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1 ABSTRACT

Co-creation is applied as a key concept to devahoplement, assess, and facilitate learning abewt ways

to address urban mobility challenges at the neigtitmod level in the HORIZON 2020 project SUNRISE
(“Sustainable Urban Neighbourhoods - Research amglementation Support in Europe”). SUNRISE’s
objective is to contribute to sustainable urbarettgsment by stimulating co-creative processes aabl@m
solutions in neighbourhoods in the field of new itigbconcepts and new forms of mobility. Towardsst
aim, six cities (Bremen, Budapest Jerusalem, Mal8duthend on Sea, Thessaloniki) are fostering
comprehensive collaborative processes with varaeters in specific neighbourhoods with the explicit
mandate to implement sustainable mobility solutions

The involvement of different actors is an importaspect and a challenge for co-creation proceSseshe

one hand, the involvement of residents and othekesblders in sustainable urban planning is seen as
promising. in terms of achieving better resultsniprove the adaptability of socio-ecological systef®n

the other hand, there are often questions sucliva®m is participating?”, "how can different actdre
reached?" and "what results can be achieved witbhreation?". This paper provides answers to these
guestions based on experiences from co-creatiooepses in the SUNRISE project. After defining and
embedding the term co-creation in planning theting, paper gives an overview of the involved actorthe
co-creation processes in SUNRISE, the co-creatictivies carried out, and the mobility solutions
developed on the neighbourhood level. Finally, ¢hallenges of involving various actors in co-creati
processes and the opportunities for co-creationnwpkanning sustainable mobility solutions on the
neighbourhood level will be discussed.

Keywords: Sustainable Mobility, Mobility PlanninBarticipation, Co-Creation, Neighbourhood

2 INTRODUCTION

New calls for transformational development processe fresh urban planning agendas are being duigjle
the effects of climate change, discussions aboaéssary shifts in energy and transport, as wekbhas
demand for liveable cities. In urban planning, iggration is considered an important element imgpwtng
sustainable spatial development (Zimmerman & H@fé2016: 1). In participatory planning, residestsl
other stakeholders are invited to participate ianplng or decision-making processes with the ided t
participation can influence the content of plannisge Healey, 1997; Innes, 1998; Innes and Bodi969).
The involvement of residents and other stakeholotetsban planning is seen as promising, for exanbpl
achieve better results and improve the adaptallitgocio-ecological systems (Healey, 1997; Inned a
Booher, 1999; Olsson et al., 2004).

Participatory planning allows for integrating theeds and requirements of local stakeholders inbarur
planning and is often seen as a good lever to aalvan challenges (Zimmermann & Héflehner 2016: 1).
Nevertheless, existing participation practicestinan development are partially insufficient to asdr new
demands and needs arising from these urban probteeting dissatisfaction among stakeholders.
Furthermore, participatory planning processes fien@riticized for inefficiency. Residents and etlactors
are disappointed with the lack of opportunitieh&ve an influence on the planning process whilanges
remain uninformed about residents’ concerns, egpeés, and the local conditions (Reed, 2008; Gilémho
2009). Therefore, urban planners, policy makersl eitizens are experimenting with new collaborative
approaches like co-creation to tackle persistebamiissues, such as climate change adaptatioritygofl
life, and urban inequalities (Puerari et al. 201)3:
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In the HORIZON 2020 project SUNRISE, co-creationtli® key concept applied to the development,
implementation, assessment, and facilitation ofnliég about new ways to address urban mobility
challenges at the neighbourhood level. SUNRISE'$§eatlve is to contribute to sustainable urban
development by stimulating innovative, participgtcand problem-solving processes in neighbourhaods
the field of new mobility concepts and new formsadhility. Towards this aim, six cities includingdsnen,
Budapest, Jerusalem, Malmd, Southend on Sea, awmdsadloniki apply comprehensive collaborative
processes in specific neighbourhoods. Their exphieindate is to foster and implement innovativetsmhs

for and with their residents and other actor groups

The involvement of different actors is an importaapect of and challenge for co-creative urbannten
processes. On the one hand, the involvement ofleets and other stakeholders in sustainable urban
planning is seen as promising, like to achieveebetsults and improve the adaptability of soccdlegical
systems. On the other hand, there are often quessioch as: "who is participating?"”, "how can défe
actors be reached?" and "what results can be athiith co-creation?". This paper provides answers
these questions based on experiences from SUNRISEeation processes for planning sustainable tibpbil
solutions on the neighbourhood level. After definand embedding the term co-creation in planniegy
this paper gives an overview of the involved actorhe co-creation processes in SUNRISE, the eatmn
activities carried out, and the mobility solutiodgveloped on the neighbourhood level. Finally, the
challenges of involving various actors in co-creatprocesses and the opportunities to co-creatipiely
sustainable mobility solutions on the neighbourhleeel will be discussed.

3 CO-CREATION AS NEW FORM OF PARTICIPATORY PLANNING | N SUSTAINABLE
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Co-Creation: A new term in urban planning

In urban planning, participation is an importargrneént in promoting sustainable spatial developnidety
participatory concepts like co-creation are devielgpand spreading worldwide, with the aim of supipgr
sustainable urban transition and transformatiorgi@ally conceived in the 1990s as a new busingasegy

for customer engagement (Leading Cities 2014: d)reation is an increasingly common concept in the
context of urban planning today integrating variagrs in planning processes to create sometbgeghier
(Schonfeld et al. 2019: 1). However, the conceptmtreation in urban development is by no meaearcl
and well-defined (Leading Cities 2014: 3; Lund 2029; Puerari et al. 2018: 4).

In the program "ERA-NET Cofund Smart Urban Futuyreése European Commission defines co-creation as
"an approach where heterogenous actors collabdmatproduce knowledge, instruments, technology,
artefacts, policy, know-how, etc." (JPI Urban Ewop016: 52). Schneidemesser et al (2019: 3) add a
processual aspect and define the concept of céxandzased on the following three dimensions:

« In a social dimension, co-creation describes aprecal exchange-based collaboration between
heterogeneous actors.

- In a material dimension, co-creation describes timinteraction of different perspectives generates
something unexpected, which the involved actorsuszn

« In a temporal-spatial dimension, co-creation déssrithose processes that enable relatively
autonomous actors to exchange ideas or to creltesvingether.

