
economy.

Reallocation of subsidies to encourage social & environmen
benefits.

Crosssectoral
connections,
synergies &
integration

Linking agrandustry industry and
acro-ecology.

Narrowly defined sectoral intests
vs. regional sustainability and
climate change challenges.

Limited traction with local business
communities for circular economy
advancements.

Publicprivate collaboration in the use of biomass (Lucca).
Integrating debates on societal needs ahd NJ S N& Q
Reforming the CAP regime.

Emphasising tensions, particularly theexistence of
differentiating sustainability pathways proclaiming specific
benefits (agrandustrial and agreecological circularity) (Ede)
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Subject Limits Opportunities

Policy stimulation anéhformation about regional best practicg
exemplars and potentials.

Hightech circular farming. Crossectoral cooperation involving
agricultural, energy and environmental sectors.

Data & knowledge | Institutions not able to Teaching / provision of knowledge on circularity innovation.
comprehend circularity innovatian
/ normal routines limit rapid

reactions. Use of case studies to utilise good practices.

Providing knowledge and data on circularity.

Developing strategies / building | Dynamic purchasing platforms: linking suppliers with
new business models without purchasers in relation to rased products, fod and drinks etc.
identifiable markets.

Considerable management
information and expertise needed
to grasp the scope of the circular
economy.

Biases against local knowlezlg

Limits

The Gloucestershire LL pointed at many local policy barriers to developing the circular economy and
NB T SNNR y 3  drojéckiScluding sprioritising the linear economy, poor waste management
legislation, and lack ahandatory targets around circular targets. Small and medium local producers may
be facing difficulties in meeting requirements individually and hence should team up with other actors
(Tukums LL report).

Building crossectorial connections and synergiesidz limited by diverse motives and drivers of

sectorial actors. A case in point was made by Ede LL and the linking -afiédwsty industry and
FINRSO2ft238 AGK AGKS F2NN¥SNI 6SAy3T Y2NB o62dzi GSO
Furthermore, a stressed by Gloucestershire LL, without identifiable markets, developing strategies to

build new business models is hard and the traction with local business communities for circular economy
advancements can be limited. Organisations also need consigemrsdnagement information and

expertise to master the large scope of the circular economy. Another, and similar, data and knowledge

related limit was brought up in Slovenia. Some institutions might face difficulties in comprehending

circularity innovationsa problem further exacerbated by the fact that normal routines may limit rapid

reactions.

Governance coordination & collaboratioopportunities

Most of the opportunities emerging under this dimension relate to food, including promotion, preparation
and procuring. Preparing food for schools can be arranged in collaboration between schools (consumers),
municipality, farmers and societijubljana and Lucgaointed at sustainable promotion of food through
primary schools in the city, andalencian schoolsand restaurantsBath and North East Somerset Council

is an example for an IT based, dynamic public procurement involving nearby local authority areas. Such
GAs led to increased local food sourcing in public meals and reduced transiated CAemissims.

Whilst, on the one hand, local institutions (governments) should recognize initiatives from local
communities L ucca Largued that local community initiatives not shared with local government have less
chance of succesEde LA (1 N5 & & SR rileitdenimenital spadeSnlitlinlmidivel governance
aSUtGAYy3aQ YAIKEG 06S | LIINPBLNAIFGSE 6KSY yIFNNRgfte RST
climate change challenges and the local territory might be too sensitive to solve these. Thieniahde
contemporary governance of rurakban relations. This thinking also involves joint elaboration and
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analyses of aagro-ecological circular farming futuia quadruple helix systems with active engagement

of regional civil sector, urban and rudwellers as well as regional food consumers.

GloucestershireJt | yS&a (2 Ay Of dzZRS GKS LINAYOALX Sa 2F GKS OAl
strategy and Annual Action Plan.

Reciprocity contracta laFrancecould are flexible cooperation arrangements/model agreements that
include different types of actors.

GreenLab Skiya green industrial park, is an example from the European WS. It had to overcome biases
against local ownership and knowledge by bringingl and national / transnational actors together and
exploring rural spaces, where CE innovations are created. The driver of these processes needs to be based
locally and able to build links across governance levels and robust network governance.

Food vaste redistribution GAs are arranged by (social) enterprise focusing on redistributing food that
would otherwise be wasted to other charities and social enterprises at a discount. Corporations, civil
society (NGOs, CSOs) and supermarkets are linked withdovernment acting as regulator, host, sponsor
and client!’

Another example where circularity and sharing resources is a key driver is cooperative housing, e.g.
ecovillages. Rural communities (e.g. rural & urban NGOs) own suitable housing or ofganise t
arrangement jointlyLocal or central government act as regulatrs.

Funding & financeopportunities

Overcoming some of funding and finance challenges described above could come in the form of
reallocation of subsidies so as to encourage social and environmental benefits.

Crosssectoral connections, synergies & integrati@pportunities

Climate changeral the impacts on societies globally are among the fundamental challenges of our time.
Integrating different perspectives in these debates is needed and an important opportunity for cross

sectoral connections and integration. What are societal needs a&d#&t& NA Q y SSRa 2y Of A Yl
future of agriculture and food production? How to the CAP regime and to encourage farmers and

producers to create food with more environmental and social benefits?-téig/n circular farming, as dealt

with, for instancen Ede, is about crossectoral cooperation involving agricultural, energy and

environmental sectors. Often, novel pubjpidvate partnerships facilitate and finance innovative research

and startup investments?

Circularity and in the ROBUST context bidwhbout other interesting examples. One stems frhatca
and is a publiprivate collaboration in the use of biomass. Private consortia cut trees periodically and use
for heating in schools, municipal building etc.

Data & knowledgeopportunities

Provision and careation of new knowledge and data on circularity and circularity innovation is a key
opportunity in the circularity fieldFor a GA to succeed and as shown in the case of Green Lab Skive, qual
involvement (of different levels) and alignment between people is necessary. This needs knewledge
sharing and joint thinking about how to make it equal.

17For further explanation incl. examples see Reed, M. (2020b).
18 For further explanation incl. examples see Vihinen, H. (2020a).
19 For further explanation incl. examples see Oostindie2BRQc).
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Dynamic purchasing platforms aweeful tools to link suppliers with purchasers in relation taused
products, food and drinks etc. They also provide opportunities to linking urban and rural areas and rural
with rural areas?

3.4 Ecosystems

The ecosystems dimension deals with topics including biodiversity, soil, water, landscape, climate change.
In ROBUST, it is primarily related to the Ecosystem Service$ ICatBral resources, ecosystem services,
natural capital, land sparring vs. landcasing are all attributed to the ecosystems debat€oncrete

examples include catchmetiased partnerships, ecosystem services payment schemes orgoal

planning. ROBUST worked with several specific examples or discussed them during numerous siorkshop
Some of them are visualised in figure 7 below.

Figure7 Governance Arrangemert&cosystems

Finland: Water framework directive
implementation

Helsinki region (FI): Cooperation on
land use, housing, transport
UK: Regional Floods and Coastal Committees

Ecosystem

Gloucestershire and Stroud Valley (UK):

Se rvice S GAS Natural Flood Management (NFM) g, {MNL): Environmental cooperatives; Terrltarial cooperatives;
Gloucestershire [UK) Building multifunctional rural enterprises

with Nature scheme &Matural pp BE NL: Three-Countries Park landscape partnership.
capital mapping exercise

Frankfurt (DE): Planning-inspired approach & supply of E55

Lucea [IT): flexible governance models for land-access

Lisben (PT): bottom-up & participatery governance community &
Metropolitan Network of Agroparks

Table 6 lists a number of limits and opportunities for GAs identified and discussed in the ROBUST project
and to be furtherexplicated below.

Table6 Limits and opportunities for GA&Ecosystems

Subject Limits Opportunities
Governance Bottom-up approaches dominatedq Business modded ESS delivery (as opposed to a dominated
coordination & by business modelpproaches approach)might be a key component of promising GAs.
collaboration: (e.g. in NL).

