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[bookmark: _Toc468777236][bookmark: _Toc468777889][bookmark: _Toc468786162][bookmark: _Toc469474417]Executive Summary
[bookmark: _GoBack]The SmartImpact network (URBACT III) is exploring and developing innovation management tools for municipalities.  The aim is to support cities to develop the infrastructures necessary to operate as smart cities, with a focus on policy, financing, governance and business model innovation.  
[image: ][image: ]
At the first transnational meeting of the network (Stockholm) in October 2016, the focus was to consider how regulations and incentives can be used to support smart policies in cities and how this can help to capitalise on the public benefits of smart technologies.  This report sets out that discussion.
The focus was on smart policy challenges in relation to smart mobility policies, smart buildings and energy and smart ICT.  Commonalities across these areas were around data and the need for integrated systems, the use of contracts and procurement as a leverage tool and the need to make change accessible.  Financial incentives across these areas are highlighted as a powerful tool. 
Several smart policy principles were identified as critical.  The power to define the rules provides cities with leverage points to create change.  Use of the carrot and stick principle (push & pull factors) within regulations and incentives is an important tool to motivate behaviour change.  Demonstrator projects, case studies and good practice examples are also discussed and critiqued in terms of smart policy development and implementation.  
The stages for developing a successful smart policy are identified.  Stakeholder engagement is at the heart of policy, with common goals, demonstrable benefits, supporting evidence and a delivery plan.  Utmost to the process is political endorsement. 
In conclusion, cities need to create robust policies supported by evidence (research, analysis etc.), to be aligned to analogous city strategies to ensure political endorsement.  


1. [bookmark: _Toc468777237][bookmark: _Toc468777890][bookmark: _Toc468786163][bookmark: _Toc469474418]Dealing with Urban Commons

City policy constantly has to balance demand for individual benefit with the greater good. In the normal course citizens seek to gain benefits for their own lives and reflect little on the implications for others: 
· We want wind energy but not turbines near our homes
· We want good air quality and uncongested roads but prefer to use our own vehicles / do not use the public transportation / do not purchase an electric car
Whenever change is about to happen in cities, we see smaller groups of people and institutions organise, protest or fight against a transformation. It seems hard for the individual to voluntarily reduce their personal comforts for the greater benefit to society. 
However resources are limited in cities (especially common pool resources like space, clean water, green areas, good air, quietness, efficient mobility).  There is a responsibility for someone or a body to ensure that they are used in the most efficient, socially equitable and economic way. In addition, we need to consider intergenerational justice and create the same (or better) living conditions for generations yet to come.  Urban infrastructures and processes need to be gradually transformed to become CO2 neutral and highly resource efficient.
The municipality (together with superordinate bodies) is the only entity that is able to work towards common long-term goals and to organise a fair use of common resources. Urban policy makers have to see the wider benefit for the entire city (and beyond) and create policies accordingly. This may mean that (some) individuals face restrains in their daily life. 
Urban sustainability regulations sometimes mean higher prices or lower comfort for some individuals in the city. A good policy is when the benefits for the majority outweigh the drawbacks for a minority. Smart policies make sure that individual restrains are minimised and collective benefits maximised. 
[image: ]We know from transformation science: if no resistance is felt, change is not happening!



2. [bookmark: _Toc468777238][bookmark: _Toc468777891][bookmark: _Toc468786164][bookmark: _Toc469474419]Introducing Smart Policies

Good regulations and incentives are a fundamental prerequisite to create a smart city. Regulations and incentives enable the decision making authorities to steer behaviour and investments, creating a desired future for their cities.
· Smart policies can be defined as locally adapted regulations and incentives targeted at dealing with innovative technologies and their impact on urban development. 
· Smart policies use innovations to grow the economy in a sustainable way, supporting a reduction of the urban environmental impact and that increasing the efficiency of public spending.
· Smart policies are able to provoke a large impact through a relatively small amount of change.
· Smart policies do not have to be based on data, but using data usually provides the bedrock for successful smart policies and allows impact monitoring.
· Smart policies do not have to be embedded in large strategies or masterplans; they can be specific and address single issues in a city. For example parking, green infrastructures or waste management.
· Smart policies are usually connected to behaviour or the behaviour of the market.  They turn it into a positive contribution for a sustainable city.
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3. [bookmark: _Toc468777239][bookmark: _Toc468777892][bookmark: _Toc468786165][bookmark: _Toc469474420]A Cookbook for Smart Urban Policies

At the SmartImpact workshop in Stockholm (October 2016), the ten cities from the URBACT III Network SmartImpact identified commonalities, prerequisites and characteristics for smart policies. 
1. Behaviour change lies at the core of smart policies - change requires different ways of behaving, investing or spending money.  
2. The art of smart policies involves making the behaviour change both easy and attractive - behavioural economics and the nudge approach[footnoteRef:1] are good strategies to do this! [1:  http://nudges.org/] 

3. Users and citizens need to be engaged in designing the policy - “each agency . . . shall seek the views of those who are likely to be affected, including those who are likely to benefit from and those who are potentially subject to such rulemaking.”[footnoteRef:2] [2:   Sunstein, 2011: Simpler: The Future of Government
] 

4. Senior-level buy in is imperative - great policies can fail because your mayor does not know or like them. Make sure from the very beginning, that the highest decision makers support your idea!
5. Examples and pilot projects can test and showcase smart policies - It is important to prove the impacts of new policies in real life. Pilots, testbeds and real world experiments provide evidence.
6. Each smart policy needs an individual balance of carrot (incentive) and stick (regulation) - this can account for the same policy in different cities.
7. Data sharing, gamification and standards are core factors to design successful smart policies - data usually provides the bedrock to smart policies.
8. Create problem driven, not instrument driven policies - ensure there is full understanding of the problem and choose the right tools. Not the other way round! 
9. A good way to initiate a smart policy is to identify the hidden benefits and make them accessible - using waste heat from data centres or consolidation centres for logistics are two examples of harnessing hidden benefits.
10. Timing is everything - the best ideas fail if they come too early or too late. Make sure that your smart urban policy flies through the window of opportunity when it is open. Otherwise wait!