From this perspective, co-creation is a form ofatmration in which knowledge, instruments, tecbggl
artefacts, policy, know-how, plans etc. are credbedugh an ongoing process among heterogeneoois act
(Schonfeld et al. 2019: 3). The research group inga@ities (2014: 3) identify the heterogenous extnd
define co-creation as “the active flow of infornmatiand ideas among five sectors of society: govermm
academia, business, non-profits, and citizens - Quintuple Helix - which allows for participation,
engagement, and empowerment in developing poli®atimg programs, improving services, and tackling
systemic change with each dimension of societyasted from the beginning".

In summary, co-creation is characterized by thé fiaat heterogeneous actors from different sechoes
mobilized in a collaborative process to create sbing together. Based on the definitions above,fél&u
Franta (2019: 55) understand co-creative urbannplgnas the set of interconnected processes inhwhic
heterogeneous actors mutually interact and wor&ttey to develop answers to urban challenges ifotihe
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of knowledge, instruments, technology, artefactdicp, know-how, and plans, etc. (Haufe & Frantd 20
55).

In contrast to traditional participatory practidesurban planning, which still often only aim atgaging
citizens, the inclusive nature of co-creation pded the public, private, non-profit and academatss as
well as citizens themselves the opportunity to eeag equal stakeholders. In co-creative processss,
forms of cooperation and mutual learning processesrge between actors among different sectors of
society (Zimmermann & Hoflehner 2016: 1-2). In arler this to happen, it is necessary to sociotralty
(open of diverse group of participants), stratdfyqghematic openness, open-ended results, opeatstes)
as well as operationally (open flow of informatidmowledge and ideas) open up the processes (®adfl
2014: 47). Doing so provides the opportunity foemyday and expert knowledge to work together teesol
problems and to develop ideas (Petrin 2016: 168)ct€ative urban planning thereby focuses on iategy
different forms of knowledge into urban processeerder to create innovative solutions for complexan
problems (Haufe & Franta 2019: 58).

What further distinguishes co-creation from othartigipation initiatives is the involvement of tharious
stakeholders from the beginning to the end of tharmpng process. Rather than ask people to “pltgj’ in
existing pre-determined programs, initiatives, @ampaigns, co-creative approaches should help pémpe

and promote their own decisions, create new stdéiehmaps, and develop open-ended processes (lgeadin
Cities 2014: 5). Co-creation is ideally an endlggsecess and can be understood as an overarching
development philosophy (Davis & Andrew 2016: 65Bherefore, co-creation focuses primarily on long-
term culture change, rather than on short termooés, issues, or achievements, and includes a-cross
section of entire communities rather than partdhem (Leading Cities 2014: 5). In this sense, @ation is

not only an approach for creating product or serifimovation, but also a way of creating sociabirations
such as the intentional reconfiguration of socielcfices like collectively shared values, knowledge.
(Puerari et al., 2018: 5).

In recent years co-creation has become a buzzwartban planning and is often also seen as a nasepb

in planning. However, as a form of collaborationomgy multiple actors, the concept of co-creation in
planning is based on participatory literature ofvious decades. The following section shows that co
creation is not a new concept but rather a conlbagpéd on the communicative and collaborative pranni
theory developed within the last four decades.

3.2 Urban planning as collaborative practice

In response to the growing crisis of technocratamping in the 1970s, various planning approachebe
1980s and 1990s focused on the stronger involvewiedifferent actors in planning processes. Wita th
realisation that expert knowledge alone did notiea@hthe ‘optimal’ solutions for spatial developrmea
new paradigm of planning developed, which defin&ahping as a communicative practice (e.g. Forester
1989, Healey 1992, Innes 1995, Selle 1996). This pEnning paradigm is based on an understanding
which recognises the diverse ways of living thaistein pluralist societies. In comparison, tradiedb
planning focuses on scientific rationalism in atarally homogeneous community with a public intéres
(Healey, 2006). In planning literature, this chanmg&lso called "communicative turn" or "argumeiviat
turn" (Forester 1989, Healey 1992, Healey 1996ye&d scholars (Innes and Booher 1999; Margerum
2002; Healey 2003; Maginn 2007; Lofgren and Agded8 have also defined this new planning paradigm
as collaborative planning.

Patsy Healey, one of the main proponents of cotitbe planning, outlines that a city its resideidintify

with requires the inclusion of the diverse urbatoecand the actors’ various interpretations ofdityein the
planning process (Healey 2002: 1778). The collab@ainderstanding of planning assumes that common
solutions to planning problems can be found onlyoulgh participation of all relevant actors, the
consideration of their life worlds and the creatimhpolitical communication and cooperation struetu
(Healey 1997). The focus is on negotiating a cosigerhat represents the best possible solutioralfor
involved (Streich 2005). Collaborative processesstinclude the articulation of different interestise
critical questioning of expert opinions, the agreemon relevant topics and content, the formatiébn o
opinions and a final decision, which everyone cgrea upon (Innes 1996). The aim is to overcome one-
sided communication between government or expertsthe population by initiating active exchanges
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between all state, economic, and civil society &ctgnnes and Booher 2004) to establish a common
understanding for future planning (Healey 1992).

Collaborative planning theory approaches operatéhatintersection between planning bureaucracy and
actors in society (Ipsen 2010: 238). These collatdar planning approaches question both, the hibical
relationship between bureaucracy and societal sictord the role of state-sovereign planning asotig
planning authority. Instead, a consensus-orientadnmg process is designed in which the legitimaty
planning practices only can be produced by negogjatith various public and private actors (Grileatal.
2017: 10). According to communicative planning pergives, participation is at the root of plannieq.
Friedman 1987 & 1989, Healey 1992, Innes 1995)pl@a according to this view is to communicate, argu
debate, and engage in a discourse for the purpoaégaing attention and defining the possibilitifes
action (Puerari et al. 2018: 4).

Habermas' theory of communicative action (1981) lisddiscourse ethics (legitimacy, truth, acce§sibi
argumentation logic) provided the basis for comroative and collaborative planning (Ipsen 2010: 238)
Healey described collaborative planning as “a nemnfof planning, a respectful argumentative form of
planning through debate, appropriate to our redmgniof the failure of modernity’s conception ofuie
reason’, yet searching, as Habermas does, for @inaation of the Enlightenment project of demoarati
progress through reasoned inter-subjective arguamanhg free citizens” (Healey 1992: 160).