Local nature partnerships based on voluntary arrangements.
local & subnational | Conflicting debates on land use

(Ede) Implementing water framework directive through botteop

arrangements (Finland).

20 For further explanation incl. examples see Reed, M. (2020a).

2 26 SOSNE a (GKS ldzZikK2NB 2F (GKS 2t o FAYylLf NBLER2NI 650d00 LIR2A
CoPs. For example, food provisioning is an ESS, culttveles are an ESS category, ESS enable new BMs, and green and blue

AYTFNI 0 NUzOGdzNBa O2yaidAiddziS Lidzot A0 S$02f 23A0Ft Ay TNF adsNHzO i dzNB
relevant for other wellbeing economy dimensions.

2TheEdd [ 6488 FAYyLFE NBLERNIO FylfeadaSR GKAA NBfFIA2YAKALI FyR 02y
FNRY &l {SK2t RSNEQ OASga 2y (KS LINRPA FYyR O2ya 2F whHeNI f I yR
segregation of food production from wider rural esgstem service delivery, the second with strong pleas t¢ {ineegrate the

tFrGGSN) 6AGK NBIA2YFf F22R LINRPRdAzOGAZ2Y GKNRBdzAK NBUdNYyAy3 (2 Y2
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Subject

Limits

Opportunities

Informal and formal GAs existing
simultaneously but conflicting
with each other.

Bigger cities dominating (e.g.
Helsinki).

Bringing diverse actors together through NFM (Stroud Valley
and Gloucesteshire).

Planninginspired approaches and supply of ESS (Frankfurt).

Building participatory, bottorup governance communities
(Lisbon).

Building trust & bringing people together through soft actions
rooted in formal structures (Frankfurt).

Building ecologal infrastructure connecting land units and ES
(Frankfurt).

New and flexible governance models for lamctess with
municipal level as a mediator (Lucca).

Natural capital mapping exercise (Gloucestershire).
Cooperation on land use, housiricansport (Helsinki region).

Flood risk management through natubased solutions (UK
Regional Floods and Coastal Committees).

Environmental cooperatives as umbrella organisation region
environmental organisations (Ede).

CAP reform pilots with a key roler agrienvironmental
cooperatives (NL); Dutch Environmental and Planning Act.

Catchment partnerships as ecosystem services partnerships|

Legally binding Sustainable Urban Drainage Schemes (SUD
(UK).

Experimental space offered by Metropolitan Law/Act
(FrankfurtRheinMain).

Commoning / commoning principles, incl. shared ownershipg
sharing responsibility and care for natural resource
management.

Governance
coordination &
collaboration:
national & EU

Lack of policy coordination (rural,
regional, agricuure).

Lack of stimulating remuneration
systems for ESS delivery.

Lack of adequate assessment
systems for ESS delivery
performances at lower scale.

Difference in capacity between
authorities at different levels.

CAP reforms.
Interreg & Horizon projects.

Fecilitator teams to bring backgrounds and perspectives
together for ‘confrontation' and learning for increased

capacities (Thre€ountries Park landscape partnership BE, N
DE).

Funding & finance

GAs without firm structures may
lack budgets andontinuity.

Difficult to access agricultural
funds / eligibility criteria tending
to favour rural marginal instead of
peri-urban areas.

Encouraging builders to use environmentally friendly materia
and to integrate wildlife in building (Building with Ne¢u
Scheme Gloucestershire).

Interreg projects as opportunity to be innovative.

Strategies capturing investment funds, specific to activity ang
not to location.

Align longterm monitoring of naturebased interventions with
the shortterm EA funding cycledlatural Flood Management)
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Subject Limits Opportunities

Crosssectoral Sector silos and lack of Crossing boundaries-(r, sectoral, policy dimensions) by
connections, interconnections. including stakeholders from different blegrounds.
synergies & . G i . . . _
integration Disconnected ecosystems. Cdzy QuA2ylf NBIAZ2YyAaxZ O2Y0AYA
Lack of mutual understanding of | Combining CAP, langse policy, urban food strategies, climate
key concepts, such as Gl change and biodiversity policies.
Dominantly present sectoral ESS not isolated from proximity and circularity (suggested by

tensions, e.g. due tprominently | Ede).
present agricultural modernisatiof

forces Connection of various ecosystems in addition to food (Lisbor

Metropolitan Network of Agroparks).
Urban and rural spatial planning
traditions often / predominantly
inspired by functional segregatior

Facilitator teams with complementary knowledge and skills (
architects, urbanists, landscape architects, geographers etc.
and understanding of ecosystehuman interactions (Three
Countries Park landscape partnership BE, NL, DE).

WC2dNI K 8480G2NDR 6A (KA Y -055y8S
organisations combining markéased approaches with the
social and environmental aims of the public/nprofit sectors.

Partnerships for renewable energy production, e.g.
cooperatives, foundations, associations and private businesg

Data & knowledge | Indicators for demand side Data and knowledge at adequate level of resmlnf including
remaining intangible (Frankfurt). | using citizen science

Monetisation concepts are still in | Mapping exercises: combining with citizen science (Latvia).
their beginnings / ery limited
possibilities of application at
regional scale (Frankfurt). Focus on common features, rather than differences when
looking at urban and rural spaces.

Citizen science dialogue to "measure" resilience.

Technical effort to implement all
ESS in Regional Land Use Plann| Risk registers.

(Frankfurt). . . . . .
Usihg ESS approach in lande planning practice, evaluation

Lack of a holistic view and and comparison of different planning scenarios (Frankfurt).

interconnectedness of ESS. A~ . N . o= ; A
GISOl aSR 022fRSHSNE® WIRNY UKS
different planning scenarios (Frankfurt).

Better informing land takeélecisions, reducing them, and using
ESS approach in decision process (FRA).

Bring Gl idea to the attention of spatial planning experiences
(ThreeCountries Park landscape partnership BE, NL, DE)

General Enthusiastic people to take the lead basedimterest,
knowledge, and added value.

Creation of a safe space for partners to interact.

Innovation from novel partnerships btw. actors who have not
co-operated before.

Interactive cooperation between different levels and scales.

Limits
One limit for costructing Fu GA relates to divergent perceptions and perceived needs in a given territory.
The Ede living lab, for instance, had the intention to create a novel GA at regional level including an ESS

dimension and concentrating on land sparing and landisbaHowever, the debates among different
actors from rural and urban settings proved to be rather sensitive.
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implementing all ESS in Regional Land Use Planning appears to be difficult / impossible because of the
necessary technical efforts, lack of opeéoaalizable indicators and the time needed for this exercise. In a

case study in Frankfurt, only 13 out of the 27 ESS originally envisaged could belaisgdhdicators for

the supply side can be made operational through available data but the demasdesichins somewhat

intangible (Frankfurt final LL report). Furthermore, monetisation concepts still need to be developed
FAdZNIHKSNY ¢KS& RSLISYR 2y 20t alLISOAFTFAOA yR 2y alL
the Regional Land Use Plartloé Regional Authority is not possible yet (Frankfurt final LL report).

At national level, lack of stimulating remuneration systems for ESS delivery, lack of adequate assessment
systems for ESS delivery performances at lower scale and difference inghpasieen authorities at

different levels are identified limits.

At the thematic workshop, participants discussed the limitations of agricultural funds. They appear to be
difficult to equally access when eligibility criteria tending to favour roratginal areas over petrban
areas.

Governance coordination & collaboratioopportunities

In terms of working with and integrating ESS in planning and policymaking, both bogtdnitiatives and

more formalised, planning inspired approaches hbegen explicated by ROBUST partners. An example for
the latter is from Frankfurt. Looking back at a long history, built on formal structures and institutions and
with a firm foundation and competence, this plannimgpired approach entails the supply ofESr

urban demand and in inner and outer spaces. An example for the former comes from Lisbon LL, building a
participatory, bottomup governance community.

Yet, also more formalised structures need trust building and bringing people together througictsmfisa

An example for inclusive regional planning from Frankfurt concerns the planning of cycle highways for
commuting people in, to and from Frankfurt. The Metropolitan Law/Act also provides experimental space
for and encourages actors to take responipin planning and inclusion of ESS.