4. [bookmark: _Toc468777240][bookmark: _Toc468777893][bookmark: _Toc468786166][bookmark: _Toc469474421]Examples of Smart Policies
[image: ]Low Emission Vehicles – Stockholm
The City of Stockholm began a program to introduce cleaner vehicles in 1994.  The longer term goal was to replace the fleet of conventional vehicles and to reduce the negative impact of road traffic in the city.  To achieve several different measures were implemented.  Two of them stand out as incentives:
1. Free parking for electric vehicles was introduced form May 2005 until the end of 2008. This was a saving €65 per month for an electric car owner. To enjoy this benefit vehicles needed to meet the traffic administration’s requirements.
2. At Stockholm-Arlanda airport there is a separate queue for environmentally friendly taxis.  They are given priority over conventional taxis.   By 2011 it was decided that only “eco taxis” could service the airport.
[image: http://news.images.itv.com/image/file/444221/article_img.jpg]Congestion Charge Zone - London
Congestion charging continues to make a valuable contribution to London’s transport network. The primary aim of the charge was to cut traffic levels and congestion. It has done this and provided better transport services, cleaner air and safer roads. Traffic entering the charging zone has remained stable at 27 per cent lower than in 2002. This means 80,000 fewer cars per day. Cycling levels have increased by 66 per cent.  The charge is a €13.00 daily tariff and enables motorists to drive around, leave and re-enter the charging zone as many times as required in one day. It was introduced by Transport for London (TfL) in February 2003 following extensive public and stakeholder consultation.
Sustainable Building Principles - Freiburg
In 2009 Freiburg’s City Council passed the “building principles”, a document to anchor social, environmental and financial sustainability objectives into city development. Through use of the building principles, the city ensures that all urban development planning procedures, building permits, and purchase agreements follow the same financial, social and ecological standards.
The impact is that all new buildings have to meet social, economic and ecological standards. The city ensures that the best practice decisions from the past are incorporated into planning. If new solutions come up, the principles are updated.  This has become the central instrument for sustainable city development.  The principles focus on: 
· Refinancing: All building permits are financed by the planning beneficiaries. This applies to planning services, appraisals, and infrastructure facilities as well as for the provision or financing of the care services for over 30 years. 
· Kindergarden: The construction costs of childcare places for the development area have to be carried by the investor. 
· Subsidised Housing: The investor commits to provide 30% subsidised housing. If this is not feasible, the city is allowed to use 10% of the area for the same purpose. 
· Energy requirements: Building projects must meet the energy standards of the city.  These are higher than national legislation. 
· Social Infrastructure: Building areas with particular urban importance are reserved for certain functions required in the district, e.g. the local amenities, services, or social infrastructure. 
For privately owned land, the principals are transferred into the land use plan via the urban development contracts instrument.  This is then legally agreed between the city and the developer. For land owned by the city the principles are included in the purchase contract.
5. [bookmark: _Toc467503146][bookmark: _Toc467511231][bookmark: _Toc468777241][bookmark: _Toc468777894][bookmark: _Toc468786167][bookmark: _Toc469474422]The Smart Policy Principles
Smart regulations and incentives can be designed. Municipalities share an important advantage – the ability to define the “rules of the game.”  Donella Meadows[footnoteRef:3] identifies 12 different “leverage points” which help to intervene in any system: [3:  Meadows 2012 http://donellameadows.org/archives/leverage-points-places-to-intervene-in-a-system/] 

“Folks who do systems analysis have a great belief in “leverage points.” These are places within a complex system (a corporation, an economy, a living body, a city, an ecosystem) where a small shift in one thing can produce big changes in everything.” 
The power to define the rules, the goals and the organisation of a system (a city) are among the most powerful leverage points that exist. By changing the rules, the behaviour of the system (the city) changes:
“The rules of the system define its scope, its boundaries, its degrees of freedom. Thou shalt not kill. Everyone has the right of free speech. Contracts are to be honoured. The president serves four-year terms and cannot serve more than two of them. Nine people on a team, you have to touch every base, three strikes and you’re out. If you get caught robbing a bank, you go to jail“.
“Power over the rules is real power. That’s why lobbyists congregate when Congress writes laws, and why the Supreme Court, which interprets and delineates the Constitution — the rules for writing the rules — has even more power than Congress. If you want to understand the deepest malfunctions of systems, pay attention to the rules, and to who has power over them”.
Figure 1: 12 points to intervene in a system
[image: ]
In order to design smart policies as “the rules of the game”, it is helpful to consider three principles as a prerequisite for good regulations and incentives on technologies and innovations:
a) The Carrot & Stick Principle
b) The Principle of Multilevel Governance
c) The Principle of Technology Openness
a) [bookmark: _Toc468777242][bookmark: _Toc468777895][bookmark: _Toc468786168][bookmark: _Toc469474423]The Carrot & Stick Principle
The behaviour of individuals or organisations can be structured into two basic principles:  firstly away from pain, secondly towards pleasure. These basic behavioural principles are addressed in the two most common forms of policies: regulations and incentives:
[image: ]
To transform existing patterns of behaviour or investments in a city, several regulations and incentives are usually needed to address the same issue:
I. Several factors are needed that make it attractive to use or invest in a new technology or a clean solution. These are the incentives or pull-factors. 
II. At the same time, factors are needed that make it unattractive to continue with the old practice - these are the regulations or push factors.
Smart policies encompass the right set of pull factors and push factors that bring citizens or companies to change their practice and investments.
[image: ]
For example, Amsterdam has used a series of pull and push factors to create a shift towards electric mobility.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc468777243][bookmark: _Toc468777896][bookmark: _Toc468786169][image: ]
he Principle of Multilevel Governance
All urban policies are embedded in a larger political frame of national or supranational (EU) institutions. Many issues that have significant local impact are decided upon at national or EU level. The table below shows the decision making authority of SmartImpact member cities over a number of policy areas. This demonstrates that local regulations and incentives need to be analysed and designed on multiple levels of governance.
[image: ]
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This work suggests that cities have limited policy making power in relation to energy, building regulations and policies on public data. Decentralised energy systems, energy efficient buildings or urban sensor systems (e.g. traffic control) are examples for smart solutions that support a sustainable development of cities, but are not always controlled by the city. In contrast some municipalities have more influence in mobility and public space. However, cities may have more degrees of freedom than suggested here. 
The European Committee of the Regions has issued the Charter for Multilevel Governance (MLG) in Europe.  This invites local authorities to take an active role in creating better, smarter EU regulations. SmartImpact member cities are advised to sign the charter and work towards smart policies together with the EU.
	The Charter for Multilevel Governance (MLG) in Europe was adopted by the Committee of the regions on 3 April 2014.
Charter signatories are invited to experiment with innovative policy solutions in adherence with MLG principles of subsidiarity, proportionality and partnership, and to promote the use of multilevel partnerships and instruments for joint policy action.
· They undertake to developing a transparent, open and inclusive policy-making process and to making multilevel governance a reality in day-to-day policy-making and delivery.
· EU institutions and EU member states are in turn invited to apply Charter principles when drawing up, implementing and evaluating European strategies and policies.
· Associations and networks of local and regional authorities, together with political figures wishing to support this process are invited to declare their support.
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/mlgcharter/Pages/default.aspx 