The distinguishing feature of collaborative plamnito technocratic planning is that it delegates the
responsibility for planning directly to involved tacs (Gunton & Day 2003: 6). It encourages people t
engage in a dialogue in a situation of equal empmeat and shared information, to learn through mlutu
exchange, to create innovative outcomes, and id mstitutional capacity. The dialogue promotearsig
information, understanding the perspectives of of@tners, and creating innovative results. lagahal
capacity, which is considered a combination of aoantellectual, and political capital, prolifeest through
networks of mutual trust and makes civil societyrencompetent (Innes and Booher, 2004; Healey, 2006)
The collaborative process is a cycle that includesogue, trust building and commitment, shared
understanding, and (intermediate) outcomes (Pui2@hi: 138).

Co-creation is a form of collaboration in which kvledge, instruments, technology, artefacts, pokoygw-
how, plans etc. are created through ongoing proaessg heterogeneous actors (Schdonfeld et al. Z)19:
This section showed that co-creation is not a nemcept but is rather based on the communicative and
collaborative planning theory developed in the fastr decades. Nevertheless, co-creation has beeome
buzzword in urban planning because urban planmidgyt is based on the assumption that urban spages h

a social significance that cannot be met by tectatimcplanning alone. The increasing demands orcitlye
require an approach that takes the needs and pavgseof different actors into account in an irstke and
democratic manner. For this reason, it is importarkeep an eye on the diversity of urban societgrder

to ensure constructive development of topics andgsses that are difficult to predict (Grinzel 20/5).

When arenas for mutual exchange and collaborataenmg are created, the focus is on questions aach
"Who is participating?”, "How can different actdse reached?", "What is being negotiated?". With the
Horizon 2020 project SUNRISE as an example, thevighg section will analyse the implementation of ¢
creative processes with local actors for findingtaimable mobility solutions at the neighbourhaaxkl.

4 CO-CREATION IN PRACTICE - THE HORIZON 2020 PROJECT “SUNRISE”

4.1 Development of sustainable mobility solutions at th neighbourhood level: The Horizon 2020
project SUNRISE

Since the Paris Climate Accord of December 201i5,dtear global carbon dioxide emissions will havée
dramatically reduced if global warming is to beited to 1.5 degrees compared to the pre-industraal For
the mobility sector, this means the need for (M#tauctural and behavioural changes in additiorih®
phasing out of fossil fuels also at city level.1889, Newman and Kenworthy were able to determrmnani
international comparative study of urban regiorat the use of cars, the volume of traffic, and ¢hergy
requirements of transport negatively correlatedh e density of settlements. These results asrgument
for compact, mixed-use neighbourhoods, which ndg bielps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, st al
offer great potential for the attractive desigrcities and neighbourhoods (Neumann 2010: 207).efbes,
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neighbourhoods are increasingly becoming the fo€ssistainable urban development (Roselt, 2016=dy).
co-creation, neighbourhoods may be ideal "real-ldboratories" to experiment, learn, and advance
transformation which ideally has a positive impatthe entire city (Brocchi 2019: 250).

In the HORIZON 2020 project SUNRISE (“Sustainableb&ah Neighbourhoods - Research and
Implementation Support in Europe”), co-creationthe key concept to develop, implement, assess and
facilitate learning about new ways to address commmbility challenges at the neighbourhood level.
Towards this aim, six SUNRISE cities (Bremen, Buskp Jerusalem, Malmd, Southend on Sea,
Thessaloniki) are fostering collaborative processespecific neighbourhoods as “Neighbourhood Mupil
Labs” with the explicit mandate to implement inntiva solutions for and with their residents andeoth
actors.

All SUNRISE activities are structured along the s of the innovation chain and based on co-credtio

a multi-stage process, actors from different sectdrsociety jointly identify mobility-specific pbbems in
the neighbourhood and cooperatively develop mgbdilutions. These mobility solutions will be jdint
implemented as part of the SUNRISE project. Cowmtirsumonitoring and evaluation accompany the co-
creation process in SUNRISE as well as disseminatinal learning activities.

The co-creation processes in each SUNRISE neighbodr are initiated by local city partners from
administration, community management or by integtaplanning offices. A steering committee called
"Core Group", composed of different local actorpresenting their neighbourhood, steers the co{oreat
process. For the collaborative planning processash SUNRISE action neighbourhood combines various
methods and tools to bring together citizens armbrostakeholders to learn from each other in otder
address urban challenges in transforming neighlomaihand cities.

By halfway through the project duration (05/2017 @4/2021), all SUNRISE neighbourhoods have
completed the phase of problem identification amésure development. Reaching such a milestonefoalls
reflection upon several aspects of the SUNRISEegtojuch as involved actors, the methods and tdols
collaboration applied and the outcomes of the eatve processes so far..

4.2 Actors in the process of problem identification andnobility solution development

In general, co-creation is characterized by the fhat heterogeneous actors from different secémes
mobilized in a collaborative process to create ghing together. The research group Leading Ci2€4 4:

3) delineate the different actors and define cativa as “the active flow of information and idesmong
five sectors of society: government, academia,n@ss, non-profits, and citizens - the Quintupleitel
which allows for participation, engagement, and ewgrment in, developing policy, creating programs,
improving services, and tackling systemic changth wiach dimension of society represented from the
beginning.”

The SUNRISE mission is to develop, implement, assesl facilitate co-learning about new, collabeeati
ways to address common urban mobility challengabeatirban neighbourhood level. The conceptual key-
term of this project is the idea to “co-create” arensustainable mobility future. Therefore, locztioas and
other stakeholders should be involved in all phagdive up to SUNRISE’s “co-creation” spirit. Byaans

of regularly-updated stakeholder mapping exerciselevant actors for co-creating sustainable miybili
futures were identified collaboratively in eachtpar city, showing a diverse actor composition usidor
each neighbourhood. Table 1 shows the actors ab#tgart in defining mobility problems and develupi
and selecting measures across all SUNRISE neighbods.

Despite the broad range of actors in the SUNRIS&Cgsses, government, academia, business, NGOs,
citizens and media rarely collaborate directly mmygical space. Rather, these local initiators ef th-
creation processes collect the information, idaas, solutions proposed by the individual groupaaibrs

and pass them on to other groups of actors.