If it comes to the managing of access to land, the final Lucca LL report argued in favour of a strong(er) role
F2N) Ydzy AOALI t AGASEAD® ¢KAA adzomeSOG LRaairofe S@SyYy aN
RAAZ2YIf [lIYR .lFylé®d ¢KAa A& 0SOlIdzaS Ydzy AOALI f AGAS
between the interests of landowners and agricultural entrepreneurs. The Helsinki final LL report discusses
opportunities from multiactor cooperation on lash use, housing, transport. In the caseLafbon, 18
municipalitiesare involved in jointly building ecological infrastructure and by connecting land units and

ESS. IEdeanenvironmental cooperativacts as an umbrella organisation for 40 regional emritental
organisations.

Noteworthy tools includenatural capital mapping exercisé8loucestershireXCommoning or commoning
principles provide the basis for different types of GAs. Examples include shared ownerships or sharing
responsibility and care foratural resource management in the areas of regenerative landscapes,
ecosystems and food systerfis.

A number of GAs work with water related ESS. ThRedlonal Floods and Coastal Commitieete UK
work with flood risk management through natubmsed solutions and extend beyond single counties. The
NFMsimplemented inStroud Valley / Waleand Gloucestershirare network governance arrangements
par excellence, bringing together flood riskanagers and local communities including farmers and land
managers. Other muHkactor GAs are river catchment partnerships organised as ecosystem services
partnerships (e.g. th&iver Deén the H2020 Sherpa project).

23 Further explanatia including examples is provided by Oostindie 2020a.
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Another example for an enabling govamnce structure in the field of water management is from Finland,
where a number of bottorup arrangements to implement the water framework directive with key
stakeholders involved and active even between programme periods are currently implemented.

Last nd leastSUDS in the Ukave a combined focus on water quantity (flooding), water quality (pollution)
biodiversity (wildlife and plants) and amenity.

Other stimulating opportunities for ESS governance include local nature partnerships, based on voluntary
arrangements between multiple actors from both urban and rural areas (e.g. Lisbon).

Opportunities stemming from the EU level include CAP reforms as well as projects, including Interreg and
Horizon2020 / Europdn transboundary work across countries, faaitir teams serve to bring

backgrounds and perspectives together for 'confrontation' and learning and ultimately for increased
capacities ThreeCountries Park landscape partnership BE, NL, DE

Funding & financeopportunities

Overall strategies with the intention to capture investments and funding, could be specified around
(bundles of) activity and not to single locations as such / alone.

A given example for a loekdvel GA is th8uilding with Nature scheme in Gloucestershifigisscheme
provides a good opportunity for integrating circularity, urban ESS delivery and funding for builders. It
encourages builders to use environmentally friendly materials and integrate wildlife in building projects,
e.g. integral bird boxes in new homeds the same area, thdatural Flood Management stdroupis to

align longterm monitoring of naturebased interventions with the sheterm EA funding cycles and
through connecting multiple funding periods to the same interventions.

At EU level, Interrg and other projects provide funding opportunities for innovative solutionsreated
and implemented through joint action of different actors.

Crosssectoral connections, synergies & integrati@pportunities

As with other dimensions already discussiha, combining / bringing together stakeholders from different
backgrounds and thus crossing boundaries between rural and urban, sectors and policy dimensions is a key
for the ESS dimension, too. As arguedle LLESS cannot be isolated from proximitgaircularity. A

good example where various ecosystems are connected at local level i&iBbam TheMetropolitan

Network of Agropark$inks food, landscape, culture, leisure, climate change mitigation and wellbeing.

At regional level, thinking aboutfanctional region is important. ESS is a transboundary issue and the
combination of municipalities and other actors, who are essential to involve, depends on the problem at
hand (see governance coordination above). From a policy perspective, the smaihatiotbof CAP, land
use policy, urban food strategies, climate change and biodiversity policies Bdtdynowledge

integration in practical work, facilitator teams with complementary knowledge and skills (e.g. architects,
urbanists, landscape archites;tgeographers etc.) and understanding of ecosyst@man interactions

prove useful. An example is tAdreeCountries Park landscape partners(i, NL, DE).

CKS WTF2dzNIK aSOG2NR gAGKAY aeéySNBIASNMOT Hida A2/ NRilay AY
combining markebased approaches with the social and environmental aims of the publiginofit
sectors, thus complementing the traditional three sectors of market, state and civil society.

Partnerships for renewable energyoduction come in the form of different types of GAs, e.qg.
cooperatives, foundations, associations and private businesses. They can be both rural adedidoah
also differ in terms of openness to integrate sustainability and quality of life conéerns.

24 For further explanation incl. examples see Oostindie, H. (2020b).
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Data & knowledgeopportunities

Solid data and knowledge are highly relevant if not indispensable for the wotk @As dealing with ESS.

GAs need data at adequate level of resolution and operationalizable indicktapping exercisesan be
combiningwith citizen sciencée.g. Latviaand mapping ESS for marine spatial planning or user preference
mapping used in the Aland islands). A citizen science dialogue can be used for identifying preferences but
also to "measure" resilience. In tl@ankfurt final Likeport the argument was mad@r better informing

about land take decisions, to reduce them to a necessary minimum, and to use the Ecosystem Service

I LILINRF OK Ay GKFG RSOA&AA2Y LINRPOS&aad CdzNIKSNY2NBI
for the landuse planning pactice, such as in the evaluation and comparison of different planning

T

A0SYIFINA23&d¢T 6KSNB-OYSSRIZZ2REG HSWOK {DAdztE RDe S dzaSR F2

different planning scenarios.

Finally, also in the field of ESS, it needs entsii people to take the lead based on interest, knowledge,

and added value. Innovation may come from novel partnerships composed of actors who have not co
2LISNI GSR 0STF2NBE® CIFHOAtAGIG2NRE ySSR (2 ONigetatiog |
between different levels and scales should focus on common features, rather than differences, since in the
field of ESS there is no strict division between rural and urban. In ROBUST, the Lisbon lab, for instance,
helped participants to understahwhat ESS are about, that they have no boundaries. It enabled them to
see other positions and to #ink their territory through interaction with other actors and institutions.

3.5 Heritage/ Culture

This dimension concerns the role of culture and heritaggtrengthening ruratirban relations. In

ROBUST, it is primarily linked to the Culture and Food CoPs, but also the BM and ESS CoPs dealt with
heritage and culture. Culture economy, tourism, valorisation of heritage resources and territorial identity
areamong the attributes. Examples from ROBUST and elsewhere include municipal cultural strategies,
regional branding or gastronomic tourism. Figure 8 puts selected GAs on the map, which-foktdeages

in the field of heritage and culture.

Figure8 Governance ArrangementHeritage / Culture

EU: Sherpa & Ruritage projects Finland: Regienal councils
working also on culture & work on culture

f Tukums (LV): Living lab on a
H S I’Ita ge/ cultural strategy by
strengthening rural-urban

CU |tU re GAS Mid Wales (LIK): Welsh language cultural connections

and cultural connections.

Frankfurt {DE): Cultural Region
Bamberg (DE): UNESCO gardens

Styria (AT): Organization for cultural
professionals & regional development plan

Romania: CLLD linking
mountainous and urban are

Lucca (IT): local food policy and a territorial plan
valorising cultural heritage, landscape and territory

Table 7 lists a number of limits and opportunities for GAs identified and discussed in the ROBUST project
and to be further explicated below.
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Table7 Limits and opportunities for GAdHeritage / Culture

Subject

Limits

Opportunities

Governance
coordination &
collaboration:

local &
subnational

Cultural industry
strategies in cities not
connected to rural
areas.

Lack ofsystematic,
proactive and coherent
governance
approaches.

Multistakeholder and inclusive approaches for strategy development
and ensuring ownership.

Bringing people together: private, public, NGOs, informal associatio
artists.

Working across multiplevels & scales / moving beyond the local leve

Distinction: participating stakeholders and responsible stakeholder (g
municipalities) to strengthen accountability, continuity.