There are also creative ways to interpret the multilevel governance system of Europe’s cities. 
For example, many national laws prohibit proprietary parking spaces for stationary car-sharing vehicles.  This is because it is a violation of common property regulations. In order to generate exclusive parking spaces for car-sharing, cities have used options under current regulations. They cannot change the regulation, but they have authority for spatial planning. Cities designate the space in their land use plan and declare them as “private property for parking“, with an exclusive dedication for car-sharing. 
[image: ]
b) [bookmark: _Toc468777244][bookmark: _Toc468777897][bookmark: _Toc468786170][bookmark: _Toc469474424]The Principle of Technology Openness
Markets are the most efficient way of allocating resources to reach specific goals. Usually it is not a good idea to incentivise the use of a single technology. Technologies are subject to change and innovation cycles and policies on technologies are rapidly outdated. It is better to define the goal and let the market identify the best route. The more the focus is on larger goals, the better policies work.
	Example: Emissions Trading in Tokyo
The cap-and-trade system in Tokyo is the first functioning urban emissions trading system in the world. Governmental bodies fix an absolute cap on emissions (maximum amount of emissions allowed) and let the emitting entities trade their emission rights (credits). 
In total, the program includes 1,392 facilities and all major skyscrapers and central government buildings are part of the scheme. Every building owner is given an amount of carbon emission allowances per year – and he has to prove (based on his energy bill), that he stayed below this cap. If he exceeds his emission allowances, he has to buy additional certificates – these can be produced by owners who invest in energy efficiency & renewable energies and stay below their emission limits. The system is technology open. The market makes sure that investments are channelled to where emissions are reduced in the most efficient way.
By defining the goal of “emissions reduction” and not the technologies that are needed to accomplish this, many creative solutions were developed in Tokyo, e. g. some building owners started to build houses of wood (wood stores CO2) and were able to sell CO2 certificates reflecting the amount of CO2 stored in the buildings.
http://www.kankyo.metro.tokyo.jp/en/climate/cap_and_trade.html


6. [bookmark: _Toc468777245][bookmark: _Toc468777898][bookmark: _Toc468786171][bookmark: _Toc469474425]Challenges and Smart Policies from SmartImpact cities
SmartImpact member cities were asked to describe their current challenges in different policy areas that they thought could be addressed through smart policies. A range of challenges (and best practices) were put forward. The sections below show the shared challenges from several cities that require replicable smart policies on local level or policy interventions from the superordinate level.
a) [bookmark: _Toc468777246][bookmark: _Toc468777899][bookmark: _Toc468786172][bookmark: _Toc469474426]Smart Mobility Policies
SmartImpact members identified several challenges to mobility regulations and incentive development. 
	Manchester
	Integrated ticketing across transport modes
Low emissions zone

	Eindhoven
	Persuading people to choose other means of transport over cars

	Miskolc
	Extending e-charging network

	Smolyen
	Push incentives to make green vehicles a preferred choice

	Zagreb
	Incentives to increase green travel / vehicles

	Stockholm
	Making eVehicles a more attractive option
Transport companies changing to renewables by 2030 

	Suceva
	Making eVehicles more accessible in terms of cost
Low emissions zone


These (and other) challenges were aggregated into one key question on urban mobility and discussed during the Stockholm project meeting:
	Lead Question - Mobility Challenges:
“Sustainable urban transport systems rely on many different mobility assets: bikes, electric cars, public transportation, car-sharing, etc. and their interconnection in the city. Crucial to the functioning of a sustainable mobility system is an excellent intermodal planning of transportation and a communication tool that provides all necessary information at hand in real time.” 
“What could be data driven or tech-driven policies that deal with the challenge of creating sustainable and intermodal urban mobility systems?”



Exploit mobility data and related data sharing for maximum benefit - Many cities are generating data about the mobility of citizens and their modes of travel.  However congestion and mobility issues still exist. The need for real time data is crucial for effective city management and planning.   The challenge is to use the data intelligently and collectively to influence users to make the “right” choice.  There is an obvious tie in with urban platforms and Internet of Things (IOT).  A more sophisticated and integrated use of data is needed. 
Cities need to make it easy for its citizens to change their behaviour.  The connection to the private vehicle is intense.  Individuals will not opt for lower impact travel options unless it is presented as an attractive option.  Goods and services also bring massive challenges to our crowded cities.  Data from air pollution needs to be integrated to influence strategy and from this create actions using regulations or incentives.  One example is low emission zones with incentives not to bring cars into the area.
[bookmark: _For_this_to]Mobility options need to be made attractive, accessible and easy for users - Users will only change their behaviour if the options are readily available and “easy” and there is something in it for them. There are a number of measures which can be used to improve mobility options.  For example, integrated tickets, purchase support e.g. work place sales, season tickets schemes, online renewals), car sharing apps, incentives to switch to eVehicles, charging infrastructure and the flexibility to opportunities provided via technology e.g. gamification, points for “good behaviour”.
Embedding data requirements in transport contracts by allocating a percentage of the contract to provide information services - Few municipalities have total control of their transport assets and service delivery is a partnership.  This does not mean that operators should not be held accountable for the delivery of information in the way the public wishes to consume it.  The requirements should align with those for the urban platform. Contracting conditions with private companies can support the delivery of the city’s mobility strategy and the need is to ensure that the providers are fully compliant with the aims of the city.
	Key Insight: Engaging transport operators to provide information services.



Case study Guadalajara:  In Guadalajara 0.5% of the budget of the transport providers’ contract is used for public information campaigns including the installation of electronic signage and the city card (used for a range of services including transport).
[bookmark: _Embedd_Data_sharing]Create test beds and innovation centres to take advantage of new opportunities - If public service providers are contracted to share their data in an urban platform it is also possible to monitor their performance in near to real time. Municipalities need to define service performance levels and KPI’s to measure the performance based on the data they receive, prior to signing a service contract. A similar principle can be applied with municipal companies. 
An integrated approach - Journeys are often integrated.  No longer is it a total journey by one means.  Transport needs to be integrated and the use of smart technologies are an opportunity for users to plan and execute a journey via a range of options.
Thinking differently- Mobility is not an insignificant problem.  Cities need to look at ways of working and smart thinking is needed.  There are examples of the use of cargo bikes for last mile delivery in other cities across Europe.  Consolidation centres are expensive but it maybe that the costs have to be born to deliver a more liveable city.  
Make the use of the available technologies - IOT and other technologies offer new ways of traffic management.  For example, linking traffic lights to sat navs to create a smoother approach to driving.  Administrations need to place themselves in the space to readily take advantage of opportunities and innovation test beds.  This includes ways of encouraging people to be pedestrians.
b) [bookmark: _Toc468777247][bookmark: _Toc468777900][bookmark: _Toc468786173][bookmark: _Toc469474427]Smart Buildings and Energy Policies
A number of SmartImpact member cities raised the difficulty of upscaling the production and the consumption of renewable energy and on saving greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). SmartImpact members identified several challenges. 
	Manchester
	MCC want energy efficient homes but construction needs to be economic to motivate construction companies