Central aspects of the concept of co-creationdsofienness for diverse groups of participantsthbmatic
openness as well as open flow of information, kealge and ideas (Raffl et al. 2014:47). Co-creation
focuses on an ongoing and iterative collaboratidav(s & Andrew 2017: 653), but as every open plagni
process, co-creation also needs shared informatiorder to achieve innovative outcomes (Haufe &rfta
2019: 57). Therefore, SUNRISE shows that beyondQhbituple Helix (government, academia, business,
non-profits, and citizens), the media sector isiraportant actor for promoting the flow of informati
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including knowledge of and ideas from the co-cmatprocesses. In the SUNRISE neighbourhoods, the
local newspapers were particularly important t@inf the actors of the different sectors of socaigut the
current status of the co-creation processes anapertunities for participation. Local newspapalso
spread mobility-related knowledge about the devedlageas to the wider public.

Sectors of Society | Actor Groups

Government district administration, district development aggnmembers of the district parliament, distrjct
mayor, departments of the city administration (emwnent, transport, urban planning,
education, work, social affairs, tourism, busingsgelopment, communication)

Academia universities

Business local businesses, real estate / housing compaliesness associations, tourism associations,
representatives from planning, architecture, pigdiion, industrial design

Non-Profits cultural associations, traffic associations, repnéstives of the police, the fire brigade,
healthcare, mobility providers, educational ingtitns, schools, youth centres, cultural centres

Citizens residents, citizens' initiatives, citizens from ethneighbourhoods, seniors, youth, students,
parents

Media local newspapers

Table 1: Actors of the co-creation process in SUNR(&opted from Haufe & Franta 2019: 66)

In collaborative planning processes like co-cregti@sidents and other actors are invited to ppsie in
planning or decision-making processes with metrad$ as questionnaires, web forums, public meetings
and field trips, with the idea that participatioancinfluence the content of planning (Faehnle &vaymen
2013: 332). In diverse actor settings (see Tahlesgdgcific attention has to be paid to methodstants in
order to be able to target each actor accordirthaw needs. Methods which were used for the catue
problem identification and mobility solution devphoent in SUNRISE and actors which were reached with
these methods will be covered in the next chapter.

4.3 Methods for the co-creative problem identification and mobility solution development in
SUNRISE

A co-creation process has specific requirementshvitiefine the successful, purposeful, and inclusive
involvement of heterogeneous actors. Thereforectah suitable methods and tools out of the pletlod
participation formats available is an importantexdpThe local actor setting needs to be takenantmunt

for defining and selecting suitable methods andstémr co-creation. In principle, a method or toohy be
aimed at the general public and thus to all intecesictors in order to reach as many potentialracie
possible. A method may, however, also target acgeteof representatives from different interesiugs or

to all those directly affected by a particular topir the subject-matter of the participatory prased In
order to address various target groups in co-aegiiocesses, it is useful to apply a mix of meshddgood
mix consists of different, complementary methoden@sverwaltung Berlin 2011: 160) that promotes
dialogue in a situation of equal empowerment araresh information in order to enable the exchange of
mutual learning, to create innovative outcomes,tarlild institutional capacity.

Every co-creation process and every single metligaduticipation needs to take local culture, custpand
socio-spatial context into account. Spaces andceplacthe neighbourhood are needed not only bed¢hage
provide the relevant conditions to facilitate ietion among and access to actors, but also bethege
bring innovative ideas and resources which catalysgactive learning and innovation (Puerari e28i18:

6). Therefore, in order to reach the different ¢argroups in the SUNRISE neighbourhoods, peoples wer
addressed in their everyday life spaces (marketbyay stations, squares, etc...), in “learnt” spaces
(schools, museums, community centres, etc...), andl Ioetworks (sports club, folklore groups, etc...)
Given the trend of digitization, the importance difjital tools in developing urban solutions is gnogy
especially if urban planning is understood as &borative societal effort. Digital tools also aeaptions

for integrating local actors into decision-makingndaimplementation processes relevant to urban
development (Dubner et al. 2018: 141). Therefdre, SUNRISE action neighbourhoods combine a blend of
offline and online methods to bring together haegereeous actors around shared information, to lEam
each other and create new mobility solutions.
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An important aspect at the beginning of the cotiwaaprocesses in SUNRISE were public events in the
neighbourhoods. The objective of these public sveras to inform as many people as possible alheut t
process and encourage them to participate. Citizarik other stakeholders were invited to SUNRISE-
specific events like the public meeting, but alsarket-type stands at public street festivals oeo#vents in
the neighbourhood where informational material ghains were shared to involve the visitors in the
SUNRISE process. At the beginning, the public evemtre used to advertise the co-creation proceds an
spark interest in participating. During the pro¢cekese formats were also used to inform abouttmeent
status of the SUNRISE process. Depending on the eygevent, different groups of actors can be redch
These public events in SUNRISE were aimed mainlycaizens”, but actors from government (district
mayor, district and city administration, memberstloé district parliament), business (local busiaess
business association, tourism association) and “tlem-profit “sector (representatives from cultural
associations, healthcare, youth / cultural cerfi@® the neighbourhood) also participated at tresmts.
From the sector of media, representatives joinedptiblic meetings to report on SUNRISE. In additiam
often-used method to involve the wider public wasoa-tour series of smaller activating events where
problems, needs, and ideas are collected via makdleds in various highly-frequented locationstia t
public space (streets, market places, shoppingentultural centres, train stations, schoolsyamities
etc.). The mobile stands at different locations oeach a large number of people on the one hand and
specific user groups on the other by visiting ptawdere these groups can be found. Through thetdire
exchange, this method can not only be used to shimemation, but also to learn from each other &md
create innovative outcomes. This can happen thraughore extensive exchange by discussing ideas
together, negotiating advantages and disadvantagdsdiscussing further cooperation especially when
smaller groups meet at the mobile stands and engageconversation. Different groups of actors ban
reached with the mobile stands. In SUNRISE, thigsho® enables reaching a wide range of interested
citizens from the neighbourhood and from other lnlemirhoods who work, shop or have any other busines
in the neighbourhood as well. Especially if sethgiar schools, playgrounds or parks, specific solyug of

the sector citizens like pupils, youth, parents] aeniors could be reached via these mobile stasls, in
some SUNRISE neighbourhoods, information pointsehaeen created as a point of contact for residemds
local actors. In order to operate information p®iimt a way that conserves resources and at the samme
intensifies the network of the project within theighbourhood, cooperation’s with local associations
community centres or other NGOs were establishetbdelding the information centres in this way thioug
cooperation’s allows multiplier effects to be usedhe neighbourhood and to build institutional @eipy.
The visibility and perception of SUNRISE was alsareased by various public relations activitiegg(f$,
posters, press releases, etc.) in the neighbouriaithly local actors (citizens, non-profits, busiises) in
the SUNRISE neighbourhoods could be reached witbetimethods.