Euro Capital of Culture linked to surrounding rural areas (Matera /Ita
CLLD linking mountainous / rural and urban areas (e.g. in Romania)

LEADER Groups organising events and building network for cultural
professionals and cultural stakeholders (e.g. Styria).

Bringing rural culture to cities (Bamberg UNESCO gardens).
Crosgterritorial agreements between municipalities.
Municipal leadership (e.g. in Tukums).

Cultural Region as a voluntary organization for municipalities to join,
and joined activities on shared campaigns, theatre, garden heritage

Regional and cultural stragies to foster rural cultural activities (Styria
Regional development plans in need of support of mayors (Styria).

SMART Specialization Strategies.

Governance
coordination &
collaboration:

Central government as stimulators mfral-urban link.

Regional councils supporting culture and links to local Leader group
(Finland).

national & EU
EU projects and linking culture, heritage, cultural actors etc. to rural
development (e.g. H2020 SHERPA & RURITAGE projects).
LEADER program as a stimuldg.in Wales).
CAP national plans.
Funding & Cultural investment in | Supporting / strengthening regional strategies through enabling regic
finance cities not radiating development agencies to eoind activities (Styria).
outside cities.
Crosssectoral Lack of integrated Developing a clear vision and plan for cultural events (Tukums).
connections, strate o . . -
. 9y Monitoring and qualitycontrol mechanisms for trudbuilding (Tukums).
synergies & Diverse needs of local
integration residents and tourists Developing a cultural strategy creating cohesion (Tukums
unaddressed. Developing a local food policy and a territorial plan to contrast urban
8 sprawl, steer synergies between the city and the countryside and
Overtourism. : . . .
valorise cultual heritage, landscape and territory (Plain of Lucca).
Mid Wales (UK): Welsh language and cultural connections.
General Exclusion of Culture as instrument to attract people and businesses to rural areas
marginalised groups L . L .
9 group Engage marginalized groupscultural activities / rural life.
Limits

The limits in this field can be manifold. Thekums Lpointed at the absence of systematic and proactive
governance approaches hampering the emergence of a coherent vision for cultural life in the region. Such
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a vision should be backed by institutional collaboration and attempts to attract investment. Fudhe

cultural industry strategies in cities tend to be usually linked to urban regeneration and cultural investment
in cities do not necessarily radiate to areas surrounding the cities. The question in connection to both
phenomena is how to better conrct to rural areas? Other limits discussed concern the exclusion of
marginalised groups in cultural activities between rural and urban areas and the question -ebonsm.

Governance coordination & collaboratioopportunities

Governance arrangements in this field are established at multiple levels of governance and often serve as
a bridge for cultural professionals linking urban and rural areas. Looking at the locaClei®l activities

and LEADER LA@svide important ruralurban links. CLLD serve to link rural, mountainous and urban
areas, for instance in Romania but also elsewher&tynig a LEADER Group serves to organize events and
build network for cultural professionals. This serves as an entry point and connectoafy cultural
stakeholders from the outer districts of the region and who would otherwise lack this network. Also, in
Wales the LEADER prograim seen as a stimulator and opportunity structure.

In the case oBambergin GermanylUNESCO gardegsrve tobring rural culture to the city. IMatera

/Italy, which wasEuro Capital of Cultuia 2019, rural areas around the city benefited too. TukumsLL
stressed that at local level, an organisation taking the lead is need@dkumshis was the municigiy.
Whilst the cultural strategy potentially creates a more cohesive cultural repertoire it is largely depending
on collaboration between different regional stakeholders.

Also, the regional level might be a driving forBé&rial L stressed that rural cultural activities could be

fostered inregional and cultural strategied here are opportunities in the regional development plan, if

mayors supported it. Ikrankfurt, theCultural Regiofwww.krfrm.de) was established for and by

municipalities and as a voluntary organization. It is possible for any municipality to apply for membership.
¢Kdzas GKS&aS I NBFa a2yYSgkl iNBCSASNG Ol2RiZKg SORIZE aliddzNG NI yF |y
through joint activities, shared campaigns, theatre, garden heritage etc. In Finland, culture is a voluntary

issue for regional councils. Some councils support it, others do not. As in other countries, theoeais a

strong cultural element in the LEADER local action groups.

As to stimulating ruralirban links in the field of culture, municipalities can cooperate and agree to provide
jointly a wider offer in the region. Moreover, the development of a strategyes®to ensure ownership by

the communities. In some cases, it has proven to be useful to make a clear distinction between
participating stakeholders and those who take responsibilities (e.g. municipalities). In the case of Frankfurt
this is a company owndaly public authorities, enabling accountability and continu8ART

Specialization Strategies can promote reumghan synergies by containing cultural elements.

In addition to theLEADER program and CLLD actiyitiesEU fosters ruralrban links in tle cultural field
also through projects such as ROBUST. FurtheH2020 SHERPA Projticks culture, future liveability
and rural development and includesurdimensions. ThRURITAGE projdatks numerous actors from
several territories around the thee of cultural heritage to boost development. Last not least,GiAd®
national plangprovide opportunities for4u links in culture.

Overall, culture is a crucial aspect for rural areas and serves to attract both people and businesses. Culture
can also be formidable opportunity to engage with marginalized groups and involve them in cultural
activities and life.

Funding & financeopportunities

In terms of funding and finance culture should be recognised in regional stratBgigmnal development
agenciessuch as in the case 8fyriacan cofund cultural activities.
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Crosssectoral connections, synergies & integrati@pportunities

The develpment of a clear vision and plan for cultural events is a key enabler as describedTktimas
LL This should be followed by monitoring and quality control mechanisms. The latter could suppert trust
building, e.qg. for regional food products sold at audil events etc. (Tukums final LL report).
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This chapter examines which governance arrangements work in different spatialesociomic and
political contexts.

Table 8 lists governance arrangements between rural and urban areas and enablers for building them,
which might be implemented and repdited in different locations of the EU. The table contains five

wellbeing economy dimensions, selected key lessons for replication and the respective governance levels
concerned or to be engaged. Whilst the lessons are discussed in in chapter 3 in mdremietiashould

be highlighted here is that a number of more general lessons emerged from the analysis of each wellbeing
dimension. These are listed at the top of table 8.

At the start and throughout the lifecycle of each GA it is important to clarify siegthncing options, and
Ll2aadAofS RAFFSNBYyOSa FyR (2 SadrofAakK aO2YyYzy 32!
(public) discussion onur issues, and by focussing on common features, rather than differences, when
looking at urban and rurapaces. It is important that the facilitator (team) creates a safe space for

partners to interact. Proving new information and data orareating a common vision with alternative
pathways through tools like natural steps or foresight have proved suctéssROBUST and elsewhere.
Sharing good experiences but also learning lessons from failures could support the impact of any GA, too.
In most cases, network governance is most appropriate, that is, working across multiple levels and scales
of governance amh possibly / where applicable, also including actors from beyond the local level. Whilst

the LEADER program and work in local action groups, for instance, was seen as a stimulaténks:, r

more space should be given to link rural and urban CLLOoed CAP was mentioned in this and many
other connections, such as propelling GAs in the field of ESS, circularity, proximity and services.
Throughout all wellbeing economy dimensions, we found milevel! initiatives working across territories

and sectos, intermunicipal and regional GAs. For all of them, leadership and, related, accountability is of
key concern. Public sector leadership and public funding are highly importang ot at municipal and
regional level (e.g. through spatial or developmhplanning). At the same time, in all wellbeing

dimensions, the work across sectors through networks of actors is a core ingredient afrhaalGAs. It

is the combination of different perspectives that enables the develop of appropriate mechanisms and
approaches for resilient and sustainable solutions for territorial developm@fiten being limited by

sectoral regulation taken place in silos.

The ROBUST project also organised an interactive European Workshop with representatives from local,
regional and national authorities, EU and international actors, NGOs and researchers to discuss the
transferability and replicability of governance arrangements. A number of important enablers were
discussed, particularly seen from local and regional paatiges. These can be seen in addition to the
replication lessons summarised in table 8. Some of the workshop results can also be seen as enablers for
governance arrangements discussed in chapter 3.