	Guadalajara
	Reduction of energy consumption in municipal buildings with the implementation of technological improvements and implementation of control and monitoring 

	Eindhoven
	Lower emission and smart applications in buildings

	Smolyen
	Low level of energy effectiveness in public and residential buildings 

	Suceava
	Lack of regulation regarding construction strategies 

	Zagreb
	Regulations to oblige investors to finance development of  social infrastructure, e.g. kindergartens, schools, green spaces


These (and other) challenges were aggregated into one key question:
	Lead question - Buildings & Energy Challenges:
Electricity and heat used to run public and private buildings are the largest source for greenhouse gas emissions in cities. By regulating the building process (investors) and incentivising building refurbishments, cities can significantly increase energy efficiency and bring down emissions.
What could be data driven or tech-driven policies that deal with the challenge of GHG emissions from buildings?
· What could be successful regulations (push factors) to make investors / developers build efficient and sustainable houses?
· What could be successful incentives (pull factors) to make house owners invest in energy efficient refurbishments?
· What would a policy be to address the actual problem (emissions)?
· What policies could help make public buildings exemplars?



Increased transparency - Most of the ideas on regulations and incentives concerning energy are focused on refurbishment. These are divided between private homes and apartment block related to incentives. One example of a potential incentive is that the city should provide a building energy modeling tool for private citizens to showcase the benefits of retrofitting private homes.  Make change easy for people to do! 
	Key Insight: Costs and benefits – need to demonstrate the value of behaviour change with supporting business model showing a win / win outcome.



Provide options and choices for tenants - There is much focus on behavior change and education. Giving tenants options for different levels of refurbishment showing the benefits, and the ability to choose is more effective than imposing change. 
Financial Incentives - A range of financial incentives would help achieve maximum benefit.  This could include subsidies and grants - grants to support change for individuals and use of subsidies to help to motivate reluctant participants and remove the cost barriers.  
Information on energy refurbishment - For apartment blocks there should be technical specifications on the energy refurbishments available including benefits. The surroundings of the building should also be taken into account such as green infrastructures and transportation. A comprehensive travel plan is useful and can be driven by the municipality. 
Put a (local) price on carbon - In order to finance low energy refurbishment there needs to be a mutual understanding that CO2 quotas could be used to provide resources for refurbishment.  Consider taking “local power” on emissions trade at the city level. In London energy companies pay a fee to a ‘fund’ if they use fossil fuel.  This fund is then used for refurbishment.
Use local powers to create policy – Do not let external restrictions (e.g. national regulations) be a barrier. Create local level policies.  For example, Stockholm’s policy on last mile freight delivery established a consolidation centre for construction sector with materials delivered in the off-peak.  Use planning regulations or procurement rules to influence behaviour change in the construction sector.  

Case study Freiburg
In 1992 the city implemented the low energy housing construction standard for all lease or purchase contracts with property belonging to the city.  Because of this standard around 17,000 inhabitants live in 65kWh/m2 low energy buildings. In Vauban the development went even further and built 270 passive (15kWh/m2) and energy plus houses. Compared to traditional districts the energy consumption of Vauban and Rieselfeld are 80% less power intense and produce around 30% CO2 less.   http://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params  
Create robust policies – Using supporting evidence, research and analysis including feedback from consultations.  Align to city strategies with political endorsement.  Do not only work with the low “hanging fruit”, the risk is the other parts will be neglected, create a package including both easy and more difficult measures. 
Key Insight:  Trials, test-periods and case studies as demonstrators help create an easier political environment to introduce regulations
c) [bookmark: _Toc468777248][bookmark: _Toc468777901][bookmark: _Toc468786174][bookmark: _Toc469474428]Smart ICT Policies
Smart Impact members identified several challenges to urban data management and designing and operating urban platforms. Several of them related to how policies (regulations and incentives) can support the uptake and management of urban data platforms.
	Porto
	Urban platform implementation

	Manchester
	Willingness to share data and be monitored and limits to personal surveillance

	Manchester
	Procurement based on price and perceived requirements, not  innovation

	Guadalajara
	Complete integration of urban services of the smart city platform (public transport, smart parking, gardens, water management, city card integration).

	Miskolc
	Connecting the data of the public service providers 

	Smolyen
	Improvement of the e-services

	Zagreb
	Using a living lab model to develop an urban data platform 

	Stockholm
	Sharing municipality data between different administrations. Integrating innovation into existing processes 


These (and other) challenges were aggregated into one key question.

	Key Question:
Urban ICT Platforms can aggregate different types of city data. This can result in improved services, higher efficiency, better planning and decision making in a city. An urban platform is no longer a question of technology. Solutions are available. It more often is a question of organisation and data governance.

What could be policies that help to aggregate data from different sources (within city administration and beyond) into a single ICT platform in a safe way?
What could be successful regulations (push factors) to help public service providers provide their data?
What could be successful incentives (pull factors) to allow different departments to share their data?
Which policy could help leverage data from private companies into a platform?
Which policy would ensure best use of open city data for the development of the city?



Define and work with a common standard for data sharing in your city - An urban ICT platform will be used by many different stakeholders. Ideally multiple parties share different datasets and the operator (often the municipality) has to make sure that all data is interoperable and useful. In order for this to work, there has to be common standards. This defines formats, protocols, interfaces and quality criteria for data. In addition this standard should contain instructions for (software) developers and ICT experts on how to format data and upload it to the urban platform.
[bookmark: _Toc466387612][bookmark: _Toc466387689]Common standards are currently under development within the EU and are called “reference architectures”. An urban reference architecture can be agreed upon by policymakers in a city.  For example, https://eu-smartcities.eu/content/urban-platforms.  SmartImpact cities can refer to the ICT reference architecture of Triangulum.
[bookmark: _Toc466387613][bookmark: _Toc466387690]Define a common ICT policy framework - Even more important than defining quality standards for data, is the legal framework for data usage. A legal framework gives security by encompassing a clear description of the following aspects: data privacy and anonymisation of data; data security and storage; ownership of data; availability of data (public / private / open). Currently there is no reference ICT policy framework that cities can apply or adapt. SmartImpact will develop a framework within the theme of data governance and IT integration, available to all interested cities.
[bookmark: _Toc466387614][bookmark: _Toc466387691]Identify individual benefits and trade with data - It makes sense to collect municipal data and use it not only for own (municipal) purposes, but also as a trade asset in order to incentivise private companies to share their data with the municipality. Often the combination of specific data is of value for private companies and for the city at the same time. It therefore makes sense to identify the individual benefits for stakeholders that are linked to sharing data and use this as an incentive and lever to motivate stakeholders to share their data.
Case study Eindhoven: 
In the city centre area of Eindhoven, the municipality counts the people who enter the areas. This is valuable information for the local breweries who understand their market potential through this figure. At the same time, it is an important figure for the city to know how much beer people in the city centre drink. By sharing the number of people (municipality) and the amount of beer sold (private breweries) both stakeholders receive a benefit. 
	[bookmark: _Toc466387615][bookmark: _Toc466387692]Key Insight: Municipal data is required as trade value to access private data in cities.