Furthermore, the SUNRISE cities used methods forcreation that are based on a selection of
representatives from different interest groupsoahbse directly affected by a particular topic. ifportant
part of the co-creation process in SUNRISE wasrdityecalled "Core Group", which was formed wilie

aim of serving as a steering committee to accompl@ywhole process. The Core Group consists in most
neighbourhoods of a stable group of 5 to 10 comaahiteople, some of whom operate on an honorarg basi
while others are members of the city administratborfrom local politics. The main purpose of ther€o
Group is to guarantee transparency for the praaedsts contents internally and externally. Througdular
updates, the core group ensures the flow of infioman the processes, advises and reflects oprieess,
and communicates transparently to the wider pubtiedia etc. In most neighbourhoods, the Core Group
was also consulted when decisions had to be maldether of a substantive or procedural nature. g th
way, the Core Group served as a co-creation mettaicynly to promote dialogue in the process, Iad to
learn from the process through reflection and tasedand co-validate decisions.

A central aspect of the co-creation processesdrSIINRISE neighbourhoods were workshops in which a
selection of representatives from different interg®ups could participate in defining the probleams
developing the measures. Playful approaches witldibg blocks or other materials in combination hwit
maps or orthophotos have greatly promoted the egehand creativity among the participants. In thase

of measure development, the workshops proved tofupelamental: design workshops, mini-future
workshops or similar activities were used in theNRISE neighbourhoods to elaborate the content ef th
mobility solutions and to locate them in the neighithood. In addition to the development of measutes
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workshop formats also offered the opportunity tecdss, adapt, and select specific measures. Therefo
workshops in SUNRISE offered the generation ofimfation, dialogue but above all collaboration betwe
selected interest groups to create innovative owso The workshop formats in the SUNRISE
neighbourhoods allowed the involvement of differgnbups of actors, for example, citizens (residents
pupils, youth, seniors), government (district aiitg administration), businesses (housing compans|
businesses, business association, tourism associagipresentatives from architecture, plannindustrial
design), and non-profits (cultural associationsffic associations, fire brigade, police, education
institutions, youth centre, mobility provider). lyeneral, actors from academia rarely took parthe t
SUNRISE processes. Only in workshops did acadenaidners from within the SUNRISE project
(representatives from international universiti@siplve themselves as consultants.

The aim of the SUNRISE process was not only tolvevthe usual suspects who regularly share thentgo

of view, but also the perspectives of hard-to-regidups (e.g. older people, children, young pegmeple
with a migration background or people with disdigi). Therefore, various methods were used toesddr
specific groups. These were, for example, walksuih the neighbourhood with people with disabgitoe
targeted interviews in retirement homes, schoall eommunity centres. The methods had a mainly
informative, but in some cases also a conversdtimadure which increased the inclusivity of the
engagement methods. In addition, excursions wese ased to take a look beyond the borders of the
neighbourhood to get ideas or learn from best maetxamples. In SUNRISE, excursions as a methad we
used for selected actors who participate with lterga commitments (in SUNRISE, the members of the
"Core Group") to visit other cities that are facisgnilar challenges but have already developed or
implemented solutions.

In addition to face-to-face methods, digital toalso create options for integrating different gr®wp actors
and provide opportunities for information, dialogulearning and creating innovative outcomes. In
SUNRISE, mainly neighbourhood-specific project widsswere used as an online tool for actor inforomat
and involvement. The websites were used as viitdatmation centres, where all information matergl
made available. Some SUNRISE-neighbourhoods, abasbd mapping forum was implemented through
the website. The objective of this forum was théection of geo-referenced problems, needs andsidea
which are subsequently rated or commented by atbers. Websites and online tools in SUNRISE were
largely aimed at sharing information with the wigketblic. Through an exchange among each otheri¢e.qg.
SUNRISE the mapping tool), moments of dialogues @ndreation can also be generated, especialheif t
online tool allows open discussion and has theoapfor joint steps in the direction of common ideas
vision development. Digital tools create options ifdegrating the wider public into co-creation esses,
but many online tools like the mapping tools in SRBE have the disadvantage that it remains often
unknown who participated.

4.4 Developed mobility solutions and side effects of éhco-creation process

Co-creation is characterized by the fact that logimeous actors from different sectors are mobilinea
collaborative process to create something togetHaufe & Franta 2019: 55). Co-creation can have two
distinct goals: One purpose of the co-creation lsan'making” together a situation where people work
together towards an output such as a product,ceerer process innovation. A second purpose ofreation
can be "learning" together through situations wlarers collaborate towards building knowledgerraay
from one another, and creating networks betweesr@a¢Puerari et al. 2018: 4). Frequently, both g@ab
sought, though often the "making together" or thgpuot is in the focus of co-creation in every dagqpice.

In the co-creative processes of the six neighbadban SUNRISE, a total of 33 solutions for thenitifieed
mobility problems of the respective neighbourhoedsre developed. Between three and nine mobility
solutions were developed for each neighbourhooce Tiobility solutions result from the individual
neighbourhood-specific, co-creative processes eihect the respective problems of the neighbourbpbdt
can be divided into six categories:

« Public space (10 measures): As part of the coigeeptocesses, a number of improvements for the
quality of stay in public spaces were developedsEhinclude the construction of street furnitune (i
particular benches), the greening of squares amdtst additional opportunities for children toypla
and activities (e.g. festivals, events, initiativeth specific focuses in cooperation with local
associations) in public spaces to increase theneef security.
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« Bicycle traffic (8 measures): Improvements for loley traffic were a result of the co-creative
processes in five of six SUNRISE neighbourhood® easures developed include the installation
of bike racks at central locations in the neighboods and in housing complexes, the establishment
of rental stations for cargo bikes, the redesigmioycle underpasses and intersections, as well as
information campaigns for the use of bikes in thighbourhood and the intermodal use of the bike.

« Pedestrian traffic (7 measures): Mobility solutiofos pedestrian traffic were developed in all
SUNRISE neighbourhoods. In many neighbourhoods,ftlees was on improvements of school
routes, including information and education campaifpr safe and sustainable school routes as well
as a walking bus ("school bus on foot") for kindetgn children and pupils. In addition, pedestrian
routes in the neighbourhood will be redesignedattfinding improved.