Regardindgood policy and procuremesind in addition tahe territorial dimension of food, other factors

should also be considered, including social, fair and good working conditions. Sustainability thinking should
go beyond economic and environmental considerations. Certification bodies, either private or
govenment-led need to be included in food poliéyLocal initiatives need strong government support to
become a success and their ownership is criféial.

25 Reflections from a participant from the Republic of Ireland.
26 Reflections from a Belgian participant.
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Table8 Ruraturban governance arrangements and enablers for effective and sustainable bullligeing economy perspectives

Wellbeing Key lessons for replication Governance level to engage / concerned
Economy : .
Dimension EU National Regional | Local NGOs/
CSOs
General / 22NRAYIFGS YR Of F NAFe ySSRATX FAYIFIYOAY3IAT LIREA&AAOE X X X
lessons Promoting of mutual understanding through (public) discussion-otissues X X X X X
Create a safe space fpartners to interact X X X
Use a multistakeholder and inclusive approaches for strategy development and ensuring ownership. X X X
Building trust & bringing people together through soft actions rooted in formal structures X X X
Thematicworking groups with local urban and rural stakeholders. X X X
Focus on common features, rather than differences when looking at urban and rural spaces X X X X X
Flexible cooperation arrangements/model agreements for / including different typastofs X X X
Sharing good experiences & learning lessons from failures. X X X X X
Work across multiple levels and scales of governance / move beyond the local level => network governance| x X X X X
Voluntary agreements on sharing resources plahning within unions of municipalities X
Regional organisations promoting iteommunal ceoperation / acting as mediators X X X
Central government should stimulate runadban links X
LEADER program as a stimulator farlinks X X X X X
Reforming the CAP regime X X
Social Growth Deal partnership X X
SEIVICES | g B8y RAY3 SEAAGAYI & NHNI-uban aftufbdniaread NI (A 2y & (I NHzO (i d2 X X X X
Budgets for intetmunicipal collaboration among mayorsagpopulating regions X X
Regiondeals between public and private partners X X X
Territorial Employment Pacts X X X
Regional budget for municipalities cooperating in planning & production of services X X X
Integrated plans, acrogmlicy domains X X X
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Wellbeing Key lessons for replication Governance level to engage / concerned
Economy . .
Di ; EU National Regional | Local NGOs/
imension
CSOs

Link rural issues to urban strategies, and vice versa => both cohesion policy & CAP X X

Proximity Cultural events and food festivals, e.g. such as in Lucca X X X
Food Market Place Ljubljana by multiple actors frdifferent sectors. X X X
'Speeddating' meetings direct interaction between producers & consumers. X X
Coordination between small producers in public procurement X X
Municipalities supporting SFSC Organisation X X
Educating children and parents about food sources & link to rural life/activities. X X X X X
Food councils with participation of different stakeholders X X X
Participatory Guarantee Systems X X X
RegieDeals and Citpeal Foods X X X
Procurement rings, such in Finland X X X
Preston model: anchor institutes coordinating public food procurement X X X
Monmouthshire Food Project: Linking agriculture, public procurement, business development, skills training, X X X
use andplanning
Lisbon Strategy 2030 Streamlining the development of short supply chains, educating consumers on the qua X X X
economic and environmental advantages of local products, encouraging public procurement in school cafete
Inter-municipal collaboration adding global perspectives, example Ede Foodvalley X X X X X

47



Wellbeing

Key lessons for replication

Governance level to engage / concerned

EI)—:iﬁ]oennosr;m EU National Regional | Local NGOs/
CSOs
Circularity | Promote sustainable food through primary schools and restaurants in the city X X X
IT based, dynamic public procurement, with nearby |lacghority areas X X X
Public institutions may initiate and drive local community initiative X X
Reciprocity contracts X X
Peerto-peer trade and exchange with potential public authority support X X X
Publicprivate collaboration in the use of biomass X X
Teaching / provision of knowledge on circularity innovation. X X X X X
Providing knowledge and data on circularity. X X X X X
Ecosystemg Local nature partnerships based on voluntary arrangements X X X
Building participatory, bottorup governance communities X X X
New and flexible governance models for laaxtess with municipal level as a mediator X X X
Natural capital mapping exercise X X X
Using ESS approach in lamgk planningractice, evaluation and comparison of different planning scenarios X X X
Flood risk management through natubased solutions X X X
Encouraging builders to use environmentally friendly materials and to integrate wildlife in building X X
Mapping exercises: combining with citizen scienagti&en science dialogue to "measure” resilience X X
At local level, municipal leadership might be appropriate. X X
Heritage/ Develop a clear vision and plan for cultural events. monitoring and quality control mechanisms. X X X
Culture Involve people from private, public, NGOs, informal associations, artists. X X X
Treat culture as instrument to attract people and businesses to rural areas. X X X
Embrace culture as avpportunity to engage marginalized groups in cultural activities / rural life. X X X
Develop regional and cultural strategies to foster rural cultural activities X X X
Regional development plans involving cultarget support of mayors X X X
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Institutions created to protect small producers are important, t@werall, the principle of equality in
proximity-related GAs is recommended, meaning that once everyone is visible, motivation is cfeated.
Finally, people need to have opportunities to get in contact with local products in theifcity.

In terms ofsocial serviceand because they are arranged at different levels in different countries, WS
participants argued that simple generalisation®abreplicability should be avoidetlowever, both in the

fields ofeducation and transpotinter-municipal cooperation was considered as important or very

important. In the field of transport much depends on ruuaban differences and realities of peopled f A @S & «
In sparsely populated areas in Sweden, for instance, many people own a car, whilst in other countries, the
situation might be differentAs a general enabler in mobility and public transportation planning,

participants pointed at governmental bdiup. Another theme wadroadband developmenihe

coordination responsibility, according to WS patrticipants, should be with the government / public sector
AAYOS aLS2LX S R2 y2i ySOSaalNARfte& dzyRSNEROIl ytRe gKI G
recommendation of what not to replicate is demaddven approaches. It should rather be (central)
governments, who drive broadband development.

Linking rural, urban and peuirban areas througkpatial planning processesnumber of lessons were
shared and discussed at the European WS2td starting point, actors and stakeholders, assisted by a
good facilitator, need to identify common interests to be dealt with in the cooperation. The GA partners
may look into funtionality of regions and as driving the incentives schemes for cooperation (e.g. money,
service provision). Municipalities may build more strategic cooperation.

For the working omgreen infrastructuré in spatial planninga number of key replicable lesswhere
highlighted at the EU WS. Many points are also applicable in other fields of ESS and the wellbeing
economy. To allow for an equal access to participation between actors from different levels, capacity
building might be needed, since differencesapacities between the different actors can hamper
development processes. Traditional spatial planning professionals do not necessarily have the skills to link
into green infrastructure planning. Multand transdisciplinarity approaches need good fdaiidrs to get
people working / talking together in the pursuit of a common goal.

Adding acrossborder dimension in green infrastructy@@ number of lessons were shared by the Three
Countries Park landscape partnership (BE, NL, DE), which are alsooéppleawhere. In the
transboundary setting, voluntary contributions are key, and the negotiation process is the backbone of
collaboration.Different backgrounds and perspectives can be brought togdtireugh different
participatory methods, includingomfrontation'. This stimulates engagement, joint learning and capacity
development.

Linking global guidelines with local practices and for delivering 3€Sens can be learned from UN
Habitat3! Both regarding horizontal and vertical GAs governance mechanisms are strengthen by
incorporating urbarrural linkages into multisectoral, mulievel and multistakeholder governance. The
deliveryof SDGs requires policies, strategies and action plansatieahorizontally, vertically and sectorally
integrated.Horizontal integration is across different spatial scales in metropolitan regions, adjacent cities
and towns, including rural hinterlandSertically integration is across different levels of engaget and
official decisioamaking.Sectoral integration concerns the public and private sectors, civil society
organisations, research and professional institutions, as well as formal and informal civic associations.