Create a digital marketplace of urban data - Data has value attached to it. Working with data as a trade asset requires a digital marketplace of urban data. This can be an integrated ICT platform with a role-based access system to different datasets, depending on their degree of openness.
[bookmark: _Toc466387616][bookmark: _Toc466387693]Embed data sharing requirements in public contracts - Public tenders or service contracts often produce data by a third party. Municipalities must ensure that they have full access to this data. Requirements on data sharing have to be included in the procurement documents and within the public service contracts. 
[bookmark: _Toc466387617][bookmark: _Toc466387694]Create incentives for data sharing - Private companies that share their data with the city need to get something in return. If the data is of value for the city, for example the city could consider reducing local taxes for good data sharers. Gamification (rankings, awards, challenges etc.) could be used to incentivise local companies to share their data.
[bookmark: _Toc466387618][bookmark: _Toc466387695]Provide the city / infrastructure as testlab for innovations - The city is a potential “living lab” where, based on a specific sample or focus group (e.g. elderly people, smart youngsters, energy consumers, home owners etc.) the city can join forces with the private sector to develop new products and services for citizens. In these cases it is easier to negotiate exemption clauses from strict national regulations on data sharing.
[bookmark: _Toc466387619][bookmark: _Toc466387696]Measure and monitor service providers based on data - If public service providers are obliged to share their data in an urban platform, it is also possible to monitor their performance in near to real time. Municipalities could define service performance levels and KPI’s to measure the performance. A similar principle can be applied with municipal companies. 
[bookmark: _Toc466387620][bookmark: _Toc466387697]Create flexible contracts - Not all opportunities, challenges and levels of performance that arise out of collaboration with a service provider are clear when signing the contract. Flexibility has to be ingrained into the contracts. It is recommended to include clauses that allow for renegotiating the contract after a specific time span, or make sure the service provider uses the latest technology, pushing for innovative products and services.
[bookmark: _Toc466387621][bookmark: _Toc466387698]Open the data platform to citizens and companies for new services - New and improved services can best be developed by using the creativity of an entire city population. Policies on open data and co-engagement of citizens, SMEs, start-ups or students (e.g. hackathons, challenges, awards etc.) can incentivise the best use of the data to give value added services and even products.
[bookmark: _Toc466387622][bookmark: _Toc466387699]Communicate about the potential of data exchange - Stakeholders within the municipality usually do not know about the benefits of an urban platform and shared data. A sound communication concept (campaign!) is needed to address these stakeholders and make them reflect about the opportunities data sharing could provide.
[bookmark: _Toc466387623][bookmark: _Toc466387700]Internal data policies have to be enacted by senior management /political leaders - Different departments within the administration are often reluctant to share data. A high level declaration making it a mandatory internal regulation for all departments and offices to share their data in a joint platform is the best way to make sure that data is actually shared. This requires a central information office to provide and manage the infrastructure that has to lie behind.
[bookmark: _Toc466387624][bookmark: _Toc466387701]Start with process mapping and simplification - Data sharing is not a goal in itself. The wider value that comes from data sharing can only be realised if there is a specific goal to be addressed. A good way to identify the priorities (and the data required) is to map existing cross-departmental processes within the city administration (planning, procurement, citizen services etc.) and to improve and simplify them based on process design tools. Replacing analogue processes with digital processes that require an interaction of data from different departments is the logical next step.
7. [bookmark: _Toc468777249][bookmark: _Toc468777902][bookmark: _Toc468786175][bookmark: _Toc469474429]Developing Successful Smart Policies
There is no single scientific definition of policy. Appendix I draws on political science theory to offer two definitions. 
I. It is concerned with how issues and problems come to be defined and constructed - how they are placed on the political and policy agenda.

II. It is the study of ‘how, why and to what effect governments pursue particular courses of action or inaction’ (Dye 1976). Important is the difference between policy, politics and polity:

· Polity = the institutional structures characterising a political system
· Politics = the processes by which decisions are made
· Policy=the outputs of the political system.

For cities, the three Ps are critical factors for developing policy.  When developing policy within the municipalities, there is a need to seek endorsement and continue to report back to the decision makers.  

When discussing policy development at the Stockholm meeting, the group identified the following elements of a successful smart policy:

· Stakeholder engagement – ensure that this is at the heart of the process, including citizen engagement
· Common goals and demonstrate win/win
· Able to demonstrate there is a comprehensive plan
· Defined process for measuring success
· Able to demonstrate benefits and communicate this
· Political will and endorsement
· Resilient procurement process
· Potential scale up from pilot.
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Other factors to support policy management include:
· Timing – find the policy window
· Identify problems and their root causes correctly; 
· Define what can or should be achieved; 
· Analyse possible courses of action and their foreseeable and calculable consequences; 
· Secure decisions on the way ahead and oversee their execution; 
· Collect data on what is happening; 
· Evaluate and account for the results achieved; 
· Learn lessons to shape future action. 

Stakeholder engagement to be used to work with innovators to find and develop innovative solutions.  A map of a policy development within a municipality and provides an example of the stages involved.  The example is drawn on Manchester City Council.