« Motorized private transport (6 measures): In thB@NRISE neighbourhoods, measures were
developed that aim to reduce motorized privatespart. The measures developed include the
establishment of Tempo 30 zones, targeted parkiagagement and micro-hubs for delivery
services and car-sharing stations. Measures fdaisable and safe school routes have also been
developed, including measures to reduce delivery pick-up traffic by means of motorized
individual transport and kiss & ride zones in frofischools and kindergartens.

« Local public transport (2 measures): In only oneNBISE neighbourhood, measures for local
public transport were developed. The focus hemnipublic transport stops, including measures to
improve the quality of stay at stops as well as rowpd information through timetables,
neighbourhood maps, and real-time information.

In addition to the mobility measures developed, RUBE showed that the co-creation process produces
side-effects due to the opportunity to "learn” thge, to build up knowledge and to create netwbksveen
people. New collaborations and learning processesldped between departments of the city admitiistra
that had never worked with each other before ines@WNRISE cities. The co-creative development of
mobility solutions with and for the neighbourhoddoacreated new collaborations and learning pr@sess
between local actors. For example, in a SUNRISEhimurhood, residents organised in an initiativag th
wants to implement a temporary SUNRISE measure @eraanent basis. These side-effects are an
indicator that co-creation is not only an approfmhcreating product or service innovations, bsbah way

to create social innovations, responsibility, idiecgtion, and acceptance of mobility solutionomtext.

5 CONCLUSION

In the context of urban planning today, co-creat®an increasingly common concept to integratéouar
actors in planning processes to create somethgegher. In general, co-creation is characterizethbyfact
that heterogeneous actors from different sectasrabilized in a collaborative process to creataething
together. Co-creative urban planning can be defiasdthe set of interacting processes in which
heterogeneous actors mutually interact and workthey to develop answers (e.g. knowledge, instrisnen
technology, artefacts, policy, know-how, plans)eiz.urban challenges.

Nowadays, co-creation has become a buzzword imyslzanning and is often also seen as a new cointept
planning. This paper shows that co-creation is axgtew concept but based on the communicative and
collaborative planning theory developed in the l@str decades. Co-creation is a form of collabueati
planning practice in which knowledge, instrumem¢ghnology, artefacts, policy, know-how, plans ete
created through an ongoing process among heterogemetors. The distinguishing feature of collabeea
planning from technocratic planning is that it dglees the responsibility for planning directly twaélved
actors. It encourages people to engage in a sihatidialogue of equal empowerment and shared
information, to learn through mutual exchange, teate innovative outcomes, and to build institugion
capacity.

With the Horizon 2020 project SUNRISE as an exanpis paper gives an overview of the involved esto
the applied methods, the formats of collaboratimmg the outcomes of a co-creative process for rfmdi
sustainable mobility solutions at the neighbourhteael. The six co-creative processes in SUNRIS&Ash
that in practice co-creation offers the opportuniyinvolve a wide variety of different actor graufrom
different sectors in the planning process. In adidito the Quintuple Helix (government, sciencesibess,
non-profit organizations and citizens), the co-togaprocesses in SUNRISE show that the media sétto
co-creation processes is also an important actoraimote the flow of information to the wider publi
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In order to address various actors and target gratjs useful to apply a mix of methods. The SUSIR
neighbourhoods have used a variety of differere-facface and online methods to reach both a lpudpic

and specific target groups. Despite the broad rasfgactors in the SUNRISE processes, government,
academia, business, NGOs, citizens, and medig/reo#aborate directly in physical space. Rathee, lbcal
initiators of the co-creation processes collectitteas and solutions proposed by the individualgsoof
actors and pass them on to other groups of actors.

The co-creation approach in SUNRISE offers an dppdy to develop local mobility solutions or
neighbourhood mobility concepts. A total of 33 simns for the identified mobility problems of the
respective neighbourhoods were developed in theseoof the co-creative processes in the six SUNRISE
neighbourhoods. Between three and nine mobilitytemis were developed for each neighbourhood. The
mobility solutions result from the individual nelgburhood-specific, co-creative processes and tefter
respective problems of the neighbourhoods. Theldpgd mobility solutions include improvements fbet
quality of public spaces (e.g. greening of squatesstruction of street furniture), for bicyclefta (e.qg.
installation of bike racks), mobility solutions fpedestrian traffic (e.g. safe and sustainable datoates),
and for reducing motorized private transport (éegipo 30 zones) as well as individual measure$ofm
public transport (e.g. quality stay at stops).

The mobility solutions developed in SUNRISE are kis@ale measures tailored to local conditionsttaat
and improve sustainable mobility in the neighbowdoMobility solutions are less about the objective
(technological) novelty than about the questionvbkther an idea or solution is new or innovativetfe
neighbourhood. For this reason, the solutions dgesl in co-creative processes need to be viewsdrias

a global or supra-local, but rather from the pectipe of the local socio-spatial constellation. Ptiirough
the local context can the degree of innovatiorhefdolutions developed with co-creation be undedsend
classified in a meaningful way.

In addition to the developed mobility measures, UBE shows that co-creation processes also built
institutional capacity and created new collaboraiand learning processes between local actoisorire
SUNRISE cities, new collaborations and learningcpeses developed between departments of the city
administration that had never worked with each ottefore. In one SUNRISE neighbourhood, residents
organised an initiative to implement a temporaryNRISE measure on a permanent basis. These side
effects are an indicator that co-creation is ndy @m approach to creating product or service iations,

but also a way to create social innovations, resipdity, identification and acceptance for the riity
solutions and its context.

Regarding the potential of the co-creation approackustainable urban planning, we conclude that co
creation offers opportunities to create broad amess and sense of responsibility for sustainatbarur
development in a local context. Whether co-creaisoable to lead to long-term changes in localuelt
collaborations, learning processes and institutioapacities, however, requires further reseanthedms of
mobility, the impact of mobility solutions on suistability at the neighbourhood level (e.g. shiftimaffic to
other neighbourhoods) needs to be closely examined.

6 REFERENCES

ARNSTEIN, Sherry R. (1969): A ladder of citizen peiggation. Journal of the American Institute of piars, 35(4), pp.216-224.