27 Reflections from a participant from Nuremberg / Germany.
28 Reflections from a Spanish participant.

29 Experience shared by a Swedish representative.
¢ KS DNBSY LYTFNI alNdzOG dz
SYOBANRYYSYyulf TSI U0dzNFKa
2013a).

31 These @ampleswere presented by S. Piesek / UN Hab#athe European WS.

\{ plaiibdinéndbik of R&BuFak ayidsémamral arkas with bthed G NI § S 3 A

N
RSaA3IYSR FYR YIyl3ISR (G2 RSEACERNI I 6AR
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5/ 2y Of dza A 2y &

In the chapters above wealre presented the ROBUST approach and results of examining governance
arrangements (GAs) that enhance rusaban synergies. Our framework suggests perceivungHurban
relationships tweway and ceconstituted, and highlights the agency of rural actdrse localities under
scrutiny encompass both concrete communities with democratic legitimacy, and various social, economic
and political sites and processes, flows and interactions which go far beyond their own territory. During
the course of the projecthe learnings of experimenting in the eleven Living Labs (WP3) and engaging
with ongoing national, EU and global policy discussions (WP6) it became evident that essentusbeural
governance arrangements are evolving around foundations for-un@n wellbeing. Wellbeing economy
offered us an ugo-date lens through which to identify and structure promising governance arrangements
for ruralurban synergies on the one hand and to pinpoint limits and opportunities, on the other hand. An
important prerequsite for governance arrangements in the ROBUST framework was that they need to be
equal and applicable in different contexts (WP1).

5.1 Network Governance

bSGs2N] O0SRUO I20SNYIyOS KIFa GKdza 0SSy ( KaSalyicat ST I dzf
tool to study the characteristics of governance arrangeme@ts/ernance experiments (WP3) in Living

Labs have been levers of change that enable more effective governance feunasal synergy. Living

Labs have used the capacity offered by pineject to provide a focal point for networked governance. It

became evident that influencing existing networks was most effective when establishing a new

arrangement.

There is no single form of effective governance arrangement for-twkan synergy. Avell-functioning
arrangement is always embedded in its purpose and context. However, some key characteristics can be
identified. An effective GA is most often mebivel and multiactor, and the public sector and/or local
government role is crucial. Arffigient governance arrangement can evolve both-tigavn or bottomup.
However, if topdown, attention should be paid to balanced participation building, as fuahn

inequalities are deeply entrenched. GAs should reflect the needs of all areas anthatrvEstablishment
and manifestation of the governance arrangement may take years.

The elements of network governance proved to be important for effective GAs. They imply a negotiated,
multi-stakeholder process; a collaborative system of decision desigrdecision making, characterized by
significant degrees of seffoverning; with attendant resources, commitments and shared power; sufficient
common cause; and a pragmatic understanding that to achieve the needed capacity and agency requires
appropriateinstitutional and organizational arrangements beyond that of government. These elements
improve the effectivity of a mature arrangement, but they are also needed during the establishment and
development process of any GA.

A common goal seems to be tleasiest beneficial GA element to realisdereas more effort needs to be
taken in order to reach the autonomy to make decisions, responsiveness to both rural and urban

2¢KS aAR 2Ff8a [[ O2yO0Of dzRSR GKI i -Sektbral cojabBotaton anacigated Byl 62 N 32 SN,
stakeholders will increase because of ppande[nic pressures on public finances; viewed as an opportunity for comynunit
SYLRGSNYSyG yR (G2 SEGSYR O22LISNIGAGS yR a20Alt SyidSNLINRaA
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communities, a situation where all parties commit resources, and a situation whemeabements are as
equal and inclusive as possible.

The ruralurban synergy effectiveness of governance arrangements depends also on the scope of their
purposes: does the governance arrangement exist for vurbhn synergy only, or rather for some other

goal linked to or including this synergy. We came across only few cases, where the arrangement was in place
or being established specifically for rutaban interaction as such. Multilocal living, as an example of-rural
urban interaction at a distance magquire such arrangements more widely. In particular in the case of
spatial planning and regional development the effectiveness to rurbhn synergies is not so selfident,

it depends on how strongly the rurarban particularity is taken intaccount.

5.2 Limits and opportunities of governance arrangements

Governance arrangements can be used for piloting economic and ecological zonesuaerareas and

for testing new dynamic¥. Socalled 'build together, benefit together'approaches havbeen

implemented in cases of transition from mining industries to green economies, and for stimulating circular
economy growth in some countries (Mahendra & Seto 2019). At the European WS it was argued that a

NI G KSNJ adzNb Iy 02 KS Zikefof rediddd dev@Rpmernit aferstill 2dmiefingandigeedh

better integration. An opportunity to extend successful GAs across territories and link policy fields are e.g.

/| 2YYdzyAGeé [ SR [20Ff 5S@St2LIVSyid o/ [[50dukpfdtINBI OKSa
dZND Iy G2LIA0Oa | YR YSY §SRespcingkcalkiv@letgedaniibriidging Hifle®rit R & ¢
governance levels is key in the development of governance arrangements. This needs a stronger focus on
people who can bridge knowledggstems and more diverse skill sets from both rural and urban settings.

Potential limits arébiases against local knowledgehis needs to be overcome and people need to create
strong alignment (e.g. people accepting wind turbines, solar paatels Also, regarding national and EU

legal frameworks there may be some bias against local knowf&déew to overcome these biases? In
concrete terms, actors from Green Lab Sldkewedactors from outside their rural areéhe spaces where

the Green &b was supposed to be createtheybrought people with different backgrounds togethier

rural Skive. Such processes need a facilitator, a bridge builder between rural and urban areas and a host of
a continuous development aimed at overcoming biases.KByemessage is thus tespect local

knowledgeand tobring together different levels of governance

Some of the GAs discussed in this report were based on civil society activities, while others had more
institutionalised structures for operation with latauthority in a key position to coordinate and manage

them. Other examplesfusgdS¢ D! & 4 Gaz2¥Fid YSOKIFIyAavYaég Ayaz Sai
particular tasks. Some of the GAs described above involve multiple gabthiers are rather mecha@sms

for bringing together specific groups of actors (e.g. budgets / funding for collaboration). Irrespective of

who is the core driver in the GA collaboration / network, the promoting of mutual understanding on rural

urban issues, through discussionsatly also involving the public, is a key opportunity generated by any

GA.

Ultimately,02 f f 602N} GA2y | ONRPa&d RAFFSNBYyid aSOG2NER | yR f
needed. Active individuals, who are able to understand problems and oppitetsiin a given territory
from a more holistic perspective and who can mediate between conflicting views are enablers of

cooperation and change. It is a complex matter to build network governance between citizens and
authorities or other actors. Abalakey 3 2 F Fft F2@SNY I yOS LI I @SNAEQ LISNJ

33By S. Piesek from UN Habitat. She added that whilst adjustments to governance and planning require the introductiorr of laws o
the adaptation of existing regulations to the new andwbing realities of growing cities, designating special zones where a new
relationship between rural and urban areas could be tested in practice through pilot projects could bring effective results.

34 Comment from a WS participant.
35 This wagliscussed at the European Workshop.
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differentiating views closer are needed. Foresight exercises and studies, for instance, increase the ability
for people to understand other contexts. They can build efraene links, faititate abstraction and enable
people to jointly think about different issues relevant in their local context and to ultimately start thinking
about alternatives to solve practical problems togeth&s.was stressed in the European $/®gere are

several types of innovation including interaction innovation by peoplesaiwhce or knowledge

innovation. These are sometimes colliding between different governance levels and it needs a good
methodology or toolbox to bring these together. Gpmnovation and cacreation vs. classic project
management help bridging between arenas.

Overall, rural and urban actors from different backgrounds should be involveddreation of joint

solutions for their areas through formal and informal instituied governance arrangements through
network governanceThe governance arrangements should be reNiel and involve multiple scales.