Figure 3: Ae Policy Development Journey – Modelled on Manchester City Council
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc468777250][bookmark: _Toc468786176][bookmark: _Toc469474430]Appendix I Policy Development Reader -A Theoretical Framework
Alanus von Radecki, Fraunhofer Institute, DE
1. Definition of Policy
There is no single scientific definition of policy. The literature of political science offers two definitions. 
1. It is concerned with how issues and problems come to be defined and constructed - how they are placed on the political and policy agenda.
2. It is the study of ‘how, why and to what effect governments pursue particular courses of action or inaction’ (Dye 1976). Important is the difference between policy, politics and polity:

	Polity = the institutional structures characterising a political system 
	Politics = the processes by which decisions are made
	Policy= the outputs of the political system



In 1964 Theodore Lewi said “policies determine politics” (Lowi 1972: 299) and one important target of the policy research is to identify reasons why an actor chooses at a certain time a certain policy. It is therefore important to analyse the process behind how policies are being developed. 
2. Former Theories
“The Policy Sciences“(Lerner and Lasswell 1951) is a good starting point for policy research. In the 1960s the policy research was shaped by the policy-arena model of Theodor J. Lowi (1964, 1972) and the political system theory of David Easton (1965). 
[image: ]

Figure 2: political system theory: source Easton 1965
It is useful to look at four important policy theories which describe the development of policies from different perspectives. 
2.1 Open-systems framework 
[image: ]
Figure 3: the open-systems framework of Hofferbert, source: Hofferbert 1974
Hofferbert developed a conceptual framework of the policy process with policy outputs as the dependent variables. As shown in Figure 2, the policy outputs are direct and indirect functions of the historic-geographic conditions. This approach has proven useful in the past as it is involves cross-sectional comparisons of policy outputs across states. But it has however been criticised for its neglect of the governmental and intergovernmental dimension (Dunn/Kelly 1992: 39). 
2.2 Ostrom’s Framework for Institutional Analysis
This approach involves rational actors within institutions and was developed by Elinor Ostrom and colleagues. The focus is how individual attributes and institutional rules and socioeconomic setting can affect behaviour. 
[image: ]
Figure 4: Ostrom’s model, source: Dunn/Kelly 1992: 42
The principal insight is that an individual behaves differently in different decision situations. The approach defines three levels of institutional analysis. 

[image: ]
Figure 5: Three levels, source: Dunn/Kelly 1992: 42
The outputs of a given level set the institutional rules of the level below. Even if this framework is suitable for thinking about the effects of individuals and institutions, it neglects the role of substantive policy information (Dunn/Kelly 1992: 43). 
2.3 Policy Streams 
John Kingdon developed an interesting approach to agenda setting and policy formulation, the policy” streams” approach. In his view, policymaking can be conceptualised in three streams: 
(1) A problem stream (information about real world problems and effects of past governmental interventions) 
(2) A policy stream composed of researchers, advocates and other specialists
(3) A political stream, consisting of elections, legislative leadership contents etc. (Dunn/Kelly 1992: 43 and Kingdon 1984). 
This approach incorporates an enlarged view of policy communities and go beyond rigid institutionalism. Kingdon focuses on how ideas become solutions to policy problems (Cairney/Weible 2015), challenging the phrase, “an idea whose time has come,” to show the importance of receptivity to policy solutions within policy networks (Cairney/Jones 2016: 39). Although Kingdon focused on one country, one time period and two policy areas, the concepts and metaphor are universal in the sense that they have been shown to be flexible enough to be applied to nearly any place, time, or policy. However the conditions under which windows of opportunities arise need further analysis (Dunn/Kelly 1992: 44). 
2.4 Advocacy coalition
The “advocacy coalition“framework was developed by Sabatier in 1988. It focuses on the interaction of advocacy coalitions. Policy change is a product of the competition and interaction between these coalitions. 
The framework distinguishes “core” and”secondary“ elements.  Coalitions are assumed to organise around common beliefs (Dunn/Kelly 1992: 46). The framework has been tested in a number of policy areas e.g. McLaughlin and Sabatier 1987; Jenkins-Smith 1988, Sabatier 1989. As a result, the arguments concerning coalition stability and the advocacy coalition have been confirmed, however there are still doubts about the hierarchical structure of belief systems. 


[image: ]
Figure 6: Advocacy coalition, source: Sabatier 1988: 132



3. The Policy Cycle 
The most famous model of the policy science is the “policy cycle”. It was first formulated by Harold Dwight Lasswell (Lasswell 1951) and divides the political process into several steps.  The six steps are presented in the diagram below: 