ARBTER, Kerstin (2012): Praxishandbuch Partizipati@emeinsam die Stadt entwickeln. Wien: MagistratQtadt Wien.

ARBTER, Kerstin, Handler, Martina, Purker, Elisabéthppeiner, Georg and Trattnigg, Rita (2007): Theliewarticipation
Manuel. Shaping the future together, Wien: AustBamtiety for Environment and Technology.

BROCCHI, Davide 2019: Nachhaltige Transformation im @er In Niermann, Oliver, Schnur, Olaf, Drilliniyatthias: Okonomie
im Quatrtier, Wiesbaden: Springer VS, pp. 249-268

DAVIS, Aron and Andrew, Jane (2016): Co-creatingaur environments to engage citizens in a low-cafbture. In International
High- Performance Built Environment Conference — At8inable Built Environment Conference 2016 Series
(SBEL16), iHBE Procedia Engineering, Sydney, Austmalp. 651 — 657

DUBNER, Sven, Fanderl, Nora and Heydkamp, Constar@E8{2City of the Future Ludwigsburg: Co-Creation irban
Development Processes. In REAL CORP 2018 Proceedivigs, Osterreich, pp..141-146.

FAEHNLE, Maija, TYRVAINEN, Liisa (2013): A frameworfor evaluating and designing collaborative plagninand Use Policy
34: 332-341

FRANTA, Lukas, Haufe, Nadine, Dangschat, Jens S.&hWeft, Gesa (2017): D2.1 Handbook for Participatstrategies for
Mobility Issues in Neighbourhoods. Deliverable loé tHH2020 Project SUNRISE, TU Wien.

FRIEDMANN, John (1987): Planning in the Public DomaPrincton, NY: Princton University Press

FRIEDMANN, John (1989): Planning in the Public DomaDiscourse and Praxis. In: Journal of planningcadgion and research
8(2): 128-130

m SHAPING URBAN CHANCE REAL CORP 2020: SHAPING URBAN CHANGE

Ir'(l#%tgzﬁlsw EEﬁlTnersY Livable City Regions for the 21 * Century — Aachen, Germany



Nadine Haufe, Lukas Franta

FORESTER, John (1989): Planning in the face of poWwaiversity of California. Berkeley Press

GRIBAT, N.; Kadi, J.; Lange, J.; Meubrink, Y.; Mitlel. (2017): Planung als politische Praxis. Zun&tung in den
Themenschwerpunkt. In: su b\ ur b a n. zeitfictini kritische stadtforschung 5, 1/2, 7-20.

GRONHOLM, S., 2009. Governing national parks in &md: the illusion of public involvement. Local Eraiment 14, 233-243,

GUNZEL, Marian (2014): Rezension - Fischer, Franktt®eis, Herbert (2012): The Argumentative Turn Ried Public Policy as
Communicative Practice, Raumforschung Raumordnung({5-Z7

GUNTON, T. and Day, D. (2003). The theory and gcacof collaborative planning inresource and enwvinental management.
Environments, 31, 5-19.

HABERMAS, J. (1981): Theorie des kommunikativen Hansle(Bd. 1 und 2) Suhrkamp: Frankfurt

HAUFE, Nadine and Franta, Lukas (2019): Co-Creatintt nachhaltige Stadtentwicklung: Theorie und Rrarn Beispiel der
Entwicklung nachhaltiger Mobilitatsldsungen auf @igaisebene. In Berger, Martin, Forster, Julia, GetzMichael &
Hirschler, Petra: Jahrbuch Raumplanung 2019 (Band/&hn: Institut fir Raumplanung, TU Wien

HEALEY, Patsy (1992): Planning through debate: €bmmunicative turn in planning theory. Town PlamgnReview, 63 (2),
pp.143-162

HEALEY, P. (1996). The communicative turn in plamgpitheory and its implications for spatial stratégynation. Environment and
Planning B: Planning and Design, 23(2), 217-234.

HEALEY, P., 1997. Collaborative Planning. Shapirtades in Fragmented Societies. MacMillan Press,ndemill and London,
338

HEALEY, P. (2003). Collaborative Planning in Perdpex Planning Theory, 2(2), 101-123.

HEALEY, P. (2002): On Creating the ‘City’ as a ColigetResource. Urban Studies, Vol. 39, No. 10, 177921

HALEY, P. (2006). Collaborative Planning — Shapirigdes in Fragmented Societies. 2nd edn.London: Macm

INNES, Judith E. (1995): Planning Theory's Emerdgiagadigm: Communicative Action and Interactive RBeacIn: Journal of
planning education and research 14(3): 183-189

INNES, J. E. (1996). Planning Through ConsensusdBigt A New View of the Comprehensive Planning Iddaurnal of the
American Planning Association 62(4): 460-472.

INNES, J.E., 1998. Information in communicativerplang. Journal of the American Planning Associaidn52—63.

Innes, J.E., Booher, D.E., 1999. Consensus builaintgcomplex adaptive systems: a framework for extelg collaborative
planning. Journal of American Planning Associaté@n414—-423.

INNES, J. E., and Booher, D.E. (2004): “Reframing [RuBarticipation: Strategies for the 21st CentuBl&nning Theory and
Practice no. 5 (4):419-436.

IPSEN, Detlev (2010): Birgerbeteiligung und konzepetile Planung. In: Becker, Elke, Gualini, EnriconRei, Carolin
&Strachwitz, Rupert Graf: Stadtentwicklung, Zivilgélshaft und birgerliches Engagement. Stuttgarntiusi& Lucius
Verlagsgesellschaft: 238-249

JPI Urban Europe (2016): ERA-NETCofund Smart Urbatufes Joint Call for Proposals. [Online] Availabiem: https:/jpi-
urbaneurope.eu/app/uploads/2016/09/ENSUF_Call_tiiyzcessed 31 May 2019].

KIEBOOM, Marlieke: ‘Lab Matters: Challenging the pti@e of social innovation laboratories’. Amsterd@2d14

Leading Cities (2014): Co-Creating Cities. Defining Ceation as a Means of Citizen Engagement. [OnAve]jlable from:
https://leadingcities2014.files.wordpress.com/202/o-creation-formatted-draft-6.pdf [Accessed 28yN2019].

LOFGREN, K.and Agger, A (2008) Democratic Assessnaéi@@ollaborative Planning Processes. Planning ThédR), 145-164

LUND, Dorthe. Hedensted (2017): Co-creation in Urvernance: From Inclusion to Innovation, Scandarg Journal of Public
Administration, 22 (2), pp. 27-41.