They should operate according to the principles of good governance, including transparency, trust, and
equity. Yet, in sme countries, it is difficult to engage civil society in participatory processes, especially
without a clear leadership. There needs to be room for experimenting with new innovations and
partnerships. Thus, replication means that any good practice omeadis to be utilised elsewhere needs
to be embedded in specific local context, its history and (administrative) structures.

Governance structures need to endure over time. For newly established GAs and those based on pilot
funding, there is a danger théhiey might disappear when subsidies or other support ends. It thus needs
more stable and durable support systems beyond short funding periods and to enable the sustainability
and longevity of governance arrangements. This could be achieved by startexgdeyjects and making
sure that those who started can maintain structures and or work to continue.

Key messages for general replicability and transferability:

1 You can transfer and replicate the principle, but not the application.

9 Persuade the necessargtars about the relevance of rurakban interaction.

1 Clarify the (geographic or thematic) ruaiban scope of the arrangement carefutiyiot all

arrangements require proximity.

Respect the network governance arrangement characteristics.

Learn from andise existing arrangementsROBUST library contains examples of various business

models and more thematic solutions

1 Use a multistakeholder and inclusive approaches for strategy development and ensuring
ownership

1 Capitalize on flexibleooperation arrangementandmodel agreements for / including different
types of actors

1 Encourage voluntarggreements on sharing resources and planning within unions of
municipalities

= =

1 Use regionabrganisationdor promoting intercommunal ceoperation/ acting as mediators.

1 Lobby centrajovernmentto take a strongerole in stimulating ruralrban links

f LEADER progracan stimulater-u links-theSEA &G Ay 3 & NUzNJ f ¢ cdhdd f I 62 NI {0
extendedto peri-urban and urban areas

1 Allocate budget for intermunicipal collaboration, such as planning & production of services.

1 Regiondeals between public and private partnerse a basifor a governance arrangement.

1 Encourage the use of integrat@tans across policy domains

9 Link rural issues torban strategies, and vice versa (in both cohesion policy & CAP

1 Make use of anchdnstitutesin coordinating public procurement

36 Thea Lyng ThompseBEO Baeredygtig Herning.
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5.3 Looking back and looking ahead

It seems reasonable to us to suggest that there is growing recognition ahffwrtance for urban areas of
rural territories, albeit that we have concluded that to have only limited value unless the relationships,
dependencies, and synergies between the two are recognised as being valuable and pivotal by all
concerned.

One impacbf the coronavirus outbreak would appear to be that it has caused many to reflect on the
relative functions, value, and assets of territories of different types and to reappraise the complex web of
relationships and interdependencies between them. Thiistheorising or speculation alone, such
rethinking evolves as policy and then actions with highly practical effects in terms of what physical
infrastructure is developed where, how, and where public services are delivered, food supply systems, and
the management of open and shared public spaead the decisioamaking processes and governance
arrangements required for them. Among the new governance arrangements which we identified are those
driven by the need to respond to the trend of growing migidity. How to deal with people who live in

both urban and rural areas, given that our societies are organised on the presumption that citizens are
mono-, not multilocated? In this case, the new governance arrangements being proposed contain various
elements such as muHbcal citizenship models with appropriate changes in terms of suffrage and

taxation, and schemes where central government financial transfers to local government are made
differently.

Certainly, at the EU policy level, the appearancaroévolving Rural Vision (Long Term Vision for Rural
Areas), in mieR021 has refocused attention very strongly on the ways in which rural areas and the
contributions of their actors and activities might best be optimizetbt solely in terms of the rurgler se

but also in the sense of rurakban relations. Elements within the evolving Rural Vision such as Rural Pacts,
rural proofing and possible revisions to rutaban typologies, all have clear governance dimensions and
appear set to drive forward apged both policy and implementation mechanisms.

In the context of those broader considerations, what both the ROBUST Living Labs and CoPs have done and
analysed can be sensibly conceived of as a series of localised attempted solutions to a similar set of

existing and known challenges, and a shared desire to effectively apply a set of governance principles
related to ruraturban relations around the emerging wellbeing economy.

The potential of rurajurban synergies should be supported in policy to improskstic development in
ruralcurban interface, as balanced arrangements do not appear spontaneously but are a result of
determined action by committed parties. We hope that the report will be able to concretize the main
principles of effective governancerangements in ruralirban synergies, as well as inspire and encourage
such activities among the committed runatban parties. Their multitude and diversity combined with the
innovativeness of governance arrangements discussed above are a hopeful siguairéoruraturban
interaction.
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LivingLabEde(Netherlands)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial leveP

Area(km?)”

Population density
(inhabitants/km)?

Population change (% last Syears in %

per year (approx. 20162020)8

Localcontext

Ruraturbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researclpartner type

Professional background of
partners’

Lead partnef®
Priority CoP&

Main outputs!?

MY

[ABAY T €I

Description
Edemunicipality,Netherlands
LocalAdministrative Uni{LAUj
318
364

+0.9%

Intensive agriand agritech growth centre orientated tglobal markets

via a crossectoral Food Valley initiatiierotectedrural landscapes.

Costly homesindland.

Predominantly rural. Largely agtiral landscape witlpolycentric
urban centres, which are home to twirdsof the 115,000
population.

Localgovernment

University

SociakciencesPlanning EnvironmentaSciences

Coleadership

Food ESSBMLM

Codeveloping concrete practical tools for poliggplementation:
indicators for current municipal urbaieod policy dashboarding,
indicators for betteragriculturaESSleliverythroughthe menu-card
approach

Coproducing good practice exampleBiventory otircular
farmingtopics

5 SourceEuropeanCommission2021,unlessindicatedotherwise
6 Source:https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/localadministrativeunits

¢ KS
profilesare basedon Knickel etl., 2021
8 SourceKnickelet al.,2021

G§KNBES OKIFNI OGSNRAGAODA

a! NBI ¢ =

° Basedon the datafrom the three surveysrun overthe courseof the ROBUSjroject

1°Basedon the baselinesurvey data

11n the cases where Living Lab work significantly contributed to one or two CoPs, the CoP(s) is highlighted in

bold

12Basedon the synthesigeport elaboratedby the WP3team

37The living lab profiles have been compiled by the WP3 team.
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/local-administrative-units

LivingLabFrankfurtRheinMain (Germany)

Keycharacteristics
Location

Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density

(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (% last Syears in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researctpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner

Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description

FrankfurtRheinMain, Germany

Equivalent to foucomplete NUTS3 entities plus parfshree
other NUTS2ntities.

2458
960

+1.2%

Half of all regional jobs are in Frankfurt city, whicgriswing quickly
due to its global and national econorimportance.

Mixed urban angeri-urban with a large city. Despitbe presence
of Frankfurt city, the region is polycentaied contains large areas of
high quality rural operfouter) space.

Regionatlevelopmentagency

Consultindirm

Planning, Economics, Environmental Scierggicultural

Sciences

Practicepartner

ESSPI&SSBMLM

New data:multiple datasets and study reports (espatial
clusteringanalysiscommuting,statistics)

Testing& deliberatingnovel policyimplementation:
enhancedegionallanduseplan
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LivingLabGloucestershirgUnited Kingdom)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density
(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researctpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

13(Eurostat2018)

Description
Gloucestershir€ounty England UK
NUTS313
3150

239

+0.9%

Twortier municipal system, with planning decisidletegatedto
secondtier districts.

Predominantly rural. Affluent rural county with twaajacent main
urban centres. Welserved withtransport infrastructure and over
50% oflandscape isnvironmentally designated.

Localgovernment

University

Social sciences, Geography, Economic developfiamning,
Floodriskmanagement

Researcipartner

Food, ESSBMLM

Testing and deliberating novel poligynplementation: a new
flood management sugroup, agreed drafted wording for the
school foodcontract tender (with dynamic food procurement as
anoption)

Coproducing good practice examplesirculabusiness
inventories
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LivingLabHelsinki(Finland)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density

(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lastygars in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researctpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description
HelsinkiUusimaaRegionFinland
NUTS3
9568
176

+1.0%

Ruraturban working patterns, seasonal summaban-to-rural
exodus, andirbanto-urbancommuting/enterprisenvestment
(HelsinkiTallinn).