 [image: ]
Figure 7: the policy cycle, source: Althaus, Bridgeman and Davis 2013: 38
Althaus, Bridgman and Davis have expanded the policy cycle idea in the Australian context as a series of seven steps: 
1. Identifying issues – this occurs in two ways, through interest group representation (there is never a shortage of people telling government what to do) and/or the need for an overhaul of ineffective existing policy;
2. Policy analysis – information, research, analysis and reflection are important to frame policy options;
3. Identification of policy instruments – there is a need to consider the range of possible responses to the problem. Will it require new legislation, new programs or perhaps adjustment to internal operations of government? 
4. Consultation to test the strength of the analysis – consultation is now generally presumed to take place both inside and outside government with both public and expert input. There is also coordination between agencies to ensure coherence of policy and in particular, consideration of the linkage between funding and the wider policy settings of government. This is necessary to resolve issues between agencies and institutions with shared interests;
5. Decision – this is generally made through executive government and/or cabinet;
6. Implementation –the policy is given expression through legislation or programs;
7. Evaluation – this stage is essential to can gauge the effects of a policy and adjust or rethink the design.
The criticism of the policy cycle is that the model is just heuristic and the over-simplistic models fail to engage with real-world challenges (Wyatt 2015). Louise Shaxson contends that rationalist, cyclical models cannot accomodate the political, pluralist bargaining and negotiating approaches demanded by complex or chaotic policy issues (Shaxson 2008). More information see Bridgeman/Davis 2000, 2003 and Everett 2003. 
4. Additional Theories 
4.1 Garbage Can Theory
Rather than being about solving problems in appropriate and flexible ways, defenders of the ‘garbage can’ approach see policies and programs based on them as the outcome of organisations having their own agendas and preferred policies.  This combines with looking for opportunities to implement them often without much regard to the appropriateness of those preferences. The success of particular policies has as much to do with chance as with rigorous analysis and evaluation. The sheer scale and complexity of public policy-making means that there is a limit to the number of problems or issues that can receive attention at any one time. The process by which this almost infinite array of policy options is narrowed is highly competitive and rarely rational. The garbage can is where, over time, policy ideas, problems and possible solutions are (metaphorically) dumped. This draws attention to the fact that the history of policy development and change is crucial to an understanding of what policies might emerge or be possible in the future. The overall result for defenders of this view is to see policy development and implementation as a complex and often random combination of problems and solutions.  This includes preferred solutions in search of a problem to which defenders might have become attached. In summary, garbage can theory sees policy-making processes as:
· Uncertain, complex and fluid;
· Chaotic, random and frequently irrational;
· Involving numerous actors and competing interests; and
· Entailing a loose relationship between policy problems, policy analysis and policy solutions – ranging from unstable, fragmented policy environments to more stable and coherent ones.
As summarised by Tiernan and Burke who draw on John Kingdon’s work, garbage can theory accounts present policy agenda change as the product of the coupling of three otherwise independent ‘streams’: problems, policies and politics.
4.2 Social Construction Framework
The Social Construction Framework (SCF) examines policy design in relation to target groups and populations—the good group are entitled to rewards and the bad groups deserving of burdens or punishments. The focus is on agenda setting: framing, assigning values, using emotional characterisations of people and problems and the cumulative effect of distribution. Policymakers make quick emotional judgments, back up their actions with selective facts and distribute benefits. A key aim is to reconceptualise studies of interest group politics by considering the effect of past policy design on current debates. For example, a sequence of previous policies based on a particular framing of target populations may produce “hegemony” when the public, media, and/or policymakers take for granted (as natural) and rarely question that framing (Cairney/Heikkila 2014: 377). 
4.3 Policy Feedback Theory
Policy Feedback Theory (PFT) has roots in historical institutionalism.  This suggests that policy commitments made in the past produce increasing returns and make it costly to choose a different path (Pierson 2000 and Cairney 2012: 76). When a policy becomes established and resources are devoted to programs it helps structure current activity and provides advantages for some groups more than others (Mettler/SoRelle 2014). Although PFT may not directly conceptualise many elements of the policy process, it is possible to identify a broad focus on actors, networks, and ideas. Actors are present when policies assign different citizen rights to groups, influencing their ability and incentive to mobilise and engage. Networks are implied when government agencies mobilise support and groups mobilise to protect, programs. Ideas appear in PFT because established policies and rules represent institutionalised beliefs or dominant policy frames (public opinion on programs may also shift after they have been introduced). In historical institutionalism “sensitivity to initial conditions” describes a particular sequence of past decisions that sets the broad context for current policy and a “critical juncture” highlights the major event that may be required to prompt institutional change when policies are “locked in” (Cairney 2012: 84). 
4.4 Punctual Equilibrium
The Punctual Equilibrium (PET) Dunn 2016, emphasises the interaction between two types of ideas: (1) the “monopoly of understandings” underpinning established subsystem relationships, and (2) the new solutions that could “catch fire” following successful venue shopping or prompt endogenous change (when attention shifts and issues are reframed). Subsystems are a source of stability, power, and policy continuity for long periods (decades in some cases). Instability and major change can come from the interactions among institutions, such as venues with different rules and understandings, or between the policy subsystem and the macro-political system (a conceptualisation also found in some evolutionary and complexity theories [Cairney 2013). The latter is unpredictable: lurches of macro-political attention can destabilise subsystems, but most subsystems can remain unaffected for long periods. The concept of institutional friction describes the amount of effort required to overcome established rules. High friction suggests that a major or cumulative effort is required to secure institutional change, which may produce a pressure-dam effect and a major policy punctuation. Events (e.g. wars) that change budget patterns, as well as sustained and cumulative attention to minor occasions may also cause punctuations. Different sequences of events help explain different processes across countries. However, the focus is on serial attention to events. Similarly context is important, but the focus of the PET is often the endogenous change in subsystems in the absence of similar change in the wider policy environment. In summary, PET covers all the major elements of the policy process (Cairney/Heikkila 2014: 377).
Evolutionary policy theories seek to explain how and why particular environments operate to help produce specific kinds of policy change and stability, and how actors, such as “policy entrepreneurs,” adapt to or help shape their environments (Cairney 2012, 2013, Mamudu/Cairney/Studlar 2015 and Cairney/Jones 2016: 41). Evolution in this context describes the cumulative, long-term development of policy solutions and the slow progress of an idea towards acceptability within the policy community. It is complete when policymakers are receptive to the solution and have the motive and opportunity to adopt it (Kingdon 1995: 165–166, Lieberman 2002: 709 and Cairney/Jones 2016: 41).
4.5 Narrative Policy Framework
The Narrative Policy Framework (NPF) seeks to measure how narratives are used in policymaking. Narratives are stylised accounts of the origins, aims, and likely impacts of policies. They are used strategically to reinforce or oppose policy measures. Narratives have a setting, characters, plot and moral. They can be compared to marketing, persuasion based more on appealing to an audience’s beliefs than on the “facts.” People will pay attention to certain narratives because they are rational, seeking shortcuts to gather information and prone to accept simple stories that confirm their biases, exploit their emotions, and/or come from a source they trust. McBeth, Jones, and Shanahan (2014) place this process within the “meso level” of subsystems by adapting the NPF to identify advocacy coalitions competing to present the most compelling narrative.  It includes the “macro level” of institutions, arguing that successful narratives may become embedded in the culture of policy systems. Context is important in the NPF.  This includes the factors that actors have to account for when constructing narratives (e.g. legal and constitutional parameters, geography, scientific evidence, economic conditions, agreed norms) and can be compared to the “props” or setting for a play that can be taken for granted or, at times, dominate attention. Events are treated primarily as resources used to construct focusing events and apportion blame. Overall, when integrated with other theories, there is a discussion of all elements (Cairney/Heikkila 2014: 379). 
4.6 Diffusion and Policy Learning
Diffusion occurs “if the probability of adoption of a policy by one governmental jurisdiction is influenced by the policy choices of other governments in the system” The focus is on discrete political systems containing states, including the United States (with fifty) and European Union (with twenty-eight). Diffusion theories put forth five main explanations for diffusion: learning; imitation; normative pressure; competition; coercion. In practice, policy change may occur through a combination of these effects. To some extent this is an ideas-based account because diffusion often follows the perception by policymakers that they need to keep up with norms. The properties of policy solutions may also influence the extent to which they receive attention. However, diffusion is also something to be explained in terms of how attractive they are to policymakers. Internal determinants models express this role for perception and demand most strongly (Cairney/Heikkila 2014: 380). Policy convergence refers to the evidence for similarities in policy across regions. This may be linked to a transfer of policy from one region to another. The transfer literature extends to a series of questions, including: is transfer voluntary? which actors are involved?; how much policy is transferred?; how do we explain variations in levels of transfer? (Dolowitz/Marsh 1996, 2000, Bennett 1991, James/Lodge 2003, Page 2000, Rose 1993 and Stone 1999). The starting point for discussion of tobacco policy transfer is the evidence of similarities in policy. A common feature in the EU (and most developed countries) is that smoking behaviour has become ‘denormalised’ (Studlar 2007a: 1). This is caused in part by similar policy instruments: 
· Similar ‘successes’: Most countries have warning labels on cigarette packets. Most have initiated health education campaigns since the mid-1960s. Most have advertising restrictions on TV and radio. 
· Similar ‘failures’: The enforcement of age-related restrictions has been lax. There is still state support for tobacco growers in the US and the EU. 
· Similar timing in the use of instruments: Taxation as a major policy instrument has only been used in the past 20–30 years (Cairney 2009: 473).
However the response has varied according to the vested economic interests, cultural practices, and political factors of each country and there are significant time-lags between the proposal and acceptance of scientific knowledge and the introduction of solutions (Studlar 2004, 2007). (Cairney 2009: 474). 
The theory of policy learning and transfer is based on the assumption that ‘problems that are unique to one country are abnormal’, and that ‘the concerns for which ordinary people turn to government are common on many continents’ (Rose 1991: 4). Accordingly, responses that have proven successful in one place, can to a certain extent be generalised and transferred to other places. 
Generalisability is defined ‘as the extent to which data obtained from a particular population, under unique study conditions, at a particular point in time and space can be applied more widely to other populations, conditions, times and spaces’ (CURACAO 2009: 174). Transferability is ‘a subset of generalisability, which focuses on identifying contextual differences and dealing with their impacts’ (CURACAO 2009: 174). The literature on policy learning and transfer is therefore concerned with the aspects that planning practitioners need to consider in drawing lessons from other cities and transferring these lessons to their own policy context (Dolowitz/Marsh 1996, Marsden et al. 2010 and Rose 2001). 
The terms lesson-drawing, policy learning, and policy transfer are often used interchangeably. Some researchers make distinctions however. Dolowitz & Marsh define lessons as voluntary activity of ‘political actors or decision-makers in one country [who] draw lessons from one or more other countries, which they then apply to their own political system’ (Dolowitz/Marsh 1996: 344).  Policy transfer can also have a coercive element. Marsden et al. describe this distinction as a continuum from voluntary learning that originates from a “dissatisfaction with the status quo and an inability to find suitable historical policy lessons locally” (Marsden et al. 2010: 3), to mean that constrain the choice of policy e.g. regulations or financial conditions by so called donor countries or institutions. Their study investigates the application of existing guidelines on policy learning and transfer in eleven European and North American cities.  They find that voluntary motivations for searching for lessons dominate (Marsden et al. 2010: 22 and Baumann/White 2010: 2). 
Dolowitz & Marsh identify seven possible objects of transfer: policy goals, structure and content; policy instruments or administrative techniques; institutions; ideology; ideas, attitudes and concepts; and negative lessons (Dolowitz/Marsh 1996: 350).  They also recognise six main categories of actors involved: elected officials, political parties, bureaucrats/civil servants, pressure groups, policy entrepreneurs/experts; and supra-national institutions (Dolowitz/Marsh 1996: 345). (Baumann/White 2010: 3). 
5. Recommendations for Good Policies 
The first requirement of policy management is for a set of tools that will help practitioners to:
· Identify problems and their root causes correctly; 
· Define what can or should be achieved; 
· Analyse possible courses of action and their foreseeable and calculable consequences; 
· Secure decisions on the way ahead and oversee their execution; 
· Collect data on what is happening; 
· Evaluate and account for the results achieved; 
· Learn lessons to shape future action. 