LUTTRINGHAUSEN, Maria (2000): Stadtentwicklung uRdrtizipation. Fallstudien aus Essen Katernbecyder Dresdner
AuReren Neustadt. Bonn.

NEUMANN, Hans-Martin 2010: Regionale Mobilitat -etrebar und klimafreundlich. In Hege, Hans-Peterg&tein, Yvonne,
Meng, Rudiger, Ruppenthal, Kerstin, Schmitz-Veltimsgar, Zakrzewski, Phillipp: Schneller, ofter, veeh
Perspektiven der Raum-entwicklung in der Mobilitétsgllschaft, Hannover: Arbeitsbericht der ARL, pR-2215.

NEWMAN, P., and J. R. Kenworthy. 1989: Cities and gxnbbileDependence: An International Sourcebookerddot, UK: Gower
Technical.

OLSSON, P., Folke, C., Berkes, F., 2004. Adaptiveammagement for building resilience in social-ecatagsystems.
Environmental Management 34, 75-90.

OKSMAN, Virpi, Vaatanen, Antii & Ylikauppila, Mar{2014): Co-creation of Sustainable Smart Cities. UBWD2014: The
Eighth International Conference on Mobile Ubiqugdiomputing, Systems, Services and TechnologiesgeRibaty,
pp. 189-195.

PETRIN, Julian (2016): Der Wert eines partizipativ@eenlabors. Ein methodologischer Versuch am Belisigis Realexperiments
Nexthamburg. Dissertation. Hamburg: HafenCityUniitaétdHamburg

PURBANI, Kamilia (2017): Collaborative planning fatycdevelopment. A perspective from a city planrgmngineering and
Environmental Sience, 26 (1), 136-147

PUERARI, Emma, De Koning, Jotte I. J. C., Von Wirtim®, Karré, Philip M., Mulder, Ingrid J. and Looidg Derk A. (2018):
Co-Creation Dynamics in Urban Living Labs. Sustaihighil0(6), pp. 1-18.

PURCELLI, Mark (2009): Resisting Neoliberalization.M@municative Planning or Counter-Hegemonic Movenfefisnning
Theory, 8, 2, S. 140-165.

RAFFL, Celina, Von Lucke, Jérn, Muller, Oliver, Zimmeann, Hans-Dieter & Vom Brocke, Jan (2014): Handiiiic offene
gesellschaftliche Innovation. TOGI SchriftenreihBand 11. Friedrichshafen: The Open Governmenttiristoer
Zeppelin Universitat Friedrichshafen.

REED, M., 2008. Stakeholder participation for enmir@ntal management: a literature review. Biologahservation 141, 2417—
2431.

ROSELT, Kersten, Quaas, Ingo & Reich, Andreas 20dffort' (Energieeffizienz vort Ort) — eine nachtigheitssbasierte Methode
fur die Planung und Umsetzung Energie-effizienteaeren. URL https://mitteldeutsches-
energiegesprach.de/cms/wp-content/uploads/201&0312_KR_effort-for-Vi.pdf (eingesehen 28.08.2019)

REAL CORP 2020Proceedings/Tagungsband ISBN 978-3-9504173-8-8 (CD), 978-3-9504173-9-5r(p)ri E’
15-18 September 2020 - https://www.corp.at Editors: Manfred SCHRENK, Vasily V. POPOVICH, PetEILE, Pietro ELISEI,
Clemens BEYER, Judith RYSER, Christa REICHER, CapEhIK



Co-Creation and Sustainable Urban Planning: Who Cai€seSustainable Mobility Solutions at the Neighbood Level?
Experiences from the Horizon 2020 Project “Sunrise”

SCHONFELD Von, Kim Carlotta, Tan, Wendy, Wiekens, @ariSalet, Willem and Janssen-Jansen, Leonie (28b@)al learning
as an analytical lens for co-creative planningofean Planning Studies 27 (7), pp. 1-23.

SCHOLL, Christian & KEMP, René (2016): City Labs ashitles for Innovation in Urban Planning Proceskeban Planning,
1(4), 89-102

SELLE, Klaus (Hrsg.) 1996: Planung und KommunikatiGestaltung von Planungsprozessen in Quartiadt 8hd Landschaft.
Grundlagen, Methoden und Praxiserfahrungen. Wiesb&dBerlin: Bauverlag

SENATSVERWALTUNG FUR STADTENTWICKLUNG UND UMWELT BERLIN2012) Handbuch zur Partizipation. Berlin:
Kulturbuch-Verlag GmbH

SCHNEIDEMESSER Von, Dirk, Herberg, Jeremias andi&ta®orota (2019): Wissen auf die StralRen — kadve
Verkehrspolitik jenseits der "Knowledge-Action-G@pnline] Available from:
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jeremias_Heypablication/330204093_Wissen_auf_die_Strass®--_k
kreative_Verkehrspolitik_jenseits_der_%27Knowledggion-Gap%27/links/5¢33923d92851¢22a36262e0/Wissen
auf-die-Strasse-ko-kreative-Verkehrspolitik-jensaler-Knowledge-Action-Gap.pdf [Accessed 31. MagZ0

STREICH, B. (2005). Stadtplanung in der Wissenstgselft: Ein Handbuch. Wiesbaden, VS Verlag firiSlozssenschaften

TORFING, Jacob, Sorensen, Eva and Roiseland, AsBjait6: Transforming the Public Sector into an AroraCo-Creation:
Barriers, Drivers, Benefits, and Ways Forward. Adsti@ition &Society, 51 (5)., pp. 51, 1-31.

YIFTACHEL, O., HUXLEY, M. (2000): Debating dominanead relevance: Notes on the ‘communicative turrplanning theory.
International Journal of Urban and Regional Rese@4h4, S. 907-913.

ZIMMERMANN, Friedrich M., HOFLEHNER, Thomas: Neue Gamance Konzepte in der Stadtentwicklung und diéeRon
transdisziplinarer Forschung. Graz, 2016. URL: httpsvw.verlagoesterreich.at/media/pdf/zimmermana-bn

m SHAPING URBAN CHANCE REAL CORP 2020: SHAPING URBAN CHANGE

IF'II)“IM%IITEZ%IH EEWRSY Livable City Regions for the 21 * Century — Aachen, Germany