National capital metreNBEIA 2y ® ¢ KS | idNBgltQ
roughly 50:50 between Helsinki city and ruthlsimaa.

Localgovernment

Researclinstitute

Social sciences, Geography, Management, Potitizaice

Coleadership

BMLM ESSPI& SS

New dataon labour mobility, foreign direahvestment and
multiple locational occupancy; REHi®g business study
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LivingLabLisbon(Portugal)

Keycharacteristics
Location

Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density
(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researclpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description

LisbonMetropolitan Area,Portugal

The living lab covers both NUTS 2 and NU@isit8ries.
3015

944

+1.3%

The region of 18 municipalities experiences perban pressures
and an unbalanced territori@levelopment pattern, which exerts
pressure on higivalue naturakapital.

National capital metreregion. Home to 25% of theational
population. Urbanisation pressure linkedrtmal depopulation
andmigration.

Regionallevelopmentagency
University

GeographyPlanning EnvironmentaSciences

Practicepartner/ co-leadership

BMLM,ESSPI& SS

Strategic visioningintegrated cityregion strategyterritorial
plan)

Codeveloping concrete practical tools for policy
implementation: green infrastructure criteriamapping
ecosysterrservices

Testing and deliberating novel poligynplementation:
AgroParks network, study plan 8ustainable foodn the
curriculum

Coproducing good practice examplescosysterbusiness models,

short food supply chains jprocurement
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LivingLabLjubljana(Slovenia)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density
(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researclpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description
LjubljanaRegionSlovenia
NUTS3 level
2334
237

+0.8%

25 municipalities make up the region, including thiosperipheral
rural regions. Higlsonsumer preferender localfood andregional
landscape protection.

National capital metreregion. Home to 26% of ti8tovene
population.

Regionatlevelopmentagency

Consultingirm

Regional development, Environmental Sciences,
ManagementPlanning

Coleadership
BMLM,Food P1& SS

New data and cedeveloping concrete practical tooler policy
implementation: direct sales mappingnalysis and reports on

local food marketplace anplublicprocurementfor[ 2 dzo ff@d

strategy

Coproducing good practice exampleshort foodsupply chain
examples on how to expand regiof@d procurement new
practices that enhanceegionaloperations
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LivingLabLucc&ltaly)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density
(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in %
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext

Ruraturbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researctpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description
LuccaProvince Jtaly
NUTS3 level
1773
220

-0.1%

Seconetier authority of 38 municipalities, includirtgpe UNESCO
World Heritage city of Lucca. The areatiaracterisecdy a
distinctive villabased culturalandscapes

Predominantly rural. Lucca province is a varied afeaural
landscapes, including coast, mountains gfains.

Localgovernment

University

Economics (e.g. Food and Agricultural Econorfitzs)ning,
International relations, Environment&ciences

Coleadership/ practicepartner
Culture,ESSFood

New data: landbank andsharedassetdata

Testing and deliberating novel polidgynplementation:
intermunicipal food policy (joinnanagement model to share
functions on foodpolicies)draft ProvincialTerritorial Coordination
Plan
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LivingLabMid-Wales(United Kingdom)

Keycharacteristics Description
Location Mid-Wales Wales,UK
Territorial level Mid Wales approximately covers the two NUTegfBonsof

Powys andsouth WesiValeg4.

Area(km?) 17,034
Populationdensity (inhabitants/km?) 60
Populationchange(%)in last 5 yearsin -0.2%

%per year (approximately2015¢2020)

Localcontext No largescale urban settlements within therunicipalities.
The importance of smaller, marketvns as employment and
service centres ismphasised.

Ruraturbancharacteristics Exclusively rural. Faces challenges as a predomimarglyegion,
including remoteness, limitethfrastructure, access to markets
and services, angdost-Brexitchanges.

Practicepartner type Localgovernment
Researclpartner type University
Professionabackgroundof partners Geography, Regional development (including rural

development)SociakciencesEconomics

Leadpartner Researclpartner
Priority CoPs Culture,Food,P1&SS
Main outputs New data for policy implementationEvidenceReport, study on

multi-locality seasonal residenc¥,l 26 [ 20Ft A& |
aknowledge input tinform the Monmouthshire County

/ 2 dzy’ O A polciiwork 2 2 R

Strategic visioningRural vision, WLGA Ruvénifesto,

Local foodolanning

Testing and deliberating novel polidynplementation: local
andregionalfood planning

14 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/345175/7451602/nutaap-UK. pdf



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/345175/7451602/nuts-map-UK.pdf

LivingLabStyria(Austria)

Keycharacteristics
Location
Territorial level

Area(km?)

Population density

(inhabitants / knm?)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in %
per year (approx. 20162020)

Localcontext

Ruralurbancharacteristics

Practicepartner type

Researctpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

Description
Metropolitan AreaStyria,Austria
NUTS level
1890
261

+1.1%

Themetropolitan region of Styria includes Biunicipalities,

Ay Of dzRAY 3 DNI T ZThe rdgioti idriented & S
towards postindustrial hi tech growth.

A polycentric cityregion, dominated by Graz. Urbaet

migration leading to suburbanisation and eaommuter traffic
challenges. Public service demaafia growing, affluent
population.

Regionallevelopmentagency

Researclinstitute

SociakciencesRegionatlevelopment,Geography

Researclpartner/ Coleadership

BMLM,Culture,PI&SS

Testing and deliberating novel polidgnplementation & co-
producing good practicexamples:shared multimodal transport
andmunicipal budget setting examples and best practperts
A new practices that enhance regiorgerations

Codeveloping concrete practical tools for policy
implementation: online database / regional visitguide
(intercommunal ruralurban culturalnetworkingandtourism
promotion)
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LivingLabTukums(Latvia)

Keycharacteristics Description
Location TukumsMunicipality,Latvia

Territorial level LocalAdministrativeUnit (LAU}®

Area(km?) 1195
Population density 23
(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lasty&ars in % -1.2%
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Tukumsmunicipality, which is home to a little und80,000, was
created in 2009 and will be merged wattijacent councils i2021.

Localcontext

Ruraturbancharacteristics Predominantly rural. Tukums is largely rural/seraral, including

Practicepartner type

Researclpartner type

Professional background of
partners

Leadpartner
Priority CoPs

Main outputs

some remote and underserved areakichare experiencing
depopulation.

Localgovernment

Researclinstitute

SociakciencesPlanningRegionatievelopment

Researclpartner/ co-leadership
Culture Food,PI&SS

Strategicvisioning: Tukumscultural strategy

New dataon Tukums market and public
infrastructure

Codeveloping concrete practical tools & practicks policy
implementation: foodlabels, placdrandingandlocal food
marketinginitiatives

15 hitps://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts/locafadministrativeunits
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LivingLabValencia(Spain)

Keycharacteristics Description
Location Provinceof ValenciaSpain
Territorial level NUTS3 level

Area(km?) 10,812

Population density 208

(inhabitants/km2)

Population change (%) in lastygars in % +1.0%
per year (approx. 201&2020)

Localcontext The region is divided into three distinadustrial/economic
regions, namely the coast, th@andplainsandthe peripheral
sierra.

Ruralurbancharacteristics Mixed urban and rural with large city. Econord@&velopment

is uneven and directed towards tbeast, causing concerns
about rural povertydepopulationandurbanquality of life.

Practicepartner type Non-profit association representing the interests of
municipalitiesand provinces

Researclpartner type University

Professional background of Geography, Regional development, Environmesténces,
partners EconomicsSociakciences

Leadpartner Researclpartner

Priority CoPs BMLM,Food,PI&SS

Main outputs New data for novel policy implementatiorrecommendations on

extension of territoriaemployment pact¢TEP)nto peripheral
areas,a study report on school food procurementodels and
sustainability good practice, recommendations aagort on
digital service provision, plus also runansport, cultural resource
services, and the rurdTM network

Coproducing good practice exampleshort foodsupply chains in
procurement
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