The power to make policy, in the sense of making decisions on the course of action to be followed by the government, is the prerogative of the political leadership. The purpose of policy making is to establish clearly the course of action that the government intends to take. This is in response to a problem or difficulty that has arisen, or in order to realise the vision of the country’s leadership for improvement in some aspect of life.  The key to good policy making is therefore that firm and unambiguous decisions should be made (with appropriate authority) about what is to be done.  This should be based on the best available evidence concerning the nature of the issue being addressed and what responses are most likely to be effective, coupled with an accurate assessment of the resources required to carry out the decisions and the means of ensuring that the required action is taken. Good policy making should result in a clear understanding of the actions required, by what means and within what constraints. Good policy depends on a complex sequence of activities requiring the professional support of a competent public service. The existence of a well-managed policy process enhances the chances that a good policy will result, and intended outcomes be achieved (Wyatt 2015).


According to Baumann/White 2010 there are three areas for strategic learning:
1. Identifying suitable policy windows 
Kingdon’s notion of policy windows implies that opportunities for coupling policy proposals to the political and problem stream largely depend on dynamics and events that take place outside the policy process, and that are beyond the control of planning practitioners, for example, changes in national mood or exceptional incidents that can suddenly change the public perception of problems. Bratzel identifies social crises and impressive political mandates as important external factors for structural policy change in his study of ‘relatively successful’ European cities. He describes policy windows ‘as a political opportunity for change, a necessary but not sufficient condition’ (Bratzel 1999: 177). 
Given the relevance of suitable policy windows for significant policy change, valuable insights could be gained by investigating the coupling process in exemplar case studies. Although the opening of windows cannot be influenced in a direct way, relevant insights could help advocates of a policy proposal to better read the signs and time their activities. Kingdon quotes one of his interviewees on the role of policy windows “As I see it, people who are trying to advocate change are like surfers waiting for the big wave. You get out there, you have to be ready to go and you have to be ready to paddle. If you’re not ready to paddle when the big wave comes along, you’re not going to ride it in”, (Kingdon 2002: 165). 
2. The role of key individuals as policy entrepreneurs 
According to Kingdon, coupling activities are often managed by key individuals, or policy entrepreneurs “who are willing to invest their resources, (time, energy, reputation, money) to promote a position in return for anticipated future gain in the form of material, purposive, or solidary benefits” (2002: 179). Policy entrepreneurs lie in wait for policy windows to open in order to push their proposals. They can be found in all areas of the policy process. Kingdon picks up the surfer image to explain the qualities of a successful policy entrepreneur, “Entrepreneurs are ready to paddle, and in their readiness combined with their sense for riding the wave and using the forces beyond their control contributes to success” (Kingdon 2002: 181). 


Policy entrepreneurs are also engaged in activities of ‘softening up’ relevant audiences (Kingdon 2002: 127).  They are pushing their ideas in many forums in order to get the public, interest groups, experts and politicians in a policy community receptive to new ideas.
3. The quality of stakeholder debate 
The literature shows several pathways towards policy change. Bratzel for example describes a change of the political actor regime as a basis for structural policy change (Bratzel 1999). Others describe more consensus-oriented and incremental ways to overcome barriers in the political process. Hajer & Kesselring and Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith describe processes that can promote trust, learning and understanding between members of adversarial advocacy or value coalitions (Hajer/Kesselring 1999 and Sabatier/Jenkins-Smith 1993). 
Consensus-oriented processes usually consist of an organised, deliberative forum that brings planning practitioners and politicians together with citizens, interest groups, or both, in order to find a consensus based on mutual understanding of all aspects of the debate (Baumann/White 2010). They do not have the potential for sudden policy change that a radical shift in political power allows. However, it is based on the force of the better argument (Habermas 1984) and so offers equal opportunities for all stakeholders to have their arguments heard. This change in the quality of stakeholder debate can reduce conflict and opposition in implementation of policy proposals and reduce political barriers, and so lead to significant change on an incremental basis. (Baumann/White 2010: 7f). 
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